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Abstract
HOW DOES IT FEEL?:
RATIONALITY AND AFFECTIVITY IN THE
BIRTH AND EARLY DEVELOPMENT OF ROCK AND ROLL
By

Grant Maxwell

Advisor: Professor Marc Dolan

Through chapters on Elvis Presley, The Beatles BaoiDylan, this dissertation
examines the hypothesis that the music and cuttureck and roll have mediated a
return of intuitive, affective, and somatic epistdagical modes discursively repressed in
modernity. Employing a theoretical perspectivaws from thinkers such as Max
Weber, Sigmund Freud, William James, Henri Bergaow, Alfred North Whitehead, it
shows how perhaps the preeminent musical genteeahtd-twentieth century enacted a
dialectical return to archaic modes of experiereca aomplement to the privileging of
rationalism and materialism since the EnlightenmAnthe genre’s inception in the mid-
nineteen fifties, Elvis Presley participated in gmeminent performative inflection of the
intimate reintegration of the privileging polariby rationality over affect that had come
to pervade predominant cultural streams in the \West the preceding centuries,
exemplified in the Cartesiarogito the explicit equation of thought with human being
general. Subsequently, the Beatles and Bob Dylaaghtt this integration to a climax,
the Beatles in the more external, social mode @btnd, and Dylan in the more internal,

introspective mode of the individual singer-songgtiAlong with many other artists,



Presley, the Beatles, and Dylan performed a fundgh&ansformation of culture whose
implications still largely condition our aesthetind psychological experience in the early
twenty-first century.

Most texts about these three artists (and therenany) are either simple
biographical narratives or analyses of music anddyso a similar project would be
largely redundant. By contrast, employing the méshaf literary criticism, this
dissertation primarily explicates the rhetoricahnoes of the written and oral narratives
about these figures, which obliquely trace a plojpds/ of rock and roll. That is, rock and
roll appears to be both catalyst and expressi@ad#ep and relatively sudden
epistemological shift initiated on a mass scaldemid-twentieth century. Although this
shift was presaged by the confluence of many faetonusical, cultural, aesthetic,
political, and economic—these elements seem neveave been fully synthesized until
the emergence of rock and roll, never fully realirea single lineage (among other
lineages in other media) until Dylan, the Beatéas] others produced complementary
syntheses of the mode Presley and his milieu hadted with numerous other artistic

and intellectual movements.
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Introduction: “Try to Find a Place to Start” *

Each of us has his own special gift, and you kriegvwwas meant to be true
And if you don’t underestimate me, | won’t undeneate you

Bob Dylan, “Dear Landlord”
Remember to let her into your heart, then you ¢art o make it better
The Beatles, “Hey Jud@”

Oh, Baby, baby, baby, baby, baby
Baby, baby, baby, bu-bu-bu-bu-bu

Elvis Presley, “Baby Let's Play House”

My entire adulthood has been a perpetual balarethgpetween two vocations: academic
and musician. In fact, the impetus for this diss#@h emerged from years of attempting to
negotiate between the musical and intellectual madeny daily life® | have often had the
experience of singing for an audience at night withrock and roll band and then lecturing in
one of my classes the following day, a juxtapositizat has impressed upon me the radically
different qualities of the two epistemologies ineglin these very different performative
activities. As | developed my analytical and catiéaculties on the one hand and my affeétive
and intuitive faculties on the other, | consistefélt a jarring disjunction between these two

ways of relating to experience. While engaged i@ onthe other of these endeavors, | often

! peter Guralnicki.ast Train to Memphis: The Rise of Elvis Pregigw York: Abacus, 2003) 95. Listed in
footnotes as “Guralnick,” except where noted.

2 Bob Dylan, John Wesley Hardiri§olumbia Records, 1967).

® The BeatlesPast Masters, Vol. ZCapitol Records, 1988).

* Elvis PresleyFElvis at SUr(RCA, 2004).

® My usage of the word “mode,” often employed in thkowing pages, is derived from Alfred North Wiitead’s
usage of the term in hidodes of Thought

b «Affect” is described in the introduction fbhe Affect Theory Readas “visceral forces beneath, alongside or
generallyother thanconscious knowing, vital forces insisting beyond&on.” Melissa Gregg and Gregory J.
Seigworth,The Affect Theory Read@urham, NC: Duke University Press, 2010) 1.



sensed that an essential phenomenological aspsdieuag left out or repressed. As | read
thinkers like Max Weber, Sigmund Freud, William &anHenri Bergson, and Alfred North
Whitehead, it became clear that my parallel imnoergn these contrasting modes—the affective
and the rational —was impelling me to enact angragon of these ways of knowing and
relating to the world. In my experience, each hesninforming the other: in consequence, my
theorizing is permeated by insights | have glednaa years of playing and listening to music,
while the music | have written and played has lppeded by, and expressive of, my theoretical
interests. The tension inherent in this duality, bas great extent, produced the narrative arc of
my life. And, indeed, as is the case with most aoads, my intellectual work is an ongoing
attempt to come to terms with this primary condarmy personal experience. Thus, this
dissertation will bring to bear insights of somefudse theorists who have most influenced my
intellectual life on the artistic and performatiwedertakings of some of those artists who have
most informed my musical sensibility. Extrapolatingm my experience and the cultural
moment, | will suggest that these musicians areetimners” (to use James’ term) in the
project of building a bridge between what Bergsbaracterizes as “intellect” and “intuition.”
However, before wading into concrete analysesi@e primary exemplars of rock and
roll in the chapters that follow—Elvis Presley, Beatles, and Bob Dylan—I will first give a
brief account of the sociological, psychologicaid ghilosophical context in which my analysis
is situated. In particular, 1 will introduce a nuentof concepts from Weber, Freud, James,
Bergson, and Whitehead that will set the stagéhfemore particular biographical and musical
analyses in the subsequent chapters, especiatbgard to the complex and still developing

relation between rational, intellectual, and sdfentodes of thought on one hand, and intuitive,

" William James[The Varieties of Religious Experienew York: Vintage Books, 1990) 325.



affective, and somatic modes on the other. Althalmies, Bergson, and Whitehead will be the
theorists most referred to in the following pages,Jonathan Gould suggest€an’'t Buy Me
Love: The Beatles, Britain, and Amerjd&eber and Freud offer an indispensable socicébgic
and psychological foundation for the work of theiger theorists in understanding the
phenomenon of rock and réll.

In hisProtestant Ethic and the ‘Spirit’ of Capitalisitweber traces the development of
the rationalized quality characteristic of Westiga®e market capitalism, which he presents as
having come to dominate Western societies on alseof organization over the course of
modernity, down to those societies’ “fundamentatwade” of “systematic regimentationWVeber
describes this ascendancy of rationalism, whicldimes as “@onceptuakimplification and
ordering,” as concomitant with the repression ati@iang of instinctual animality, the secular,
technological productivity that largely charactedzwentieth century experience in the West
effectively repressing awareness of the intuitiliggacality of “natural man” as vulgar, sinful,
and even inhumah.

If Weber’s analysis reveals the ways in which pragh@nt sectors of Western culture
moved away from affective modes of experience towaationalized “disenchantmerit,”

Freud’s “return of the repressed,” which Freud savactive in the collective domain as well as
in the individual, provides an indispensable comgaigtool for understanding the titanic
upheavals of the twentieth century, which occujostias the older modes of experience seemed

to be nearing complete abeyance in service todberalancy of the rational. Freud understood

8 Jonathan Gould;an't Buy Me Love: The Beatles, Britain, and Amefidew York: Harmony Books, 2007) 177.
® Max Weber The Protestant Ethic and the ‘Spirit’ of Capitaligmd Other WritinggNew York: Penguin Books,
2002) 86, 26-27, 104, 316-17.

19 Max Weber Max Weber's Complete Writings on Academic andtiealiVocations Ed. John

Dreijmanis (New York: Algora Publishing, 2008).



that the more fundamental domains of human affegldcnot be denied and ignored without
profound compensatory symptoms emerging, one oflwdeems to have been the eruption of
popular music in the twentieth century, the heighwhich is arguably rock and rdft.

Although Freud demonstrated the return of represeatent in culture, he focused
almost exclusively on delineating the neurotic syongs that accompany such repression. By
contrast, James, working during roughly the samm@@eas Freud, more fully defined the
intuitive epistemologies that had been represséieaim healthy, non-neurotic manifestations.
James demonstrates that rational intellect is batveay of knowing the world applicable to
certain domains of experience more than otherstlaatdfor complex historical reasons, the
materially and discursively dominant cultures ia WWest have systematically privileged “logical
reason” over “feeling” and “intuition” for the lagtw centuries, particularly since the
widespread acceptance in the seventeenth centding @artesian equation of thought with
human being in general as codified in dogita “I think, therefore | am.” However, while these
two epistemological domains, roughly definableat®nality and affectivity, have often been
constructed in modernity as fundamentally discardirs and incommensurable, James posits
that, just as they were combined in premodernity maive, unconscious way, it seems that the
way to attain a more complete understanding ofllieeperience lies in the intentional
integration of these experiential domains. And thisgration appears to be constituted primarily
in conscious awareness of where one’s attentidivested, and of which mode one emphasizes
at any given moment, a synthesis that, | will cadtéhas been enacted to a great extent by rock

and roll music?

M Sigmund Freudyioses and Monotheisthlew York: Vintage Books, 1967) 120, 130, 172.
2 The Varieties of Religious Experier2@8, 301-92, 349-50, 443-44 and William Jan®ragmatism(Toronto:
Dover, 1995) 1, 86, 94-95, 111.



Bergson'’s vitalism corroborates James’ pragmatgmggesting that intellect is a mode of
thought that can only analyze and reduce emergelitigs to their constituent parts. As he
presents it, rational intellect alone, with scieftsaultimate expression, cannot truly comprehend
the emergence of anything genuinely novel witheaburse to affective modes. Bergson shows
that the emergence of life itself, or of human comssness, both radically emergent properties,
appear to pure intellect as merely recombinatidrexisting elements. In contrast, the kind of
emergence that Bergson traces is qualitative, mantifative, though qualitative shifts do often
have quantitative results. Furthermore, Bergsomvsttbat this internal quality of process has to
do with the conception of time: where science galheconstructs time as a linear, static,
guantitative medium, Bergson demonstrates thatiduarghe lived experience of temporality,
can also be conceived as qualitative, each moneaumdy a quality particular to it. And this
“inner movement of life” is only accessible, Bergsuggests, to intuitive forms of engaging
experience. Bergson asserts that intellect andimruare both indispensable ways of knowing
the world and that, although this may seem obvioysactice, particularly in an early twenty-
first century context when affectivity has beconm@ianary academic concern, the academic
presuppositions of the last few centuries haveieitlgland in many ways rendered intuitive
modes as inferior to intellect, a privileging tihais been concretized in class distinctions, and
even perhaps in racism as discussed in the chapteresley. Ultimately, Bergson sees intellect
and intuition as constellating an opposition thastrbe deconstructed and reintegrated if
Western culture is truly to move beyond the deejpeglicit prejudices of modernity?

Whitehead developed this pragmatist, vitalist stred thought in what is generally

referred to as his “process” philosophy, thoughdierred to it as a “philosophy of organism.”

13 Henri BergsonCreative Evolutior(New York: Barnes & Noble Books, 2005) xxii, 24;%8¥-39, 124, 135, 145,
220.



Whatever one calls it, Whitehead’s work furthemntinates the domains that James and Bergson
articulated as a way out of the conceptual deadtesidnodernity appeared to have become by
the time Whitehead began writing philosophy in tireeteen-twenties. Very briefly, Whitehead
sees the fundamental problems articulated so pnofglby modern philosophy to be resolvable
by attention to bodily experience. By leaving dustwhole domain, Whitehead recognizes,
rational intellect has come to focus primarily be hegative, for as he writes: “The negative
judgment is the peak of mentalit}*’As Whitehead suggests, the focus solely on irtietlenies
conscious access to the more fundamental kindseahimg that rational thought can structure,
analyze, and critique, but cannot engender. Andiétiead, like James and Bergson, explicitly
calls for the reintegration of these two modesngais far as to nominate this epistemological
synthesis “Wisdom.” While in our personal lives may recognize the efficacy of intuitive
modes, Whitehead seems to suggest that as lohgses ithodes are “omitted” from open
commerce with our explicit intellectual understargjiour culture will never attain “Wisdom” a
collectivity, but only rational knowledge, an imbhated situation that seems to have played a
large part in producing the ecological, econonucja, and political crises in which we now
find ourselves. According to Whitehead, the duraicdomain of “instantaneous reality”
between “mind” and “material” is the organismicuscof lived experience in the animal body
that has been repressed by the predominant saameitality, but which seems to have been

slowly reemerging in the twentieth century, palyighrough the medium of popular musfc.

14 Bruno Latour similarly refers to the overcomingtiois exclusive modern need to denounce, unveihask,
negate, and critique as the realization that tladerof thought, “the critical spirit” is “one contpace among
others” (Bruno LatouWe Have Never Been Mode@ambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1993, 44

15 Alfred North WhiteheadViodes of ThoughiNew York: The Free Press, 1968) 153-160; AlfrexttN Whitehead,
Process and Reality: Corrected Editidad. David Ray Griffin and Donald W. Sherburne \iN€ork: The Free
Press, 1985) 5; Alfred North Whitehea&djventures of Idea@ew York: The Free Press, 1967) 4, 43, 47, 98, 11
148, 159; Alfred North Whitehea&cience and the Modern Woildew York: The Free Press, 1967) vii, 2, 54, 57,
143-47, 87.



None of these three philosophers, James, BergadnMAitehead, wish to place intuition
above intellect, but merely to redress the imbadremphasis of these two primary ways of
knowing the world. As | will suggest, extrapolatitygm Whitehead, the quality of great art,
including rock and roll, that “transforms the soaf’many individuals, and thus of the cultural
development that this music has largely mediatatierlast half-century, is deeply imbricated
with the “immediate enjoyment” of the music, theality of temporal immediacy, the “being in
the moment” that is so characteristic of rock awmitiqulture, though forged through the profound
discipline that Presley, the Beatles, and Dylanalestrated in the hard-won creation of their art.
And certainly this disciplined evocation of enjoymiethe conscious inducement of ecstasy,
which literally means “out of stasis,” in the perfeer and in the audience, is one of the primary
factors that has allowed millions of people aroth@lworld to participate in the “permanent
realisation of values extending beyond” the initain of this “living art.” For the value that
rock and roll places in somatic modes of experieaae direct contradistinction to the
predominance of rationality, to which the genreessp to have been a compensatory reaétion.

Ultimately, as Whitehead'’s exposition particuladlgmonstrates, a transition between
historical “epochs” is the work of generations, &srhe writes: “Half a century is its unit of
time.” Thus, from the vantage of more than haléatary after the creation of rock and roll, |
will trace in the following pages this “renewed moise of the creative imaginatioi'through
the birth of the genre in the nineteen-fiftiesgky in the figure of Elvis Presley, and the music’
first movements towards maturity in the first haflthe nineteen-sixties embodied in the Beatles
and Bob Dylan. Through textual analysis of biogsgphemoir, journalism, criticism, and sound

and video recordings, | will examine the ways thgsere-defining artists have enacted a

18 Science and the Modern Wo2202.
17 Science and the Modern Worl98, 208.



“regression in the service of transcendentahd, subsequently, the various ways in which they
have performed the reintegration of these modds thé predominant rational, intellectual, and
technological preoccupations of modernity.

Most texts about these three artists (and therenarey) are either simple biographical
narrative or analyses of music and lyrics, so alarmmroject would be largely redundant. By
contrast, employing the methods of literary crémi this study primarily explicates the
rhetorical nuances of the written and oral naresgtigmbout these figures, which obliquely trace a
philosophy of rock and roll. That is, rock and ratipears to be both catalyst and expression of a
deep and relatively sudden epistemological shifitaited on a mass scale in the mid-twentieth
century. Although this shift was presaged by thefloence of many factors—musical, cultural,
aesthetic, political, and economic—these elemergmsnever to have been fully synthesized
until the emergence of rock and roll, never fubalized in a single lineage (among other
lineages in other media) until Dylan, the Beatbeg] others produced complementary syntheses
of the mode Presley and his milieu had initiatethwmumerous other artistic and intellectual
movements.

The first chapter, “Let’'s Get Real, Real Gone BaChange:’ Elvis Presley and the Return of
Repressed Affect,” examines the original emergaficeck and roll in the mid-fifties out of the
encounter between the blues, country music, goapdljazz through the catalyst of Presley who
ultimately became the paradigmatic symbol, the gKias it were, of that original incarnation of
the genre. This birth moment is characterized byettuption of a visceral physicality into the
realm of normative discourse, and this correcteation to the extreme rationalization of

predominant cultures in the post-war era seemsye been constituted in a return to modes that

'8 Michael WashburriThe Ego and the Dynamic Ground: A Transpersonabfhef Human DevelopmegAlbany,
NY: State University of New York Press, 1994) 171.



had been largely repressed in modernity. My analydl make it clear that rock and roll did not
emergeex nihilobut was the product of a confluence of genres thatthe originary
dispensation of the larger movement with Preskeyniost visible exponent, was something like
an emergent property from these component pansbitong certain characteristics of the
commercially dominant jazz singers with many of éspects of blues, country, and gospel.

As the nascent cultural and artistic phenomenaonak and roll was successively mediated
by layers of musical and lyrical complexity ovee ttourse of the ensuing decades, the genre
became increasingly self-aware, correlating withdghowing consciousness of the repressed
modes that it embodied in the cultural psyche. Thuthe second chapter, “A Creative
Tension:’ Affectivity and Rationality in the Prodiian of Beatlemania,” | trace the Beatles’
discovery of the genre, mediated by their loveHogsley and other original rock and rollers;
their initiation into the full range of instinctuahimality during their residencies at clubs in
Hamburg and Liverpool; their reengagement withrt®nal and technological modes
characteristic of modernity through Brian Epsté&eorge Martin, and Abbey Road Studios; and
their first concrete integration of the rationatlantuitive modes in their early singles, which
issued into the production of Beatlemania in 1983a6d, though beyond the scope of this
dissertation, the many inspired innovations ofrth@ddle and late periods.

Similarly, though in a rather different inflectioin “‘Looking for the Inner Heat:” Bob
Dylan’s Radical Empiricism of Identity,” | examiri&ylan’s discovery of rock and roll, folk
music, and poetry, which he synthesized over thessoof his development ultimately to create
a new, more expansive kind of rock and roll. Thiamter traces Dylan’s trajectory from his
childhood in Hibbing, Minnesota where he first htetire call of music, through his brief sojourn

in Minneapolis where he discovered Woody Guthrie @ateived a critique that mediated his
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previously more purely affective focus, and thendarly years in New York when he was
deeply engaged in the Greenwich Village folk scamevell as in a self-education in folk music
and poetry. This trajectory ultimately producedeav kind of folk music that would find its
fullest expression in synthesis with rock and ablithe Newport Folk Festival in 1965, when
Dylan ascended to his role as “Rock and Roll Kirggrole that David Hajdu succinctly

summarizes as the “Elvis of the mind.”

¥ David Hajdu,Positively 4' Street: The Lives and Times of Joan Baez, BobrDiimi Baez
Farina, and Richard FaringNew York: North Point Press, 2001) 276-277.
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Chapter 1: “Let's Get Real, Real Gone for a Change”

Elvis Presley and the Return of Repressed Affect

Hold it, Fellas. That don’t move me. Let’s get rgakl gone for a change.

Elvis Presley, “Milkcow Blues Boogié®

The story that | will tell about Elvis Presley istra story that he would have told about
himself, at least not in these words. However spggt that he would have been sympathetic to
the general trajectory of my interpretation of hthmqugh he would not have known much of the
vocabulary used to contextualize the narrativeoéius life. Indeed, as the hermeneutic mode
that | am employing here suggests, the methodsctaistic of literary interpretation can be
applied just as fruitfully to biography, to the rative construction of “real life.” Presley and
those who knew him felt that he was the catalysafprofound transformation, not only in
music, but in the American culture that the musithlreflected and impelled. As Sam Phillips,
Presley’s first producer and mentor, articulatetitvis Presley may not have been able to
verbalize all that—but he damn sure wasn’t dumb, lEdamn sure was intuitive, and he damn
sure had an appreciation for the total spiritualityhe human existence, even if he would never
have thought of the term. That was what he caredtab' Aside from situating this analysis

within the proper scope of Presley’s vital sigrafice for understanding the last half-century of

2 Elvis at Sun

ZL«sam Phillips: TheRolling Stondnterview,” Rolling Stonet67 (February 13, 1986) 56. Along with general
histories of rock and roll by Glenn C. AltschulerdaRobert Palmer, many of the quotes and biograpHietails
about Elvis Presley referred to in the followingypa are taken from what most consider the defaifivesley
biography of Presley’s early years: Peter Guralsitlkst Train to Memphis: The Rise of Elvis PresiEy cite one
enthusiastic endorsement among many, Bob Dylanaseg as saying that Guralnick’s book is “unrivdlle. .
[Presley] steps from these pages, you can feebh@athe, this book cancels out all others” (Gucllbook cover).
To my mind, there is no higher authority in rocldanll than Dylan, and | would agree that Guralfsdkook is a
model of biographical restraint and insight, pautacly in a field as cluttered with mediocrity aslVis studies,”
offering a remarkably impartial and empathetic atve of Presley’s life.



12

American culture, this quote from Phillips alsodsdo the clearing up of a common
misconception, namely, the stereotype of Presleydsnb country boy.

This clarification is particularly necessary beaatlss dissertation is written in a style,
and for an audience, that implicitly privileges thede of intellectual analysis even while
tracing a movement that implicitly pushes agaihstrivileging of that mode, a precarious
operation at best. As RCA promotion manager Chiakiipacker noted, “he was so unassuming
... but he had this quality—he was very, verydrhahind it all.” Similarly, according to one
acquaintance, Presley knew “what he was doing &it@ds. | really believe he was like a
novelist—he studied and watched what was goingtavas really just second nature with
him.”?? Presley may have cultivated a “country dumb” peas@s the Ray Charles character
describes it in the moviRay, but, in fact, he appears to have been somettiagenius in
understanding how to present himself physically agrtbally in order to elicit a desired reaction
from others.

Although Presley clearly stated “I don't dig thesiectual bit,?® he is also quoted as
saying:

I've made a study of Marlon Brando. . . . I've madstudy of poor Jimmy Dean.

I've made a study of myself, and | know why gidsJeast the young ‘uns, go for

us. We're sullen, we’re broodin’, we're somethirfgaanenace. | don’t

understand it exactly, but that's what the gikklin men. | don’t know anything

about Hollywood, but | know that you can’t be séfxyou smile. You can’t be a

rebel if you grin?*

In a practical way rather than an intellectual wRsesley obsessively observed and emulated the

physicality of his performative influences as mashhe studied the vocal phrasing of his

musical influences, which was a large contribufagjor to the radically novel style that he did

2 Guralnick 192, 243.
% New York Herald-TribuneAugust 18, 1956.
% | loyd ShearerParade July 1956.
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so much to creat®.As has often been suggested, sexuality was onertemt component of the
affective, bodily modes repressed in modernity,ati*resley embodied in a qualitatively more
concentrated way than his precursors.

However, according to Peter Guralnick, Presleyityaaanager, Bob Neal, saw the first
few years of Presley’s career as “an almost expaalgarogression . . . not just in his stage
manner . . . but in an appetite for change andisgifovement that seemed to know no
experiential bounds.” In Neal’s opinion, Presleyuibnever “be mistaken for an intellectual—
and he was far too jittery to be called introspextBut he soaked up influences like litmus
paper; he was open to new people and new ideaseam@xperiences in a way that defied social
stereotypes. He waeriousabout his work.2® Similarly, Walter Matthau, who worked with
Presley in his fourth filmKing Creole told an interviewer:

| almost hesitate, | creep up to the sentencéie .was an instinctive actor.

Because that almost is a derogation of his talditat’'s saying, ‘Well, you know,

he’s just a dumb animal who does it well by indtinéNo, he was quite bright,

too. He was very intelligent. Also, he was intediig enough to understand what a

character was and how to play the character sitmplyeing himselthroughthe

means of the stor/.

For those who were close to Presley, particularliyis early days, he was a brilliant, intuitive,
self-aware, hard-working, well-mannered, generatista“a beautiful human being”who, in
music and daily life as much as in his acting,ntitshally projected a persona that was far less
serious and complex than the young man undernEathnstance, Presley once described a kind

of meditative technique to early girlfriend Jun@digo that he had developed as a child in which

he would “look up at the moon” and feel himselb®floating “in the space between the moon

% Tim Riley, Tell Me Why: The Beatles: alboum by album, songdmg sthe sixties and aft¢€Cambridge, MA: Da
Capo, 2002) 10.

% Guralnick 195.

" Gerry McLafferty,Elvis Presley in Hollywood: Celluloid Sell O(ltondon: Robert Hale Ltd., 1990).

% Robert PalmeRRock & Roll: an unruly historyNew York: Harmony Books, 1995) 28.
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and the stars.” As he told her, “I learned a langetago not to talk about it. People think you're

crazy when you talk about things they don’t underdf®®

a scenario that suggests Presley was
far more conscious than he is often given credib&rause he learned to hide this serious,
contemplative side of himself behind the perso tost people saw, and which ultimately
produced the caricature of the “fat Elvis” in rhst@ne jumpsuit and shades, dying on the toilet
while eating a peanut-butter and banana sandwilthoégh there were many significant
historical factors that contributed to the creatdmhe material, political, and economic
conditions under which rock and roll could emetpe, primary focus of this chapter will be on
the direct experience of Presley and his contenmigs;aattempting to think its way into the
world view that Presley inhabited in order to ursti@nd how he did what he did. It is the project

of this analysis to draw out the philosophical &thgs implicit in Presley’s radically novel mode

of relating to experience, evident both in his &fed in his music®

2 Guralnick 313.

% palmer 17. The beat poets, as well as the bebepment in jazz, have much in common with the cawntéeural
phenomenon of rock and roll, largely defining theékican “hipster” aesthetic that Presley came tmglify. In
this indirect sense, the proto-beats and bebopamansi had a profound effect on the culture thatipced Presley,
though the beat movement is usually marked as hegjron October 7, 1955, the occasion of Allen Garg’s first
reading of “Howl,” more than a year after the releaf Presley’s first single, “That's All Right."dgardless,
neither the beats nor bebop, which had begun ifotties, were on Presley’s radar, so to speakl&the work of
Kerouac or Miles Davis allowed high cultural acctsthe more intuitive and somatic modes that Rres|
embodied, there does not seem to be a direct éhkden the literary movement of the beats, thdlaatmial
aesthetic performed musically by bebop, and theigwafsElvis Presley. Thus, while acknowledging ttiad beats
and bebop enacted a similar impulse to that of eskroll, this analysis will primarily be concecheith the
influences and cultural domains that Presley ardrfiieu themselves saw as their immediate precsiaad
contemporaries, namely, popular musicians and swc@ertainly all of these figures—poets, actors, different
kinds of musicians—were part of a larger movememilture away from the exclusive privileging ofahect
towards intuitive and somatic modes, and thes®uarcountercultural expressions were ultimatelytegjrated
with intellect in complex ways as will be seenlie following pages. However, whereas the beatsdalig
enacted the trajectory towards affect from thedabh poetic genre that implicitly privileged iliéet even while it
pushed against it, and bebop carried jazz, whichbe®n the previously dominant musical incarnatibtine
repressed epistemologies, towards intellect, Presid his contemporaries embodied a more pure ssiore of
affectivity without immediate reference to intelieal domains, though there is little doubt thatthere ultimately
reacting to this privileging, and that the furtipermutations of the genre, particularly those efBeatles and
Dylan, would engage with rationality much morernmitely than Presley.

Nevertheless, both the beats and bebop were ekplitidialogue with the dominant intellectual mogbereas
Presley and the majority of early rock and roll@ese not in any significant way. Rather, the pagihg of
scientific rationality in modern discourse gengrdédirmed the background within which rock and redls brought
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Presley certainly inherited the crown of “Americaol” in “the new youth market,
which was crying for a successor to the late Jinragin,®* but this succession was far more
than merely a vapid fad or a trivial pop culturepbmenon as it was often portrayed,
particularly in the first few decades of rock aodl.rRather, | would contend, somewhat contrary
to Simon Frith’s argument iRerforming Rites” that the apparent whims of the marketplace can
fruitfully be seen as a metric of the deepest desaind needs of the individuals who make up
that economy at any given historical moment. Algjilothis correlation between the profound
yearnings of individuals and the commodities oncliftpeople spend their money is complicated
by the often cynical realities of advertising, onge cases, as with the rise of Elvis Presley, the
phenomenon defies the capability of corporate @stisrto create or control and, instead, reveals
something authentic about the cultural psycheaitrttoment. | tend to agree with Anthony
DeCurtis when he writes that, “as someone at plaiie fields of popular culture, | care about
everything that interests people. In a way thaiisthetical to most rock criticism, | grow more
curious about something the more popular it g&ts generally relate to this sentiment and
would go further in saying that, while there istaerly value in unearthing what Robert Palmer
calls the “more rarefied epiphaniésthat have been marginalized or ignored (a tendency

exemplified by the series dfuggetscompilations and various strains of rock criticispgrhaps

into being. Although rock and roll did implicitlyagn its significance by contrast to this dominaistdrsive mode,
the genre’s relationship with the intellectuallyyieging culture is qualitatively different thahd aesthetic modes
employed by the beats and bebop.

3L Guralnick 260.

32 Frith writes: “The problem of populist culturalisiies is less its politics than its sociology d@gsumption that the
‘popular’ is defined by the market. The populisspion is that whatever our (class-bound) perstastes and
values may be, we have to accept that sales fighoasoffice returns, and record charts tell us twthee people’
want. It's only a residual academic elitism thatde us to celebrate the radical or avant-gardeno8iFrith,
Performing Rite§Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1996) 15

33 Anthony DeCurtisRocking My Life AwagDurham, NC: Duke University Press Books, 1999) x.

% palmer 11.
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the best way to understand what the collectiveuceiivas going through at any particular
moment is to look at the movements to which thetrpeeple were giving their attention.

Of course, the dichotomy that Frith, and to a less¢ent DeCurtis, set up between
“popular” and “avant garde” becomes largely moathia case of Presley, the Beatles, and
Dylan, for these three artists seem to epitomizh Hescriptors in a way that very few artists in
the history of popular music have been able toeaghithough Presley was only able to maintain
this quality for the first few years of his care€hus, while there have been many moments
when the avant garde was intrinsically marginalimedmerican culture (the early fifties for
instance), when Guralnick writes that Presley wagé plasticity in an informational age that
required a protean her6>he does not seem to be exaggerating or beingdaseRather,
Guralnick seems to be recognizing that mid-twehtentury America, like almost all cultures
in all times, required such a transformative figiwenact, perform, catalyze, and manifest the
deepest yearnings of that cultural mont@nndeed, although it could be argued that a nurnber
other early rock and rollers, including Chuck Beltrittle Richard, Buddy Holly, and others
surpassed Presley in a variety of ways, the fantnes that Presley’s first single, “That’s All
Right,” was released in July of 1954, a full yeafdse Berry’s first single, “Maybelline,” a year
and four months before Richard’s first hit, “Tuftutti,” and three years before Holly’s “That'll
Be the Day.” Put simply, among those men generahsidered the “founding fathers” of the
genre, Elvis Presley has by far the strongest clailmaving invented rock and roll in its fully

realized form (as distinct from rhythm and bluesy&use he got there first by a long stidts

% Guralnick 241.

% Altschuler 8.

3" Riley 9. Conversely, Palmer argues that, “for mahthese ‘first-generation rockers,’ the idea separate
category of music called rock and roll is itseliémently suspect.” (7) Later, he writes: “Musigalock and roll
was not so much a departure from tradition as atudenary synthesis. For a hypothetical (and higilikely)
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Chuck Berry summed it up: “Describe Elvis Preslei?was the greatest who ever was, is or
ever will be.”®

To be fair, Bill Haley & His Comets recorded “Ro8&kound the Clock” three months
before Presley recorded “That’s All Right,” thoutdle song did not attain widespread success
until the following year, after Presley’s recorddhexploded into popular consciousness, at least
in southeastern regional markets. Haley certairdyadgreat deal to popularize the genre, though
to my ears, as well as to those of many criticdeida music is not truly rock and roll, but a sort
of bridge or compromise formation between jazzythrim & blues-inflected country music and
the rock and roll that would find its first competxpression in “That's All Right® As Haley
himself put it: “We take a lot of care with lyricecause we don’t want to offend anybody. The
music is the main thing, and it's just as easy tibenacceptable word$'® However, aside from
the transgressive suggestiveness of the songsePreslld sing, Presley’s first record possesses
a manic energy and a dangerous intensity that Haheysic lacks, qualities that ultimately
defined the emerging genre. All of the structutaheents were present to make Haley’'s music
technically identifiable as rock and roll—the m@r@nounced backbeat, the instrumental and
vocal inflections derived simultaneously from caynblues, and jazz, and the simple inclusion

of the verb “rock” in the lyrics—but the spark tivadvuld set the fire blazing was struck by

Presley. Indeed, this is an exemplary instancbefadically different conclusions that can

listener well versed in the history of jazz, gosdlbilly, western swing, Latin music, blues, ar&b, fifties rock
would have held few surprises” (141). In all faseePalmer does seem to draw back from this asseéntiother
passages, but this general attitude seems to lm@raiant with the intellectual, scientific orieritat described by
Bergson: “Like ordinary knowledge, in dealing witlings science is concerned only with the asperdtition
Though the whole be original, science will alwayamage to analyze it into elements or aspects wdrieh
approximately a reproduction of the past” (24-Z8)hough Palmer’s analysis is excellent in many syaye tends
to favor the mode which reduces novel emergent@inena to their constituent parts rather than foguen the
integral synthesis that transcends the individoatgonents.

3 Ed. Anthony ThorntonJncut Legends: Elviéssue no. 5, 2005) 143.

39 Altschuler 33.

“0 Charlie Gillett,The Sound of the Cit25-26.
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result from the modes of interpretation associatgl rationality and affectivity: although
Haley’s song might be considered the first rock anildrecord by a rational accounting, it is
Presley’s song that remains the epochal initiadmtyas it expresses not only the confluence of
genres that Haley’s song synthesizes, but alsafteetive tone and attitude of the new genre
that Haley did not possess, and which Presley myted

Bluntly stated, Bill Haley was not very cool, a fityawhich forms the heart of the genre,
for American cool is definable as affective authatyt in contradistinction to the more affected
performativity exhibited by Haley, which was chagacstic of the pre-rock and roll era in which
he had one foot firmly planted. Indeed, the juxtpon of “affectivity” and “affectedness” is
striking, for while “affect” implies the authentimodily feelings that produce one’s activity, the
guality of being “affected” indicates a more passand inauthentic submission to culturally
preconditioned roles and modes of engagement. Theistansition marked by the subtle
difference between Haley’'s and Presley’s perforvitads can be seen as an emblematic
enactment of the profound shift from the mandateatmnalized culture determining one’s
identity, to allowing one’s persona to result frome’s intrinsic felt experience. This difference
is primarily constituted in attention to the conitegd mores of society being the dominant
motivating factor for the rational mode, as oppoedttention focused on the dictates of one’s
bodily economy being the primary motive force ie @ffective mode. If Haley was standing in
the doorway to the reemerging bodily mode, Preldapt through with abandon into the new
realm that he did so much to liberate. This sutuiiecrucial difference delineated the liminal

cusp between “real” and “fake,” between authentiaitd its lack.

L Cf. Lewis MacAdamsBirth of the Cool: Beat, Bebop, and the AmericaantwGarde(New York: Free Press,
2001).
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Similarly, the Moondog Coronation Ball in Clevelamdl952, produced by disc jockey
Alan Freed who popularized the term “rock and t#liwas claimed by him to have been the
“first rock and roll concert.” Although the termdtk and roll” had been in use since the forties,
and Alan Freed had been using it on his radio ssinee 19512 the performers who actually
played at the Moondog event, like Paul “Hucklebadkfliams and Tiny Grimes, both African
Americans, were jazzy rhythm and blues musiciaa#l) Inen having previous connections with
Charlie Parker, for instance. Listening to theirsmuit sounds close to the rock and roll that
would emerge a few years later, but not quite natance of Whitehead's “slightest change of
tone which yet makes all the differen¢& As Palmer expresses it, by the mid-fifties, “Recid
roll had becomen practice a somewhat different musical proposition fromthimy and blues.
The beat tended to become heavier and more empbhtss- and gospel-derived melodic
usages expanded to embrace more elements of pgprafinjazz content was minimizetf’As
with Haley, though to a lesser extent, many ofdleenents were present at the Moondog
Coronation Ball that would define the emergent foHowever, also as with Haley’s music, the
music of Williams and Grimes presents as relatiedtgcted, perhaps due in part to the
structural elements delineated by Palmer, but @dsbaps due to a relative lack of the willfully
concentrated authenticity that Presley reintroduntmimainstream popular music, appropriating
this crucial element for the creation of the newrgdrom James Dean and Marlon Brando as
much as from the musicians by whom he was influgncestening to their music and witnessing
their visual performativity, it is clear that Wadlms and Grimes were still essentially in the jazz

age, while Presley, a few years later, emergesg falimed as the prime exemplar of what would

42 Altschuler 31 and Palmer 133.
“3Gould 17-18.

44 3cience and the Modern Woed
45 palmer 83.
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become the rock era. While Presley’s contribut®aften summarized as synthesizing black and
white musical modes, it seems that Presley’s sgigled the performativity characteristic of his
musical precursors with that of the two actors nog@d above is nearly as significant a factor in
Presley’s production of rock and roll. Thus, rattien claiming the Moondog Coronation Ball

as the “first rock and roll concert,” it might beone accurate to say that the collective desire for
the phenomenon of rock and roll was evinced inMleendog Coronation Ball, but that it was a
container waiting for something to fill it, as thew music did not truly emerge until Presley’s
moment of inspiration more than two years latet964.

Presley’s era-defining first recordings, collectedlvis at Sunfall into two distinct
categories. The first category is slow, sentimepgdibds crooned largely in a “cloying and
overdrawn®® imitation of the vocal jazz tradition exemplifieg Dean Martin, Bing Crosby, and
Perry Comd'’ though with a blues inflection, or, as Guralnigsdribes them, “soft, sweet
songs, in a soft, slightly quavering voic&.However, the second kind of song was sung in the
gualitatively new style created by Presley andchimpatriots: not quite country, blues, jazz, or
gospel, but a synthesis of all these styles, tiastantiated into something new by their
rarefaction in the alembic of the new approacheét as Palmer observes, this new kind of
song was fundamentally different from the moreitradal fare, for “in a culture whose idea of
musical entertainment was Perry Como, Doris Dag, ‘®@our Hit Parade,’ the appearance of an
Elvis Presley . . . was radical, unprecedenf@dithough “That's All Right,” explicated below,

is considered by many to be the first true rock imidrecord, correctly to my mind, “Milkcow

*® Gould 18.

7 Altschuler 24.

8 Guralnick 43. “He sang quite a few of Kay Stastsgs, he was partial to Teresa Brewer, Joni JaBieg,
Crosby, Eddie Fisher, and Perry Como, as well akMdilliams and Eddy Arnold” (Guralnick 48).

9 palmer 150.
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Blues Boogie,” recorded a few months later, isrword on which Presley explicitly enacts the
leap from one genre into anothér.

On this record, he starts out in the jazz age, whicnhow has grown into a safe
orthodoxy, crooning in his quavering ballad-voi¢ben, in what is clearly a staged, dramatic
move, Presley “stops” the band (we know it is stilgecause the band stops playing before he
tells them to) and, in a slightly harder, more ccamnating voice intones: “Hold it, fellas. That
don’t move me. Let’s get real, real gone for a gfgfi* an invocation which calls into being a
new approach to making music, and perhaps a noaglofvrelating to experience. With this
statement, Presley seems to be inciting his bartihanself, to make the potentially terrifying
transrational leap, identifying for the length bétsong with their bodies rather than their mental
or critical faculties, which, for many in moderngxemplify the mode of consciousness that
separates us from animals and justifies our veistexce. While the phrase “for a change”
seems explicitly to suggest trying something néere also seems to be an implication of
consciously moving their centers of attention fregoic consciousness to a more embodied form
of consciousness for the purpose of producing cte transformation (“for a change”). And,
when Presley tells his musicians to “hold it,” iaynnot be too much to suggest that Presley is
half-consciously admonishing his band to hold thelres back from being drawn into the
gravity of the old way of being. Thus, this breakhe song seems to be an intentional enactment
of the moment when rock and roll is born by perfioigra rupture with the previous mode.

Though all of the individual musical elements ofk@nd roll already existed in jazz, blues,

%0 |t should also be recognized that a number ofratadier songs have been claimed, with some jaatibn, to be
the first rock and roll song, including Wynonie IHarversion of “Good Rockin’ Tonight (1947), “THeat Man” by
Fats Domino (1949), and “Rocket 88" by Jackie Btensand his Delta Cats (1951) . However, “ThatfkRight,”
along with its flip-side, “Blue Moon of Kentuckywas the song that largely brought the genre intanthin streams
of public consciousness.

*L Elvis at Sun
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country, and gospel, and those genres had croBegiet to a limited degree, it was not until
Elvis Presley sang on these records, these Suiosgsisat a metaphorical sun rose on a new day
for American popular musit

In these records, Presley was enacting a modééhlatew to be transgressive within his
cultural milieu, one that reversed the privilegoqposition characteristic of modernity, focusing
on affect and intuition over rational and intellegtconcerns, though, as we will see with the
Beatles and Dylan, intellect would be reengagedbbit and roll in profound ways in the sixties.
However, the very fact that Presley was conscioestgring into the modes largely repressed
and rendered unconscious in modernity suggesthihatitiatory reversal was always already
gesturing towards an integration of these modesvide discussed in more depth below,
Presley’s constantly amused smirk seems to aitegért, to the fact that he knew that emulating
many of the mannerisms and stylistic tropes ofdsfini American rhythm and blues, as a white
man, would be perceived as dangerous and subvéestiie postwar order in which he lived.
Of course, the emulation of black culture was alyea widespread phenomenon, from the white
jazz musicians who followed the lead of their AéimcAmerican counterparts, to Jackie Robinson
who initiated a revolution in the way baseball \pésyed by white athletes during the same
period. However, Presley’s emulation of black cdtseems to have differed qualitatively from
these instances in that he not only emulated theAflacan Americans played, as did Benny
Goodman or various white baseball players; he dgtaatedblack to some extent, not in the
condescending mode of minstrelsy, but in genuimadge. That is, rather than limiting his
emulation to a specific area of endeavor, Presteiglly modeled his persona on the subtle

gestural and vocal inflections characteristic oftp@r African American culture, while his

52 Altschuler 26.
3 Gould 103.
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values reflected the often more genuinely demaceatd participatory ethics of that community.
Although Presley was certainly not the only whieggon to take the cultural emulation to this
extent, he was perhaps the most visible, comirgyitabolize this act of racial integration within
himself for many observers, both sympathetic ahémtise, an integration that will be traced in
more detail below?

In these early recordings, we hear Presley devadppipersona, creating a semi-fictional
character by means of which he enacts the emegginge in songs such as “Milkcow Blues
Boogie,” “That’s All Right,” “Blue Moon of Kentucky “Good Rockin’ Tonight,” and “Mystery
Train” through the suggestive inflections and distiive phrasing that he employs in his singing,
as well as in the manic intensity of his guitaustming® Indeed, in the two different versions
of “I'm Left, You're Right, She’s Gone,” one slowd one fast, Presley enacts this same
transition between two stylistic eras, though “Mibkv Blues Boogie” remains the epitomical
enactment aside from “That’s All Right” as, in tligse, he dramatically dismisses the old style
in favor of the new within the space of a singleoreled track.

In November 1954, Presley summed up his reasom&bing music and performing in a
succinct and direct way: “I like to do these thitgtause they make me feel good,” which is a
statement that comes as no surprise to anyoneidamith Presley’s music. However, while one
might be inclined to interpret this statement &svaal insight, it is, in fact, a precise evocatio
of the repressed affective orientation that wasa tieemerging into mass consciousness largely
through the catalyst of rock and roll in a furtiteration of the similar emergences that had
occurred in the popular music of earlier decadanil&ly, as Guralnick describes a television

appearance by Presley on the Dorsey brotl&tegje Showhe most striking element of the

>4 Cf. Michael T. BertrandRace, Rock, and Elvi€hampaign, IL: University of lllinois Press, 2000
**Gould 19.
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performance is “the sheer enjoyment of the mom&nAfthough the ultimate trajectory of
Presley’s life certainly was hedonistic, thereamgthing more profound than mere hedonism
being articulated here. Presley, watched by amesgéneration, made the epochal discovery that
one’s activities should be affectively enjoyablet just rationally intelligible, and that perhaps
the best pragmatic metric for the value and effjaafcan activity is the question asked by Bob
Dylan a decade later: “How does it feel?Or, to put it in Presley’s terms from the spoken
interregnum of “Milkcow Blues Boogie”: Does it moyeu? In fact, this question appears to
have been the guiding principle by which Preslesgsped his musical vision. According to
producer Bones Howe, in the recording studio:

It was always about the music. He would keep waykin a song, and he would

listen to it played back, and his criterion wasa. did it make him feel good?

He didn’t care if there were little mistakes, hesviaterested in anything that

would make magic out of the record. The sessions wakvays fun, there was

great energy, he was always doing something thatinveovative. It was always

about whether you had a feeling for music or ndtether you felt what he felt.
Presley understood that precision and theoretieateny are of secondary importance to the
purpose of popular music, which can be expressedraiely as to “make magic,” a phrase that
might sound naive to our ears, but which nevertisedxpresses the irreducibly numinous quality
of a truly great song. It has often been suggestadmusic is the purest of the arts because it has
the ability to produce nearly unmediated feelingha listener, to open up vast imaginal vistas,
and to evoke elevated states of consciousnesatitsl best, rock and roll has epitomized this
capacity.

Not only did Presley’s instinct for the pursuitaijoyment make him a wildly successful

performer, it also placed him directly at the cemtewhat might be described as the deepest

°° Guralnick 153, 245.
>’ The chorus from Dylan’s “Like a Rolling Stone.” B®ylan,Highway 61 Revisite@Columbia Records, 1965).
*8 Guralnick 335.
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project of modernity, expressed by E.M. Forstefoady connect,” to find meaningful
relationality in a world that had seemingly beeided of intrinsic meaning by cultural
rationalization, constituted largely in the represf attention to bodily feeling. This impulse
enacted by Presley towards felt connection is elstent in the initiatory declarations of the
beats, particularly Ginsberg’s “Howl”: “Moloch theeavy judger of men . . . the
incomprehensible prison . . . whose mind is purelimery . . . whose blood is running money . .
. whose name is the Mind . . . in whom | am conssiness without a body . . . who frightened
me out of my natural ecstasy’. This is the extreme patriarchal, mechanistic, neltstic,
rationalistic, and alienated state of affairs fhedsley, Ginsberg, and many in their generation
sought to overcome in different ways, through thshing of language to transcend its inherently
rational limitations in poetic and philosophicdlithination as much as through the more purely
visceral focus on modes other than intellect pentat by rock and roll. Whereas Ginsberg
articulated the reemergence of bodily knowledgdémore intellectual medium of poetry,
Presley’s rock and roll was an almost completelyitive expression of the return of modes
repressed in modernity, though Presley would neé fzticulated the situation in quite this way.
Even if he had possessed the inclination to méséecomplex philosophical or poetic
discourse required to describe the deeper meaiinig mwusical performativity, Presley would
not have had the time both to do what he was damgto explain it to the world—that is what
philosophers are for. Ultimately, it seems thabider to produce genuine novelty, whether in
music or in thought, one must focus one’s attentivrone end of the dialectical polarity of
affectivity and rationality, so that musicians mgenerally privilege intuition over intellect,

while musically oriented thinkers must privilegéioaal thought in their daily work. However, it

%9 Allen GinsbergHow! and Other PoemiSan Francisco: City Lights Publishers, 2001) 9-26



26

seems that truly novel work in either domain mesuit from the engagement of this kind of
extremity with its polar opposite, in Presley’s oirgg conversation with his critics and his
pushing against the rationalized expectations ©thiture’s predominant sectors as much as in
the project of works like the present study, whito analyze and explicate the deeper meaning
of rock and roll without vitiating the visceral ertsity and irreducible spirit of the genre.

For Presley, always in relation to his context,tthasgressive focus on pure affect, and
the concomitant awareness of temporality as quiatauration, seems to have formed the crux
of the method by which he made music. Guralnickarp: “Time meant nothing to him in the
studio. If he felt like singing spirituals, he wdwing spirituals to his heart’s content. It was hi
way of finding his place; it was all part of theeative process as he had learned it in the Sun
studio.” However, he continues, “If the feeling wdshere, you waited until gotthere, you
didn’t try to define it too precisely before it shed up—and if something else happened to show
up while you were waiting, well, then, you took adtage of that®® Presley seems to have
understood that, where musical inspiration is coma@ one cannot force the constantly shifting
quality of temporal experience to do one’s biddasgone can to a limited extent in the relatively
narrow domain accessible to science. Rather, hadfthat he could put himself in a state of
meditative readiness so that, when inspiratiorckirbe would be prepared to perform the surge
of novelty that he experienced. What a profoundfecent approach this is from a science that
sees time as a quantitative, linear medium for angbitesting and repeatability, often seeking to
bring the world into compliance via technologiaatruments and mathematical models. Science
is certainly a valid and noble enterprise, but appty not the only valid way to approach

understanding the world. Presley, only partiallpstious of his role’s significance, was one of

80 Guralnick 335-6.
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the primary figures who seems to have initiatedeiimergence of a novel approach to experience
that integrates the individuated, modern, rationiald with the more intuitive mode of
consciousness, which had been the predominant praateto the seventeenth century, and

which is the appropriate mode for perceiving thaldative nature of temporality. No wonder
Presley and his group experienced apprehensidregsteated this audaciously new musical
genre.

It seems to be the case that, in genuine cultaxallutions, a certain amount of
uncertainty, even fear, is usually experiencedieywtould-be revolutionaries before the new
mode finds footing in popular consciousness. Thegae of such revolutions appears to be to
mediate the emergence of something that has nziste@ before, though all of the component
parts are extant. Thus, there are often no institatset up for the new mode’s implementation,
no ready-made audience or market, which is why $oi unusual for all of the necessary
elements to come together to create a genuinelglminenomenon like the one Presley and his
friends enacted. As Sam Phillips said: “what | wasking was, where you going to go with
this, it's not black, it's not white, it's not pojt’s not country.®! The new music that Presley and
his band created in these Sun sessions, despitacthidat they had planned and labored to bring
it into being, did not fit into an easily accessilshtegory precisely because it embodied the
integration of the categories that Phillips mendiohhere were no radio stations for music that
sounded like a cross between blues and countrygthas discussed above, there was a

relatively recently invented name for the geffre.

61 Guralnick 99.
62 Altschuler 27.
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Listening to the studio banter after an early tak&éBlue Moon of Kentucky,” Phillips
can be heard saying “Hell, that's different. That's a pop song now, nearly abofitPresley,
Black, and Moore laughing uneasily. They were noé £xactly what it was they had created,
though they knew that they had never heard anyttnig like it before. Indeed, it is easy to
forget, more than a half-century later in the adtthat these men did so much to create, the
profoundly novel quality of this music, with allgtdifficulties and resistances that inevitably
accompany novelty’s ingression into historical @& Rock and roll was not just a revolution in
musical style; it was a primary embodiment anccalétion of a revolution in the way many
people, in America and elsewhere, lived, felt abant thought about their lives and their
relation to immediate experience. At its deepetvax; rock and roll appears to have been the
symbolic, narrative act of the paradigmatic Europedite man breaking out of exclusive
identification with his rational intellect and tdemains of experience to which this mode allows
access, and into a centauric, dual identificatiboomsciousness with both mind and body, a
rupture whose shock waves are still rippling thfoogr culture more than half a century ldfer.

A central aspect of this integration effected bgdRey and the other rock and rollers was
the synthesis of black and white music to creajerae, which, though it was not raceless,
constituted a profound complication of the cultupéthese two groups. By now, it is cliché to
note that the original rock and roll, exemplifieg Presley, was produced by the synthesis of
music made by both black people and white peoplezsband country, vocal jazz and gospel.
However, it seems that this synthesis implicitlgtyeed towards the integration of a profound

bifurcation in American culture between intellendantuition. First, it is important to be

% Elvis PresleyThe Complete Sun Sessiptsited States of Distribution LTD., 2005.
6 Altschuler 191.
%5 palmer 49-50.
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absolutely clear that the pernicious suppositi@t &frican Americans are biologically more
intuitive or somatically gifted and that white Aneans are biologically more intellectual is an
unsupportable assertion. However, there does sedm & genuine cultural difference in these
areas, though one that is always already deconstily the many visible exceptions to this
general cultural tendency.

As Frantz Fanon writes ihhe Wretched of the Eartfirwo centuries ago, a former
European colony decided to catch up with Europgudteeded so well that the United States of
America became a monster, in which the taintssitleness and the inhumanity of Europe have
grown to appalling dimensions.” Here, Fanon seenisetemploying Europe as the symbolic
origin of Western modernity in which slavery, seggon, racism, sexism, classism, and
imperialism have formed the long shadow of the girienment myth of unlimited progress and
the rational “ascent of man.” Indeed, as Fanoniespthis “sickness” and “inhumanity” seem to
be products of the exclusive privileging of intelielivorced from affect for, as he continues:
“Let us decide not to imitate Europe; let us corelbmnir muscles and our brains in a new
direction. Let us try to create the whole man, wHewmnope has been incapable of bringing to
triumphant birth.?® Instead of continuing the primarily Western hegagnof the rational, Fanon
seems to suggest that the way forward is to intedrady and mind, “muscles” and “brains” for
the elicitation of novelty, which will produce théth of “the whole man” who will maintain
balance between all of the different epistemoldgmwades necessary for healthy sustainability.
These repressed modes seem to be symbolized fonBgnwhat he describes as “the Third
World,” though this term is apparently just as &addle to marginalized groups within Europe

and the United States. Indeed, Fanon’s project sessentially complicit with the work of

% Frantz FanoriThe Wretched of the EarfNew York: Grove Press, 2005) 236-37.
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James, Bergson, and Whitehead traced in the inttimsiy) though in a rather different cultural
domain than the ones explicated by these old, whiteocentric mefi’

Thus, based on Fanon’s work, it seems plaudilaiethe institution of slavery and, later,
of segregation, produced a situation in which An@American culture was literally forced to
privilege and exemplify the epistemologies that hadn repressed and identified as “other” by
the dominant white culture for, according to Briaiard, whites “had long reified black culture
as the perpetually fascinating but feral, alludng alarming, sensual but sordid antithesis to the
dominant white one®® Since African Americans generally did not haveesscto education
(with some notable exceptions) and they were dftered to do physically demanding work and
to live in extremely modest circumstances, mangkkmericans essentially had no choice but
to privilege the affective efficacy that was neeggdor both physical and psychological survival
under such conditions. Through the instrumentalitsacial oppression, American culture seems
to have literalized the larger process of the imtligtion of intellect by means of the repression
of other epistemologies. Through an institutioredizystem of cultural domination and
violence, African Americans were generally forcecimbody somatic modes while many white
Americans were coerced by somewhat more subtlaralippressures to embody a mode that
privileged science, intellect, and rationality.

Enter the Presleys who lived in a primarily blagktpf Memphis, and who were just
about as immersed in African American culture agas possible for white people to be in the

mid-twentieth century South. The preachers anatimgregations who worshiped in the

%7 Lucien Price reports Alfred North Whitehead asisgy“Let Americans study Europe and see what lessb
done. But when it comes to creation, God blessany Isthen forget everything that has ever beeredwefore and
create!” Lucien PriceDialogues of Alfred North WhitehedgBoston: Nonpareil, 2001) 60.

% Brian Ward,Just My Soul Responding: Rhythm and Blues, Blacls€ousness, and Race Relati¢Bsrkeley,
CA: University of California Press, 1998) 39.
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churches in Presley’s neighborhood expressed ithl@rous devotion in an extremely physical
way, singing, dancing, shouting, and testifyingiocathartic, rhythmic rejoicing. Although
Presley was a liminal figure between the blackwahde worlds, living in the neighborhood
where this ecstatic physicality predominated, lnitattually venturing into these African
American churches, “you didn’t have to go insidgéd the feeling.” Living in the midst of this
cultural milieu, Guralnick explains, “you breathiéth, as natural as air—after a while you got
used to it, it became yours, tabwas almost like being in churé¢f? This was the culture in
which Elvis Presley spent a significant portiorhed formative years. A white boy in a primarily
black community with all of the complex social dymas that this immersion in otherness
entailed, Presley was consistently embedded isdh®atic modes that were generally privileged
in the black community. It is clear from listenit@gPresley’s music and reading his biography
that he internalized those modes, integrating tteeanhigh degree with the rationalized, post-
Enlightenment mode that had been inculcated intods a nearly inescapable part of being
white in postwar American culture, in his white gols and churches as much as through the
increasingly pervasive media of radio and televisia a way that very few people were able to
do at that time, Presley, partially by dint of Hevelopmental environment, exemplified the
integration of the opposed modes at the heartsesh&ophrenic modernity. He may not have
been particularly interested in articulating thmtegration verbally, but he enacted it in his
singing, his physical movements when performingl, iarhis general mode of relating to his
embodied experience. Although ultimately, as Palsogigests, “white musicians have long
since made the rock and roll idiom their own,” tgraat extent because of Presley’s

appropriation and synthesis of the genre’s trofibas,fact remains that the music’s wellsprings,

8 Guralnick 27-28.



32

its governing aesthetic precepts, its ‘deep strestuare fundamentally African and African-
American.”®

Although Presley’s immediate, white social cirdleemphis were, in fact, largely
oriented towards music, Presley necessarily ppetied to some degree in the mentality of the
predominant streams of white, national culture,chtprivileged intellect, first in school, but
particularly once he expanded beyond his immediatées to become a perpetual presence in
the national press. Ultimately, this privilegingiotellect produced a situation of profound
unintelligibility. Indeed, the juxtaposition of ttepistemological alienation that permeated much
of mid-twentieth century American culture with thg/thmic, somatic, intuitive approach taken
by the African Americans in Presley’s neighborhaodtriking in its dissonance. Although there
were certainly many black people who willingly peigated in the predominantly white modes
of rationalized industry, and many whites who mapated in the modes exemplified by black
culture, this bifurcation was still a primary facto the structural organization of American
culture at that time.

However, having emphasized the radical bifurcabietween the races at this historical
moment in the mid-fifties, it should also be notkdt radio was at the forefront of enacting a
reintegration of these artificially conditioned wurhl modes in the United StatésAs a
salesman for the station that would first play s songs, WDIA, quipped, the letters stood
for “We Done Integrated Already?and Presley was deeply immersed in this musichracial
integration. In an interview in 1956, Presley expda:

The colored folks been singing it and playing gtjlike I'm doin’ now, man, for
more years than | know. They played it like thathea shanties and in their juke

® palmer 77.
"1 Guralnick 39-40.
2 pltschuler 19.
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joints, and nobody paid it no mind ‘til | goosedi. | got it from them. Down in

Tupelo, Mississippi, | used to hear old Arthur Qrpdang his box the way | do

now, and | said if | ever got to the place wheceuld feel all old Arthur felt, I'd

be a music man like nobody ever s&w.
With characteristic modesty, Presley was awarelbatas the propagator of a musical mode
that had existed before him and that this modeclbate to prominence through him, to some
degree, because of his race. However, the trigbrreewhat more complex than Presley
constructs it in the interest of self-effacemeat,the very act of being a white man singing
something that resembled what had previously beasidered black music was profoundly
courageous in the cultural climate of the mid-éifti Although others were performing a similar
act of racial integration, very few people tooksthitegration to the level of overwhelming
cultural visibility that Presley did, making hinmlightning rod for this deeply divisive issue at the
heart of American culture. And Presley certainlgeda great deal to the primarily African
American musical modes by synthesizing them wittegtpredominantly white genres,
particularly country music, and adding his ownididive inflections. Nevertheless, it is clear
that the core of Presley’s music was derived igdgrart from African American music, and
specifically, from the focus on “feel” that Preskemphasizes in relation to Crudup and that is, in
fact, the essence of the blues genre. To borrowraarable paraphrase of Eldridge Cleaver,
“black music gave whites their bodies baékand Presley was one of the primary mediators of
this profound gift.

In a similar way to Presley, though in the opposirection, black rock and rollers like

Chuck Berry and Little Richard did a great deatiove African American music towards white

musical and cultural tropes. Indeed, Chuck Berfiys hit, “Maybellene,” was a rewrite of Roy

3 Gary Kays, “Elvis Defends Low-Down StyleCharlotte ObserverJune 27, 1956.
" Dirk Dunbar, “The Evolution of Rock and Roll: IReligious and Ecological Themes@urnal of Religion and
Popular Culture Volume 2: Fall 2002.
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Acuff's “Ida Red.” Where Presley was a white maaynhg essentially black rhythm and blues
with an inevitable white inflection, Chuck Berry svan African American playing essentially
white country music, though inflected by the blugsategically orchestrated by Leonard Chess
of Chess Records to appeal to a white audiencesaihg was a huge hit among the “millions” of
predominantly white teenagers, which “proved that/twere ready to idolize an African
American.”® Although white jazz fans had long revered blaclsitians like Louis Armstrong,
Duke Ellington, Billie Holiday, and Nat King ColBerry carried this reverence to a new level of
intensity partially by appropriating the most dustively “white” musical form, country music.
Thus, it would be misleading to suggest that Pygsteduced the integration of black
and white musical modes single-handedly. For amatis¢éance, Sam Phillips, Presley’s first
producer and mentor, was a curator of novelty wigeustood that African American music
represented a profound mode of engagement largelyaumbered by the limiting assumptions
produced by the privileging of intellect in the goeninant, Eurocentric cultures of modernity.
As Phillips articulated it with characteristicajppetic bluntness, he was drawn to “genuine,
untutored negro” music, to “negroes with field nardtheir boots and patches in their overalls . .
. battered instruments and unfettered techniques’atcording to Phillips, he “was shooting for
that damn row that hadn’t been plowed.” Leavinglashe vestiges of the “noble savage”
mythos in which Phillips seems to be engagingjrtegration of epistemologies, associated in
this particular context with the integration of iedly overdetermined cultural tropes embodied in
music, was the path towards the novelty for whiokskey and Phillips were explicitly searching,

following what amounts to an “almost subversiveaation not just to black music but to black

S Altschuler 57, 63, 66.
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culture, to an inchoate striving, a belief in tiggiality of man.”® In the American culture of the
mid-fifties, this fascination with African Americasulture was indeed subversive because, to
many white people, black culture seemed to possesg#rinsically deeper understanding of, and
a more profound relationship with, the body thashwlhite culture, a difference that could be

both frightening and enthralling for a white cuiihat had systematically repressed and othered
bodily knowledge for centuries.

Indeed, the courage it required for Presley anadmspatriots to delve into the modes
that were primarily associated at this time withiédn American culture is evident in the great
resistance, ridicule, and anger that were diretde@rds Presley, which will be explicated more
fully below, though of course this resistance patesomparison to that experienced by many
African Americans enacting a similar project ofeigtation. Nevertheless, as Phillips suggests,
Presley did apparently experience what might berde=d as an echo of the black experience in
the fifties, for when the young singer first entefun studio in 1953, “He tried not to show it . .
. but he felinferior. He reminded me of a black man in a way; his inggcwas sanarkedly
like that of a black persor”Thus, it seems that it was not only the profouifis gf the African
American experience, but also the deep burdenabfetkperience that Presley carried more than
most white men. However, despite the fact thaivezllin an African American neighborhood,
emulated black cultural and musical tropes, ana éek something like an echo of the African
American experience, Presley enjoyed a largely nscious cultural privilege shared by those
with lighter skin tones and European features ineAioan culture at that time. Although his
racial identity was genuinely ambiguous, he live@iculture that reified radical difference

based almost exclusively on physical appearance.

8 Guralnick 5-6, 60, 134.
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However, aside from the reactionary voices thadeoned Presley based on racism,
classism, conservatism, or simple misunderstandnggmost common descriptions of Presley
were primarily focused on his intuitive brillianeed on the profoundly novel quality of his
music. As Phillips describes it, Presley

had the most intuitive ability to hear songs withever having to classify them,

or himself of anyone I've ever known outside of Jerry Leaviseand myself. It

seemed like he had a photographic memory for edamyn song he ever heard—

and he was one of the most introspective humargbeirat I've ever met. You

see, Elvis Presley knew what it was like to be pbat that damn sure didn’t

make him prejudicedde didn’t draw any linesAnd like [Billboard editor] Paul

Ackerman said, you have to be an awful smart peos@umb as hell (and you

knowhe wasn’t dumb) to put out that kind of thinkiffg.

Thus, Presley seems to have acted as somethingrikgent of boundary dissolution between
the opposed modes of thought that had been aatlfi@ssociated with black and white for
centuries in American culture. Partially becaus@tesv up, for a significant portion of his
youth, in a primarily African American neighborhqahd partially because he had a profound
sense of the radical equality of all humanity, dedi largely from his devotion to the “do unto
others” ethos of Christianity, Presley genuinely dot seem interested in drawing racial
distinctions, a radical position at that momenhistory. At the time when Presley emerged,
racial integration was already beginning, partidylan music, and Presley himself was a prime
focus and catalyst for this multi-leveled integratof races and of the epistemological modes
that these racial identities had temporarily emedfi

However, Presley’s novelty was not confined toittiegration of this pervasive

dichotomy in American culture. When speaking ofdReg, observers consistently remarked

8 Guralnick 135.
® Guralnick 176.
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upon the quality of radical difference that he seéno possess intrinsicalf§ Various
commentators were quoted as saying that “he chahg#dround,” he “opened up new
territory,” and “there were rumblings throughoug #ntire industry” in the wake of his
emergence. Country singer Hank Snow’s son, JimmgeRs Snow, declared that “he was the
change that was coming to Ameri¢d that he was not only the agent of transformation that

he actually embodied that transformation. Watchfieepisodes of th&d Sullivan Showhat
Presley appears in and one will comprehend, irseeval way, what the beatniks and hippies
meant when they called the main streams of mid-tie#mcentury American culture “straight”
and “square.” In fact, these spatial tropes seebetprecise descriptions of both the mental and
physical qualities of most of the other performegsides Presley.

Physically, almost all of the various singers, antggcular, seem stiff, constrained, and
uncomfortable in their own skin, as if literally>wed in by their culture assumptions, a situation
gestured to above in relation to Bill Haley. Simiyaon a psychological level, these performers
present as willfully naive, trapped within elaberatelusional cultural constructions of race,
gender, class, and sexuality. It is abundantlyrdiean watching this footage that Presley broke
out of many of those rational bonds, smashing thindearriers with a pelvic thrust of erotic
force and an amused smirk. Where most of the qgiddormers seem inauthentic to an early
twenty-first century sensibility, playing culturalflefined roles in which they do not seem to
believe just below the surface, Presley comeso#uahentic: conscious that he is playing a role
and attempting to make that role coincide with Heeafeels in each moment.

It is a pleasure to watch Presley wrestle, or gesttance, with his fear and insecurity,

striving to lose himself in the music and dialogjizéeeding off of the audience’s reactions. He

80 Altschuler 30.
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is such a magnetic performer, in part, becauseshedgically lets the audience know, through
small physical gestures and facial expressionshi&nows that they know down deep that they
are all participating in a play, a slightly ridiouls make-believe, but that this is precisely what
makes it enjoyable. This telegraphing of self-awass is something that few of the other
performers do in these broadcasts, but which hesrbe a standard mode of performance in the
irony-drenched postmodern culture of the last fewadles. The other performers play their roles
like actors in a classic Broadway musical, melodgrérally projecting caricatures of emaotion,
while Elvis has thrown aside the mask or, in thedsaf Bob Dylan, brought his audience
“through the mirror.®? It is clear from watching Presley in this footdabat a qualitatively new
kind of person had been born and that Presley wa®bthe first people, based largely on the
models of James Dean and Marlon Brando, to brirsgréw style of being to primetime
television® In a sense, Presley was the paradigmatic postmadan in that he was constantly
aware of the constructed quality of culture as aselthe performative nature of physicality, the
presentation of bod$/

At the moment when Presley recorded his first s@dgdun Recording Studio in 1954-
55, the world was ripe for change. As Presley raasgl, “| happened to come along at a time in
the music business when there was no trend. Thaleaere looking for something different,
and | was lucky. | came along just in tinf@.Presley is here articulating the proverbial nitait

is darkest just before the dawn when the old onddpnger contains the charged affect of

824Go on back to see the gypsy / He can move yom fitee rear / Drive you from your fear / Bring ydudugh the
mirror / He did it in Las Vegas and he can do ietieBob Dylan,New Morning(Columbia Records, 1970) “Went
to See the Gypsy.”

8 For one instance, fully two thirds of people watchtelevision in America were watching Presley¥pearance
on The Frank Sinatra Shoduring its broadcast: “The subsequent ratinggepresenting 67.7-percent audience
share.” Peter GuralnickGareless Love: The Unmaking of Elvis Preglegw York: Back Bay Books,

2000) 63.

8 Cf. John LelandHip: The History(New York: Ecco, 2004).

8 Ren Grevatt, “On the BeatBillboard (September 29, 1958).
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profound, revolutionary significance that it on@reed. Thus, popular music at that moment in
the mid-fifties was experienced by many of thosthacultural vanguard as a stale orthodoxy
providing increasingly diminishing returns. Howeyvas Presley’s statement suggests, the
absence of a vital “trend” provided the space witlthich the new genre could emerge.
Although rhythm and blues and country music weladpplayed in clubs in Memphis,
and around the country, Presley had performed htdeyat the time of his early Sun sessions, so
his musical style was created first in the recagditudio, and only then was it brought onto the
stage. In the studio, Presley was attempting takbtierough into a new musical realm, to birth a
new mode, though these attempts were met with sd&ned like resistance from reality itself.
Presley was persistently following his felt sersevtercome the current musical modes, though
the “numbing familiarity” of the music he was singimade it difficult to find the novelty for
which he and Phillips were explicitly searching,r&@uoick’s phrase “trying to make it live”
evocative of birth, or perhaps of creation itsBlfesley was endeavoring to produce something
new and vital, but the inertia of habit kept pudlinis efforts into a mechanical, entropic
monotony?® Indeed, Presley seems here to be enacting tHemajialse that Whitehead
describes as “an offensive, directed against thetiteous mechanism of the Univers€ for as
Whitehead, Bergson, and James have all attes@iffenent inflections, the emergence of
novelty does not happen gradually, though the pegjoa for revolution is gradual. Rather, as
Whitehead observes: “new epochs emerge with cortipasuddennes<$® Thus, the creation of
rock and roll by Presley and his friends was nptaress of slow, steady development, but a

sudden, revelatory moment of rupture and discoit§imath the past.
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As Presley articulates his creation of “That’s RIght,” “this song popped into my mind
that | had heard years ago, and | started kiddiagral with [it].” Presley had been almost
physically hurling himself at a seemingly insurmtabie internal obstacle until suddenly, for no
discernible material reason, but bound up with dikngy around,” there was a lightning strike of
felicitous inspiration that catalyzed the transfation of what had seemed a fixed and
immovable system. As Scotty Moore narrates the nmboues discovery:

All of a sudden . . . Elvis just started singingtbong, jumping around and acting

the fool, and then Bill picked up his bass, andtagted acting the fool, too, and |

started playing with them. Sam, | think, had therdo the control booth open—I

don’t know, he was either editing some tapes onglsbmething—and he stuck

his head out and said, “What are you doing?” Andcsaid, “We don’t know.”

“Well, back up,” he said, “try to find a place tad, and do it again.”

Moore is describing a process of intuitive creatioat has more to do with playful
experimentation than it does with theorizing. Alllgb these four men knew intellectually that
they wanted to create something new by fusing Whdtbeen considered black and white
musical tropes, they did not know precisely how thiegration would take place. In fact, the
integration seems to have required years of conscibeoretical preparation, and then putting
critical thought aside and simply being in the mameithout observing that moment, allowing
something to emerge that they did not consciousgte, though they consciously laid the
groundwork for its emergence. Sam Phillips’ greaxtigs was not in creating the new genre; it
was in allowing Presley, Moore, and Black the sgacareate novelty through “acting the fool,”

momentarily putting aside their rational considiena in favor of the abandon of absurdist

physical humor, allowing something to emerge tleansed to them to exceed their conscious
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volition. However, what is perhaps even more unusuéat Phillips immediately saw the value
of this novelty when it emergéd.

Indeed, all of the parties involved in this creatprocess agreed that there was something
profoundly new about the music they had just cek#fteough an unintentional moment of
imaginative play, for Phillips described the newsd as “different” and as “itself,” a collision
of terms that suggests authentic novelty. The sthadPresley and his band discovered seems
always to have existad potentig implicit in all of the elements that they had bgbt to the
table: their deep knowledge of different kinds afsie, their theoretical preparation for the
integration of these various musical modes andgps most importantly, their inchoate desire
for, or vision of, something as yet unrealized. yiinere able to create this music because they
could feel the form of it pulling them magneticailhfo its event horizon, and Presley’s ability to
lose himself in ecstatic affect, to impel himsalt of stasis, moved his band to a similar state of
pure enjoyment, a process through which the vitdtive impulse could find a form for its
expression. Whether one conceives this inspiragooming from the unconscious or from
something excessive of individuality, as Preslay gathis creative impulse does not appear to
have been primarily the product of rational, egmasciousness.

Of course, it is imperative that those who recaiweh apparently transpersonal
inspiration put in the work necessary not onlyriae the moment of revelation, but to see it
through to fruition, to uncover that which seemsiobs in retrospect, but which is obscure until
its annunciatory achievement. Thus, after Preshelythe others received their initial epiphany,
they played the song repeatedly, “refining” theéksigly new sound that had spontaneously

emerged, though the central component of the nwisscalways Presley’s energetic strumming

8 Guralnick 94-95.
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on his acoustic guitar, “up till this moment almastandicap to be gotten ovéf.in fact, it is
often the case that working within constraintsriting with the negative® as Hegel puts it, is
the very thing that impels the emergence of nov8imilarly to Presley’s rather rudimentary
guitar playing, all of the voices of the primaryists who are the subject of this dissertation—
Presley, Lennon, McCartney, and Dylan—were notailiyt considered great instruments by the
conventional standards of their day. Their voicesenall limited and constrained in ways that
forced their owners to create a distinctive singityge in order to make their vocal cords convey
the feeling that they wanted to express. As Prgslgyt: “I never sang like [that] in my whole
life until | made that record®® Because Presley’s voice was limited in certainsyagrticularly
in his younger days, he was instinctively impeliednvent inflections and phrasings, his
distinctive low swoops and high hiccups, that tranted his liabilities into strengths.

In turn, the thrilling novelty of Presley’s phragiimpelled Moore and Black to play in a
new way, producing a “swinging gait that was theyvapitome of what Sam had dreamt of but
never fully imagined.” When Phillips first playelet take for the band, Bill Black asserts, “we
couldn’t believe it was us’® Moore adding: “It just sounded sort of raw andged; . . . We
thought it was exciting, but what was it? It wastjso completely different. But it just really
flipped Sam—he felt it really had something. Wet gt of shook our heads and said, ‘Well,
that's fine, but good God, they'll run us out oivio™” ** This collective narrative is a portrait of
the process of transformation into novelty at ilsgst. Presley mediated this transformation, and

he was a “different singer” because of what ultehabmounts to a moment of transduction
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between musical eras. As in all such cases of reptall the rules were out the window,” for
such moments of “phase transition” seem generalbetconstituted in the supersession of the
rules of a system, the fundamental premises onhwthie system is based. Although “everything
had changed® it was not necessary for the change to be artietilaecause it was a
transformation that surpassed the scope of ratianalytic discourse. Indeed, the novelayn be
articulated, which is the project of retroactivealysis like that found in the present work, a
mode that exhibits its own kind of novelty, thougle purest kind of novelty is often prior to
verbal formulation. Nevertheless, as Palmer pants “Plato warned in hiRepublicthat

changes in the modes and rhythms of popular moeigtably lead to changes in society at

large,™®

and this originary moment of rock and roll seembé one of the clearest cases in
musical history of a fundamentally new rhythmic raaétalyzing an equally fundamental
cultural transformation.

Referring to “That’'s All Right” and its flipside Biue Moon of Kentucky,” Moore noted
that “it’s funny how they both come about by acadd here was nothing like a direction, there
was just a certain . . . feel.” Although Moore dMdllips had talked many times in the coffee
shop next to the studio about creating somethingthat somehow combined black and white
musical tropes, this ambition did not seem to beafront of their minds during the session.
Certainly, there was a feeling that they were myio create a novel style out of known elements,
but these men did not seem to know precisely wdrat that synthesis would take—they simply
knew that they must keep experimenting, followihgit intuition until it “felt” right. This

process of creation was prepared intellectuallamglyzing the various elements that they

suspected would combine to create a new stylehleutew style itself could only be discovered

% Guralnick 96, 112.
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by leaving aside analysis and entering into a lsgrgenverbal engagement with experience.
Presley and the others carried the vision of wihey tvanted to create—they could somatically
sense its contours somewhere just over the temporalon—but the only way to bring their
vision to fruition was to act in a primarily intivie mode. Indeed, as Phillips’ assistant Marion
Keisker describes the creative process in thesti8am would say, ‘Well, let’'s go back, and
you hold on to what you did there. | want that.’dABlvis would say, ‘What did | do? What did |
do?’ Because it was all so instinctive that he $jndidin’t know.”” The primary criterion for
judging their work was that it had to feel righttlknowing why it felt right, or even being
conscious of what they had just done a moment befdr of the material elements of
composition, arrangement, and performance had todmnized in such a way that these
elements produced a bodily recognition in the pgdints of the achievement of the thing that
they sensed clearly, but, until now, had not hadsiecific structural tropes to bring into
concrete manifestation.

Positive affect constituted an indication that tiare heading in the right direction,
moving towards the new mode that they were attergpt body forth, for as Phillips puts it,
“Every time we did a number | wanted to make sarthe best of my ability that everybody
enjoyedt.” As discussed above, to an intellectually daging mode, this “organizing
principle,” as Guralnick puts it, may sound rattrenial, even hedonistic, but, in fact, it is
coextensive with the recognition that attentiomaffect is an indispensable mode for the
production of genuine novelty. Indeed, acting as grinciple, according to Marion Keisker,
“everyone was trying very hard to hang very lodseugh the whole thing’® which suggests

the participants’ implicit knowledge that, in ordermake good music, they had to stay in a kind
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of meditative state similar to Buddhist “no mind’ that, in each moment, they would adjust not
only their playing, but their posture, breathiragial expression, and conscious attention in a
continuous dance incorporating their different meodeengagement to follow what Whitehead
calls the “lure of feeling® leading them inexorably toward the production @fel musical

forms.

Psychologist Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi describes gtete of mind as “optimal
experience” when we “feel in control of our actipnsasters of our own fate. On the rare
occasions that it happens, we feel a sense ofagahhn, a deep sense of enjoyment that is long
cherished and that becomes a landmark in memonyHtat life should be like.” This “flow”
state produces “a sensepairticipationin determining the content of lif¢® which is to say
that, in this kind of confluent creativity, one magparently relinquish control enough to allow
something usually described as excessive of coasaiolition to manifest through one’s
individuality, suggesting a process that tempoyadems to bring the affective states of
participants in the kind of phenomenon enactedreglBy and his compatriots into a kind of
energetic resonance. In “Good Rockin’ Tonight,” fmstance, analysis and doubt, indeed,
conscious thought, in a paradoxical operation, appensciously to have been put aside,
allowing something to emerge out of the band teaémbles nothing so much as group
consciousness so that all three of the musiciaes sallingly to have temporarily released their
egoic minds to give themselves to the new form #reycreating. The recognition that this
intuitive enjoyment and fusion is “almost in defianof societal norms®! perfectly illustrates

the transgressive quality of ecstatic experiencbatmoment in American culture. By
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definition, only that which is taboo or repressgdalsociety can be transgressive and, in this
moment of musical creation, American history wisexone of the primary moments of the
reemergence of repressed ecstatic affect. As Witlat's All Right” and “Milkcow Blues
Boogie,” though in this case in the lyrics as vaallthe musical aspects of the song, Presley
announces that “good rockin,” a term associatetth whysicality, and particularly sexuality, is
the “news” that the culture had been waiting for.

However, it was not just in those initial sessitiret these men effected a transformation
in the music. It was over the sustained periodldha Sun sessions that Presley, Moore, Black,
and Phillips worked out the form of the new gemreythad initially stumbled upon the day they
recorded “That's All Right.” For instance, they duced a radical reimagining of “I Don’t Care
If the Sun Don’t Shine,” which had been an outthken Disney’sCinderellg and was later
popularized by Patti Page and Dean Martin. As BBilhotes: “That’s what he heard in Dean . . .
that little bit of mischievousness that he hadigidoul when he cut up a little bit—[that's why]
he loved Dean Martin’s singing® Presley took his admiration for Martin, certaialyprime
exemplar of the musical orthodoxy at that momemd, i@contextualized his vocal inflections,
which carried the “mischievousness” that Philligscribes, within the rhythmic realm of what
amounts to a close cousin of the “jump blues” exiéiag by Louis Jordart® Presley and his
band were not creating a new style out of thinR#ther, they were intuitively synthesizing
disparate genres in novel ways to create, in Msomrds, “almost a total rhythm thing®*

They appropriated the tropes of the country andhazz styles that were popular in their

predominantly white social milieu and placed theepes in the context of predominantly
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African American rhythmic modes, particularly ineBley’s vocalization, evehimemagazine
reluctantly admitting: “There is no denying thatkand roll evokes a physical response from
even its most reluctant listeners, for that giaris@ matches the rhythmical operations of the
human body**®> As we have seen, one of Presley’s primary coniobs to culture was to bring
the rhythmic sophistication and intensity of blacksic into white cultural domains, thereby
complicating the overly simplistic distinctions teten “black” and “white” music and,

ultimately, between “black” and “white” culturesideed, this musical integration in some sense
seems habitually to have entrained a visceral emydagtween the two groups, comprising a
necessary precondition for the socio-political gn&gion of desegregation and Civil Rights in the
sixties!?® As Ray Charles put it, the new style of music “mehat White America was getting
hipper.™®’

After the new music had been created in the stibere was still the essential task of
propagating this music to the public. As in almalssuch revolutionary instances, one can see
here the necessity of transmitting the revolutlmoagh established channels of communication.
Indeed, another thing that made Sam Phillips tinepementor for Presley was that he was
close friends with disc jockey Dewey Phillips (radation), who had a popular radio show in
Memphis. Once Sam persuaded Dewey to play “Thdt'®kyht” and “Blue Moon of

Kentucky” on his show on July 7, 1954, dozens diE@nd telegrams came pouring in,
prompting Dewey to play the songs “seven timesriovg eleven times over the course of the
rest of the program. . . . it seemed as if all @phis was listening.” Here we see the

mythologizing already beginning with Dewey Philligs champion and myth-purveyor, which

195«yeh-Heh-Heh-Hes, Baby,Time(June 18, 1956).
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illustrates that not only is it necessary for tlesvrstyle to be created and concretized on tape, but
in order for a new form of music to take root irpptar consciousness, there must be someone
with power and influence promoting the new genreugh existing avenues of transmission

with the authority that this position implies. st so happens that this is one of those felicitous
cases in which the distance between the artisttemgeople who could help present his art as a
viable cultural commodity was very slight. It toBkesley about a year to convince Sam Phillips
to let him record at the Sun studio. But when ltk dchieving his artistic vision after some hard
work and frustration, it seemed to be only a maitdime before the world recognized this

music for the dramatic transformation that it rey@reed, largely because Sam Phillips and
Dewey Phillips were buddies. Once Dewey playedstivegs on his show, “the news traveled

like wildfire,”0®

a strikingly appropriate image for the propagatb@ promethean discovery
through culture.

The fact that Elvis and his band during the Susiseas recorded multiple versions of
songs in the two different styles—bluesy jazz lwhlfaand the new, more upbeat rock and roll
style—illustrates the tentativeness with which thpproached this new genre. Although it is
clear to most people listening more than a halfurgriater that the rock and roll numbers are
the truly exciting, ground-breaking performancesrirthese sessions, while the slower songs are
largely mediocre retreads of an existing genrd 964, the new style that these musicians had
just created seemed frantic, transgressive, evegedaus. As mentioned above, according to
Moore, after they played back a take of “That’s Right,” they declared, “Well, that’s fine, but

good God, they'll run us out of town? It may seem ridiculous to us now, in an era when

gangsta rap and death metal are the conventiothaddwxy, that this largely acoustic music
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derived primarily from country and blues shouldsbecontroversial. However, as anyone knows
who follows the way revolutions in music occursinearly impossible to underestimate the
inertia of culture, but it is similarly impossibie halt the revolution once it is underway.

In retrospect, although rock and roll's successnse® have been inevitable, Presley and
the genre that he largely initiated and represemt@dpular consciousness received a great deal
of resistance from the existing powers in the préssgovernment, and even from musicians of
a previous generationi® Once the new style had been created in the stBdésley, Black, and
Moore quickly began playing live shows, with Prg&eeffusive physicality an apparently
natural outgrowth of his singing. Neverthelessaaw in theNew York Timegidged Presley as
having “no discernible singing ability** Similarly another review in thidew York Journal-
Americanasserted that “the sight of young (21) Mr. Preslaerwauling his unintelligible lyrics
in an inadequate voice, during a display of priveitphysical movement difficult to describe in
terms suitable to a family newspaper, has causethtist heated reactiofr- And theDaily
Newsdeclared that popular music “has reached its lodegths in the ‘grunt and groin’ antics
of one Elvis Presley,” asserting that “Elvis, wiodates his pelvis, was appalling musically.
Also, he gave an exhibition that was suggestivevarhghar, tinged with a kind of animalism that
should be confined to dives and bordellos.” Yetthaocritic wrote that Presley’s music was “a
terrible popular twist on darkest Africa’s fertylitom-tom displays,” and another that “if any
further proof were needed that what Elvis offersas basically music but a sex show, it was

proved last night,” claiming that his show recaltede of those screeching, uninhibited party
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rallies which the Nazis used to hold for Hitlét>*The press, in a panicked frenzy of
incomprehension, many seeming personally threatep&ttesley, could not decide if he was a
“primitive” African, a Nazi, or a stripper, all sifarly odious to the dominant cultural milieu of
little more than half a century agt' Similarly, as New York Congressman Emanuel Celler
stated, Presley’s “animal gyrations . . . are \io&of all that | know to be in good tastg”

Even, or perhaps especially Frank Sinatra, whoth@grimary precursor to the role that
Presley now inhabited, declared (“in a ghost-wnitieagazine articlé9):

Rock ‘n’ roll smells phony and false. . . . It isng), played, and written for the

most part by cretinous goons and by means oft®stl imbecilic reiteration, and

sly, lewd, in plain fact, dirty lyrics . . . it mages to be the martial music of every

sideburned delinquent on the face of the earth]lt].is the most brutal, ugly,

desperate, vicious form of expression it has begmisfortune to hear:’
Reading this bile-filled utterance, one immediawlgpects that there is an element of jealousy
involved in Sinatra’s condemnation of the new malsgenre, particularly since he later
dedicated an entire season finale of his televisimw to welcoming Presley back from the
army in 1960, implicitly acknowledging the youngémger as his legitimate succesSbr.
Nevertheless, in the passage above, Sinatra atiesuh sentiment about rock and roll that was
ironically prevalent among the generation which peeliiously rebelled in a similar, though
more constrained way through the catalyst of Sa#smusic.

In a very real sense, rock and roll was in factiplly responsible for “race mixing-*® as

one critic opined, though the guardians of the radive discourse at that moment generally took
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this as a negative development, whereas most mbwssee this integration as entirely positive.
However, even such African American luminaries astM Luther King, Jr. and Langston
Hughes decried rock and roll, apparently worrieat the unsophisticated physicality of the
genre would undermine their efforts towards raeglality, King going so far as to say that rock
and roll “often plunges men’s minds into degradimgl immoral depths®® Clearly, Presley had
become a symbolic focus for the major issues tivaded the younger generation from the older,
generally constellated around attitudes towards, reexuality, and affect?

The vituperative litany from the old guard agaitin& young upstarts proves that even
such august cultural authorities as NMew York Timeand the United States Congress are not
infallible. Although it may seem obvious to us nthat these institutions were often the platform
for reactionary oppression, corruption, and cynsedf-interest, this view does not seem to have
been the predominant one in the nineteen-fiftlesygh certain sectors of society, particularly
the beats, expressed these kinds of sentimentsyopdus, it is only right to condemn what can
accurately be described as warfare by the reactiarght against emancipatory ideals.
However, once one has acknowledged the moral tapiof some within the prevailing
institutions, it becomes apparent that these coatige agents were enacting an entrenched
resistance and oppression that ultimately serveduhction of the Hegelian negative mentioned
above, the obstacle th@eistor “Spirit,” the vital impulse towards self overamg intrinsic to
temporality, must confront to be transformed.

According to Hegel, “Spirit” “wins its truth only kxen, in utter dismemberment, it finds

itself. . . . Spirit is this power only by lookirtge negative in the face, and tarrying with it.sThi
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tarrying with the negative is the magical powet tt@nverts it into being**? From an Hegelian
perspective, Presley’s critics were not merely shghted and mean-spirited, though they were
certainly these things. Although the condemnatibsuch repressive attitudes is certainly
justified, it must also be recognized that theseseovative voices were performing a necessary
function in what appears to be an essentially diedal process of transformation. Understood in
this way, the old order’s repressive behavior bezomtelligible, not only because tlaiacien
regimecharacteristically sought to conserve and pratechode of thought embodied in
established power structures, but because, as Mehaideunderstood, novel modes often seem a
bit ridiculous, half-formed, overly idealistic, andive to the conservative mode of
consciousness. As Whitehead writes: “If you hawe yaur attention directed to the novelties in
thought in your own lifetime, you will have obsedvinat almost all really new ideas have a
certain aspect of foolishness when they are fistipced.*?® Indeed, the moment of confluent
inspiration when Presley “acted the fool” to crethi® new genre seems to confirm Whitehead’s
dictum beyond all reasonable expectation, provoaiishness and novelty to be intimately
imbricated. This connection is often evoked by Buttan in his consistent use of “jester”
imagery, his song “Jokerman” being the most obviexemple. Ultimately, Sam Phillips’
expression of the meaning of rock and roll in theefof great resistance remains fairly
definitive:

We were all beginners, just beginners, and we wetleing history Oh, there was

all sorts of resentment. First it was ‘sinful,” asecond it was affecting our

children.Yes, it wasBut it was giving them some individuality, givirtigem

some say-so about their emotions and not having fbst be a product of their

parents right up until they were twenty-five yeald. All this had an awful lot to
do with the total psychological change that toacplin this country because of

122 Hegel 18-19.
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rock and roll and r&b—which was for the betterohd give a damn what
anybody say$®*

It is to be expected that a fundamental transfaomah world view, a “total psychological
change,” would be met with a great deal of fear @sistance. Thus, that the rock and roll
revolution was ultimately successful, as Phillipsists, in mediating the affective liberation of
American culture is a testament not only to thgioglity and brilliance of Presley and his
cohort, but to the courage and persistence of tweskel-transforming outsiders.

However, it is also clear that Presley was thepient of a gift that very few individuals
are given for, according to Presley’s early gidfril Dixie Locke, “right from the start it was as
if he had a power over people, it was like theyameansformed?*®® By many accounts, Presley
seems to have had the ability to mediate what wpsreenced as a transformation in others, a
potency that appears directly related to Preslalyibty to put aside rational thought to become
like an animal on stage, acting almost purely sfintt, though he made a conscious choice to
enact this role, which is how Bergson describagtion: the conscious, temporary
relinquishment of intellect to engage with othemdans of process. It is Presley’s undeniable
animality relative to the cultures in which he veasbedded that elicited both erotic desire from
his fans and accusations of bestial primitivitynfrdiis detractors. However, as mentioned above,
| do not mean to suggest that Presley’s primamgycein his audience was merely to serve as a
catalyst for the release of repressed sexualiygh he certainly did thi€® In fact, the mass
erotic release that he produced in his audienbatisne manifestation of the affective force that
many of his associates describe in him. For ingtaltarion Keisker describes Presley as having

“an almost magical quality that both protected laindl in turn brought out the best in others.”
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Similarly, according to Jimmie Rodgers Snow, “I'ever seen anyone quite like him—even as a
kid he had that something about him, he helit.” Presley had the talent, the drive and, just as
important, thecouragenecessary to transgress social mores intentiotatlyink like an animal.

By consciously enacting certain aspects of ingtialcanimality, Presley seems to have been able
to tap into an intuitive mode through his musia @léowed him to see and express the “higher
kind of—mystery, for want of a better word,” thahers could not, often constrained as they
were by rationalized cultural assumptions by whicasley was relatively unencumberéd.

As June Juanico recalls Presley’s description ®plerformative experience: “I don’t
know, it's hard to explain. It's like your whole thp gets goose bumps, but it's not goose bumps.
It's not a chill either. It's like a surge of elécity going through you. It's almost like making
love, but it's even stronger than that.” Juanidcedshim if this was a common feeling among
performers: “I don’t know,” he replied “The few Bvtalked to experience excitement and
nerves, but they must not feel the way | do. liytbal, they would say more about it, don’t you
think? They say they get nervous, but after thag si few lines, they calm down. Hell, | don’t
calm down till two or three hours after | leave #tage. Sometimes | think my heart is going to
explode.” Presley possessed an exceptional atolityediate this “surge of electricity,” and to
communicate this energetic quality to his audieht=eis only able to describe this experience
through analogy to having “goose bumps” or a “Clal “making love,” though the phenomenon
seems to elude the reach of Presley’s vocabulasweder, it is not merely because Presley was
not an intellectual that he did not have the waoddescribe his experience; it is also because the
culture in which he was embedded did not haveahguage of this experience ready at hand

outside of a few theorists like those referredhtthie present work. Perhaps the closest analogy
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for what Presley experienced was the feeling thatamme over one in church, though he was at
great pains to assert that his music was not celgjiprobably because he knew that such a claim
would produce an immediate backlash. As he asseri®@d 956 interview: “There was some
article came out where | got the jumping aroundnfiray religion. Well, my religion has nothing

to do with what | do now. Because the type of stald now is not religious music, and my
religious background has nothing to do with the wawg.” However, one suspects that this is a
case of Presley protesting too much, for he woldd elaim that his music was a gift from God,
and he would go on to record numerous gospel soveysthe course of his care®éf.

Nevertheless, though Presley did not fully underdtwhat it was that he was doing, he
got better and better at doing it, at least unslihduction into the army. In an interview in sarl
1956, Presley was asked, “have you any idea juat wivas that started the girls going crazy
over you?” to which he replies, “No, | don't. | @ggeit’s just something God gave me. | believe
that, you know.** Similarly, in a 1957 interview, Presley statedtthdose myself in my
singing,” indicating an overcoming of egoic cons@ness, which seems to be a precondition for
the ingression of musical inspiration. Indeed, canytto the stereotype of Presley as an
unconscious, uncouth animal, to which many peadjleuscritically subscribe, Presley was a
profoundly moral, conscientious, and empathetiawponan who consciously enacted a certain
role in his performance. According to Jimmie Rodgen®w, “this nice, polite, well-mannered
boy became transformed onstage in a manner thatese® contradict everything that you
might discern about his private personality’Essentially, Presley was, in most respects, a

“well-mannered boy” who developed the ability tartsform himself into a catalyst for the

128 Guralnick 319-320.
129«Elvis Gives Out with Crazy Cool InterviewyWaco News-TribunéApril 18, 1956).
%0 Guralnick 430, 172.



56

deepest yearnings of his cultural moment by constyaoregressing to a prerational state, thereby
embodying the expression of modes that had beeassgd and systematically denied.

Once Presley, Phillips, and the others createdirgtancarnation of rock and roll, the
music quickly became a model for a new mode ofdp#hat the audience could explore. Like the
German “swing kids” in the thirties who greeted ashehtified one another by whistling a non-
verbal melodic phrase from Duke Ellington’s “It DbNean a Thing (If It Ain’t Got That
Swing),” according to an article in the magaz@@vboy Songs 1955, “the current greeting
among [Memphis] teenagers is still a rhythmica¢ lfrom the song [“That’'s All Right”]: ‘Ta dee
da dee dee dd* In both cases, there was a felt potency for yqeaple in these rhythmic,
melodic phrases, a power that the old guard coold@em to comprehend and that soon spread
outside Memphis to the country and the world. Laketual incantation, the latter phrase
signified that the direction of novelty at that memhwas not in the words that Presley was
singing—those were almost beside the point—buténaffect that his rhythmic physicality
mediated in his audience. Thus, it could even bthat something essential to the trajectory of
Western culture in the twentieth century is enclgted in these rhythmic phrases, as there has
been a growing nostalgia in modernity for the archarimarily nonverbal, intuitive modes of
experience as a corrective reaction to the exatysiiwileging of verbal, logical, and rational
modes, culminating in the twentieth century.

As suggested above, not only was Presley’s musenantment of this transformative
trajectory, but Presley himself appears to have lseenething like a symbolic incarnation of this
process. For Phillips and for the worldwide audeetiat gave Presley their attention, he was an

agent of radical novelty not only in music, butattitude and physical performativity. Phillips
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was not concerned with Presley as a “physical spatj” he asserts: “I wasn’t thinking, ‘Is he
going to look good onstage, is he going to be atgrerformer?’ | was just looking for
something that nobody could categorize.” Everhitisionary Phillips, the visual aspect of
Presley’s performative style came as a “reveldtian,unexpected uncovering of something
profoundly new. Presley himself was not entirelstaa that the way he was performing had
value for, as Moore describes it, “during the iastental parts he would back off from the mike
and be playing and shaking, and the crowd woultlgaswild, but he thought they were actually
making fun of him.**? Presley had spontaneously created a phenomenowakanot entirely of
his volition, but that seems to have embodied atohtal process searching for appropriate
expression. Without understanding why, Presleyadisced that he could make certain
movements that would provoke a nearly unprecedeetgbnsé>2 According to Moore,
Presley’s “movement was a natural thing . . . lutMas also very conscious of what got a
reaction. He'd do something one time and then heldvexpand on it real quick* Presley
found that he had an intrinsic gift for producirgg®sy in the primarily young people who
comprised his audience. However, although thistalmlas instinctive, he consciously cultivated
it through a process that might be described asabempiricism, for he kept what worked and
discarded what did ndt?

In a sense, Presley was developing a gestural éyegto convey what could not be

communicated through words for, as Bob Neal expldin
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His show developed in that sometimes if he wasagesaind just through some

accidental movement there would be a big screaraamtion, he would

automatically remember. On the other hand, if hasdel something and got a

dead reaction, he would never worry about it, hela/arop it and go on to

something else. It was just as automatic as bregtoi him.
With the participation of his audience, Presleyated a somatic code that perfectly expressed
the needs of the moment. As a performer with thteofjbeing able to read his audience’s
reactions and adjust his performance accordingbslBy seems to have been chosen by that
audience to mediate an impulse that was ripe fpression. Thus, the audience seems to have
created Presley just as much as he created thern-ei@ation in the truest sense. As Presley
expressed it: “If | do something good, they letknew it. If | don’t, they let me know that, too.
It's a give-and-take proposition in that they ginae back the inspiration. | work absolutely to
them. . . . They bring it out of me: the inspiratidhe ham **°

A fruitful analogy can be made between Presleyi$opmance style and a surfer riding a
wave, recalling William James’ “single drops whigbarkle in the sun as they are flung far
ahead of the advancing edge of a wave-ct&atf novelty’s ingression into historical process.
As Guralnick describes Presley’'s performavity, dieéining characteristic is that “over and over
again he stops in the midst of a practiced gestndeshrugs his shoulders, audibly exhales, rolls
his eyesfreezes—just waiting for the wave that has been momentatilled to roll back over
him.”** As with surfing, Presley did not seem to be intomirof the unconscious, elemental
forces that were flowing through him. Rather, hisd@ of eliciting reaction from his audience

via his physical movements seems to have beencags®f developing and rehearsing his

gestural language, and then positioning himselfexblly, both physically and in terms of the
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affect that he was manifesting, to catch the “wanfehspiration or connection that was the
ultimate source of his appeal. His attitude towdmdsperformance generally seems to have been
one of slyly amused looseness and receptivity, ijgemmself to the desire of the audience to
connect with the force that Presley seemed to peeszging.

As seen above, Presley had made a careful studgvophysicality produces affect by
watching Dean and Brando, as well as by watchimplistening to many of his favorite singers,
and by testing, through trial and error, what picatiithe desired effect on the crowd. However,
when he walked on stage in front of an audiengs,gteparation only got him part of the way to
the felt connection for which he was the cataligsteems to have been his radical receptivity to
the qualitative nature of temporality, Bergsoniamadion, which allowed him to induce the kind
of collective feeling that he did. As one eyewithested, “when Elvis was performing,
everyone had the same basic reaction. It was speots. It reminded me of the early days, of
where | was raised in East Texas and going to ttiedg Roller’ Brush Arbor meetings: seeing
people get religion™ As this quotation suggests, the similarity betwBessley’s performances
and religious revivals does not appear to be meraslyrface resemblance, but rather a
manifestation of the same largely unconscious isgtdwards ecstasy that had long existed on
the margins of a rationalized American culturenirthe Great Awakenings and religious
revivals of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuttethe performative physicality of swing
music and dancing in the nineteen thirties. Indesd?almer notes, the rhythmic tropes that form
the palette of rock and roll “are capable of transfing an audience into participants in

communal ecstasy . . . forged and tempered in leaisdof years of religious ritual, from Africa
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to the Caribbean to the American Soutff.Clearly, the impulse towards the return of repedss
affect did not suddenly appear in 1954nihilg for all the precursors mentioned above presaged
the heights which the impulse embodied in rock mtidvould attain, first through Presley and

his contemporaries, and then through the BeatlginDand others on an even larger scale in
the sixties.

The reaction that Presley produced in his audigrase“mass hysteria,” resembling those
earlier periods, but on an unprecedented scalevithda novel intensity. Eliciting “screams of
anguish” and “shrieks of ecstasy,” Presley app&ahave been driving his audience to a
frenzied state, not only through his ritualizedfpenance, but by his very preserféeFor
Phillips and promoter Bob Neal as they watchedstimv, “this was something beyond either of
their wildest expectations:*? Even the men who participated in the creatiorhisf phenomenon
could not have predicted the sheer force with whaigtliences would respond. With Presley as
catalyst, the teenagers of America let out a cilecscream, initiating the liberation of felt
experience that would find its culmination in tllldwing decade. This eruption transformed the
way a whole generation thought about their mostiaite selves: their bodies, their sexuality,
their race, and their basic mode of relating tovtleeld. In fact, to a large degree, we still live i
the space that Presley and his contemporariesearaato the darkness, to employ a Jamesian
trope’*®

By all accounts, Presley seems to have possespeality that allowed his audience to
see themselves in a new light. As Marion Keiskescdbes, “he was like a mirror in a way:

whatever you were looking for, you were going tadfin him.” Presley appears to have been a

140 palmer 66.

141 Guralnick 223, 344.
142 Guralnick 110.

143 palmer 8.
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focal point for the playing out of the deepest dessifears, and aspirations of his culture. He
embodied the American dream for a time, the drebprajound transformation via fame and
wealth, certainly, but also via the more intangitprlity of “cool” explicated above. As one
admirer said, “we all wanted to be like ENi&"because he seemed simultaneously godlike and
all-too-human. He projected the appearance of d&s confidence and equanimity, but he was
also authentic and accessible, even vulnerablesipublic persona, though seemingly
indifferent to the expectations of rational cultuseleast until his induction into the army.
Presley was the great American hope at that moraadthis fans poured countless amounts of
money and attention into allowing him to becoméiaiag beacon of human aspiration. Indeed,
it is striking that, in a 2009 interview for RolgrStone, Bob Dylan says that “Elvis was truly
some sort of American king. His face is even onSteue of Liberty.**° In fact, Presley’s
features do bear a striking resemblance to thoSeaaly Liberty,” and in those brief years
between the release of “That’s All Right” in 1954daPresley’s induction into the army in 1958,
the singer was something like the embodiment @frtibin the collective imagination, an agent
of liberation from the tyranny of the past.

But most of all, it was his singing, tellingly ins@rable from his physical movements,
that captured the attention of a generation, aadvdly his vocal and gestural performativity
made that generation feel. Presley simply had asrha that is impossible to manufacture, and
this “animal magnetism” expressed itself throughvocal motivity. There was an elemental
potency produced by the relationship between PBresid his audience that Presley himself did
not fully intend and that he had little control ovend which had the precise effect of driving the

audience “out of their minds,” one definition ofségsy, allowing for the ritualistic surrender of

%4 Guralnick 120, 264.
145 Douglas Brinkley, “Bob Dylan’s AmericaRolling StongMay 14, 2009) 48.
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rational thought to focus on the felt quality ofnmadiate experience. According to a review of a
Memphis show in 1956, young audience members “bhiaka their seats, swept like a wave up
to the stage. . . . Elvis pleaded with them asgaletly as he could to sit down, but it was like
Canute telling the tide to stop*® Although Presley certainly had some agency in his
performativity, there seems to have been an hestbimpulse manifesting as a titanic surge of
psycho-sexual affect beyond the ability of any wndlial to predict, create, or control. Presley
appears to have been just as caught in the cuwfddtorical necessity as his audience, and
together they acted out the transgressive narrdtatewould constitute the core of the
counterculture’s identity over the ensuing decddes.

The transition between rational and affective maefeonstructing experience implicit
in Presley’s admonition to “get real, real gonedarthange” seems to suggest that rock and roll
was an artistic and cultural mediation of a profepistemological shift in the history of
Western culture. However, | would suggest that |evitiwas necessary for the intellect-
privileging modern mind to explore, for the nextfr@entury, the deconstructive moment of

rupture between “epochs” that the main forms otiposlernism represent, Presley enacted this

146 Robert Johnson, “Elvis Sings and Thousands Scieliemphis Press-Scimitgduly 5, 1956).

147|n hisThe Making of a Counter Cultur@heodore Roszak defines “counter culture” asuléuce so radically
disaffiliated from the mainstream assumptions afsmciety that it scarcely looks to many as a calat all, but it
takes on the alarming appearance of a barbarigsioin” (42). However, although this definition enaglzes the
radical difference from the predominant culturaéatns and the predominant culture’s inevitablestasce to the
counterculture, in practice, the counterculturemfparticipates in the main streams of cultureibgahting from
within the established pathways of commerce, gdlgeseeking to transform those avenues of transonssither
than abandon them altogether. Presley, the Be@ijdan, and their contemporaries did not start sewvieties
completely divorced from their cultures, but traesged their culture’s normative assumptions enoagfansform
them in fundamental ways while still being ablg#aticipate in collective discourse. It is onlydbgh this
dialectical process, creating a countercultuithin the field of the dominant discursive streams thétices are
inexorably transformed. But cultures can only tfarms so quickly, and those who seek to remake thdiure too
radically can dissolve into incoherence or losevilagy things that make us human, an extreme exaafplhich is
Charles Manson and his cult, who forced the sixt@mmterculture to complicate some of its moreaaldly
simplistic ideas about sex, drugs, and social aegdion. Ultimately, Roszak asserts, the countéucel“strikes
beyond ideology to the level of consciousness,isgek transform our deepest sense of self, therpthe
environment” (49).
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moment only briefly before forging di® Indeed, the moment of pause that Presley performs
after he cuts short the first version of “MilkcoiuBs Boogie,” but before he starts the second
version can be seen as the dramatization of amégi@um between eras before he leaps into an
early, prototypical model of what would become aelonode of constructing experience. Based
on the testimonies of those who witnessed Preskgrly career, as well as on the subsequent
permutations of the genre that Presley initiateis, node appears to be constituted in the
primacy of a way of thinking that privileges neithiee intuitive mode of consciousness that
largely defined premodernity nor the analytical maldat generally defined modernity, but
rather integrates these two modes, recognizingethett is an indispensable heuristic tool for

understanding seemingly incommensurable domaipsoakess.

148 The term “postmodern” has meant different thirmditferent people. It was originally coined by @ea Olson,
one of the Black Mountain poets, as a way of aldiing the radical break from the limiting assurops of
modernity. However, | am employing the term heréhmmway it has come to be most commonly usedaas “
incredulity towards metanarratives,” to quote Lydta
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Chapter 2: “A Creative Tension”'*°

Affectivity and Rationality in the Production of Beatlemania

It's so hard to reason with you, whoa yeah, whydo make me blue?

The Beatles, “Please Please M8&”

Where Elvis Presley bore the personas of both eelggl and popular performer in his
character, John Lennon and Paul McCartney polatizexiselves into these roles respectively,
McCartney displaying an “appetite for kitsch” siarito Presley, while Lennon shared Presley’s
rebellious attitudé>* Of course, both Lennon and McCartney containesighlarity between
what are roughly definable as radical and consevanpulses within themselves as well
(though they were both politically progressive)t their sustained alliance over the course of the
Beatles’ existence appears to have anchored tHewjrag each one to pull in his direction,
thereby producing an emergent entity that transeeigeir individuality as well as their
influences. Lennon and McCartney grew up togettwgyely through their rock and roll
apprenticeship, bound together by their mutual tlemdo the genre, and for the first time in
rock and roll, though in some ways prefigured g/ Bverly Brothers, Lennon and McCartney
demonstrated that strong solo personalities cowldkwogether in a group as equals. Although
the unit that they formed was ultimately unsustai@eaMcCartney allowed Lennon to become a
beacon for “truth” (exemplified in Lennon’s songrin thelmaginealbum, "Gimme Some
Truth") while Lennon allowed McCartney to be a liit performer, composer, and promoter of

both their music and the countercultural ethos tifvay represented, transmitting previously

149Bob Spitz,The Beatles: The Biograplfilew York: Back Bay Books, 2005) 555.
%0 The BeatlesPlease Please MEapitol Records, 1987).
51 Riley 20-21.
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marginal modes of thought into popular consciousiés ogether, Lennon and McCartney
were able to achieve the highest level of famedtmning sublimely beautiful music with the
deepest level of authenticity?

As long as they could stand to stay together, grprs formed an unassailable axis of
transformative force. As lan MacDonald puts itgthvo represented a classic clash between
truth and beauty® and, although this radical difference in Lenncarsl McCartney’s
approaches certainly created friction that ultifaled to the “divorce,*** as Lennon would
once call it, this friction between the two menocadeems to have produced the creative energy
that drove the band to ever greater heights ovecdlirse of their relatively short career. Indeed,
it seems clear that the two young musicians magleahscious choice when they first met to
combine their considerable, and considerably diffetalents to create something that exceeded
their individual capacities. As Lennon once saithé records are the point. Not the Beatles as

156

individuals,™” emphasizing the collective nature of their endealon their immense creativity

was impelled by the tension between the two yousrg.m

132 As Gould sums up the impact of the phenomenorsnding the early Beatles: “From its frenzied, ioate
beginnings in Britain and the United States, tteagupsurge of adolescent fervor that the pressdcBeatlemania
would coalesce into one of the main tributariea bfoad confluence of pop enthusiasm, studentisctjiand mass
bohemianism that would flood the political, socaid cultural landscape of much of the industréalizvorld during
the second half of the 1960s” (Gould 8).

153 The literature on the Beatles is of a rather dfife character than most of the writing about RyesAlthough
many of the same themes pertain to both artistshithgraphies and myriad other treatises abouB#atles tend to
be somewhat more sophisticated than the writingiiatt® “king,” excepting Guralnick’s biography aadew
others. This state of affairs most likely resuitenfi the fact that the Beatles themselves wereléuteially inclined
where Presley was explicitly not (MacDonald xv &wluld 29, 33). Thus, perhaps more than Presle\B#atles
themselves, as well as their work, seem to invitétecal analysis of the kind performed here. Altigh “more than
five hundred books” (Gould 11) have been writteawdlihe Beatles, there are relatively few full iyghies. Thus,
the texts | will primarily be drawing from in thelfowing pages include the biography by Bob Spitdled simply
The BeatlesJonathan Gould’€an’t Buy Me Lovglan MacDonald’SRevolution in the Head'im Riley's Tell Me
Why; interviews from thdeatles Anthologyand the general histories of rock and roll memibin the previous
chapter.

% MacDonald 13.

155 Ray ConnellyTimes of LondanSeptember 6, 2008.

%6 David Sheff and G. Barry Golson, edBhe Playboy Interviews with John Lennon and Yoko @ew York:
Playboy Press, 1981).
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Beginning in the mid-fifties, rock and roll not gntreated a soundtrack to the lives of a
generation, but, more than any other factor, ivjpled a general cultural attitude for young
people, expressed in dress, speech, a wide artagmiatic concerns, and, perhaps most
importantly, in the focus on bodily knowledge asoanterbalance to the rationalization of
predominant sectors of postwar British and Americalture. As Lennon, the founder of the
band that would become the Beatles declared, “anckroll . . . was real. Everything else was
unreal. To me it was the only thing to get throtigime out of all the things that were happening
when | was fifteen*®’ Thus, it was not religion or business or politicsany of the other areas
of human endeavor that gave Lennon’s life meartimag, had the quality of reality, which is to
say that, for the young musician, rock and rollradded the way he felt what William James
describes as “the total push and pressure of thimas™® better than any other form of cultural
process.

Indeed, Lennon and his bandmates’ devotion to ameckroll appears to have exemplified
and mediated what MacDonald describes as “ther&rvution of the sixties,” which, “more
powerful and decisive for Western society than ainys external by-products—was an inner
one of feeling and assumption: a revolution inltkad” which is “readable nowhere more
vividly than in The Beatles’ records. In effectg bontinues, “the ‘generation gap’ which
opened in the Fifties turned out not to be a qlidetveen a particular set of parents and
children but an historical chasm between one wdifefnd another. . . . A new way of life so
persuasively and pervasively replaced an earliertbat the majority made the mental crossing

between them without really noticind>® The project of this chapter is to trace the predss

157 John LennornThe Beatles Antholog®ir. Geoff Wonfor and Bob Smeaton (Apple Corps, 200
138 pragmatismi.
%9 MacDonald 27.
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which the Beatles initially came to discover andeny this “new way of life,” mediated by a
focus on “feeling” that would come to charactetize sixties counterculture and its antecedents,
liberating realms of intuitive experience that legdn rendered obscure to the modern mind
through Weberian rationalization, though alwaysegotiation with the “spirit of capitalism.”

As MacDonald aptly notes, this fundamental tramgfiton of Western culture, enacted in large
part by rock and roll, was so subtle and pervagiaéthe reemergence of affect into central
discursive networks seems to have occurred for mpaoyple below the threshold of conscious
awareness, allowing what is perhaps the deepdstrsbur culture in the last century to remain
hidden in plain sight, as it were. Tim Riley cor&uiThe boundaries that Presley seemed to
break in his singing became metaphors for waykioking about life. The most aggressive rock
‘n’ roll is a testing of limits, a combustive enawnt of the frontier spirit”®° However, despite
the depth of purpose that the genre enacted, fhieexXocus of the music has always been
enjoyment, for rather than being tangential toglere’s meaning, it isecauseock and roll is
enjoyable that it has been such a profound forcélderation from cultural constraint and the
development of novel experiential forms.

Thus, John Lennon was certainly not alone in fgelotk and roll to be the most
significant mediator of his experience when thergédimst hit Britain on a mass scale. As Bob
Spitz describes the situation, the release of “theaak Hotel” in England in 1956 caused “an
explosion . . . felt by teenage listeners unlikgthimg that had ever hit them before,” impelling
“an emotional groundswell” in the cultut® As Lennon put it: “When | heard it . . . it wagth

end for me.*®* These phrases directly articulate the return fefcéit/ity repressed in modernity,

10 Riley 12.
181 Spitz 41.
182 The BeatlesThe Beatles Anthologisan Francisco: Chronicles, 2000) 11.
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for the “emotional groundswell” that Lennon expaded along with his peers on hearing
“Heartbreak Hotel” seemed to him the most importhintg—that is, the most valuable or
significant—in his experience at that time. As Lenmut it, “Nothing really affected me until

Elvisn 163

and, as Lennon told Marshall McLuhan, “I heardi€Rresley. . . . There were a lot of
other things going on, but that was the converdigind of dropped everything'®* exchanging
the predominant rationalized mode of thought ferrniore affectively oriented mode
exemplified by rock and roll.

Similarly, Lennon’s childhood best friend Pete Stwthas said that “Heartbreak Hotel”
“was the most exciting thing [we’d] ever heard. It.was the spark, and then the whole world
opened up for us®® Lennon’s discovery of the genre through the figufr€resley, the

» 166 \vas a definitive

individual who, more than any other, “embodiedthek ‘n’ roll myth,
rupture in Lennon’s experience. The music prodwckohd of meaning in Lennon’s life that had
been conspicuously lacking, perhaps due to hiy e@dndonment by his parents, a primal
wound that continued to haunt him for much of Hes IFor Lennon, rock and roll was the
obvious vehicle for this meaning-making and, altiott is the rhythm that kept Lennon
“mesmerized*®’ as several commentators describe it, that isynmeshing like a state of ecstasy;,
Presley was the primary symbolic focus for thathhyically induced affect. As discussed
above, Presley was one primary embodiment of teeel yearnings of a generation, reflecting

what his audience was feeling and thereby providicgtalyst for the expression of repressed

experiential modes. And Lennon is perhaps Preslagst noted devotee, the single musician

183 Hunter DaviesThe Beatle$New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2010) 19.
%4 Rolling StongJune 28, 1970).

15 gpitz 41.

166 Riley 13.

187 Spitz 41 and Riley 14.
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with the greatest claim to being Presley’s direicessor, though Lennon’s embeddedness in the
Beatles complicates this lineage somewfft.

Even at this early stage in Lennon’s developmetiténmid-fifties, before he met the
other boys who would become the Beatles, perforragems to have come to him as naturally
as breathing. As school friend Eric Griffiths reked, “John was a born performer. . . .You
could sense that when he sang. It lifted him, he &reergized.” According to Griffiths, Lennon
possessed “a sense that you could control a crosvdtdions with your voice.” He seemed “to
loosen up” when performing “like a captive animaleased into its natural habitat.” Where
Lennon felt constrained in daily life, Shotton aadl Lennon “the world’s worst dancer, like a
stiff cardboard box,” he seemed physically libedladastage, taking on the character of a wild
beast in a strikingly similar way to Presley’s coinsis embrace of instinctive physicality. This
ability to inhabit animality, closely connected wihe quality of being “energized,” seems to be
the factor that allowed Lennon to mediate an awdisnaffective experience. Although
somewhat constrained by the myriad limiting assummgtand conventions of somatically
repressed and rationalized mid-century moderndBriife, Lennon’s ability to enter into what
appears to be a prerational, or perhaps transehtstaite of consciousness granted him the ability
to “control a crowd’s emotions” by inducing ecstasyimself, and increasingly in his audience.
Lennon seemed to possess the intrinsic charismatéa others’ attention to him and that
served as a catalyst for their inner processebloflih this kind of charisma can be cultivated to

an extent, it seems to be a quality that is iniziitssome characters and not oth&fs.

188 However, as Palmer notes: “rock and roll genealagyis never as linear and clear-cut as theslgelered
student might wish” (Palmer 72).
189 Spitz 49, 38, 56.
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Initially, Lennon had lifted Presley to an exalfgukition, identifying with him, or rather
his image of him, so completely that Lennon in asgebecame Presley, integrating the older
singer’s performative mode into his own charactdil it was an indelible part of him. As
Shotton describes Lennon’s early emulation, “bg thme, John thought he was Elvis Presley,”
which seems to indicate that Lennon held an imdd&esley in his mind and tried to act, think,
and be exactly how he imagined his idol, from tley\we dressed and moved to the way he
spoke and sang. Lennon and his compatriots reehBcésley’s archetypal narrative, that of the
young, liminal outsider who incites a revolutionaigheaval, though on an emergent level of
process for, from the beginning, Lennon had a cedatical faculty that Presley apparently
lacked. However, this lack was probably the predordfor Presley’s exceptional somatic and
performative genius constituted in a loose sexu#iat Lennon could never hope truly to
emulate. Thus, although Lennon idolized Presleypdgan to assert his independence at an early
age, going as far as to mock Presley’s performanteve Me Tendein a 1957 scene described
by Shotton: “We sat in the cinema in Lime Street kiled ourselves laughing” at Presley, as
“John thought he was ridiculou$’® An integral part of Lennon’s initiation into theysteries of
rock and roll was apparently to become criticahisfidol, problematizing his exclusive
identification of Presley with the genre to whiagh\Wwas devoted. Instinctively, he knew that,
while Presley had essentially created the genrdlaréby brought the intuitive mode that rock
and roll embodied into popular consciousness, @acbild never be surpassed in this relatively
pure domain, Lennon could, on a conceptual lea&k the genre farther than Presley could have
imagined, largely because the Beatles wrote thveir songs, but also because they were simply

of a more intellectually experimental temperament.

170 Spitz 63.
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Subsequently, Lennon discovered another embodifoehts aspirations in the form of
Little Richard, who allowed Lennon to step outsidédis exclusive identification with Presley to
critique the elements of his idol’s character withich he did not resonate. As in the Oedipal
relationship between father and son, Lennon syroalbfi slayed Presley with his ridicule, but
only to become him. And if Jonathan Gould is cdrtkat, “in a genre of popular music that was
destined to be almost entirely dominated by malesstt fell to Little Richard to play the Queen

"1 then Little Richard’s flamboyant homosexualityestid the potential for a

to Presley’s King,
kind of Oedipal consummation of Lennon’s love fioe genre transcending Presley alone, a
supposition perhaps given added weight by Lennami®ored bisexuality’? In order to imagine
himself into Presley’s persona, a template throngtth Lennon could ultimately cultivate his
own unique persona, Lennon had finally to empty flemsona of mystery through his critique
while simultaneously shifting his temporary allegia to a more “feminine” figure (if we take
Richard’s wearing of makeup, his fluttering physigarformativity, and his falsetto vocal
interjections as a transgressive performance oinii@ity), thus rendering Presley’s role
accessible to himself.

In a similar, though perhaps less Oedipal operatiennon later claimed that Chuck
Berry was “in a different class from the other pemfers” because “he really wrote his own
stuff,””*which, along with Holly and Richard, provided avfehe primary models for Lennon’s
songwriting persona. Indeed, by the seventies,yBmems to have replaced Presley and Richard

as Lennon’s primary musical allegiance. Nevertlgl#gough a series of such identifications

with idols and the subsequent disenchantment aychjzsreconciliation with them, Lennon was

171
Gould 62.
172 ittle Richard referred to himself as the “Kiagd Queen of Rock and Roll” (Palmer 140), which wosieém to
complicate the Oedipal dynamic somewhat.
173 Jann Wennet,ennon Remembe(Blew York: Popular Library, 1971) 168.
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able to forge his own identity, appropriating eleseof many different figures and combining
them within the crucible of his experience into arenencompassing synthesis exemplified in the
broader aesthetic range of the Beatles’ music,rkst great artists acting as a cultural
omnivore, mediating the integration of previousiypdirate tropes and genres within his persona,
from American rock and roll and “girl group” rhythamd blues to skiffle, music hall, and British
comedic wit. However, Lennon’s breadth of musical aonceptual scope was purchased at the
expense of the narrower depth of nearly pure affedtrilliance in which Presley has never been
eclipsed. Ultimately, Lennon was able to returhitolove for Presley, seeing him in a more
balanced way, like the adult child who, after aqeof rebellion, forges a mature relationship
with his father."

Despite his critique of Presley, and probably beeanf it, Lennon was able to embody
the transgressivity of rock and roll with a profouoelief in its righteousness in large part
because he found it affectively satisfying. Indabdugh the Cavern club in Liverpool was
initially a “trad” (traditional) jazz club that @lived for some skiffle, a genre based largely on
American folk, jazz, and country music popular int&n during the same years as rock and
roll's first efflorescence, Lennon flagrantly flad the prohibition against the novel genre in a
joyfully primal act of defiance. At an early showthe Cavern in 1961, the Quarry Méhbegan
their set with an acceptable skiffle song by Loribaegan. However, for the second song,
Lennon announced “Don’t Be Cruel,” prompting Rodvi3aone of the early members of the
Quarry Men, to protest: “You cardo that. They'll eat you alive if you start playingcio‘n roll
in the Cavern.” However, oblivious to Davis’ admiom, Lennon began the song anyway and,

according to Davis, “you could tell the audienceswaeasy about it, but that didn’t stop John.

174 Guralnick 212.
5 The Quarry Men would eventually become the Beatles
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He was just going to continue and expected usltovid *’® Lennon had a missionary zeal for
rock and roll that impelled him to play it in thace of intense opposition, a penchant for loutish
transgressivity aligned with the “Teddy Boys,” fieeudo-Edwardian rebels who emerged in the
wake of rock and roll in Britain, a distinctive hyth of American rocker and Edwardian styles of
dress that Lennon temporarily adopted. Like thesTadho had a reputation for violence and
destruction, he seems to have enjoyed the somewndrat subtle musical conflict at the Cavern,
carrying the new genre into what was a center @Likierpool music scene’s old order,
eventually transforming the club into the primawgus of a new dispensation. Lennon implicitly
understood that the trad jazz establishment iraBritad become a safe orthodoxy (as opposed
to the more avant garde bebop prominent in theddrfitates), a music industry, which seemed
to him a betrayal of the spirit of novelty that kaand roll represented at that moment. Thus, he
seems to have felt it to be his duty to cast thase had inexorably turned popular music into
mere entertainment out of the symbolic locus ofural authority.

Paul McCartney’s smooth diplomacy, his “considegabkt and social awarenes$’ls
often described as a counterbalance to Lennonghrauthenticity’”® When Lennon and
McCartney met in July 1957, “there was an instanbgnition,” a kind of “love at first sight™
based upon their mutual devotion to rock and totleed, while Lennon possessed undeniable
charisma, energy, and talent, McCartney impelleghioa to work consistently at his craft,

practicing guitar and transcribing lyrics from ttaglio!*° As Shotton explains, “Paul had made a

178 gpitz 65.

" Gould 47.

178 Some have seen Lennon’s willful authenticity &énal of dilettantish pose, and not without soméifigstion,
for although Lennon would proclaim himself a “wargiclass hero,” he was actually the most solidlgidte-class
member of the Beatles. Thus, as with Bob Dylanetiveas a kind of paradoxical artifice in Lennon&fprmance
of authenticity, though, to my mind, this conced dot detract appreciably from Lennon’s art.

179 Spitz 97.

180 Riley 20.
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huge impression on John,” for, “in a way, his apilinderscored all John’s [musical]
shortcomings ! McCartney, strong where Lennon was weak and wéakevLennon was
strong, impelled Lennon really to become a musioiaras Lennon expressed it in his bluntly
humorous way, “Paul taught me how to play propetfgMoreover, whereas Lennon was direct
and tactless, which is a large part of what madedu fascinating, McCartney had an innate feel
for the subtleties of performance, for engagingatdience and holding their attention through
the nuances of facial expression, movement, anihgpad/here Lennon demanded the
audience’s attention by force of will, McCartneyisited that attention, seducing the crowd with
his puppy-dog eyes and his infectious enthusiadthoAgh | would argue that Lennon was
ultimately more visionary than McCartney, it algess clear that McCartney had a greater
facility for implementing that vision as a succedisfpropagating system, as well as simply for
playing instrument$®

Subsequent to Lennon’s and McCartney’s fatefultmgeas Lennon recounts: “We
spent hours just listening to the stars we admiredWe’d sit around and look all intent and
intense and then, when the record had ended, ejarfgiand reproduce the same sort of sounds
for ourselves.®® Lennon’s and McCartney’s methodology for creatimgjr sound involved
close listening and attempting to reproduce whey tieard, but the constraints imposed by their
limited technical abilities, like Presley’s rudintary strumming, are part of what allowed them

to produce novel musical formi& In learning primarily by ear, it was necessarytfar boys to

181 gpitz 98.

182 Anthology(book) 12 and Riley 23.

183 Gould 34, Spitz 437, and Riley 23.

184 Billy Shepherd;The True Story of the Beatl@sew York: Bantam, 1964) 16.
'8 Gould 59.
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invent their own technique and their own style hags not “correct” as far as their sources, or
the British musical establishment, were concerbetlhighly effective nonetheless.

However, the deeper purpose of this “bashing avsagms to have been to fuse
themselves into a unit so that they could act @gacemoments as if they were a single mind.
Their mutual immersion in an “intuitive” “rhythm® suggests the mode that focuses on
perceiving the qualitative nature of duration eliated by Bergson, the felt quality of the
moment. Similarly, the phenomenon of “instantartéfythat MacDonald describes in relation
to the Beatles seems to lead inexorably back t@#rgsonian durational felt quality of
experience, which MacDonald portrays as one ofigfaing factors in the cultural
transformation that the Beatles did so much to atedRiley also evokes this intuitive approach
to temporality for making music for, as he suggesis tempos of the songs were determined by
“feel,” or even by something that exceeded theviddiality of the musicians rather than by the
technological precision of the metronome or théctctrack.”™®® And in a broader sense, Gould
observes that rock and roll “had a temporal as agh visceral immediacy for them” that
“seemed to be in tune with the world to com® & prophetic intimation of the emergence of a
new approach to experience constituted in the cliald reembrace of a premodern relation to
temporality by the rationalized conception of tiprevzileged in modernity. This focus on the
constantly shifting quality of immediate bodily expence, a dominant concern in the sixties
counterculture (mediated in large part by the Bsadttountercultural infiltration of the
predominant cultural streams), not only residebateart of great musicianship, but strongly

informs the various Eastern contemplative and ybaguditions that found such favor in the West
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beginning during that period, in large part throtigh Beatles themselves, particularly George
Harrison.

Adding Harrison into the group soon after Lennod BftCartney met in 1957 only
increased the energetic complexity of the band.ittpthree guitarists in the mix impelled them
to refine and “clarify” their “increasingly shapsk arrangements, bringing an intellectual
guality to the visceral physicality that was theddae of the genre, “like cracking a code.” In
this kind of analytic exercise, the three young mwemne able to channel their intense energy
through the focusing structure of simplified musmaangements, one of many moments in their
trajectory when the Beatles employed the rationadlen Weber’s Conceptuakimplification and
ordering,” to temper the somatic drive that hadntbe defining characteristic of rock and roll
music. Like the discipline that goes into tuninguatar, as Spitz describes, filtering their
“exuberance” through rigorous “focus” allowed theambined sonic “vibration” to attain
heightened “resonancé®®

In early 1958, McCartney mentioned to Lennon tleahad been writing songs, playing
one for him called “I Lost My Little Girl” and, aceding to Pete Shotton, Lennon was “floored.”
Through the obsessive repetition that practicingiés an activity characteristic of rationality,
the two boys worked themselves into a focused,stdteeh seems to have formed the
precondition for the emergence of inspiration,tfe@ “momentous discovery” of songwriting.
The Beatles elicited a felt epiphany that couldydrdve been attained through rigorous
commitment, Spitz hardly exaggerating when he wiitat McCartney’s “disclosure” of his
songwriting activity “is arguably a pivotal eventinodern musical history,” for this discovery

did in fact “set the current flowing” that wouldtwmhately provide the impetus to mediate an
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integration between polarized, and seemingly incemsnrable epistemologié¥.The Beatles’
role in relation to the rationalized cultural miien which they found themselves was, like
Presley, to embody the repressed intuitive mode asdhey did a great deal to integrate this
mode with the predominant rationality of their cuét. Indeed, the integration of the roles of
musician and composer within the group largely raidi the integration of the more somatic
musical mode with the more rational compositionateexemplified by Tin Pan Alley, often
driven more by craftsmanship than inspiration.

The Beatles transgressed the conventions of baoigwatdting and playing, radically
expanding both in the process. Their experiengegedsrmers eventually allowed them a
creative freedom that can only come from spendiagyrhours learning to connect with an
audience, not primarily on an intellectual levelt bn an intuitive level where the rules of
songwriting seem conventions begging to be brokesrder to make the songs more effective
vehicles for the elicitation of affect. Similarlheir experience as songwriters, however intuitive,
trained them in the more conceptual art of fitigrds to the mathematical relations of chords,
melodies, and harmonies in a pleasing and nove| avgyality that they then applied to their
formal and technological musical experiments, nahention their visual and verbal aesthetics.
The Beatles formed the paradigmatic case for thke gooup, in which realm they have yet to be
surpassed in many ways, but particularly in theeshember of formal and conceptual
innovations that they introduced into the musical aultural lexicons, from incorporating
“modal, pentatonic, and Indian scales” and unuswsifuments into rock and roll’s vocabulary,

to the use of tape-loops and the very idea of toecept album.” Thus, in their humorous, often
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lighthearted way, the Beatles catalyzed the transdtion of their genre, their medium, and their
culture beyond all reasonable expectatitn.

However, before they could become avatars forehen of repressed bodily knowledge
and then integrate that older mode with intellgatias necessary for the nascent Beatles first to
integrate the specific vocal and musical inflecsiaf their influences. At the early stage of their
development in 1958, the arrangements of mosteostimgs they played were copied directly
from the records. The Beatles, as creators of astge, found it necessary initially to emulate
the styles of their predecessors, internalizingr thhay of approaching the world through music.
By engaging in this kind of rigorous apprenticeshiyey acquired the tools, the vocabulary of
the genre in which they were working. Of courségioal rock and roll was already an
integration of disparate elements, though the Bedtok this initial synthesis and radically
expanded its encompassing reach over the coutbeiotareer, for processual revolutions seem
generally to consist of just this sort of consdiioka of seemingly incommensurable elements.
Thus, after the Beatles’ apprenticeship, thereavasoment when, in order to create something
genuinely new, they found it necessary to furthéegrate all of the previous tropes into an
emergent synthesis or, as Lennon would later ptiDdn’t copy the swimming teacher, learn
how to swim.** One might almost suspect that Lennon had reagabsage from Bergson’s
Creative Evolutiorconcerning how the act of swimming precedes intali@ understanding of
what swimming entails: “Come enter the water,” Beng writes, “and when you know how to
swim, you will understand how the mechanism of sming is connected with that of walking.

Swimming is an extension of walking, but walkingule never have pushed you on to
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swimming™®* However, what is more likely is that Lennon instimely knew that one must
thrust oneself in a leap of faith outside of whatd®son terms “the circle of the given” in order to
produce genuine novelty.

Often, the discoverers of emergent paradigms tefek to some older precedent in order
to justify the audacity of their enterprise. TheaBes, revolting not only against the jazz
orthodoxy of that moment in the late fifties, bgaast the main stream of British rock and roll
exemplified by Cliff Richard and the Shadows, eoypd certain influences as justification for
various aspects of the new and unprecedentedtbyewere creating, one of which was their
composition of their own songs. According to Mc@eaft, “people these days take it for granted
that you do” write songs, “but nobody used to then.John started to write because of Buddy
Holly.”%°> As McCartney points out, the Beatles were the firajor British group to write most
of their songs and to break out of the lock-stepcdamoves exemplified by the Shadows. What
seems commonplace now was then revolutionary, wdechonstrates how quickly the
revolution becomes a new orthodoxy. Like the Copamrevolutionaries who justified their
Sun-centered cosmology by reference to ancienbgiyhers like Aristarchus, the Pythagoreans,
and Heraclides, not only Holly, but Chuck Bernyttlei Richard, Carl Perkins, Smokey
Robinson, Roy Orbison, and Arthur Alexander alls&precedent®® for, and gave

“sanction®’

to, the novelty promulgated by the Beatles.
However, Holly was extremely influential on thesnant Beatles in one particular
respect, for although Holly may not have been dkdnttly visceral as Presley, Berry, or Little

Richard, his collaborations with the Crickets aneitt producer, Norman Petty, in the writing,
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arranging, and recording of their songs formedetaidy paradigm of the self-contained band that
the Beatles would come to exemplify to a much gredégree. Although Holly and his band
employed much the same instrumentation as BerBresley in his early incarnation, the
Crickets, whose name would improbably inspire theatest band of all time to identify
themselves with a lowly insect, also served agptiraary model for this deeply collaborative
guality that would characterize the Beatles’ appho@ making music. In addition, Holly’'s
relatively stiff “whiteness,” in contrast to Preglelooser approach (though Cliff Richard made
Holly seem positively loose-limbed), rendered himrenaccessible to English teenagers than
perhaps any other American rock and roller fothefBeatles’ four primary influences (Holly,
Berry, Presley, and Little Richard), Holly and thackets were the only act significantly more
successful in England then they were in AmericausTthe contours of the Beatles’ early style
were traced by their range of influences, a spatstretching from the wild, unhinged
physicality of Little Richard to the more politechastudiously bespectacled exuberance of Holly,
whose persona created a bridge between Americ&raratroll and the Quarry Men’s native
performative influences like Lonnie Donegan and@uens'*®

By all accounts, the Beatles’ songwriting processxtremely reminiscent of Presley’s
and his band’s methodless method of “acting th& fadhe Sun studio until they stumbled upon
a pragmatically viable novelty. Lennon and McCaytnere drawn by a vague vision, “a general
notion of where something was head&dreminiscent of Whitehead’s “lure for feeling,” a

200
a

“subjective aim” that “is not primarily intellectu&™" All of the preexisting melodic, harmonic,

rhythmic, and lyrical tropes that Lennon and Mc@aytwere absorbing by studying the songs of
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others became a palette from which they could dvéivout analysis or premeditation, so
immersed were they in the musical “tradition,” toguce songs that often sounded as if they
had been received fully formed, “like driftwood thed washed up onshor@*And this

creative act was only possible because they passessaffectively luring sense which defied
the necessity, and even the possibility, of ratipmaof in advance, allowing them to write their
names at the top of a blank page on which they avmtlthe lyrics to a new song. Thus, the felt
“aim” of the songwriting process is not a “lure’rfimtellectual analysis, though it is susceptible
to such analysis in retrospect, but for the motoree of bodily experience. Through this
process, Lennon and McCartney “created a sounchd@e of arranging sonic elements to form
an irreducibly novel gestalt.

As Lennon declared, “lyrics didn't really courf® because, at least until their encounter
with Bob Dylan, the Beatles’ primary focus was oeating a “hook” that would excite their
listeners, inducing the kind of self-transcendetihed only a truly great refrain can. Although the
Beatles were lyrically inventive, and often wittydaevocative, words, as the primary medium of
activity for a culturally logocentric rationalityere not the main focus of their art. Rather, it is
the nonverbal musical elements that make the expegiof this music so affectively profound.
However, contrary to Lennon’s provocative statemérd words do in fact matter, but only
insofar as they are sung in the overall musicatexdrof the songs. Indeed, | would argue that
the “comparative vaguene$S®of the lyrics, the fact that they cannot be remgaetry on a

page, is not a fault but a virtue, for the lyricsekactly what they need to do in context, which is
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to evoke images that grant the music a consciaussfand meaning, but are not so specific or
overwrought as to detract from the vital musicgenence’®*

As addressed above, a large part of what allowexhdue and McCartney to create such
universally acclaimed music was their partnerstuigsing the “beach baff*® back and forth
between them. According to McCartney, “It was greatbecause instead of looking into my
own mind for a song, | could see John playing—d®ifvas holding a mirror to what | was
doing.”® Developing their musical aesthetic face to fa@seto have thrust their attention out
of their own heads, allowing the two young meneel fas if they were temporarily dissolving the
boundaries between their individual, egoic selgstocusing on one another, rather than on
themselves, they were apparently able to elicinfane another a polarization of their intrinsic
characters, a mutual tension which allowed ead¢heyh to embody their endemic natures in a
relatively pure way. It seems that they focusedpnmharily on their internal processes as Dylan
did, but on performing their role in the band, whallowed them to “get out of their heads” to
inhabit the collective unity of group consciousness dissimilar to the “group mind”
experienced by athletic teams or by military urtit®ugh with quite a different general
orientation.

While they were able to sustain their partnershgnnon and McCartney formed a whole
that seemed to surpass them individually, thoughmhtual partiality of their characters
ultimately proved to be limiting once they splitthé end of the sixties. For the duration of their
immensely productive partnership, however, the tvem were able to sustain the intensity of

their experience together by passing the reins badikforth between them, so to speak, rarely
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having to pause or hold back because one of themd edways be counted on to take the lead if
the other’s will or inspiration began to flag. Acdng to early bandmate Colin Hanton,
“Something special was growing between them omething that went past friendship as we
knew it. It was as if they drew power from eacheothin a very real sense, their “strangely
connected” mode granted them the motive “power itiviallowed them to “create an alternative
reality” that ultimately became a lived reality fimillions of fans, profoundly transforming
popular music in the proces¥.

Furthermore, although verbal language was a agpéct of their creative activity, the
two young men generally “let their guitars do thkking,” as Spitz puts it: “No matter how
anyone interpreted it, it was the way John LennwhRaul McCartney best communicaté®”
Although words played an integral role in theirtparship, their primary mode of engagement
with one another and with their art was one thatasged verbal formulation and interpretation
for, as Riley writes, “the Beatles deserve to bérassed on their own terms. What's missing
from most Beatles criticism is a sense of how thest expressed themselves: through
instrumental and vocal interpla$®® through ongoing sonic conversations consisting of
harmonic and instrumental punctuation, call-anghoese, and other forms of musical
imbrication that produced a communal, even orgaigismality in their songs. As noted in
relation to Presley, this primarily nonrational neaaf engagement with experience is sufficient
in itself, though it certainly invites the kind ahalysis being performed in the present text.

However, it seems to be the case that theoretiadysis, though vitally necessary in

preparing the way for conscious creation or in ust@ading novelty after the fact, is almost
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always detrimental to the kind of co-creative itit@ process in which Lennon and McCartney
were engaged while it is occurring. With their atien focused on the felt quality of immediate
experience, on the rhythmic and tonal resonancéseafguitars and singing voices, trying to
articulate what they were doing in words as theyevaming it would have broken the spell, so to
speak, drawing their attention away from primanbnverbal modes and into the more rational
and intellectual modes characteristic of verbatakation. Thus, when the Beatles were playing,
they were not talking. However, as can be witnessedearly in much of the recorded footage
of the Beatles’ banter, even their speech was ddEnhabout making rational sense than about
the sound and cadence of the words, the “scousehacharacteristic of Liverpool strikingly
similar in this regard to various inflections ofudleern drawl in the United States, which also
often seem to privilege sound over sense. Indesbrding to Gould, this playful approach to
language is characteristic of the general “Lancastradition of puns and deliberate
malapropisms?'° which, aside from the focus on the sound of thedwpalso subverts literal
meanings in favor of associative humor. “A Hard Bayight” and “Tomorrow Never Knows”
are two primary examples of this tendency, a sbecbmpromise formation between Presley’s
inarticulate somatic brilliance and the verbal @ssen characteristic of the predominant British
cultures at that time.

Perhaps more than their verbal relationship, bafsyand McCartney’s songwriting
partnership was the most tangible evidence of tiaeg quality. Whereas before meeting
McCartney, Lennon had been something of a “reb&aut a cause,” his relationship with
McCartney provided the context for Lennon’s feltgadial to manifest itself. Their mutual

discovery of songwriting could be described as gsbmg like an emergent phenomenon that
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may not have taken form out of potentiality buttioe tension of opposites that the two
musicians together embodied. That is, while thditigmpossessed by each of these young men
alone may not have been enough to produce thedtiretlical novelty that Presley created,
Lennon’s and McCartney’s constant negotiation efrtdifference produced a qualitatively new
style that ultimately surpassed their mentor in ynaays. Where Presley’s primary role was to
synthesize black and white musical and culturgesowithin himself, Lennon’s and
McCartney’s role was to take the initial synthesiemplified by Presley as their starting point,
their thesis, and then polarize themselves alotifferent axis within the space that Presley had
liberated, which ultimately allowed the Beatlegptform an expansive and sustained synthesis
of many more novel elements than Presley had bi@lert@absorb and recontextualize on his
own. Where Presley’s novelty was almost purelyqrenttive, the Beatles combined this
performativity with compositional, conceptual, taological, and philosophical experimentation
to produce a new whole. As is usually the casbendevelopment of cultural process, Presley
was the giant on whose shoulders the Beatles skmak and roll appears to have been the
platform for a pervasive transformation of worl@éws that is still occurring more than a half
century later and whose implications are far greidi@n the genre itseff!

However, even in the Quarry Men'’s first recordindlB58, a version of Buddy Holly’s
“That’ll Be the Day,” there is an undeniable potgtitat exceeds Holly’s influence. In the
nascent Beatles’ initial foray into the studio,ythheok Holly’'s song and made it their own,
investing it with “an intensity unexplored in thaginal.” Lennon certainly knew “intuitively
how to grab a listener’s attention from the stawyt this quality was amplified by his

competitive relationship with McCartney. Althoughd impossible to know how Lennon’s and
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McCartney’s music would have developed had thegnewt, one can get a glimpse of this
alternate reality by comparing their post-Beatl@s svork to the music they made together.
Although they both produced a number of great samgheir own, there is a balance and
driving force granted by their partnership thaimsleniably lacking in even their best solo
efforts, exemplified in the harmonic blend of thenices as a sonic, physical performance of
their combined characters. In this first recordii@ cover song by the band that would
eventually become the Beatles, the “creative teridietween Lennon and McCartney rendered
the song “a minor miracle,” a locus for novelty'gyression into cultural process. In making this
first recording, the group enacted a mode that §sga intellect through ecstatic affect, and
while they had not yet been able to evoke this kihohotivity consistently in their audience, the
first step towards inducing such affect in othemsmss to be to induce ecstasy in one<élf.
Besides their mutual devotion to rock and rolisiprobably the death of both of their
mothers when they were teenagers (McCartney atdenrand Lennon at sevent&g), that
cemented the bond between them. McCartney’'s mbtdied of cancer in 1956 and, when
Lennon’s mother was hit by a car and instantlyekilln 1958, the two boys suddenly shared a
trauma that few others could understand. As Mc@grtmould put it: “Now we were both in
this, both losing our mothers. . . . This was adbfom us, something of ours, a special thiftj.”
Their trajectory as musicians already determineely imutual loss seems to have driven them
into the depths of despair, which subsequently sdernave propelled them with an explosive
force to emerge from those depths to bring what tael learned into the light of day. As with

all of the great milestones in life, from marriagged having children to receiving a degree or
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losing one’s parents, it is impossible to know wihaise things really mean until one has lived
with them day after day. The effect that these agpees would have can certainly be
understood on an intellectual level, but the prafbahanges that such events impel in one’s
physical and emotional being must be lived throungbrder to be comprehended adequately.
Thus, it seems that Lennon’s and McCartney’s prim@linds were a primary factor in their
experience that propelled them to the heights dficaliachievement. After his mother’s death,
Lennon descended into a period of drunken ragesalfidlestructive behavior, while in a
balancing operation that would characterize thellBeaynamic for the length of their career,
McCartney took over temporarily as the motivatiogce in the group. The death of Lennon’s
mother seems to have given him license to expl@etotional extremes that were his
inclination, but that he had until then restraih@aself from fully inhabiting, which in turn
brought out McCartney'’s intrinsic need to succest to create a musical context within which
Lennon could express his anger and sadness, noabhis mother’s death, but at his early
abandonment by both of his parents. As Lennon wscaildam repeatedly in the first song on his
first solo album: “Mama, don’t go. Daddy, come hoth&

Emerging from his angry bender in 1959, Lennon puked inexorably back into the
rising tide of the musical genre he would comedbre, and when Lennon and McCartney went
to see Eddie Cochran and Gene Vincent play in pivelrin early 1960, they withessed up-close
a “confirmation of their calling®'® Seeing the American musicians in action impelteht to
enact the same role. In an earlier stage of theieldpment, the distance of Elvis Presley, Little

Richard, Buddy Holly, and the rest was a spur &ithaginative, exploratory discovery of rock
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and roll, this “ironic detachmerft*’ from their primary influences granting a novelstio the
distinctively American musical form. After this tral stage of romantic distance, however, their
direct engagement with these second-tier Amerioak and roll stars (Vincent and Cochran)
seems to have done much to initiate a more focsisegk in which the Beatles actually learned
the specific performative techniques that alloweslrtheroes to induce a self-forgetting rapture
in their audiences. In particular, the liberategatality of these artists, legs splayed at
precipitous angles, bodies bopping with manic abandeems to have provided a model for the
Beatles’ performative breakthrough in Hamburg |#het same yedr?

After years of honing their craft and playing ire ttame clubs around Liverpool, the
Beatles finally embarked on their first tour in Mafy1960, a nine-day jaunt through Scotland
with manufactured pop idol Johnny Gentle. Havinggaaint for so long of being real rock and roll
musicians, which generally meant going on tous fhst taste of the road seemed to them a
gualitative leap forward. This was the moment wtiezy began to be able to put into practice
the role they had been imagining themselves intgdars. And this role was partially
constituted in producing the relentless rhythmthefr music—though mediated by their sublime
harmonies and clever arrangements—Iliterally to dahe audience out of their heads and into
their bodies, the crowd’s rationalized culturaliaaptions temporarily cast aside as the audience
members were “undone by the music.”

According to Gentle, Lennon and McCartney “operaird different frequency than
those around them,” perhaps because their innlate taad been forged in the polarized tension
between them, bonded together by their mutual gaithat they achieved a level of energetic

intensity that was qualitatively different thanitheontemporaries. They were inhabiting what
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appeared to observers as a more expansive moagadgement in which their bodies and minds
were relatively unified, striving desperately, dldly to pull their audiences up with them, out of
what their milieu perceived as the static orthodokyationalized postwar conformity and into
the wild, creative, exploratory attitude that woutzime to define the sixties counterculture, many
of whose innovations were ultimately absorbed theomain streams of culture, thereby
transforming those streams. Indeed, Gentle’s comthahhe had “never seen anything like
it"?'? closely echoes Roy Orbison’s statement about @rélsht “there was just no reference
point in the culture to compare #2° both acknowledgements of the ingression of radioaklty
that the two men were witnessing. Furthermore, IBsnémphasis of their composite quality as
“Lennon and McCartné¥** reinforces the sense of their mutual participatioa process
exceeding their individuality.

However, by all accounts it is the Beatles’ stmtHHamburg, beginning a few months
after their tour with Gentle, which truly forgecdeti into the force for cultural transformation
that they would soon becorfi&.Harrison has called Hamburg “the naughtiest cithie

Worldu223

and indeed, for historical reasons, the city appahave been the perfect place for
the Beatles to lose their minds, so to speak, antt their way into a more embodied mode. As
Spitz observes: “There existed an ethos of hedothsitnstretched back to the Middle Ages,
when Hamburg was a member of the Hanseatic Leaguee port, and therefore an essentially

lawless haven.” Fellow Liverpool musician, AdriaarBer called Hamburg “kind of a Dodge

City of the open seas” and, as Spitz notes, up tinatiearly sixties when the Beatles had their
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first residency in the city, “the tradition was peeved as a foil to the rigid German culture,
which was built around regimentation and pow&f.This rigidity of German culture had much
in common with the “stiff upper-lip” of British cture (starkly contrasting with Presley’s volatile
upper lip, one corner twitching in his charactéecisharl), for the two great Northern European
industrial powers had been primary leading forcethe rationalization of Western culture over
the previous centuries, producing many of the sifienphilosophical, and technological
breakthroughs that led to the world in which thetBes found themselves. Although one might
suspect that there would be some animosity betweetwo nations that had fought one another
in the Second World War less than two decades @uelyy, Hamburg was apparently home to a
vigorous anglophilia, perhaps as a compensatoitiogaby the generally progressive city to
Germany’s fascist past. Thus, the Beatles discavaifeil to their own culture in what has
sometimes been described as the German equivdl®and-rancisco, the permissive port town
where radical ways of being come to incubate asaation to the predominant culture of the
respective nation€” Indeed, it is striking that the primary side strefethe Reeperbahn where
the Beatles were playing was called “Grosse Frethehich translates as “Great Freedom,” for
this was the ideal place for the Beatles to “findit freedom,” so to speak. Aside from the
permissive quality of Hamburg, the Beatles werertibed by the mere fact that they were
strangers in an unknown city, far away from thagrfds and families, all of whom participated
in the “reflexive debunkery of Liverpool, which lited ambition as surely as it punctured

pretension 2%
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When they first arrived in Hamburg in August 196 young musicians possessed a
large repertoire of songs, not only rock and twlit skiffle and pop standards as well, though
they initially failed to connect with their new aadces. Until their foray to Hamburg, the
Beatles were essentially scholars of rock andwhb also played—deeply devoted to the genre
and extremely knowledgeable about it, but lackmgtisceral intensity in their performance that
the music required in order truly to move a crowdwever, the Beatles’ encounter with
audiences in the Reeperbahn, Hamburg’s red-ligdtticli, drawn there by the district's ambiance
of unmediated instinctual activities, particulattiypse related to sex, drugs, and rock and roll,
soon forced the Beatles to break out of their safypbedication to their music and into a more
physical and emotive performativity largely derivfeaim their American mentors. Simply stated,
Hamburg is where the Beatles became a real rockdinoiand. Gould aptly points out that the
Beatles, by going to Hamburg, were enacting whaeglb Campbell termed the “monomyth,”
constituted in “a journey to a strange and diskamd, in the course of which a young hero is
tested by his encounters . . . and from which #ve heturns . . . transformed by the experience,
and possessed of some new form of strength or letgel that has the power to change the
world.”??" This archetypal myth-form perfectly describes Beatles’ encounter with Hamburg
for, just as ancient heroes such as Hercules agd9@ds found it necessary to enter Hades in
order to emerge transformed, so too were the Beatimpelled to engage with the underworld
guality of the Reeperbahn, which was a haven fanahner of instinctual activity associated
with sinful animality and unconscious drives.

However, the encounter with Hamburg’s underworltetavas only the initial spur

towards their transformation, for it required tlumcerted efforts of two geographically closer,
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though significantly less exalted mentors than IByeasnd Little Richard, or even Lonnie
Donegan and Gene Vincent, to incite the Beatlggdduce their collective performative style.
As early promoter Alan Williams notes, when the tBesafirst arrived at the Indra club in
Hamburg, their act was “far too deadpan,” addireg the band merely “stood still and
strummed.” While this “motionless” performativityay have worked in some genres like folk or
country music, or even skiffle to some extent, raok roll is a type of music that generally
requires movement. The essence of the genrerisyitism, which tends to impel musicians and
audiences towards the physical and intuitive madexperience, as well as towards a more
effusive performativity and, Williams, intent orcesving his commission, admonished the boys
to “make a show??

Having grown up in Liverpool, however, the Beatle=re deeply conditioned to take a
skeptical, ironically humorous view of life for, &ould observes, in Liverpool “the standard
line, proudly repeated by natives to non-nativeth whie air of an original thought, was that life
in the city was so hard that you had to be a coaretti survive there?®® The Beatles, somewhat
uncomfortable with physicality, filtered the songaguality of the music through humor in order
to mediate the absurdity of being a group of reddyi inhibited young British men trying to
emulate the easy instinctual physicality of musisiéike Little Richard, Chuck Berry, and Elvis
Presley. Indeed, as MacDonald notes, the raticgdliuality of predominant sectors of English
culture in the early sixties produced “an embaedssco-ordination of mind and body,” and
“even a basic sense of rhythm was r&& Although the Beatles were certainly those rare

British lads who had more than a basic sense dahnhyit appears that the somatically inhibited
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quality of their culture at that moment still coraghed their performativity to a great extent.
With Williams exhorting the band to throw asideithehibitions, Lennon particularly found the
whole thing absurdly hilarious, flinging himselfoaind the stage and parodying Chuck Berry’'s
“duck-walk” while Williams shouted: “That's it! Maka show! Make a show?®!

Although Lennon may have initially been mockingIM&@ms’ suggestion, the band
ultimately incorporated the liberated physicalltpt resulted from the hilarity into their
repertoire, but always maintaining the ironic hupwehich ultimately allowed an equally
inhibited audience, particularly in Britain and Anea, access to their own repressed physicality.
Club owner Bruno Koschmider followed Williams’ lgagrging the Beatles in German t@ldch
Schau! Mach SchauThe Beatles apparently found this whole scenapimariously funny,

“like the Goons doing a hilarious take on the NAZ#§though humor can often constitute a
profound energetic release, as what began as dyseems to have emancipated the physically
inhibited young men. The wildness of their new emvment in Hamburg combined with
Williams and Koschmider barking orders at them sstarhave jolted the band’s center of
attention out of their heads, out of their anabftiminds, and into their bodies. As Freud
suggests idokes and Their Relation to the Unconscjdasghter is a process which can have a
cathartic effect by liberating psychosomatic conhtbat has been repressed, and which he
describes in very similar terms to the dreamsithiaally formed the primary textual object for
the psychoanalytic mode of interpretation. Simylags Lucien Price reports Whitehead having
said: “Laughter is our reminder that our theoriesan attempt to make existence intelligible, but

necessarily only an attempt, and does not thearrak, the instinctive burst in to keep the
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balance true by laughtef®® Put simply, laughter can be a recognition of ljrtiie coming to
consciousness of that which had been unconsciousamknowledged, of that which exceeds
our rational, theoretical formulations, a recogmtbften accompanied by physical disinhibition.

Thus, the effect of laughter induced by absurdishbr on the Beatles’ performative
mode was profound, recalling the moment of eruptiien Presley and his band created “That’s
All Right,” and therefore rock and roll, by “actirige fool” a half-decade earlier. Whereas
before, the Beatles had been earnestly strummaiggsbngs, focusing on their singing and
playing in a rather staid and studious way thahapes reflected their disciplined training as
relatively proper English school boys, their la¢kconnection with the rowdier Reeperbahn
audiences impelled them to try a new approach.oigh the Beatles had been studying
American rock and roll from afar, they had previgusgeen embedded in the polite propriety of
English rock and roll exemplified by Cliff Richard/here Presley had grown up in the more
somatically oriented African American neighborhasdemphis, the Reeperbahn was the
Beatles’ first direct encounter with relatively uadiated affect on a large scale, though of a
rather different kind than that encountered by IBsedNevertheless, their tenure in Germany
seems to have liberated the Beatles’ emulationfot@ American musical tropes. Through
their African American heroes, the Beatles intraatlmany of the stylistic and performative
elements often characteristic of black culture mekica at that moment not only to England, but
to an American public that had largely forgottea gull of that musical mode in the succession
of saccharine teen idols that flooded the airwandke early sixties. As McCartney succinctly

sums up their initial orientation in tinthology “We thought we were a little R&B combg®

233 price 59-60. Price attributes this quote to sectll of Science and the Modern Warlthough this section does
not contain such a quote, at least in the 1967 Press edition.
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In Hamburg, once the band realized that the apprtaay had taken thus far was not
working in this new context, they became receptvihe admonitions of Williams and
Koschmider, whose primary function, like mentorsoaches in many different areas of
endeavor, was to provoke a self-overcoming in teatBs. In this case, the band was undergoing
the precise kind of transformation that they wasd@n mediate in larger cultural realms outside
of their immediate social circles, breaking the d®of rational propriety to act in ways that they
never had onstage, though they had seen their Aaremfluences perform enough to be able to
emulate their physicality with some encouragemehtis, the knowledge of their immanent
failure if they did not adapt, combined with theottsmen shouting at them to “make a show”
seems to have elicited a release of creative yjtiilbhm the Beatles, beginning as a mockery of
their mentors, but issuing into an unsuspectedipabderation. And this liberation immediately
appeared in their performances as the young meandaigally threw themselves around the
stage, though always with their ironic humor, transing their act into an exhilaratingly primal
spectacle. Within a very short time, this new perfative style began to attract large crowds to
the Indra, as this moment of transformation forBleatles, though one of many such moments in
their career, is certainly one of the most sigaific“‘changes of state” for the group that would
have such a profound effect on their culture. Thattransformation occurred not in an
institution of higher learning or a place of retigs worship, but in a seedy bar in the red-light
district of Hamburg involving absurdist physicalnhor only adds to the remarkable quality of
this metamorphosis. Although the Beatles couldnase known it, the process of learning how
to act with physical abandon on a small stage inraemarkable nightclub was one of the most
significant performances of their culture’s vangljahe things they learned here going on to

influence millions of others profoundly.
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Over time, the overt physicality of the Beatlestfpemative style would diminish
somewhat as they internalized the liberated abatttairthey began enacting in Hamburg.
However, this wilder physicality sometimes emergefiill force onstage, as can be seen in their
1965 concert at Shea Stadium when Lennon “wentifi3@s Starr describes it, lunging about
the stage and playing the keyboard with his elb@v#) the nearly slapstick humor of their first
two films, like the scene iA Hard Day’s Nightwhen they are running and tumbling through a
field, shot from above as they whirl about in ciiageometrical patterns, resembling nothing as
much as a group of stylishly deranged hobbits. éddéne quality of “madness” appears, in
many cases, to be coextensive with behavior the¢ dot conform to the rationalized dictates of
modern culture.

As a fellow Liverpool musician describes their 096sidency in Hamburg, “after a few
weeks, you could barely move in the place, it wagmimed. . . . The heat was terrific, everyone
smoked, drank. Everyone was having a blast. Thaseaxreal sense that something incredible
was going down?¥*° The Beatles, through hard work and openness togshenological
experimentation, had discovered what the audiereded and desired at that moment: a wild
physicality that induced crowd ecstasy, a collextigoing down” into the unconscious. The
ingestion of alcohol, tobacco, amphetamines, ahdrgisychoactives only enhanced the feeling
of somatic emancipation from the tyranny of théoral brought on by the intense rhythms and
the sight of the Beatles hilariously flinging thesh&s around the stage. Indeed, the phrase
“having a blast” recalls nothing so much as thaa@nd psychological analogue of orgasmic
sexuality. This was the Beatles’ initiation intetimtuitive mode that the original rock and roll

had privileged, but which early British rock andl fead shied away from.
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By experimenting with performative variables, thetyupon a method that created
excitement in their audience. Although the Beatlesld go on to “promote artistry” and
“expand the musical genre” like few other groupshi@ history of popular music, they
understood that it is necessary to engage withvtitéd as it is, not as one wishes it to be. That
is, they hit upon a “formula” that worked in th@iresent context, eliciting the desired response,
and so this method was pragmatically validatedhieyend that it produceéd’ Volume was an
important part of their performance, simple loudnleaving the effect of repressing intellect and
inducing more somatic modes of experience; heneedimmon expression, “I can’t hear myself
think.” Rational thought seems, in large part, ¢cabsilent speaking to oneself in words, an
activity which becomes significantly more difficuithen waves of immense sound are coursing
through one’s bod$*® However, mere volume is not enough to induce sgsia anyone knows
who has ever witnessed a performance by one aghtimey mediocre and appallingly loud bands
that continue to play in rock clubs around the woRather, there is a subtle artistry in keeping a
bar audience engaged for hours on end that invohastaining a high level of intensity perhaps
best described through metaphors having to do lva#t or fire, for this kind of performance
radiates an “energy” that seems only adequatdbgtdescribable through such tropes. However,
it seems that the Beatles were not primarily foduse musical subtleties during this period, to
some extent because of the limitations of theislpayer and drummer, Stuart Sutcliffe and
Pete Best, who played the same driving rhythm @mlpevery song>*

As a result of the affect that the Beatles gendrateheir audiences, the group gained a

reputation around Hamburg for being “crazy,” withhd as the inevitable ring-leader, wearing a

%7 gpitz 212.
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“scabby” bathing suit on stage, for instance, amo6ning” the crowd?® In a twenty-first
century context, this behavior sounds like typieakn relatively tame adolescent escapades.
However, in the context of Britain or Germany ir609long before the era dackassaand
Punk’d their behavior seems to have been consideredvgloatenore transgressive or “crazy,”
that is, contrary to the rational normalizatiorbehavior. As MacDonald observes, at this
moment in the early sixties, “Britain was stiff ipsychic tension which was bound, sooner or
later, to explode?*! and the Beatles in Hamburg were a paradigmattarics of that
combustive release of pressure. In fact, the Beathel the subsequent waves of English groups
that they inspired and made possible, from theilRpbtones, the Who, and the Kinks to Led
Zeppelin, Black Sabbath, and David Bowie, were gpsithe one factor that, more than any
other, liberated Britain from its often inflexibhailitaristic conformity and class hierarchy via the
somatic quality characteristic of both the musid #re performativity of these groups.
Furthermore, as suggested above, it is cleathleaBeatles were not being driven to
these extreme states solely by inspiration in Haigplfor the chemicals flowed in great
abundance, particularly alcohol and amphetaminksdcBreludin, which allowed the Beatles to
sustain their manic energy through their nightlyrattaon performances. Harrison wrote in a
letter to a friend that they were “eating Prellb@gwiches” not only to stay awake, but to fuel the
general phenomenological tone of this period inBhatles’ narrative, which revolved around
pushing pure instinct to its extreme. Accordindg.émnon’s first wife, Cynthia, when she and
McCartney’s girlfriend Dot arrived in Hamburg, “tipdls and booze they had been stuffing into
themselves had heightened their senses beyon@ason, and they overwhelmed us with their

nonstop chat and frenzied excitement.” The substatitat the Beatles were ingesting thrust
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their attention “beyond” “reason” and rationalignd into their “senses,” their somatic selves.
Indeed, this furious activity seems to have beerettpression of a half-conscious impulse in the
Beatles to break through into a qualitatively diiet mode of relating to experience, for
according to Spitz, “the band was on the vergeoafething important; everyone could feel
it.”2*2 This felt knowledge of imminent transformationtiited by the primary actors and the
community in which they were embedded remains amgse of the kind of collective process
that is susceptible to analysis, but that preceat®snal formulation.

For the German art school bohemians or “éxisivho befriended the Beatles in
Hamburg, the young men were perceived as exemplarsew way of relating to experience
that incorporated ecstatic practice with the ietdihal mode in which the Beatles, as former art
school bohemians themselves (in the case of LeandrSutcliffe), were immersed, and which
they made increasingly explicit in their recordearky peaking perhaps most obviously in their
mid-period “conceptual” aloum&gt. Pepper’s Lonely Hearts Club Baaad Magical Mystery
Tour. Indeed, that the Beatles essentially createdcthecept” alboum is a testament to how
much they did to integrate the mode of intuitivieefivity with the more rational, intellectual
mode suggested by the word “concept.”

The Beatles’ visual style also apparently benefiftem the physicality in which they
were immersed in Hamburg. As Spitz describes tloéqgnaphs taken by Astrid Kirchherr, one
of the German exis who later married Stuart Sdé&;lithey projected a cool, postured identity,

and in the process established the classic icopbgrfr rock ‘n roll bands for the next forty
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years.”** As had been the case for Presley, it was not thiel\Beatles’ music that transformed
culture, but their visual aesthetic and their att#, visible evidence for the fundamental
epistemological premises through which they appreddheir experienc®” Indeed, as Gould
writes, “these photographs struck the Beatles thighforce of self-revelatior’:*® and the
effortlessness with which the band “took to thewndentity” testifies to the sense that the
Beatles were the right people in the right placihatright time, positioned at the perfect point in
their trajectory to mediate and mirror the develepitrof their culture. Although they drew
visual elements from idols like Presley and Hadlhey also appropriated English and German
stylistic tropes, from the flamboyant sneer of Tieels to the brooding seriousness of the exis,

£4" and which “came as

synthesizing them into a novel whole for which theras “no preceden
a complete revelatioA*® to their audience when they first exploded intpydar consciousness a
few years later.

Similarly, the Beatles synthesized their vocaluefices with their own accents and
particular vocal qualities to create their distisctging styles, which were somatic performances
of their respective identities, while their harmesmenacted the merging of those identities within
the group. The Beatles’ voices, both in their mdit physicality—the shapes and structures of
mouths, lungs, noses, and throats—and in the weyysang—the various stylistic idiosyncrasies
borrowed from their favorite singers or developetgh experimentation—voiced their

personalities, the intrinsic qualities that formkd characters of the singers. In enacting their

complementarity, Lennon and McCartney were ablategrate their voices into a novel
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synthesis so that something profound emerged invheal relationality that neither man was
able to conjure alone. However, although the diopgtosition between Lennon and McCartney,
while incredibly productive, could have become monous, Harrison added a slightly skewed
perspective from outside the polarity that Lennod BlcCartney had created between them,
manifesting in the stylishly quirky musicality ofstguitar playing, as well as in his droll voice
and persona. What Harrison added complementedttleeso creating the precise balance of
factors from which the “Beatles’ magf¢® could manifest, the intangible combination of
elements that led to an irreducible quality of effifee potency.

When the Beatles returned from Germany at the €48&0 after Harrison, McCartney,
and Best were deported, Mo Best, Pete’s motheoamer of the Casbah club where the Beatles
often played in Liverpool, described the band’sxpeeted transformation as “a revelation to
behold,?° embodied in the dramatic coalescence of theirmgidentity?>* However, the
revelatory transformation produced by their timédamburg requires no mystification to be
mysterious, for it is not a combination of facttinat can be reproduced through rational
formulation. Rather, it is a process that moremdses the growth of an organism, so that all of
the component parts are materially explicable theitwhole that arises out of the confluence of
those parts seems to refuse purely material exgiemiaa a similar way to the emergence of life
from non-life or human sentience from episodic, nratian consciousness.

After their time in Hamburg, whereas the Beatlad bntil very recently seemed
unexceptional to their peers, all of the factorsadied above had wrought in them a

metamorphosis, perhaps partially ascribable tal#ah of Lennon’s mother, and certainly
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mediated by their German initiation, but not retheito these factors, producing the
unprecedented phenomenon that the Beatles wele process of enacting. At this moment in
late 1960, the Beatles underwent a kind of “chasfggtate,” for although they were still
primarily playing cover songs, for reasons thatlelpurely rational explanation, “suddenly
everything had changed” as “they burst throughraitedy new dimension*? The poverty and
horrendous living conditions of the Reeperbahnjiigestion of vast amounts of amphetamine,
tobacco, and alcohol, and the sustained exposigextand violence that pervaded the district all
contributed to forming these relatively innocengksh boys into something harder, fiercer,
wilder, and more willing to take risks. Howeveristiransformation is ultimately not ascribable
to these factors alone, for other talented, harldimgrbands from a similar background and with
similar influences underwent a similar initiationtlamburg around the same time, though none
of these others became the force for cultural chdhagt the Beatles did.

Thus, for ultimately unknowable reasons, but segiyidriven by what Bergson
describes as a “vital impulsiof?® towards the world’s self-overcoming, this feltfskbnstituted
an initiatory moment that elevated the Beatles,@tichately the entire musical and cultural
landscape, from what they considered a conventitb@able drone” into a visceral “excitement
that bordered on anarchy,” which “gave their dreamsinpredictable new lift,” carrying their
vision of radical transformation into the realntloé possible. However, the Beatles’ time in

Hamburg only “opened a small windof¥* into an experiential mode that they would entés in
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more and more completely over the course of thaeear, though their tenure in Hamburg and
the subsequent period in Liverpool were perhappéak of their descent into the more purely
visceral mode that Presley had exemplified. ThetlBgalater known as the relatively polite and
loveable “moptops” in comparison with the bands wituld immediately follow them like the
Rolling Stones and the Who, seem at this momethtamarrative to have been at the cutting
edge of the descent into the underground of repdes®des performed by rock and roll, though,
as will become apparent, in order to reach thehtgigf fame that they ultimately attained, it
was necessary to mediate this pure affective freonyewhat.

“I'd never seen any band look like this before,tldeed promoter Dave Foreshaw.
“Normally,” he concludes, popular Liverpool bandgls as “the Remo Four or the Dominoes
would come on and . . . perform in a polite, orderhy. This band’s performance attacked the
crowd. They [played] aggressively and with a Iatsleespect. They juattackedthem!”

Similarly, according to fellow Liverpool musicianll Kramer: “It was just so different. . .. To
act that way onstage and make that kind of soungrasl absolutely staggered.” At one point,
Lennon apparently admonished the crowd to “get \oickers down!” at which the crowd
“screamed and raised their arms in delight.” Intcast with the other Liverpool bands, the
Beatles were literally wild, “a beast of a diffeterature” who had learned to move back into a
more primal mode to produce “a state of unconscimaiscriminate euphorid®® in their
audience, stopping “at nothing to get a rise framdrowd.**® For the predominant streams of

British culture that so strongly privileged inteltaal wit and rational propriety, the admonition
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towards the repressed modes that the Beatles’ randiattitude embodied was profoundly
transgressive, producing “a seismic shift in threlcape™’ of the local music scene.

After years of struggling to find their voice arekir audience, the Beatles, as a result of
their time in Hamburg, suddenly became the top bardverpool. As Johnny Byrne, guitarist
for the Hurricanes, recalls:

We couldn’t believe our eyes—or our ears. The sabhatiwas coming from these

guys was fantastic, it was raw and exciting, juairprocking out, and as tight as

I'd heard a band play. There was something abauivthy they looked, too—

rough, and intense, and a little bit rebellioust Bloything like we remembered

them from Liverpool. Once we realized who it wasyyRand | turned to each

other with this shocked look on our faces and wi lkond of blurted out: “It's

the Beatles?®®
The radical change that the Beatles had undergatiped this quality of shock and disbelief in
their contemporaries. Like Robert Johnson, who imechimself in his mythic transaction with
the Devil at “the crossroads” (in which he is sidave sold his soul to become a great blues
man) the Beatles were likewise transformed by tin@mnersion in the underworld ambiance of
the Reeperbahn, by the encounter with “sinful,timgual behavior. As Gould suggests, the
Beatles’ return to Liverpool at the Litherland lbadm on December 27, 1960 constituted a
similar archetypal moment to Benny Goodman’s 19&%qgomance at the Palomar Ballroom in
Los Angeles, which produced a similarly dionysiampgion, marking the initiation of swing
music as a dominant cultural force. Thus, the Bsateturn from the Reeperbahn underworld

resembled not only the trajectories of ancient rolgtical heroes like Hercules and Odysseus,

but also those of more recent musical luminaries Johnson and Goodmai.
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Furthermore, as with any new permutation of a géitéo be genuinely novel by a
community, the Beatles required a place with whiedt new dispensation could be associated.
The Cavern Club in Liverpool, previously a centethe jazz orthodoxy, became the Beatles’
“Mecca” for, as Adrian Barber put it, “the Caverasva shithole—but with soul. No place was
more conducive to the spirit of rock ‘n rofl® As with the locus of many such revolutionary
ruptures, the Cavern, a subterranean temple ttimeich like the clubs they had played in
Hamburg, symbolized the Beatles’ psychological desmto the realm of unconscious instinct.
And the Beatles’ following grew exponentially ortbey had undergone their transformation, for
in bringing back what they had learned to Liverptloé Beatles had reached a point of “phase
transition,” embodying the production of a quaiitaly new genre, which seemed to them and
their audience to enact a novel way of construdtregpohenomenology of the animal body.
Subsequently, this transformation attracted anesgdi who poured their energy and attention
into the Beatles which, in turn, allowed them torgaheir metamorphosis even further. This was
a moment when all of the necessary factors condesgdhat the newly emergent demographic
of “teenagers” possessed the time, money, andavdlpport something as intangible and
ephemeral as the mass cultural phenomenon of rutkadl. The narrative trajectory of the
Beatles from this point around the beginning ofshies through the end of the sixties is one of
almost continual transformation and self-overcomargl one which explicitly led the way in the
larger cultural revolution, as every novelty proeddy the Beatles, whether in music, style, or
attitude, produced immediate—and ever-expandingplegpof emulation and outrage in the

culture at largé®*

20 gpitz 237, 300. Similarly, Gould refers to the Togn Club in Hamburg, where Beatles found the éakeir
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Although they had a long way to go before they wWidvtcome the most famous band of
all time, the Beatles had finally discovered a weliably to induce ecstasy in their audience for,
according to manager Brian Epstein’s personal @sgiglistair Taylor, in their early
appearances at the Cavern club in 1961 after téeirn from Germany, “they could barely play
... and they were deafening aswunprofessional—laughing with the girls, smoking tage,
and sipping from cokes during their act. Bbsolutely magic'The vibe they generated was just
unbelievable ?*? Indeed, the seemingly “willfuf®® unprofessionalism that the Beatles displayed
probably even contributed to their allure at thatnment, for in the context of polished groups
doing coordinated dance steps on the model of lagl@vs, the Beatles’ lack of conventional
polish was thrillingly transgressive. Although thdyimately added a more professional veneer
to their stage act, their irreverence elicitedrsseof authenticity in their audience. It was clear
that they were not actors pretending to be rockrahdebels; they were the real thing, living
their lives within the collective persona that tleayried onto the stage. However, regardless of
whether their lack of professionalism was an agsatliability, and it was probably some of
both, the Beatles simply hadmethinga charismatic energy difficult to define verbahya way
that does not sound trivial to sophisticated eaus. (magic” and “vibe”), but that is over and
over again deemed affectively profound by those whpessed the group in action.

The music industry of Liverpool, such as it wasnpoised largely of Brian Epstein’s
NEMS record stores, began to be drawn to the ehemgivity radiating from the Cavern in
late 1961. According to Alistair Taylor, who wentgee the Beatles with fellow classical music

aficionado Epstein at the Cavern for the first tim&lovember, explains that “we laughed at
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how both of us had been converted—likat—to the pop world #** Witnessing the Beatles
inducing self-overcoming in their audience, andipgrating in that ecstatic activity, produced a
“conversion” in the two slightly older connoissewfsclassical music, schooled as they had been
until then in the more intellectually mediated @geges of the much older musical genre. They
could not “understand it” because intellectual ustinding was not the domain of experience in
which this new music communicated, at least ndiaithy. Although rock and roll ultimately
became such a pervasive and culturally signifigés@nomenon that a whole vocabulary has
been developed to convey what it means and widakei, the music is first and foremost
affective—Dylan’s “How does it feel?” and PresleyThat don’t move me” as the primary
criteria for judging the genre. Indeed, we mighd &al this list any number of Beatles lyrics,

from “my heart went boom,” an almost aggressivatymistic evocation of attraction taken from
“I Saw Her Standing There” on their first aloumrdbigh Lennon’s initiatory statement of intent
in Rubber Sou “The Word”: “Now that | know what | feel must bigght, I'm here to show
everybody the light”; to “I've Got a Feeling,” thi#éle of a song fronLet It Be the last aloum

they released, though not the last they recorded.

After seeing the Beatles a few times at the Caugpstein offered to manage them,
which required “a gigantic leap of faitff® on the part of the young businessman. The Beatles
were playing a species of rock and roll that hadbe®n heard before, so throwing his lot in with
the band was not a particularly rational businesssibn on Epstein’s part. Of course, the
phenomenon of the Beatles is an exemplary instahoee of this study’s primary insights: that
pure rationality is not always the most efficaciousde for making decisions, in business or

otherwise. Although Epstein seems to have beerafigattracted to the Beatles, particularly
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Lennon, it is also clear that this was not the anbtivating factor in his determination to
manage the group. As with the phenomenon of Beatinin general, it was not merely sexual
desire, but a combination of many factors that poed Epstein’s conversion, not least of which
is the profound affective tug of genuine noveltybemied by the Beatl€®

While Epstein belied his stereotype as a hard-nosagll to follow his intuition about,
and desire for the Beatles, the group also denmeatestia business acumen that belied their
instinctive orientation, for they knew that theyeded someone with the resources and influence
to usher them into the higher echelons of the miisginess. Although they were certainly
idealistic, the Beatles were also clear-eyed abdnait was required to bring their ideals to
concrete fulfilment. Unlike Tony Sheridan, theiirehd and mentor in Hamburg, who by all
accounts was an immensely talented musician, bathald a habit of sabotaging his career
through “obnoxiousness and undependabifiy the Beatles walked the fine line between wild,
intuitive brilliance and the rational focus and sistency necessary to bring that brilliance to
fruition. Once the Beatles had found their mojotsepeak, it became necessary to ally
themselves with someone like Brian Epstein to nagoa compromise between their wilder
tendencies and the realities of the music busirtgsstein, who had previously dabbled in
fashion design, window styling, and theater, waritedmarten them up?®® as Alistair Taylor
put it, to appeal to a wider audience, the phrageiang an added resonance in the context of
the Beatles’ trajectory away from the privileginigratellect into a more embodied mode. Their
descent into the Reeperbahn, primarily immersetmrational modes defined by the focus on

sex, drugs, and affect, was followed by a reemtty the dominant field of discourse, which
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implicitly perceived these modes as hierarchicaifgrior to the privileged intellectual mode. In
order to bring the more somatically oriented motiexperience into the main streams of
culture—that is, onto radio and television, an@ wnues and record stores—it was necessary
essentially to smuggle it in behind the veneeradisped suits and whathe New York Times
later described as the “contagious . . . Beatlg' #itconsisting largely of clever insults and
puns, like a postmodern Trojan Horse come to teamdhe hegemony of the rational.
Furthermore, as Gould suggests, the Beatles’ implioject of integrating the
instinctiveness of American rock and roll with tnere rationalized quality of modernity was
deeply complicit with the “sleek, subtle, obseskiveeat, and self-consciously modern” “mod”
movement (short for “modernist”) brought to pulditention by London bands like the Who and
the Small Faces a few years later, a movement whalnght not a retreat into the past, but a
symbolic alliance with the future.” Although the &kes were never truly mod, but more a
hybrid of mod and rocker, Starr’s scripted statenmeA Hard Day’s Night(*I'm a mocker”)
being a drolly accurate enactment of the synthesiormed by the Beatles, they influenced the
mods a great deal. Not only in the Beatles’ allendth the mod subculture, but in their
initiation into the music business via Epstein, &tdr George Martin, the group catalyzed the
self-transcending impulse of their culture not bygpping out, but by navigating from the
margins of the discursive network towards the @modes of cultural authority and
participating in the commercial marketplace of thetwork, transforming it from the edge of the
inside, as it were. By donning suits, the Beatlesendeclaring their participation in the
predominant cultural streams, but that those suet® of an unusual, fashion-forward cut subtly,

aesthetically pushed against the rationalized eistaf modernity, allowing the Beatles to ride
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the crest of novelty’'s wave rather than floundetiim¢he past as they had been in their sartorial
allegiance to the leather-clad style of the previdacadé’®

Ultimately, the quality that made the Beatles gweas precisely what distinguished them
from the tame pop-stars like Cliff Richard or thesparmy Presley that Epstein apparently
wanted to model their careers after: the “authégtidiscussed above, of which the mods were
a new inflection. Thus, as with the tension betwieemon and McCartney within the group,
there was also a similar sort of productive tensietween the rebellious authenticity of the
Beatles and the slick professionalism of their ng@naand it is the negotiation between these
two poles that allowed the Beatles to become thddwWuostoric phenomenon they ultimately
became. Of course, holding this tension betweearattcommerce is like walking a tightrope
and, in contrast to the Beatles, Presley fell ratinely onto the side of commerce for the
duration of the sixties, though he still made s@reat records during that time. Thus, the truly
remarkable thing about the Beatles is not that there able to capture the zeitgeist in its
nascence, but that they were able to sustain tleative tensiorf”* throughout the seven or so
years of fame before their break-up. Any studermtagular music will immediately recognize
how rare it is to find an artist who almost ne\adtsf off the tightrope, so to speak, but manages
consistently to create great art while keeping asvaudience engaged and invested, both
monetarily and emotionally.

The historical, material precondition for the sustd brilliance of the Beatles appears to
have been a confluence of economic and politicabfa, particularly the economic prosperity of
the sixties. This prosperity allowed young people purchasing power to support such a

sustained phenomenon as a symbolic enactmenttafaiulevolution, mediated by the much
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discussed “generation gap” characteristic of thatn@nt. Nevertheless, it seems that the polarity
of Lennon and McCartney within the larger polabgtween the Beatles and Brian Epstein
created a kind of buffer through multiple levels@teration, so that Lennon could embody
authenticity while McCartney held the pole of commpise, though in the larger polarity,
McCartney was firmly on the side of art in relatt@nEpstein, who represented commerce. As
Harrison comments in the Anthology: “That was tled)thing about being four together, not
like Elvis, you know. | always felt sorry later f&tvis ‘cause he was on his own. He had his
guys with him but there was only one Elvis. Nobetse knew what he felt like. But for us, we
all shared the experienc&® There was psychological strength in numbers, itoagh Lennon
was initially the driving force behind the band, ®artney carried the weight of responsibility
for a significant portion of their career while lresn was distracted by immoderate drug intake,
depression, and Yoko Ono. And, as can be seeringblo work, particularly after their first
few efforts, which were still riding on the momemtwf the group, the Beatles were not able to
sustain their epochal brilliance individually.

In Liverpool in late 1961, Epstein was busy prodgca transformation in his protégés
very different than the one they had undergoneamblurg, for aside from their dress, Epstein
took issue with their unprofessionalism, their smgkdrinking, and cursing onstage, and their
lack of a coherent setlist. Instead of tracinganthtic arc in their performances, they simply
played whatever they felt like playing in the momeometimes even stopping in the middle of
a song if an audience member called out for anabieg. To put it colloquially, the Beatles
were not yet “ready for primetime.” Their stintifamburg had not so subtly pressed them in the

direction of nonrational modes, privileging feelioger thought, which had been an absolutely
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necessary and profound course for them to follothair developmental trajectory. However, it
had also instilled some bad habits into them, idiclg a lack of discipline and professionalism,
which were Epstein’s forte. On one hand, Andy \itis and Bruno Koschmider, urging the
Beatles to Mach Schau'had helped them to enter into a fuller engagenagtiit intuitive

efficacy. On the other hand, Epstein led the Beailg of their “underground” scene centered on
the Cavern, and into the rational daylight worldttd marketplace dominated by the “spirit of
capitalism.” Indeed, the Beatles’ management cohtiéth Epstein completed their “deal with
the devil,” so to speak, for this is the moment whieey symbolically agreed to bring the modes
that they had rediscovered in Hamburg into theralized world of modern commerce by
negotiating with the established music businessaly, Epstein their adroit messenger. In
Hamburg and Liverpool before Epstein’s “makeovéngir shows resembled bacchanalian
revels, but they lacked the rational apollonianctire necessary for genuine communication:
the “rhyme” and “reason,” the “logical pacing.” Wkdhe Beatles were previously
undisciplined, Epstein taught them how to “contha@ ebb and flow” of affective energy, to
“work the crowd” with awareness and the hard wgoriof the rational mind to produce an
orgasmic “climax” in their audienc&?

Furthermore, Epstein convinced the Beatles to adiduaatic bow to their stage show
and, though it was controversial within the grop@rticularly with Lennon, their manager
ultimately prevailed. According to McCartney, “Bnidelieved that would be very good for us . .
. and | was also a great believer in tHfaf.Both literally and metaphorically, the Beatles aver
bowing to convention, to the ever-shifting dictabésin industry built on the ineffable

fascination of pop music. McCartney, generallyrisesonable half of the Lennon-McCartney
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polarity, saw that they must make concessionsdadtional mode, predominant even in
commercial art and entertainment. McCartney’s msiftnalism, his “Mr. Show Business”
persona, allowed Lennon to carry the flame of antibity, of primal affect, though always in a
compromise formation with his more intellectualdencies. Whereas McCartney engaged with
rationality in a more practical way, Lennon wasagfhilosophical temperament, appearing
implicitly to justify his focus on feeling as a kirof experiment in identity. On his own, this
consciously adopted primitive attitude may well @g@gvevented Lennon from achieving real
commercial success, which is often the case withemsely talented and uncompromising
artists. However, in the context of the group, Lamin rebelliousness is part of what initially
fueled the Beatles’ intense creativity, McCartndgsile politesse mediating Lennon’s often
brutal candor.

In a very real sense, the relationship between dermmd McCartney represented the
meeting of two worlds, two distinct ways of panpiating in experience. Although the pair shared
a passionate devotion to rock and roll, their mafions often emphasized different aspects of the
music, Lennon generally preferring a dissonantiziootally melodic mode “moving up and
down as little as possible,” while McCartney getignarote in a consonant, melodically vertical
mode “ranging freely across the stave in scalgsséed wide intervals.” Similarly, their lyrical
tendencies can be described as ironic realismmmbe’s case, and extroverted optimism in
McCartney’s, though there are certainly some exgept such as the “no one was saved”
pessimism of McCartney’s “Eleanor Righy” and thés‘easy” optimism of Lennon’s “All You
Need Is Love.*” These general differences are exemplified, fer striking instance of many,

in “We Can Work It Out,” McCartney writing the hdpéand melodically acrobatic verses and
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chorus, while the sardonic and melodically sedgritaidge, which begins with the phrase “life
is very short,” was added by Lennon. Thus, thection” caused by these fundamental
differences, and impelled by their mutual ambitirpve them to fertile middle ground.” They
both implicitly seemed to know that, as long ag/thmaintained their partnership and managed to
subsume their difference in the group, they pogskasombined force that rendered them
unstoppable. However, the very “creative tensidwt drove the band was also the factor that
ultimately made their partnership unsustainable.

Although the fans in Liverpool and Hamburg knew Beatles possessed qualities that
set them apart from the crowd, the only demonsinatecord the band had to play for A&R
men—the only material evidence of their music a&idm their live performances—was a
cacophonous recording of one of their shows, wHidmot even remotely do justice to the
excitement that they generated in person. As tloe pound quality of their demo attests,
although the Beatles had forged themselves intat grerformers who could generate ecstatic
excitement in their audience, they had as yet leag Nttle opportunity to develop their skills as
recording artists, which is a rather differentatyithan playing live in front of a crowd. Thus,
their audition for Decca Records on New Year’'s 8¢2 was a mediocre showing that did not
live up to their incredible potential, McCartneydareferring to the songs that they recorded,
including standards like “Three Cool Cats,” “Besawhecho,” and “The Sheik of Araby,” as a
“fairly silly repertoire.””” Having tied themselves to Epstein, the Beatlegwagempting to
bring the mode that they had developed in liveqrarince into a music industry dominated by
the dictates of the market. Thus, their song seledor the audition was based primarily on

rational considerations rather than the more imeiitnode that they had been enacting. In trying
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to woo the musical establishment, they had commedsome of their wilder tendencies,
trading leather for suits, bowing, and writing st that traced a dramatic arc rather than doing
whatever they felt in the moment. However, at tleeda audition, they compromised too much,
making too many concessions to music business obions, an overcompensation that
essentially vitiated the spirit of their music. Byppressing their intuition in favor of the
considered opinions of “experts” like Epstein amdducer Mike Smith, they nearly killed their
career as purveyors of radical novelty.

Listening to the audition, one is struck by theifedbck of visceral intensity
characteristic of the band’s earlier music. Thismeat in the narrative development of the
Beatles shows the pendulum swinging too far indinection of basing their musical decisions
on the hope of cultivating commercial appeal togbmt that there is very little of the raucous,
rebellious edge universally ascribed to the baht#mburg period evident in these recordings.
Although many of the sonic elements are presemttbald soon allow them to conquer the
world—their voices and playing style—there is algyaf inspiration and energetic vitality that
is undeniably absent in these lackluster perforrasnBeing justly rejected by Decca is the event
that seems to have broken the momentum of thgectay back towards the rational end of the
polarity represented by Epstein, and that confirthedmpulse towards the wild physicality
which had drawn them to rock and roll in the fipkice, and which had initially attracted Epstein
to them. Through this series of pendulum swings,Bhatles progressively integrated the two
poles of art and commerce, generally coextensitie tlie polarity of novelty and habit,
increasingly moving towards a type of music thasaathentic to their intrinsic sense of things,
always shifting and nearly impossible to defingoior down, but that was accessible to the

various gatekeepers who determined whether thesseagld ever be heard, as well as to the
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audience that must ultimately judge the music’sigallhe songs and performances of the Decca
audition appealed to what the Beatles thoughteherd label would want. They had over-
analyzed their song selections, choosing coversdas what had worked for others in the past,
though Lennon immediately recognized that theyltetdayed the more intuitive criteria that are
thesine qua normf good music, for as he later said of the auditi®Ve should have rocked like
mad in there and shown what we’re like when wedrtesed.?”®

Nevertheless, it seems almost inevitable that #eglBs would have momentarily
succumbed to the gravitational force of conventfonrather than being merely marginal
“madmen” who had completely rejected rational tHaud seems the band had devoted their
lives to what | would suggest is the primary implproject of rock and roll music: to
demonstrate that modes of experience the predotseators of culture often considered
“mad,” exemplified by the genre’s reembrace of figtive” affect, had value for the further
development of that culture. Intuition, constituf@dnarily in attention to bodily feeling,
appears to have functioned as something like aatiahl complement or antithesis to the
original thesis posited, which is that humanitgédined purely by the rational mind as Descartes
so starkly exhibited in his equation of thoughthwliuman being. As James, Bergson, and
Whitehead all argue in the various valences tracéie introduction to this dissertation, the
twentieth century has been the primary temporalddor the reembrace of affectivity, a mode of
engagement with process that these theorists pertebe as valid and necessary for a
sustainable and integrated culture as criticallade | hope | am some way towards
convincingly showing that the Beatles were oneheffirimary cruxes on which this discursive

reunion of mind and body has turned, what MacDogalt$ “the quiet inner revolution of
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attitude and assumption within whose consequencewe live today2’® Thus, it is because the
Beatles cared so deeply about being recognizetdydulture that they were momentarily
seduced by the “repetition” of already existent emgerhaps the defining quality of institutions
and cultural hierarchies, which are rational byiabn, based on abstract conceptual rankings,
mores, and power relations as opposed to the inateedklationality characteristic of affectivity.
It seems to have been necessary for the Beatgs ttrough this humbling experience in order
to be reminded that music is not primarily abotioraal concerns, but about the irreducible felt
guality of the moment.

Although by this time the Beatles were widely retiagd as the top band in Liverpool,
almost every British label had declined to sigmthédue in large part to the Decca tapes, which
became the demo that Epstein played for the o#iibeid. Finally, in May of 1962, after being
rejected by the majority of labels in England, Epstat his wit's end, called upon Sidney
Coleman, an acquaintance who hesitantly suggestédpPone Records. Coleman was hesitant
because, according to George Martin, the head dR A&d a producer at the label, Parlophone
was the “poor relation’ in the corporate family BMI.”2%° Colin Manley of the Remo Four,
putting it even more bluntly, called the label “th&stard child of the recording industry . . . kept
locked away in the clock tower and treated withddis.”*®* More specifically, Parlophone was
primarily known for recordings by comedy and claakacts, not pop groups. However, it just so
happened that Martin had come to the conclusion itharder to keep the label vital, he would

have “to do something” with acts that had falleetibeen the cracks” at the other English
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labels?®? Parlophone would ultimately retain its associatioth comedy and classical music,
though primarily in the dramatically recontextuatiziocus of the Beatles’ records, which often
incorporated comedic elements and classical ingntation, particularly in their middle,
“psychedelic” period.

Epstein, in an initial meeting with Martin, atteragtto sell his band to the producer with
the zealousness and overinflated rhetoric of aligliever. However, Martin was not particularly
impressed with the Decca recording, later admittivag he felt the Beatles were “a rather
unpromising group.” Based on that evidence alonartiM justifiably felt that their selection of
covers was pedestrian, and that their original samgre “very mediocre,” though he heard “a
certain roughness,” probably in Lennon’s voice, chlstopped him from dismissing the group
outright. Here we see the Decca audition still hiagrthe Beatles, nearly destroying their last
chance to record for a label. Although the Bedtksd temporarily compromised the visceral
intensity that made them exceptional in their Demgdition, it seems likely that Martin sensed
something of this vitality simmering below the swgé. Thus, it is only Martin’s vision, or
perhaps his desperation, that allowed the Beajasrally acclaimed as the greatest band in the
history of popular music, to pass through the h@asii$ide-gate of the music industry. Through
this felicitous concatenation of circumstances,Bkatles, as exemplary outsiders, received one
more chance to prove themselves to the guardiatreahusic business hierarcffy.

However, before Epstein secured their auditiorPlarophone, the Beatles returned, in
April of 1962, for one last stint in Hamburg. Whigrey arrived, they learned that Stuart
Sutcliffe, Lennon’s best friend and their formesbalayer, had died of what appeared to be a

brain-hemorrhage. Perhaps this tragedy createplati®s necessary to push them over the hump
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from being a popular local band in Hamburg and tpeel, to being genuine recording artists,
though one could also imagine a scenario in whitln & tragedy could have dampened their
momentum. Thus, regardless of whether this eventoaasally related to their continued
upward trajectory, the Beatles were determinedésson, playing in their residency at the Star-
Club, which Adrian Barber described as “an immenagernous rock ‘n roll cathedral,” a
tabernacle to the Id, to that which had been resdianconscious in predominant discursive
streams. Their residency at the club was a hugeesacwhich certainly boosted their confidence
in the musical mode they had developed as theyapedpo face what amounted to their last
chance at stardom in their upcoming audition fatdphone. Their final tenure in Hamburg
seems to have cemented their status as the pragrhimerpudlian band for, with six other
bands from their hometown joining them, the showesena definitive demonstration that a
distinctive Liverpool sound—Merseybeat—had arri?&dA genuinely novel and distinctive
style had been created by the Beatles and thefegmoraries, but it still required a catalyst, one
group to have a hit, which would then create a dehfar the whole scene. By all accounts, the
Beatles had emerged as the Liverpool band mogdy likeake their local milieu to the national
stage. Indeed, the primary factor that set therpiwel music scene apart from the many other
English cities filled with aspiring rock and rolabds appears to have been the Beatles
themselve$®

More than simply yet another narrative of the Besdttise to fame, the aim of the present
analysis is to explicate, through the concrete ifipgg of the Beatles, the processes by which

novelty is promulgated through culture, transforgnine systemic networks of relation that

24 gpitz writes: “A distinctive sound was developihord patterns that repeated their repertoiregnahant for
exquisitely modulated phrasing and sudden dowrisgifito minor chords, deliberate Everly Brothezferences in
their harmonies, ways of punctuating lyrics witmeynics.” Spitz 306, 308.
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radically new forms of process encounter in theiwalopment, radiating through the media that
mediate the discursive trajectories of historicahsformation. Indeed, this is a pattern of
processual activity played out in many inflecti@gmin and again in many domains to the extent
that such moments of revolution in the culturategsmay seem obvious in retrospect.
However, such moments of rupture are almost alwaygrising in both the form and timing of
their occurrence. The Beatles are so close towtural self-conception that it can be difficult to
see them objectively for the profound novelty tiety embodied®®

Thus, it is an intrinsically problematic task iretivorld that the Beatles so fundamentally
inform to see that, when the Beatles entered Albtmad Studios for their audition with George
Martin, the situation resembled nothing so muchrasstance of wild, provincial primitives
stepping into engagement with the cultivated tetdgioal sophistication of moderniy’ This
narrative is familiar to Beatles enthusiasts, ibccluded import, the sense that this moment
was the locus for a cultural bifurcation, a sgiattcould have gone either way, is difficult to see
without the rosy knowledge of what eventually ocedrcoloring one’s perception of the event.
Things are one way, and then, with relative suddssnthey are another, and no one can know
where and when these moments of transformatiorfutidamental reorganization of the
system’s rules, will take place. However, afterfiet, it generally appears that it could not have

gone any other way. The situation in questionpptd of its mythical import, could be described
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as nothing more than a little dance band entenitma recording studio for an audition, but this
encounter is one of those rare moments on whiclditketion of history depends, allowing the
Beatles to become a symbolic focus for the langersformations of their decade.

Indeed, the radical quality of the continual “rastin in the head®® that the Beatles
underwent from the beginning of the sixties uritéit break-up at the end of the sixties is
perfectly encapsulated in Lennon’s joke at theecloistheir last concert on the roof of Abbey
Road Studios in 1969: “I'd like to say ‘thank yaw behalf of the group and ourselves, and |
hope we passed the audition.” The actual auditiside that same building less than a decade
before the rooftop concert is a defining motif loé Beatles’ career: from this moment on, tested
again and again, they always managed to pass id&r and higher realms of culture until they
had reached “the toppermost of the poppermost,’tlagick were no more auditions left to pass, a
situation that provided the context for the perfaainmation of Lennon’s ironic statement. On
one hand, it appears the height of absurdity femtlost famous and successful band of all time
to express the sentiment that Lennon voiced. Howavéhe context of the actual lived
experience of the Beatles, they were still essintize same young men who had optimistically
set out for their audition less than seven yeafsrben the summer of 1962. Indeed, one of the
most appealing things about the Beatles is thatleeer seem to have lost their sense of
humble aspiration, even when Lennon was claimiagjtthe group was “bigger than JestfS.”

The Abbey Road building into which the Beatles esdeon what can only be referred to
as that fateful day, June 6, 1962, while “boxygwiceilinged,” and “unpretentious,” had been
the site for the development of some of the mogbirtant technological innovations in

recording, including “the fundamentals of steréoybving-coil microphones,” and “large-valve
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tape recorders?®° As seen previously, the Beatles were, thus farpat exclusively a live band,
focusing on generating frenzied excitement in aucks. Abbey Road, however, represented a
rather different venue of transmission. The Beattepping into the studio were a virtual
embodiment of intuitive modes literally enteringarcommerce with the rational, scientific
epistemology productive of recording technologyaditition to the recording innovations
mentioned above, EMI, the parent company of Padaphhad been one of the primary
developers of television and radar, though thisopesf radical innovation was over by the
1950s, and the company had retreated into a relgtstatic orthodoxy, with Abbey Road
studios as one of the primary exemplars of thisretogical complacency. Like the cliché
primitives entering into a center of cultural powtre Beatles were initially intimidated by the
sheer magnitude of the facilities. Abbey Road, galhedescribed as something between a
scientific laboratory and a library, was starklffelient from the dank, underground clubs that
the Beatles had become accustomed to, the arahiéend aesthetic qualities of a building
profoundly informing the affective tone of the adies that occur insidé&*

The ambiance of Abbey Road was reflective of arati approach to making records
based on fixed schedules and technical proceddcesrding to engineer Alan Brown, the
studio practiced a “very strong engineering disoml’ explaining that “we all wore white lab
coats when we worked™ This description sounds more like a scientificolatory than a place
for recording rock and roll. The clean, ratheritatrian rooms of Abbey Road, filled with the
latest in recording technology, would have, likidra set, created a certain tone, visible in the

activity of technicians carefully turning knobs dtigping switches under white ceilings. This
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setting speaks volumes about the mentality that wém its construction, which prizes
efficiency and rational structure over aestheticoswns, and which profoundly affects the felt
experience of activity, and thus the concrete petglthat result from that activity. The interior
of the building was blank, an orderly and brightlyontainer for precise technological
accomplishment. In contrast, the Cavern Club iretpol, the venue most associated with the
Beatles’ early career, has more the quality of@ejst Victorian cellar, having previously
served as a produce warehouse, with narrow seatiig down to a dimly lit room with
rounded ceilings of rough-hewn stone curving silganio walls of the same coarse material,
dripping with condensation from the bodies packétiin. Where Abbey Road was a neat,
spacious building conducive to technical probleitriag, the Cavern was a place more
conducive to losing oneself in the hot, fecund pi@Esbodies and the pounding rhythms echoing
through the tight, womblike haif?

This difference was only amplified by the respez@nvirons of the buildings, the
affluent St. Johns Wood area of London in which épRoad was situated contrasting sharply
with the Matthew Street location of the Cavern Ghulhiverpool, which had been the site of a
produce market dotted with pubs, a decidedly mareking-class locale. Thus, the distinction
between these two primary loci of the Beatles’ puidlentity could not be more stark: the site
for the distribution of the produce of provinciddysical labor and its accompanying after-hours
ambiance of alcohol consumption juxtaposed ag#esposh centrality of a studio generally
dedicated to technological development and therd&ng of high cultural classical music and
verbal comedic wit. The Beatles’ seven-year intaizih of Abbey Road produced a

deconstruction of this opposition, both in concatactical ways, and more broadly in the public
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imagination, culminating in the iconic photo of flk@g-haired, bearded, and barefoot (in
McCartney’s case) Beatles crossing the road ordker of their last recorded album, named for
the studio in which they produced the bulk of theusic. Where there was tension in their first
encounter, Abbey Road ultimately became synonymtisits provincial invaders through a
sustained engagement of polarized relational mo&lésough the Beatles would come to
represent the return of repressed epistemologieshe predominant technological culture of
commercial media, they were only able to performa taturn by deeply integrating the rapidly
advancing technologies into their music, from detibhcked vocals and sped-up piano solos to
backwards guitars and tape-lodps.

The Beatles were rebellious agents of change pnogaiansformation through their
prolonged involvement with this place that so sgtgrepitomized the rationalization of culture,
down to the music that the culture produced, wisgberhaps the most accurate metric that one
can hope to find for the state of a culture’s sdtle Beatles, who had spent most of the last few
years riling up drunken crowds of sailors, strigpart students, and wage-workers, inhabited a
different way of relating to experience than theac, precise quality of the studio. Again, as
with the tension between Lennon and McCartney,litosder tension of opposites produced the
friction necessary to generate profound noveltyh@dligh the band’s unorthodox attitude
certainly ruffled some feathers, so to speak, tieidn between the Beatles and Abbey Road,
fractally echoing the friction between Lennon andQ4rtney, generated an electrically charged
atmosphere as the group arrived for their audfion.

The encounter with Martin and Abbey Road Studiaglpced a shift equally significant

to the Beatles’ initiation in Hamburg, but of aiclly different character. As with their
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epiphany at the hands of Williams and Koschmidex,Beatles willingly submitted themselves
to the more professional mode exemplified by Maatnal Abbey Road, particularly after the
failed Decca auditiof’ The Beatles seem implicitly to have understood tine Abbey Road
audition was an initiation not into primal modeseaperience, but rather into the equally
profound critical and analytical faculties develdg®imarily in modernity. Because the Beatles
had, thus far, largely focused their attention obedying the somatic modes characteristic of
rock and roll, this encounter became one of theary narrative enactments of the engagement
between intellect and intuition that took placedsamatically in the sixties. This initiation, rathe
than the “baptism by firé®’ of Hamburg, exhibited more the quality of a musibool
examination and, after the Beatles played theigspWartin and his team were initially unsure
whether the band measured up.

The Beatles had developed their musicianship, aniicplarly their singing voices, to a
relatively high degree, but their selection of mialevas not connecting in the studio the way it
did live, and Martin justly thought the songs thed written were not of the highest quality,
probably because the band’s primary focus had bagrerformance. As Martin recalls: “They
were rotten composer$?® asserting that “their own stuff wasn't any goSdt 'Of course, this
assessment is particularly striking given thatBleatles would very soon become known as
among the greatest songwriters in the history pluper music. Indeed, what seems to have
produced this dramatic change resembles nothimgusth as an academic critique. As Martin
describes the situation, he and engineer NormathStaid into them for about an hour and . . .

were pretty forthright” with their criticism, admishing the young musicians for not having
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“suitable material ¥° while Smith felt that they should “embellish theusd™°* of the band.

This is a kind of critical initiation that Preslegver seems to have experienced, and it appears to
be these successive initiations into both the tintuiand the intellectual modes that allowed the
Beatles to produce an integration of these twotemislogies, which was a step beyond the
synthesis that Presley produced. By “laying intentti’ Martin and Smith apparently incited the
Beatles’ analytical faculties, which impelled thenld more critically to examine all aspects of
their art, Martin’s professional experience givstgucture and focus to the Beatles’ creativity,
thereby bringing the rational mode into dialoguéhwiihe more instinctive mode in which the

band had been immers&4.

However, Martin and his assistants did not shaeeariticism, which, as Ron Richards
said to Martin, was that “the drummer was no good meeded to be changei*Pete Best
simply did not possess the innate subtlety of feguired to lift the Beatles’ music from being
merely good, to being gre#' The Abbey Road professionals, having worked withkiest
session musicians, could immediately tell that Besd holding the Beatles back, so it was
necessary to let him go, difficult though it woldd to kick him out of the group. However, even
aside from the as yet unspoken issue of the druptheeithering critique was painful, but it
seems to have been necessary in order to break albwfithe band’s immature and amateurish
presuppositions, a process that ultimately hadigsired effect of impelling the Beatles to

rebuild themselves to think like professional reltog artists. A lesser group might have given
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up in anger and despair right then and there himrough critiques like the one Martin and Smith
gave the Beatles are never easy to hear. As Sgitates:

The producer’s overall response had been brutadl gleen them a real raking-

over. When the final blow had been delivered, tlvems a long, anxious silence.

Almost apologetically, Martin asked the Beatlethére was anythintheydidn’t

like. After a well-timed beat, George Harrison sieele ‘I don't like your tie.” The

room went silent. For a split second, nobody breatiA line had been crossed.

Martin fixed George with a stern look, not certainat tack to take with this boy,

when he noticed the flicker of a smile at the cowfeGeorge’s mouth. A joke!

He’d been making a joke! What a perfect ice-breadWartin’s grin flashed
approval ear to ear.

According to Norman Smith: “That was the turningmg >°°

the Beatles falling into the
humorous banter they had developed in their manyshtmgether. “I really think the Beatles got
their recording contract because of that conversdtiSmith concludes. “Let’s be honest: they
got that recording contract because of their emdlsus, their presence, not because of their
music. During that one conversation, we realizexy there something speciaf’®

Nervous about their audition, wanting desperatelsucceed, the Beatles had been trying
to conform to how they imagined “serious musiciaosthported themselves, though this
impulse towards compromise was surely tempereddayonies of the Decca audition.
Nevertheless, in this most antithetical of envir@mts to their usual rock and roll clubs, the
Beatles’ brilliant wit had temporarily been cut édm their musical personas. Harrison’s joke
was the moment when the two were first truly inségd within the purview of the predominant
music business hierarchy, for they had encountaneglithoritative mentor who saw the
potential, not only, or even primarily, in their si¢, but in their humor. Through their

“wordplay” and “double-talk,” the Beatles provedthihey were “something special,” though

this “something” had as much to do with their peeddies as it did with their playing.
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Harrison’s “crossing the line” was a moment of ggression that took belief in the rightness of
their cause, but also required a sympathetic imteatbr, which it found in Martin, producing an
ecstatic hilarity reminiscent of their breakthrougbment in Hamburg mediated by absurdist
humor, though in an almost precisely opposite cdnfignis was a “turning point,” not only in
the conversation, but in the Beatles’ career, artie trajectory of popular music itself. Had
Harrison not cracked his joke, there is every pmktyi that Martin would have rejected the
band, which would most likely have killed theiriakance of recording for a lab&.

Although the Beatles had thus far been focusingeneloping their intuitive capacities,
they had also been developing the verbal wit the witimately as important to their appeal as
their music. Thus, though the Beatles spent theofdbeir career effecting an integration of
their two primary modes—the witty humor and thesitive musicality—this moment,
significantly orchestrated by Harrison, not LenmorMcCartney, was a primary transductive
instance that turned the tide, so to speak. Thétaghison’s joke might at first glance seem
trivial, it is just such moments on which the bdations of history depend, though it seems
almost inevitable that the Beatles would produdg shdden reversal in this situation. As it is
said, “character is destiny,” and the Beatles heghldeveloping their characters their whole
lives in preparation for this moment. Harrisonsg@ppropriated the critical mode to which
Martin and Richards had been subjecting the Beatldsplaced it in the context of the Beatles’
embodied, absurdist mode, simultaneously acknowigdand parodying the critique they had
just received by reciprocally critiquing the smakemingly trivial detail of Martin’s tie, which
probably did in fact offend the aesthetic sendipihf Harrison, who is generally considered the

most stylish Beatle. By criticizing Martin’s tie atfison implicitly expressed recognition of the
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critical mode’s utility but, at the same time, plit mode in its place, so to speak. This quip
demonstrated the absurdity that results from tlodusive focus on “negative judgmerit®
characteristic of the critical mentality, partiadjain the context of rock and roll, whose primary
mode of significance eludes the critical mode, ajipg directly to the more fundamental
somatic domain of experience.

This episode is another instance of Whiteheadightest change of tone which yet
makes all the difference,” for nothing material egad in the encounter—the Beatles' music was
the same, they were still the same people witlséimee characters and capacities—but the fact
that Harrison’s joke radically transformed Martiatsitude towards the group from negative
judgment to positive affirmation is a subtle simfaffective tone that ultimately allowed the
Beatles to be recording artists at all, which imtdid make a huge difference in the culture's
experience. Furthermore, it is highly significamatt Harrison produced this reversal because it
proves just how much the Beatles really were agemtity. Although most of the focus,
particularly in the early years, was on the pojaiormed by Lennon and McCartney, Harrison’s
wry wit, as well as his eccentrically engaging noigsiship, produced an excellent foil to diffuse
and redirect the tension between the two gigamgiis @f the Lennon-McCartney partnership.
The only thing that was missing now was the singblability and superb feel of the drummer
who would complete the Beatles’ circle of nearlyvensal accessibility.

In addition to all of Epstein’s previous work, ooethe manager’'s most important
contributions to the group was convincing them@Gaorge Martin’s advice, to replace Pete Best
with a more suitable drummer. Persuading the dBleatles does not appear to have been

difficult, for they do not seem to have felt a paurtarly strong bond with their old drummer, a
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laconic loner lacking the sense of humor sharetldmnon, McCartney, and Harrison. Even
before Martin’s suggestion, Tony Sheridan had hegimg them to replace Best, so the three
core Beatles had already been considering a repkade and they knew exactly who they
wanted to complete the band: their old friend RiSgarr*®

According to Adrian Barber, Starr “was an excelldntimmer and had a good feel,” his
personality and drumming perfectly suited to supfite Beatles’ song&? Of the four final
Beatles, Starr, perhaps because of his frequeesslas a child, was probably the most naturally
able to put aside egoic consciousness, which atldvim to create “grooves” that very simply
felt good, that produced positive affect, whichreedo be the essence of quality
musicianship’™ Where Lennon and McCartney embodied, in diffeveays, the fraught
trajectory from the privileging of the rational ndito the integration of that mode with repressed
epistemologies, Starr, the oldest member of thamgrm his quietly good-natured way appears
already to have found an easy center between nmiddbady by the time he became a Beatle.
Though never an intellectual, Starr had an instiaicteel for the witty repartee that characterized
the Beatles’ collective persona, while groundingjtthrilliance with his solid, distinctive
drumming and loveable charm. As Lennon expresséd@latbe so aware with so little education
is rather unnerving to someone who'’s been to sckiaok he was fucking two onward8?
Where Best had been vain and heavy-handed—“meangynand magnificent** as DJ Bob

Wooler described him—Starr added a warm humor sgably maturity that completed the

group’s constellation of qualities.
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Displaying an instinctual feel for rhythm that egded verbal articulation, Starr’s
drumming exemplifies the dictum from Blak&'be Marriage of Heaven and HetEnergy is
eternal delight.” Indeed, the “natural feel” thaa® exhibited seems to be a kind of somatic,
bodily knowledge that comes, paradoxically, fromrfeng consciously to let go of mind to enter
into a state similar to the one performed by Pyeafed his compatriots in the invention of the
genre that Starr’'s group would come to exemplityug, it should be made clear that the
drummer’s playing was not the product of pure mdtibut of hard work, many hours of
practice, and experimentation—the rational disnplbf rehearsal producing pure affective
potency. The verbal formulations used to describattarr was doing—cadence, syncopation,
and so on—come after the doing, and are incidéotails mastery. This seems to be the case
with all analysis: it is useful, even vital for werdtanding a creative act after the fact, for
impelling one to change or refine one’s approacijithe flow of the inspired moment,
intellect is generally an impediment, the unwantgdusion of doubt into the direct engagement
with experience. Put simply, intellect is approfeitor some activities and not others, for writing
about music but not for playing music, at leaghiem moment of playing. As with the “true

IOve”314

that Starr felt for the drums, good musicianskipomething that cannot be achieved
primarily through analysis of the potential belo\gealtributes and accomplishments, but rather
something that one must feef.

And it is precisely this subtle quality of “feeliat was the missing ingredient in the
Beatles with Best on drums. The Beatles had matamedntegrated their parts until they

achieved mastery over themselves, at least inlactioke, musical context. They possessed an

intuitive musicality, which had a “cleverness” dilgenuity” that can only be an indication of
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the more intellectual mode that analyzes and cetsg finding novel and interesting ways to
frame and direct the melodic, harmonic, and rhythgualities that are central to playing music,
giving them a “sharp, inventive twist,” though ‘@t bf it happened without a great deal of
forethought,” a paradoxical operation whereby ietgland intuition seem to have been
integrated in an emergent synthesis. With Statinengroup, the Beatles possessed the perfect
balance of qualities among them to make musicdatgfied in every domain of experience,
from the most visceral, somatic domain of “feehfadugh the domain of emotional potency, to
the domain of intellectual interest, to perhapsewere intangible domains®

Although they had become a popular and effectioaigmwith Best, the “magic,” the
irreducibly numinous quality of experience, did fdty manifest until the fourth member of the
quaternity entered the picture. Their playing ism#tely a reflection of their relationships with
one another, and Best’s status as outsider inrthggboth musically and socially, had caused
the band to sound and feel ultimately incohereitty Wennon, McCartney, and Harrison
inhabiting a simultaneously cleverer and more sarally nuanced sensibility than Best. It is
clear that the three original Beatles did not patérly enjoy their early drummer’s company, so
it would have been extremely difficult to play musiith him that was fully enjoyable for both
themselves and their audience. Whereas Best’s twmite, undistinctive” lack of subtlety
flattened the sound of the band, bringing all ttaygrs down to his lowest common
denominator, Starr fit perfectly into the groupbioth personality and musicianship, eliciting the

extraordinarily distinctive feel of the band thainine of their greatest strengfhs.
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However, although according to Abbey Road engifer Richards, “they had their own
soung” which “set them immediately apatt® from the majority of other groups, how they
would be received in the national music market stdlsan open question. Richards describes a
conversation he had with Martin to determine houwntirket the band: “He knew how important
it was to establish their identity,” Richards asseiso we kept walking and talked about what to
call them—Paul McCartney and the Beatles, or Jammbn and the Beatles,” initially
attempting to fit the group into the template dadttmusical moment in which there was almost
always an individual leading the group, a choiceveen McCartney, “the pretty boy,” or
Lennon, “the down-to-earth type.” As Richards ddxs the conversation: “It went on like that,
back and forth, as we continued along Oxford Sfréebugh, “when we got to the end, we knew
it was perfect the way it was™

As with most rational decision making, Martin anigirds were attempting to model
their newly signed group on immediately previousgadent rather than on an awareness of the
rare but inevitable emergence of processual ruptdieis is a well-known fallacy in the music
industry (and many other industries, for that mais A&R representatives are notorious for
trying to sign acts that look and sound like bathdé have had recent success, or to mold the
bands already on their label’'s roster on the motlptevious successes, rather than working
with the artists to help them develop the qualitieg make them unique and novel, which seems
to be the highest aim of most music, at least mafaudiences and musicians are concefiled.
Making music subservient to a rational mentalithjeh tends to repeat what has worked in the

past, seems to have a dampening or repressive efféhe ineffable quality of musical
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inspiration, which is after all the factor that @samost listeners to music in the first place.
Indeed, the commercialization of music, though ssagy for the wide dissemination of that
music, is so often decried for precisely this r@asloe devouring of the primarily intuitive mode
of music by the rationality of the marketplace tehal make for mediocre music. It is only at
certain intervals in the history of this art formthe twentieth century that revolutions driven by
novel inspiration have broken through the medigafta static recording industry visible in the
emergence of bebop in the early forties as much e punk rock revolution of the late
seventies. The emergence of the Beatles is a primament of this kind of rupture, for the
Beatles were the antidote to the “white bread” telefs playing a tame and sanitized version of
rock and roll that had risen to prominence by thyesixties.

Thus, Martin’s and Richards’ ambulatory discourgeaerning how to market their new
signing was a moment when the cultural guardiangddoave pulled the Beatles back into the
gravity of the old way of being, for who knows whabuld have transpired if the group had been
billed as “Paul McCartney and the Beatles”? HowgNes a testament both to the vision of
Martin and to the genuinely novel musical colleetthat the Beatles had forged that the
producer ultimately decided to maintain “the befalitialance they seemed to have fourfd.”

The Beatles were young and new to the music busibes Martin and his engineers, committed
members of the institutional hierarchy, found it@gsary to analyze their new act, critiquing the
Beatles’ music before they bought into it, bothtearms of monetary and emotional investment.
However, it is not primarily for rational reasost Martin decided to keep the band a group; as
William James particularly understood, rationabfien merely finds justifications for our

intuitive sense of things. Thus, it seems that Mahgaged in the analytical dialogue to satisfy
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himself that his decision was based on sound lalgarjgh ultimately it is his intuitive faculty
that convinced him it was “perfect the way it wasliis analytic discourse by Martin and
Richards presaged the public reaction to the Beathel to the sixties counterculture in general:
both ultimately succeeded in redirecting the fldvewltural process, but it was necessary for a
great deal of dialogue, of “back and forth,” to ocbefore the rebels could be elevated to an
exalted cultural status.

The Beatles were elated when their first singl&vé. Me Do,” made it to number
seventeen in the British pop charts in late 196@u¢h this chart position fell short of where the
Beatles needed to be in order to have the kinduafer that they envisioned. Thus, it was vitally
important that their next offering make a largepaut. As their second single, the Beatles
released “Please Please Me” in early 1963, intclvthiey managed to condense all the novel
excitement of their live shows in a way that theygl mot quite been able to achieve with “Love
Me Do.”?2 They compressed everything they had learned irgspace of one song, the long
process of integrating visceral intensity with thasical inventiveness and wit that transformed
rock and roll, making it exponentially more compf&XIn this way, the Beatles rendered the
ecstatic affect that they induced in their perfonces available on a massively wider scale so
that anyone with a radio or record player couldipgate. Although Martin initially found the
song “dreary,*** once the band, at Martin’s urging, produced theenup-tempo arrangement
heard on the record, the producer’s sentiment abewsong underwent a radical shift. It is again

a testament to Martin’s exceptional intuitive capathat, after listening to the first playback of
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the recording, he was able to tell the Beatles:it@een, you've just made your first number-
one record *° Thus, the skeptical holdout and representative®established order was now
completely won over to what the Beatles were cngaperhaps because he had a hand in its
creation, but also because Martin’s input was itha fngredient that produced the record’s
encapsulation of profound novelty. And Martin’s eesal is prophetic of the success that the
song would achieve, quickly rising to number onéhim British pop charts, for the record itself
seems to have demanded such recognition. “Pleassd’Me” is one of those classic, nearly
perfect records that is undeniable, capturing taseenergetic gestalt that can reliably induce
positive feeling in the listener time after timeit bhat cannot be manufactured or reproduced
through a rationalized formula.

Listening to “Please Please Me,” from the verytfivass and drum hit issuing
immediately into the simultaneously breezy and kexaiing swoop of the harmonica and guitar
line, a discerning listener in 1963 would have indmately recognized the sound as novel,
viscerally driven by the eighth-note insistencéMziCartney’s bass part. Then the vocals come
in, sounding like the Everly Brothers on amphetasjmot far from the truth, with Lennon
singing the simple, nursery rhyme melody and Ma@grtholding a pedal-tone on the high first
note. This bifurcating harmony, combined with tiediloerate cadence of the words and the
driving rhythm, has the effect of producing a dréimgension that, reflecting the gist of the
lyrics, evokes the primal yearning of adolescertatity.®*° And the hacked out, rising bar
chords over the stop in the middle of the versg satve to punctuate this tension, as do the five
individual notes, played in unison on guitar andsat the end of the verse, though it could also

be argued that these clever moments of punctudetmact slightly from the momentum of the
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song. However, the most thrilling moment of theoreds when Lennon rasps “come on,” as if
imploring the world to satisfy his visceral dedioe connection, continually ratcheted up by the
harmonized echoes from McCartney and Harrison, asipbd by Starr’'s adeptly modulated
drum fills, moving from the optimistically ascendanajor fourth to the querulously searching
minor second to the darkly menacing minor sixth badk to the hopeful major fourth, a
sequence that, in concert with the words, creagenae of intense yearning for the warmth of
sexual satisfaction.

The movement from the minor second to the minahsixeates a displaced affect of
doubt and difficulty in which a weaker group cohlave become mired in maudlin
sentimentality, but it is carried through by thgthmic animal potency of the three voices in the
“come on” bridge. And then the band drops backeoliig open E chord, the lowest and most
fully resonant chord on the guitar, for the taglifdeasepleaseme,” which feels like a return to
an original state of unity, but immensely complezhtind recontextualized by having passed
through the harmonic odyssey of the bridge. Thushe space of almost exactly one minute, the
song has carried the listener from the homey dotksverpool evoked by the harmonica line,
which reiterates and dramatically reframes the loaioa part on the simpler “Love Me Do”
(which itself appropriates the harmonica introdmcton the previous year’s top-selling British
hit, Frank Ifield’s “I Remember Yo", into the coaxing, cajoling, and demanding “cams”
that guide the listener through the anxiously liédi labyrinth of the bridge, and back into the
wide-open, orgasmic release of the chorus, whiemsanusically to enact the fulfillment of the

sexual reciprocity that Lennon and his bandmateaplicitly seeking in the lyrics: “please
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please me like | please yotf® All of these tortuous twists and turns amount towdtilayered
narrative complexity packed into a span of timelsort as to have been previously
unimaginable, a moment qualitatively similar toste§’s recording of ‘That’s All Right*°
though on a higher level of conceptual order, &k of rationality. Although the lyrics of
“Please Please Me” may appear a bit trite or fdoila twenty-first century sensibility, it seems
that this record is one of the primary initiatorpmments of the rupture the Beatles would enact
for their culture over the ensuing decade.

“Please Please Me” certainly sparked the maniclagrdtion that would catalyze the
emerging counterculture, for as press agent TomgoBadescribes the reaction to the first show
the Beatles played in London following the recorslgcess: “Immediately . . . the kids started
screaming,” he says, “I'd never experienced anglike it before. The Beatles, at this time,
were basically unknown. But if this bunch of kidsLiondon had gotten as far as finding out the
individual band members’ names, then it was a pmamon of some kind, which, to me, was
extremely significant®*° The Beatles, through all of their various transfations, impelled to a
great extent by the need to reconcile polarizeege&ptial domains, had discovered a relational
mode which, at that moment, seems to have hadthesic quality of producing ecstasy in their
audience. This ecstatic enthusiasm was often egfearas “hysterid®" in the press, and while it
did sometimes devolve into hysterical behaviors thord is loaded with pejorative significance
against women, who had for centuries been diagmnegbdhis supposed pathology if they
exhibited inclinations counter to the prescribetiféne roles. According to Barrow, the

audience was “genuinely excited. . . . They knesvdbng; they knew about the band. It had to
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be spontaneous, to some extent. But if you askimaé special Beatles mystique was already at
work.”332 All of the experiential terrain that they had &ased, from the original forging of the
partnership between Lennon and McCartney, throhgtyéars of hard work and obscurity, the
Hamburg initiation, the failed Decca audition, guecessful audition for Parlophone, and,
finally, the recording and release of their secsimgjle, had forged a “mystique” around the band
that communicated itself to their audience by thieny presence.

Even at this early stage in their career, the Bsatlere a profoundly novel
“phenomenon,” something “unknown” and unexpectedugh this moment was the culmination
of a cultural storm that had apparently been brgvan a long time. To the sophisticated
London culture, they seem to have symbolized tiheglrmode of rock and roll, though largely
stripped of the racial overtones connected to Byemhd his contemporaries in the previous
decade. Nevertheless, lacking the overtones exeaphy American rock and roll, the Beatles
produced a similar kind of reversal and integrabbpolarized opposites in terms of class and
region, mediating what Gould calls “the birth of ern chic.®** It is usually the case that
processual transformations originate from agentside the systemic centers, and the cultural
revolution catalyzed by the Beatles is no exceptioverpool perfectly fulfilling this criterion in
relation to the cultural dominance of London.

Impelled by their unassailable combination of asitelty and novelty, not just in their
music, but in their visual style and physicalitywdlish rock and roll was suddenly a viable
proposition. As one observer put it: “To those sfin England who lived for the next great

American single . . . it seemed like the Beatlesavibe promise we’d been waiting for all our
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lives.”34

If it appears as if accounts of the Beatles’ kisep ratcheting up the superlatives until
it seems there is nowhere else to go, and them agd again, transcend the limitations of what
seems possible, this is precisely the affectivdityuhat accompanied the Beatles over the
course of their relatively brief existence. Morarthany other group, their career was a long,
nearly uninterrupted series of climaxes, one aft@ther, taking their audience higher and
higher, lifting them out of the static, rationalizeonformity that largely characterized the
predominant cultural streams of the fifties and iatradically new and expanded world. The
Beatles were the right people at the right timefqmtly poised to catch the wave of desire and
expectation that propelled the culture through@ade-long convulsion of titanic change.
Although many of the songs that the Beatles playede early performances of their
fame in 1963 were not as thrilling as their firatmber one single, the overall effect of their
sound and their appearance catalyzed the audi€hoeugh the many musical elements and
performative techniques that they had developed thnveyears, they were increasingly able to
induce a feeling of self-overcoming in the crowliotigh their physical performativity, the
audience jolted out of their rational minds anaititeir primal bodies. Though not individually
as physically gifted as Presley, the Beatles haeéldped similarly effective collective
techniques, though of a less sexual quality, todedmind-displacing euphoria in their largely
female devotees during live performances, partibuthe head-shaking falsetto “oohs,” adapted
from Little Richard, which became the band’s e&rdglemark. The effect that this presentation
had on the audience is undeniable, and still thglto hear, for according to Colin Manley of the

Remo Four, describing the show: “Just a few weelsrb they’'d been nothing more than mates,

one of us,” he recalls, “but it was clear that nigtey’d become stars.” The “ecstatic response”
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from the audience created an “adfd’around the band, a felt quality that starkly digtiished
them from their old friends, as well as from thalol selves. And indeed, what came to be known
as “Beatlemania” does not seem to have been mimrelyivial histrionics of hysterical teenage
girls (“phony Beatlemanid® as the Clash would call it in “London Calling” éhy the

following decade), for according to entertainer Kghynch, who witnessed the mania up-close,
“the Beatles shook those crowds up, even scared #higtle.” The audience members were
genuinely frightened by the relative extremity loé spectacle, which is a primary way of
overcoming inhibition, but only “a little,” just @ngh to allow the crowd to express their
repressed libido in a comparatively safe contexboment that numerous observers have
described as something like a “tipping point” ie ttultural proces$’

In all honesty, it may seem a bit ridiculous thatry time the Beatles went through a
significant experience it is described as the ngmoint in their career and in history, the
moment when they became the avatars of culturalugen. However, as mentioned above, this
quality seems to have followed the Beatles wherthey went as they enacted what amounts to
a revolution in consciousness for their cultti&Each moment of change may not have been
unique in the overall trajectory of the Beatles'ema, which consisted of many such moments,
though in the history of culture, and even in fielato most of their peers, each of these
moments was a rare and highly significant evertteéheited qualities of human experience on a
mass scale that had never before emerged in tpaitevey. In this sense, each of these epiphanic
instances constituted a genuine turning point énttistorical process. As Lennon later

commented, rather than immediately trying to adhascultural icons that they ultimately
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became, “your goal is, you know, always a few yaaigsad rather than right up there” in the
unimaginable heights that they eventually attaifddgkir primary ambition was “making it big in
Liverpool, then being the best in the county, yoow, then being the best group in England,
and then we’d go for Scotland and break them id,taings like that,**° which seems to be
Lennon’s way of saying that the Beatles were alwayag to overcome their present state, but
one step at a time.

The writing of “I Saw Her Standing There” can benslered another such
transformative moment in the history of popular rausicCartney wrote the first few lines on
the van-ride home from a gig in 1962: “she was gastenteen, and she’d never been a beauty
gueen.” However, when he played the first drafihef song for Lennon, the two boys came to

the mutual conclusion that the second line wasl&ssg®*°

replacing it with the more off-the-
cuff and evocative “you know what | mean.” As wih many of the Beatles’ artistic decisions,
this choice for the second line of what becameadribeir most famous songs was precisely “a

prophetic gesture®*

as Spitz describes it, to young people who weeedlily dis-affected from
their somatic selves, for this phrase tacitly acideoges that the visceral, sexual, affective
gualities of experience that tend to be particylariense in teenagers defy the necessity of
verbal formulation. While the relatively conservatimain streams of culture in the nineteen-
fifties had served to repress this kind of knowkedgthe West's technologically mediated self-
conception, producing an artificial innocence ttattinually threatened to burst at the seams,

the Beatles recognized that the juxtaposition efgil’s age with the pulsating bass line

communicated more information about the tumultuanges of youth than a descriptive couplet

339 Beatles Anthology
340 Beatles Book MonthlgAugust 1983) 6.
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ever could. By starting out the song in this wagQdrtney and Lennon were essentially
winking at their audience, conveying in the secogte of the young a tacit understanding that
their moment had come, and that this moment wag aed visceral.

Similarly, as Epstein described the band in thdistduring the recording of their first
album, accomplished almost entirely on Februaryl®63: “They just put their heads down and

d.,**which seems implicitly to suggest that, rathenthaalyzing and critiquing, the

playe
Beatles, when playing music, would temporarily gele their minds to a subordinate position in
relation to more embodied modes, feeling their Wagugh the songs as they had learned to do
in the many nights spent playing in Liverpool anahtburg. They had developed a kind of
mutual resonance by playing together so oftenttieat were apparently able to enter into
heightened states of awareness through their tiokeiatention and their ecstasy-inducing
rhythms.

Even before the release of their first aloum howethe success of their second single
produced yet another qualitative “leap” in the Besitnarrative trajectory, for they were now
having real, transformative effects on individuatgl on the culture that these individuals
comprised throughout the United Kingdom, one obseat the time declaring that “their
physical appearance inspires fren23? However, it was no longer necessary for the group
physically to be present to induce this activity-eevheir music and image were unnecessary in
some cases—for their very name became a powerfid,Waaded with significance, which
could invoke intense feelings in their fans metwhjits utterance. As mediators of the return of

repressed epistemologies, the Beatles fed ofinbreasing flood of energy and attention, for

this is precisely the kind of fame that they hadrbenvisioning through those hard years in

342 gpitz 375.
343 Maureen CleaveEvening Standar@February 2, 1963) 145.



144

Liverpool and Hamburg. Although they would lateetof the mania, at this early stage in the
phenomenon, the Beatles embraced the rising tidaearise affect directed towards them.
Chosen by their culture to perform the most protbyearnings of the moment, the Beatles were
propelled forward by historical forces that thewlcbnot control, though they willingly accepted
their election as avatars of a new dispensatton.

Although slightly greater numbers of musicians heagched this initial phenomenal
status, one quality that made the Beatles suckx@paonal phenomenon was the consistency
with which they practiced their art, regardlessh&f many distractions of fame. They were
certainly inspired by their success, writing cassadf songs in this initial rush of notori€fy.
However, it is the Beatles’ commitment to steadydpictivity that set them apart, for according
to Kenny Lynch who was part of the Beatles’ packimge: “They wrote every day on the coach,
like clockwork” amidst the “highs and lows” of lifen the road, a phrase evocative of the
affective modé”® This “roller-coaster” quality is characteristicfekling, which is an
indispensable mode of engagement with realityyhith requires the mediating critical
distance and organizing structure of rationalitike’ clockwork,” to achieve its greatest
effectiveness. Intellect without affect lacks meapibut affect without intellect lacks
consciousness. While the Beatles had previously bagying the intuitive mode in relation to a
culture that often privileged rationality, they reasingly represented the integration of these two
modes. The intuitive mode in which they had beemérsed issued into the focused expression
of their songs, for as they discovered in theitiquie at the hands of George Martin, simple,

unmediated feeling is not sufficient to producelgea novelty.

344 Spitz 383-84.
345 Gould 157.
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As agents of novelty’s ingression into culturalgess, the Beatles had been called into
the limelight by popular demand and the assernt@fjatekeepers of institutional hierarchies.
Indeed, the audiences for a tour in the fall of 3 @&re almost entirely composed of teenage
girls, screaming and weeping in ecstatic releage@“as if they all knew one another.”
According to press agent Tony Barrow, speaking sli@w at the prestigious Royal Albert Hall
in London: “they acted that way because they hadtbimg in common . . . They were Beatles
fans.”**’ Their mutual enthusiasm for the group producedlective quality—they were all
profoundly moved by the same phenomenon. The Beatbee producing, in the most revered
and public of British venues, an ecstatic reactamch is as appropriate a moment as any to
mark the inception of Beatlemania. The collectigf-sanscendence contained in this neologism
had come from the Cavern and the provincial hallhé center of institutional sanction in
England, and the country—soon the world—would utiety be transformed by this cultural
infiltration. The developmental process of the gemad reached a point at which the whole
industry, indeed the whole country, began to reigoiné itself around a band that had until
recently been a group of liminal outsiders with fesespects. The underdogs, with relative
suddenness, had been ushered into the centeoiolegically mediated discourse to participate
in a profound revision of the narrative at the heétheir culture.

In this moment, the impulses towards cultural ratioh and sexual liberation were
deeply intertwined, and this multivalent returrreppressed modes found one of its greatest
catalysts in the Beatles, as can be withessedlgoviootage of concerts from these years. “You
don’t have to be a genius,” one psychiatrist attithne commented, “to see parallels between

sexual excitement and the mounting crescendo gjidetl screams through a stimulating

347 Spitz 398.
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number like ‘Twist and Shouf® However, Beatlemania cannot be reduced to seypBlitan
Epstein referring to the phenomenon as “simplymal kif mass pathology,” which is often the
case with the return of repressed psychic cont#ntsany kinds, contending that the Beatles
“have an extraordinary ability to satisfy a certaimger in the country**® apparently a hunger
for somatic release from rational propriety. SimylaBarbara Ehrenreich has suggested that “the
attraction of the Beatles bypassed sex and wagightrto the issue of powet> the power to
express repressed affect, including “female assaméiss, female aggression, female sexuality,
and female solidarity®* in public. Thus, when one police officer partidipg in the mayhem
claimed that “these people have lost the abilitihiok,”*** he seems to have been correct in the
sense that the sheer physicality of the experignpelled the audiences’ center of attention
literally out of their minds and into their bodi¢towever, where the officer saw this impulsion
as a lack, to many of those who participated, & @gperienced as a plenitude: not the absence
of thought, but the intentional overcoming of tregamony of the rational.

One attendee at a concert in 1964 described theriexge in elemental terms: the
“screaming, weeping ecstasy . . . felt like antegurake. . . . It would start at one end [of the
arena] and continue to the other. It was incredibldo nothing but stand there, letting it wash
right over you.*** Based on the descriptions of those who experietiesk concerts, as well as
on the video footage, the sheer force of the ctle@motion catalyzed by the Beatles is

strikingly clear. As théaily Mail wrote of one fan: “Screaming like an animal, anéxeg
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almost as much leather as one, the young girl editmd shook in some private ecstasy).”
However, although this description evokes the valc@nimality produced by Beatlemania, it is
precisely public, not “private ecstasy” that chéeazed the phenomenon. It seems clear that this
public ecstasy was an intentional performancetifough no individual could control the
elemental force of Beatlemania, it appears thaytlumg, screaming girls consciously
participated in the phenomenon, allowing the masid presence of the Beatles to catalyze their
internal process. Although the historical imperatikat produced the screaming ecstasy of
Beatlemania had not been manufactured and couldenstopped, the participants willingly took
part in this pandemonium, the spectacle providisg@&ally acceptable outlet for the urge
towards wild physical abandon that had so long bepressed.

The tide of change that lifted the Beatles contihteerise throughout 1963 as, in the
English charts, their “dominance was unprecedetit€similarly, withessing the Beatles’
arrival for the first time in America in Februar9@4, one observer exclaimed that “no one, |
meanno one has ever seen or even remotely suspected anyikéntis before!**° The
phenomenon of Beatlemania was something that hasr mecurred on that scale. Although
there were many precursors to the phenomenon, frebgious awakenings and revivals over the
centuries to the furors over Valentino, Sinatral Bresley, this incarnation of mass ecstasy was
happening on a higher order of magnitude than tbtser manifestations, permeating the
cultural psyche via concurrently emerging techn@sgn a way that nothing of this kind had

ever done, particularly in Britain.

34 Daily Mail (October 1, 1963).
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Of course, as with Presley, once the Beatles stéotgain notoriety, the backlash from
the press was harsh and swift. In response to ¢ipeichal appearance on the Ed Sullivan show,
Jack Gould, the samdew York Timesritic who had panned Presley a decade beforegattd
the Beatles to the status of “a fad,” though henaekedged their “bemused awareness.” As
Gould writes: “Televised Beatlemania . . . appedceloe a fine mass placebo,” a “sedate
anticlimax” to the expectation that had been huplin the press for the Beatles first trip to
America®’ Similarly, the critic for thaVashington Postrote that the Beatles “seemed
downright conservative . . . asexual and hom&§yhile theHerald Tribuneinexplicably
declared in its front-page headline: “BEATLES BONIBN TV,” the critic claiming that the
Beatles were “a magic act that owed less to Britiaam to Barnum.” Continuing the tirade, he
writes that the Beatles “apparently could not cartyne across the Atlantic” and that they were
“75 percent publicity, 20 percent haircut, and Epet lilting lament.?*® These are severe
appraisals, certainly, but compared to the viwiohed at Presley and his contemporaries, the
critical response to the Beatles was somewhataiastt, portraying them not as a threat but
rather as a trivial fad, which is almost a worsdigtment for would-be rebels. Whereas Presley
had been derided as a vulgar, dangerous animdBdaates were dismissed as merely
insubstantial.

It is certainly a sign of progress that the prddsast recognized the Beatles’ “bemused
awareness,” visibly expressing their integratiomééllectual and intuitive modes, which
rendered them more palatable to the establishedartiegh their rock and roll precursors had

been. However, to rephrase McCartney'’s lyric iaw Her Standing There,” the youth knew

%7 Jack Gould, “The Beatles and Their Audiendégiv York Timegebruary 10, 1964).
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what the Beatles meant; they were in on the jokd,aanky journalistic incomprehension did
absolutely nothing to abate the feverish momentuethwas carrying the Beatles, and primary
streams of culture along with them, into a new distinct historical period. However, as the
decade progressed, even most journalists were wemby a revolution in consciousness that
left many aspects of culture transmogrified invitske. Ultimately, what the Beatles performed
for their culture, for young and old alike, was ttenscious awareness characteristic of
rationality brought to bear on the intuitive physity endemic to rock and roll, an initiatory
reembrace of affect by intellect.

The Beatles, faithful in the righteousness of tiha@gsion, were not discouraged by the
initial negative response from the press, but ibak a challenge. As Lennon put it: “If
everybody really liked us, it would be a bore. It.doesn’t give any edge to it if everybody just
falls flat on their face saying, ‘You're great® This attitude recalls the Beatles’ first shows at
the Cavern when Lennon took perverse pleasureaiirmg rock and roll in spite of the
prohibitions of the jazz establishment. There wasething in Lennon’s character that impelled
him towards such gleeful rebellion. Similarly, atearly American press conference, the Beatles
used their charming wit to full effect, convertiag initially hostile group of journalists through
their irresistibly absurd mode of relation. It wamasombination of all the elements that made
them exceptional—their music, their style, andrtiebarisma—that seduced the audience. But it
was primarily the Beatles’ quick humor, their ayitio engage in witty repartee—the stock-in-
trade of much mid-twentieth century journalism—thvain over the American pred%.Thus, the
Beatles continued to demonstrate that they weideal vessel for the return of repressed modes

of experience. By integrating these modes withpttdleged rational mode in their artistic and

350 Anthology(book) 120.
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public personas, the Beatles ultimately providédcas for the integration of these

epistemologies in the predominant discursive domain
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Chapter 3: “Looking For the Inner Heat” **

Bob Dylan’s Radical Empiricism of Identity

I try my best to be just like | am, but everybo@yts you to be just like them

Bob Dylan, “Maggie’s Farnt®®

Writing about Dylan is in some ways more dauntimgntwriting about Presley or the
Beatles because of the sheer mass of excellerdtlite on him, but also less problematic in
some ways because Dylan himself wrote with depthiasight about a significant portion of the
period in his career that is the main focus of dhapter: his childhood through the moment in
1965 when he “went electric,” the platform from winihe would subsequently transform the
genre of rock and roll. The Beatles seem to infvden their biographers a journalistic eloquence
that never delves too deeply into any one charastaich is an entirely appropriate approach for
a band whose defining characteristic is that thheyf@ur equals in constant dialogue, accounts
generally focusing on the relationships betweennt®idual Beatles and between the Beatles
and their audience. Conversely, Dylan invites alahinterior depth that the Beatles generally
do not, for Dylan’s is the story of the lone genpa®t who is primarily concerned with his own
interior process and the way that process is nadan the external world. Although Dylan tells
much of his narrative in relation to his friendslanfluences, he less often recounts stories about
his relationships with these people, rather giwigt amount to character sketches of the

individuals that he admires and has learned f%m.
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a variety of philosophical and religious perspesdivand even an entire book solely devoted todhg 4 ike a
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As with the two previous artists, | will endeavormake explicit things that Dylan
implies, or that are implicated in the subtext isf farrative. However, this task is a bit more
complicated with Dylan for two reasons. First, Dyia still alive while the primary subjects of
the first two chapters, Presley and the Beatleg bath left the building, so to speak, the band
having been dissolved in 1970 and Lennon and Hartigving departed this corporeal life.
Second, Dylan is explicitly philosophical. Althoufk does not seem particularly interested in
academic philosophy of the kind | am employingjshéeeply interested in the philosophical
strains of music, literature, poetry, paintingyfjlhistory, and any number of other subjects. For
instance, Dylan writes i@hronicles “Balzac was pretty funny. His philosophy is plaind
simple, says basically that pure materialism iscipe for madness® Although Dylan seems
merely to be summarizing Balzac’s philosophy, Dyhandly ever says anything innocently,
rarely expressing ideas in an impartial, objecthanner, but rather speaking in ways that
demonstrate that he understands concepts becabses heed through them, and that those
concepts are always already embodied. Thus, Dyhgfigitly acknowledges here one of the
main points traced thus far in the present text the almost exclusive privileging of

reductionist “materialism” and its accompanyingaaality in modernity has produced a kind of

Rolling Stone” from which this dissertation takéstitle. However, perhaps the biggest differemceviiting about
Dylan is that he has published the first voluméisfmemoir:Chronicles Although Paul McCartney and George
Harrison have both written autobiographies, Johmios, the slightly predominant focus of the pregichapter,
never had a chance to, and Presley was not litgraciined.

On his website in 2011, Dylan wrote: “Everybody Wsoby now that there's a gazillion books on meeeith
out or coming out in the near future. So I'm enagurg anybody who's ever met me, heard me or exem isie, to
get in on the action and scribble their own bootuYiever know, somebody might have a great bodtkeim.*** |
take this passage as both a provocation and aealgell | agree with the implication that not mangagibooks have
been written about Dylan, though some exceptioastsr relatively recent biograpfiye Ballad of Bob Dylan: A
Portrait by Daniel Mark Epstein, David HajduPositively Fourth Streeseveral books by Greil Marcus, and
Dylan’s ownChronicles: Volume Onevhich offers an unparalleled view into the inmarkings of the man’s mind.
Thus, though | am not producing a whole book onaDythis chapter is my bid to write about him iway in
which he can recognize himself, though in doind will often take recourse to philosophers with wh®ylan may
not be familiar.

3% Chronicles45-46.
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collective “madness,” describable as a mass psi&hesulting from the repression of
affectivity. Furthermore, as with this referenceB@izac, inChronicles Dylan speaks about
almost everything obliquely. Most of the narratiseoncerned with the large cast of characters
that he admired and respected. He writes diretibpbhimself less often, rather giving an
impression, as in a photographic negative, of weatvas thinking and feeling in relation to
these other people. It seems likely, based orethdence, that he thinks about himself and
defines his character largely in this way, becontimgself by constantly projecting himself into
the subjectivity of others.

Thus, writing about Dylan is a rather more dauntask than writing about Presley or the
Beatles precisely because one gets the impressabvihile Presley and, to a lesser extent, the
Beatles were not particularly adept at articulatimg subtleties of their internal processes, Dylan
seems to be the one who understands his thinkisig Wéhereas the Beatles maintained a conceit
of critical distance from the intellectually prieding epistemology of modernity by means of
their ironic humor, Dylan has maintained a simdestance through an obfuscating, mysterious,
riddle-like way of speaking that often relies lesshumor, though he can certainly be hilarious
when he feels the urge. In fact, Dylan’s attitude much of the same absurdity that the Beatles
evinced in their humor and lyrics, but Dylan’s madeverbal expression is more like a Zen koan
or the modern poetry by which he was explicitljyushced. The Beatles as well as their
commentators expressed self-awareness more irgtitiditde and in their witty, cutting banter,
by saying things without saying them, whereas iiargly quite clear what Dylan is actually
saying, for many of his statements are metaphgrmgddorisms that can be taken on different
levels of discursive signification, evoking profalidepths and dizzying heights with Dylan as

opaque medium. As Greil Marcus describes Dylamataaly show opening for Joan Baez in
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1963: “Something in his demeanor dared you to pimdown, to sum him up and write him off,
and you couldn’t do it3°

Perhaps even more than Presley or the Beatlespnyda a true scholar of musical
history. Like the Beatles, he grew up on rock aslfj though he was closer to the source. As he
writes inChronicles

| was into the rural blues . . . it was a countdrpmmyself. It was connected to

early rock and roll and I liked it because it wédeo than Muddy and Wolf.

Highway 61, the main thoroughfare of the countryels, begins about where |

come from . . . Duluth to be exact. | always fidell’d started on it, always had

been on it and could go anywhere from it, even dowmthe deep Delta country.

It was the same road, full of the same contradistithe same one-horse towns,

the same spiritual ancestors. The Mississippi River bloodstream of the blues,

also starts up from my neck of the woods. | wasenéso far away from any of it.

It was my place in the universe, always felt likevas in my blood®’
If rivers are the arteries of a country, then higlggrare the nerve fibers, and Dylan felt that
growing up at the North end of Highway 61, the saosl that had been “the main thoroughfare
of the country blues,” formed an abiding connectbetween him and that deep well of African
American experience. Indeed, though Dylan explonady styles in his long career, he would
always return to the blué® Whereas Presley and Little Richard and Buddy Hatlgi the
Everly Brothers embodied the quintessence of muaatdaevement for the Beatles, particularly
in their early years, Dylan quickly passed throtigtse more contemporary influences to

immerse himself in the archaic, mysterious traditod folk music, of which the blues were an

integral part.

3% Greijl MarcusLike a Rolling Stone: Bob Dylan at the Crossroédsw York: PublicAffairs, 2005) 18.
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When asked at a 1966 press conference, “Why desym?” Dylan answers, “Why? Just
because | feel like singing®® Although this statement seems rather transpaitérears
unpacking. Dylan did not answer that he sang fgrtagh minded reasons, to change the world
or to create great art, though he certainly didhlwdtthese things, but simply because he felt like
it. There is no more direct evocation of the sutpmsthat Dylan has been driven primarily by
affect, though counter to the trivial connotatidingt this supposition might evoke in the context
of a rationality privileging modernity, Dylan in maways proves affect to be a window into the
most profound mysteries of human experience irathmal body.

Bearing a strong similarity to descriptions of b&ttesley and Lennon, the boy who
would become Bob Dylan is consistently portrayetiasng possessed a quality common to
artists alternately described as “awareness” arsis@ity”; he simply seemed to see and feel
more of the world than other childréf?.However, while this heightened awareness renders
many artists intensely sensitive to criticism, Dykeems not to have suffered much from this
usual downside to the artistic temperament, orggesta compensatory toughness was ingrained
into him from a young age by the harsh climatehefd¢oal-mining town of Hibbing, Minnesota,
as well as by the recurrent admonitions of his dnaother (whom Dylan calls “my one and only

confidante”) to “just let it go—let it wear itsediut,”"*

and by his father’s conventionally
austere parenting style. As Robert Shelton spessulathis biography about Dylan’s childhood
home: “The living room was so clean and orderlyeffything was in its place. Maybe that is

what they expected of him, to be just another hapyiance, to turn on and oft* Although

39 No Direction HomeDir. Martin Scorsese (Paramount Pictures, 2005).
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by all accounts Dylan’s parents were attentive gemkerous, it seems that they were also
steadfastly committed to the rationalized ethosadtaristic of 1950’s Midwestern modernity,
for as Dylan described his childhood to Nat Hentoft964: “| wasn't free. . . . | was constantly
on guard. Somehow, way back then, | already knetvghrents do what they do because they're
up tight. They're concerned with their kids in teda to themselves. . . . They want you to be
whattheywant you to be > This statement suggests the imposition of restéatonceptual
mores on many in Dylan’s generation by their pa'eg¢neration, which perhaps took the
privileging of rationality more for granted tharetbeneration born around the time of the
Second World War when the world was at its mogjréatly irrational, the residual
Enlightenment and Victorian presuppositions abbatgroper conduct of life coming starkly
into contrast with the bestial horrors of war. Nekreless, for no materially discernible reason
given his conventionally comfortable upbringingdas opposed to most other humans, close
friend Victor Maymudes asserts that Dylan “knewnr@s on fire when he was elevef{>Or, as
folksinger Pete Seeger expressed it in 1964: “Dyiary well become the country’s most
creative troubadour—if he doesn’t explodé®Dylan clearly possessed an extreme intensity
beyond the explanatory scope of his family backgdou

One of Dylan’s primary influences, whom he heardoth radio and record from an
early age, was Hank Williant§! As Dylan writes inChronicles “The sound of his voice went
through me like an electric rod. . . . Even at angpage, | identified fully with him. | didn’t have

to experience anything that Hank did to know whatas singing about.” Through recordings

37 David Hajdu,Positively &' Street: The Lives and Times of Joan Baez, BobrDilémi Baez
Farina, and Richard FaringNew York: North Point Press, 2001) 66.
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or transmissions of Williams’ voice, the older sing identity seemed to resonate with Dylan’s,
causing the young boy to feel intuitively drawnoimdentification with the man generally
considered to be the father of country music. Dgansed something of Williams in himself,
imaginatively becoming him just as Lennon had Atksley (though Dylan also seems to have
identified with Presley in a similar way), to theipt that Williams’ death in 1953, when Dylan
was only eleven years old, affected him profounttiearing about Hank’s death caught me
squarely on the shoulder. The silence of outerespawer seemed so loud.” Even at such a
young age, Dylan was apparently discerning enoadgmow truly great music when he heard it,
the metaphor of “outer space” as a psychologidadigscendent realm a recurrent image in his
narrative. Dylan recognizes that transformativestaiike Williams were somehow able to go
“beyond the circle¥® a phrase that seems to echo, whether consciousiyconsciously,
Bergson'’s “circle of the given,” to produce somathradically novel, something that had never
existed before though all of the material elemevdse extant.

Furthermore, Dylan acknowledges his debt, and byyprthe debt of many songwriters,
to Williams, for the country singer’s songs aredad some of the most sublimely constructed
compositions in popular music, from “Your Cheatieart” and “I'm So Lonesome | Could
Cry” to “Lost Highway” and “Ramblin’ Man,” so thdhey are often described as seeming
received rather than composed, a quality thattenadscribed to Dylan’s songs as well. As
Dylan writes later irChronicles “A song is like a dream, and you try to makeate true.
They're like strange countries that you have t@elit° By spending many hours listening to
Williams’ records, immersed in the affective torfdhese “strange countries,” Dylan seems to

have “internalized” the mode that Williams enacteaaginatively inhabiting the internal,

378 Chronicles95-97.
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subjective terrain that Williams had explored ardressed through his songs apparently
allowed Dylan to access that space within himsled,time spent there allowing the particular
mental and physical qualities of that “high lonegdmsychosomatic experiential domain to
subtly affect the development of the young boy’dilyoeconomy, incorporating the felt identity
embodied in Williams’ songs into the young BobbynAierman. As Dylan describes it, he
seems to have literally absorbed something of Wilk’ affectivity into his own affectivity
through the medium of recorded song, perhaps thrtug emulation of William’s posture,
breathing, tone of voice, facial expression, antbsih. Indeed, this seems to be just one
instance, albeit an especially significant andna&one, of the kind of process that occurs
whenever one listens to music. In a similar operato the truism that “you are what you eat,” it
also seems to be the case that “you are what gtanlio,” though Dylan apparently possessed
an exceptionally profound receptivity to musicalnsmissions of affect.

However, like many in his generation, “when rockl aall emerged,” David Hajdu
writes, “Bob became obsessed with the mu&ltecoming a fan of Presley, Holly, Little
Richard, and the red¥ Although, as Hajdu writes, Presley “had helpecbiditice young people
to aspects of the folk sensibility* according to Dylan, by the early sixties afterdieg had
returned from the army:

Nobody listened to him. . . . It had been yearsesime had done his hip thing and

taken songs to other planets. | still kept turrtimg radio on, probably more out of

mindless habit than anything else. Sadly, whatéy@ayed reflected nothing but

milk and sugar and not the real Jekyll and Hydentbe of the times. Th@en the

Road, HowlkindGasolinestreet ideologies weren't there, but how could faue
expected it to be? 45 records were incapable®8t it

380 Hajdu 67.
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It had only been three years since Presley had déexdted into the army in 1958, but to a twenty
year old Dylan whose high school years had alnxettey coincided with the peak of original
rock and roll, 1955-58, this relatively brief patimust have felt like an eternity of mediocrity.

In fact, it seems likely that this sense that papulusic was lacking excitement and vitality, the
guality of taking “songs to other planets,” is pably a large part of what impelled Dylan
ultimately to produce a new revolution in the mubiat he cared about so deeply, partially
through a synthesis of that music with the morehgigated and experimental beat “ideologies”
that he saw lacking in popular culture at the beigig of the sixties.

The moment when Presley was inducted into theamylimarked the end of the era of
original rock and roll. The waking beast was tenapity tamed, or at least mollified in the late
fifties and early sixties. However, the impulse #ods radical transformation through the
embrace of repressed epistemologies reemergedemigwed vigor in the form of what would
come to be called the sixties counterculture. AaBycknowledges in Scorsese’s documentary,
No Direction Homein Hibbing in the fifties, “the music that waspdarwas‘How Much Is
That Doggie in the Window?*** though the original rock and roll was still fréstthe young
man’s memory. As Dylan writes: “It wasn’t that | svanti-popular culture or anything and | had
no ambitions to stir things up. | just thought adimstream culture as lame and a big tri¢k.”
This was the brief moment of pause between thelimévolution of the fifties and the even
more transformative decade of the sixties, antiatgrum when the countercultural impulse was
pushed back underground into the more sophistiGtddntellectual manifestations of beat
poetry, folk music, and bebop (as opposed to thsBrtrad” jazz that the Beatles abhorred),

which all carried a radical impulse similar to tikhtock and roll, but which simply did not

384 Scorsese
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possess the same visceral drive and intensity edupith wide accessibility as the musical
genre initiated by Presley and his contemporafiemdeed, though the folk and beat
movements were certainly allies in their rejectodrthe dominant culture, Sean Wilentz
observing that “the folk revival and the Beat scehared certain ancestral connections in the
Depression-era Left®’ many folkies and beats did not quite see eye ¢cegyhis historical
moment. As Dylan writes: “The Beats tolerated fiolisic, but they really didn’t like it. They
listened exclusively to modern jazz, bebd{f However, though these three countercultural
streams—folk music, beat poetry, and bebop—wegdively distinct and not yet integrated,
Dylan seems to have sensed that they were bourwhte together down the road, the separate
streams flowing into the countercultural flood tbhaturred in the mid-to-late sixties, “a new
form of human existenc&® which Dylan did much to mediate, and which transfed the main
streams of culture even as it was absorbed by f@smminant discursive networks.

Despite the beats’ “exclusive” allegiance to japwawhich he could not entirely relate
(and which he may be exaggerating somewhat foorical effect), Dylan is probably the single
figure who did more than anyone else to bring th@ ¢ountercultural streams of beat poetics
and folk music together. Although he still care@jplg about the main streams of American
culture in which he was embedded, Dylan’s allegganas explicitly with the poets and the
folksingers and implicitly with rock and roll, thgh this profound commitment would only

come to light a few years later. In this momentaen revolutions, rock and roll had been

3% Gould 100. However, as Robert Palmer suggestsetQfismissed as a dull interregnum between thgnai
fifties rock explosion and the arrival of the ‘modeop band’ in the person of the Beach Boys aa®Biatles, the
late fifties/early sixties was in many ways a umityurich time for rock and roll, and one that fouhé music
growing in fresh and unexpected directions” (PalB8&: However, Dylan seems to have been signifigdess
interested in the sophistication and musical coripglef the Brill Building, Phil Spector, and theitl groups” than
were the Beatles.

37 Sean WilentzBob Dylan In AmericgNew York: Anchor Books, 2011) 51.
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temporarily coopted by the dominant commercialwelt Pat Boone had bigger hits than Little
Richard with bland, sanitized versions of his soagd, most significantly, Presley had been
coerced into cutting his hair and submitting to hiétary-industrial power structure, which
would be the primary locus of dissent for the gfprotest movements, the rationalized
“machine” that Mario Savio would fiercely exhoretstudents of Berkeley to throw their bodies
upon half a decade later in 1964.

However, the greatest influence on Dylan’s musit p@rsona during his initial rise to
fame, more than Presley, Williams, or Jonny Caskyoody Guthrie for, as Dylan asserts in
Chronicles “the songs of Woody Guthrie ruled my univerd€ bnce even extolling Guthrie as
“the greatest holiest godliest one in the wortt,and elsewhere proclaiming Guthrie a “genius
genius genius genius® Describing his first major encounter with Guthsienusic, most likely
in 1960 during a year spent in Minneapolis, Dylacatls listening to “about twelve double sided
78 records” by Guthrie. Although Dylan had appreadaGuthrie’s music before, he “hadn’t
actually heard” the singer from Oklahoma in “th#sta shattering kind of way.” Now, the
experience of hearing “all these songs togethes,after another” made his “head spin” with the
euphoria of discovery’®

Dylan goes to great lengths to describe precisélgt it was about Guthrie that struck
such a resonant chord in him and, much like theratharacter sketches and artistic analyses
that Dylan provides, this description of perhagsdreatest influence seems to reveal much
about how Dylan sees himself. Like Dylan, “GutHrad such a grip on things,” a phrase that

seems to indicate an acute awareness or sensespeptve evident in his compositions and

39 Chronicles49.
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performances. Both singers were able to see amésxfhe vast complexity of experience in
both simple and deeply insightful ways without reidg that complexity. Similarly, the three
adjectives that Dylan uses to describe Guthrieetiopaand tough and rhythmic,” evident in songs
like “Hard Travelin’,” “Cumberland Gap,” and “I AihGot No Home,” also accurately describe
the combination of factors that made Dylan exceyatioa verbal or intellectual fluency colored
with the romantic quality usually implied by the mid'poetic,” integrated with the physical and
intuitive “rhythmic” musicality that made the simgj affectively effective, and the “toughness”
that indicates a determination, drive, and potetansity impelling and supporting the
integration of the intellectual and somatic modeggested by the other two qualiti&s.

Guthrie’s “mannerisms” and “diction,” both rathersle qualities in singing, had a
titanic physical effect on the young Dylan: theysj about knocked me down,” “picked me up
and flung me across the room,” felt “like a puncéitd “tore everything . . . to pieces.” This
violent force of feeling that Guthrie had developeit “a perfected style of singing that it
seemed like no one else had ever thought aboutgled with “the infinite sweep of humanity”
in his lyrics, proved to be perhaps the single npostound influence on Dylan’s own styl&.
Like Guthrie, there is a force to Dylan’s singiegupled with exceptional subtlety and creativity
in phrasing that produces a visceral reaction énligtener’®® Indeed, this is why it is often said
of Dylan that one either loves him or hates him g voice is confrontational, making one feel
the affect that it is conveying in a particulanyeénse way (“Intensity, that's what he’s gdt’”
proclaimed producer Tom Wilson in 1964). And tmgensity, combined with the brilliance and

elevated perspective of both Guthrie’s and Dylavdsds, produces a sense that both singers are

394 Chronicles243-44.
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communicating something urgent and profound foRalert Ray has observed: “Teeundof
Bob Dylan’s voice . . . changed more people’s iddasut the world than his political message
did.”**® Indeed, one of the ways that Dylan integratedleteand intuition is simply by singing
complex, evocative words with multiple layers ofangng in an earthy, forceful style. Although,
ultimately, Dylan’s singing was deeply originalwiis necessary for him to emulate Guthrie’s
singing in order eventually to surpass his mentor.

However, in 1960, Dylan had not yet become theclkaloartist that he soon would, and it
is precisely through his compulsive aping of Gughhat Dylan found a platform from which he
could develop his own performative identify.Dylan, in a “trance,” felt that, in discovering
Guthrie, he had somehow discovered himself, “fgghore like myself than ever before.”
Indeed, Dylan sensed that Guthrie was expressialitigs of experience that Dylan had
perceived, but did not have the specific tropesrticulate. In Guthrie, he saw “some essence of

self-command #°

a phrase that seems to indicate, in this contlegtability to master one’s own
physical and mental processes by means of heightemareness to focus one’s energy in order
to produce ecstasy in oneself and in one’s audjehoagh certainly of a more introspective
kind than Presley induced with his swiveling hipsl @aritone “uh-uh-huhs,” or than the Beatles
produced with their head-shaking “oohs” and seahiagnonies.

Dylan found in folk music, with Guthrie its prinexemplar, a novel way of seeing the
world that had precedent in an archaic mode gdgersgressed in modernity, for many of the

rural places that Guthrie traveled through, thecesiof folk music, often still saw the world

through predominantly premodern modes of consciessnAs Dylan told Scorsese: “I thought

3% Marcus 53.
39 Hajdu 71.
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folk music was delivering me something, you knowjah is the way | always felt about life,
you know, and institutions, and ideology, and isvizst, you know, uncovering it at®* Dylan
understood that folk music articulated, both inytgcs and in its somatic performativity, a way
of relating to the world that he had always senstdtively but had not had the verbal or
musical tools to express, something intrinsic tomano experience that had been rendered
difficult to even perceive by systematic culturaionalization. Appropriately, for reasons that
appear to defy rational explanation, Dylan was ainthe few artists able to inhabit primarily the
intuitive mode, but also able still to find hugedazonsistent success in a largely rationalized
culture, thereby mediating the intuitive mode’sregsion into historical process.

Believing that he was Guthrie’s successor befoeeethvas any material evidence to
support this supposition, Dylan found it necessargmulate not only Guthrie’s music and
attitude, but all of the elements that made uprestor’s identity, even down to sometimes
claiming to be from Oklahoma. Guthrie offered aemative to the primary mode of rebellion
exemplified for Dylan in that moment by the latends Dean, Elvis Presley, and the beats. As
will become clear below, although they were extrignrdluential in his early development,
Dylan felt that the beats, particularly Jack Kemuaere ultimately reactionary, defining
themselves by what they were against rather thaat thley were for. However, some of the
beats certainly evolved with the emergence of tkiges counterculture, Allen Ginsberg being
the most obvious example, Dylan saying that “I kraWy two saintly people. | know just two

holy people. Allen Ginsberg is on&” Like many great artists, Ginsberg seems ultimately

“15corsese
92 The other was Dylan’s wife at the time, Sarah.t&psl74.
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have defined the beat movement by transcendimguich as Dylan did with various musical
genres, the two domains intertwined largely throtighrelationship of these two méH.
Nevertheless, in saying in relation to the beads thven a lost cause . . . would be better
than no cause,” an implicit reference to James Bdebel Without a Caus®ylan seems to be
articulating an inflection of what has often bed&amcterized as an overcoming of the
postmodern “incredulity towards metanarratives”dtoploy Lyotard’s phrase) in favor of a
more constructive kind of multivalence, a modemjagement arguably closer to what Charles

Olson intended in his coinage of the term “post-erad*®*

Dylan would soon write some of the
most powerfully scathing indictments ever recordéthe “bourgeois conventionality” against
which the beats railed. In particular, “Ballad oflain Man,” whose “Mr. Jones” seems to be the
epitome of the “man in the gray flannel stfif'that Dylan sees the beats reacting against,
embodies such a critique of the normalized ratibnaf predominant postwar cultural streams.
However, the subtle but essential difference betvizzdan’s vision and that of the beats as he
presents them is that Dylan seems to have meansahig, and others, not as a simple reaction to
the predominant mode, but as a provocation todher&nts of that mode to find out exactly
what is “happening” that Mr. Jones does not underktindeed, that Dylan, in the same mid-
sixties period admonishes his audience to ask takes “how does it feel?*® suggests that
Dylan had discovered the affective mode as an @ffecountermeasure to the exclusive

privileging of rationality. Instead of merely rejerg “bourgeois conventionality,” which is how

he perceives the primary activity of the beatsséems to be telling the Mr. Joneses of the world

S wilentz 51.

04|t seems to have been primarily through poststinatism, particularly of the French variety, thiag term took
on its more exclusively deconstructive tone. Irtipatar, Olson’s statement that “the job now, idbtoat once
archaic and culture-wise” seems to suggest songetifithe integration between premodern and modern
epistemologies. (Charles Ols@elected Letters£d. Ralph Maud, University of California, 200@.b
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to understand what is happening with the emergmmterculture by participating in that
counterculture, which generally seems to have ledt@iaying conscious attention to one’s
bodily feelings through various practices, both itaisand otherwisé®’

However, as Dylan admits, although his discovér@uthrie allowed him to perceive the
world with new eyes, his ascension to the role ofh@e’s successor was not all confluent
discovery:

Singing Woody's songs, | could keep everything else safe distance. This
fantasy was short-lived, however. Thinking thataswvearing the sharpest
looking uniform and the shiniest boots aroundpé&l sudden | felt a jolt and was
stopped short in my tracks. It felt like someond teken a chunk out of me. Jon
Pankake, a folk music purist enthusiast and soneeliterary teacher and film
wiseman, who’d been watching me for a while ongtene, made it his business
to tell me that what | was doing hadn’t escaped. Hilvhat do you think you're
doing? You're singing nothing but Guthrie sonds”said, jabbing his finger
into my chest like he was talking to a proper fétdnkake was authoritative and a
hard guy to get past. It was known around that Remkad a vast collection of
the real folk records and could go on and on abiwrn. He was part of the folk
police, if not the chief commissioner, wasn’t imgsed with any of the new
talent. To him nobody possessed any great mastesyerna could succeed in
laying a hand on any of the traditional stuff waihy authority. Of course he was
right, but Pankake didn’t play or sing. It's ndtdihe put himself in any position
to be judged®®

As with George Martin’s devastating critique of BBeatles, Pankake was an older, well-
educated, and “authoritative” guardian of cult@&jnd of gatekeeper, though of a more subtle
kind than Martin, an English professor who playedital role in Dylan’s development by
bursting his bubble of “fantasy” that he could atiyibecome Guthrie. Indeed, the image of
Pankake “jabbing his finger” into Dylan’s chestiphysical enactment of the critical mode
puncturing the purely intuitive mode which, withdbé mediating influence of intellectual

analysis, appears prone to inflated delusion atigiseeption of the kind Dylan initially

97 Some of these other practices include meditagioga, the ingestion of psychoactive compoundsthvezk,
and various therapeutic modalities. Marcus 118.
“%8 Chronicles248.
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experienced in relation to Guthrie, for belief vatlt some moderate degree of doubt seems to
preclude self-awareness.

Like the Beatles’ critique by Martin, though earlie his trajectory, this was one of
Dylan’s main points of initiation into the intele@l mode that he had temporarily turned away
from in favor of the intuitive modes characterisiicfolk music. As with the “police” or other
authority figures, Pankake played a conservatitenbaessary role in Dylan’s developmental
process. Though youth often rails against sucluallauthorities, these authorities exist to do
exactly what Pankake did for Dylan. That is, if Rake or someone like him had not rained on
Dylan’s parade, so to speak, it is unlikely thatdbywould have ever outgrown his emulation of
Guthrie, and our culture would be a much poorecelaith an obscure Woody Guthrie clone
named Bob Dylan instead of an artist of world-histgignificance going by that name. Of
course, just because the role that Pankake plagsdawecessary one does not mean that he does
not also deserve some criticism as a critic whdridiplay or sing,” who did not even endeavor
to take artistic risks and, thus, “did not put hatisn any position to be judged.” As the saying
goes: no risk, no glory. Pankake risked little actlieved a concomitant amount of notoriety,
mostly as a footnote in Dylan’s memoir. Conversélylan risked a great deal, which allowed
him to act as one of the primary performers ofdbmpensatory ingression of affectivity into a
generally rationalized cultuf&®

However, it should also be emphasized that not didl Pankake’s critique puncture
Dylan’s fantasy, but it actually liberated Dylawiin a different kind of repetition characteristic
of a more naive relation to the rational mode. Bylad been endeavoring to produce novelty by

exactly reproducing Guthrie’s musical persona, ¢ioin retrospect it is obvious that lightning

9t is instructive that, in a review @he Freewheelin’ Bob DylarPankake states an unequivocal preference for
Dylan’s first, self-titled album. (Hedin 17).
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never strikes in the same place twice; that iseftg\can only take a particular form once, for
when the new form of process has passed from paligninto actuality, it is no longer novel,
and novelty must subsequently find a different rfestation for its expression. Indeed, this is a
paradox at the heart of novelty’s ingression inacpss, as well as at the core of Dylan, who is a
primary avatar of that ingression. As Bergson writeCreative Evolution“There are things
that intelligence alone is able to seek, but whimhitself, it will never find. These things instin
alone could find; but it will never seek th&f° Thus Dylan, in his instinctual emulation of
Guthrie, a relatively unconscious relation to imimagéelexperience, was temporarily content to
dwell in the preexistent modes until an encountén & higher kind of intellect, in the form of
Pankake’s critique, provided the spur to self-awass that impelled Dylan to surpass the
already existent style. In a paradoxical operatioylan, without the benefit of rational training,
was temporarily thwarted in his search for novelpfalling prey to the simplest kind of rational
fallacy, the attempt to create something new bypgimepeating what has come before.
Pankake’s critique apparently incited a higher lofhdationality in Dylan that, in turn, further
liberated Dylan into the intuitive realms that xplitly favored. Indeed, a progression can be
seen through the three artists examined in theediation, for while Presley primarily enacted a
rejection of rationality, and the Beatles enactedlatively simple rejection and dialectical
reintegration of rationality, Dylan, true to forenacted a subtly complex imbrication of this
polarity through various compromise formations sashhis encounter with Pankake’s intuition-
liberating critique.

However, although Pankake allowed Dylan to tranddeabit through the performance of

analysis acting upon naive intuition, Pankake himsas not a primary agent of novelty

“10Bergson 124.
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because, at least in this context, he only embathedritical side of the polarity, while Dylan
increasingly embodied an integral synthesis of plodairity. As Whitehead observes, pure
intellect requires “recurrence to the utmost depthstuition for the refreshment of
imagination,*'* but intuition also requires critical analysis irler not to become trapped in
blind, repetitive organismic compulsion. The twodwas are vitally complementary, for the eras
in history when one mode has been predominantlgregsed in favor of the other seem equally
to be repressive of novelty, whether through thddréc violence of unmitigated instinct, still
widely practiced in some of the least developeae of the world (including the poorest
neighborhoods within the United States), or throtighneurotic nihilism and static conformity
characteristic of intellect run amok (visible irettnore extreme forms of postmodernism), which
for most of this text’s potential readers is somatrdioser to home.

Much as Dylan paradoxically sought novel ways tdtieg to experience in the archaic
past, he was liberated into a more expansive ntaleng been unconstrained in the habitual
emulation of his mentor, by the critical mode mofen associated with “negative judgment”
(by Whitehead) and repetition compulsion (by Bergso late modern culture. In some
contexts, particularly in more conservative orgielusly fundamentalist communities, or in
underprivileged communities without access to dquaducation, critical thought is the mode
that should perhaps be emphasized as a countecbatathe tyranny of feeling, usually justified
by simplistic conceptual structures. However, thastinfluential streams of our culture since
the seventeenth century, taking many forms, apjoelaave engaged in an opposite sort of

privileging operatior{*? In this way, the cultural spectrum traces somettike a waveform

*L Adventures of Ideak59.
412 cf. William JamesThe Will To Believe and Other Essays in Populaidiphy, and Human Immortaljty
(Digireads.com, 2010) 6.
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surging through historical process: even thoughetiaee many countervailing vectors mediated
by fundamentally different approaches to experiengaany different compromise formations,
it appears that at the moment of John Pankakeigwei of Bob Dylan in 1960, the young singer
was a primary embodiment of the vanguard of posamaty in its more constructive guise.
Dylan apparently brought to popular consciousnesse epistemologies that had been
reintroduced into discourse in the more purely aoad domain earlier in the twentieth century
by theorists like Bergson and Whitehead.

However, Dylan did not undergo an instantaneaasstormation in Pankake’s hands.
Rather, it was a series of encounters betweemibenten that mediated this period of Dylan’s
self-becoming. Continuing his description of tre@ichange, Dylan writes:

“You're trying hard, but you’ll never turn into Wdg Guthrie,” Pankake says to

me as if he’s looking down from some high hill, dikomething has violated his

instincts. It was no fun being around Pankake. ldelemme nervous. He breathed

fire through his nose. “You'd better think of sofmeq else. You’re doing it for

nothing. Jack Elliott’s already been where youard gone. Ever heard of him?”

No, I'd never heard of Jack Elliott. When Pankaiie $is name, it was the first

time I'd heard it. “Never heard of him, no. Whateddhe sound like?” John said

that he’d play me his records and that | was irefsurprise. . . . The record

started to spin and Jack’s voice blasted into ¢dloe. . . . Damn, I'm thinking,

this guy is really great. He sounds just like Wo@iythrie, only a leaner, meaner
one, not singing the same Guthrie songs, thoufglit like I'd been cast into

sudden hell. . . . Elliott, who’d been born tenngelaefore me, had actually
traveled with Guthrie, learned his songs and dtgdéhand and had mastered it
completely. . . . Pankake was right. Elliott wasbdayond me*'3

The external acknowledgement that Dylan was tryinigecome Guthrie cast this attempt in a
new light. Whereas before, Dylan’s emulation ofid® had been a pure and pleasurable
activity, now it was shown to be a limitation, ain a process of becoming himself. Indeed,
Dylan’s statement that “it was no fun being aroBahkake” attests to the older man’s loyalty to

the conventional, critical mode of consciousnesesehipeak,” as Whitehead observes, is
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“negative judgment,” for rationality alone can omlyalyze phenomena into their constituent
elements, a myopically reductive partiality intigadly blind to the possibility of genuine
novelty’s emergence. Dylan saw the necessity egirating this critical mode with the novel
archaic mode he was exploring, but he recognizatithie critical mode alone tended to be
repressive of novelty, a quality often accompatigdhe affect of “fun.” As Dylan came
implicitly to understand, while pure intellect fimdts culmination in “negative judgment,” pure
affective novelty unmediated by intellect is ultit@g hedonistic and mute. Thus, though he did
not enjoy Pankake’s critique, Dylan was self-anareugh to realize that he must undergo it to
become what he felt he was on the path to becoming.

However, before he could create something genpimalv, it seems to have been
necessary for Dylan to “become” Elliott as welkggrating the further permutation of the role
that Guthrie had previously played. Dylan continues

Elliott had indeed already gone beyond Guthrie, lands still getting there. | had

nothing near the compelling poise of self thatardeon the record. . . . |

sheepishly left the apartment and went back oottime cold street, aimlessly

walked around. | felt like | had nowhere to got fide one of the dead men

walking through catacombs. It would be hard ndééanfluenced by the guy |

just heard. I'd have to block it out of my mindptlgh, forget this thing, tell

myself | hadn’t heard him and he didn’'t exist. Haswoverseas, anyway, in a self-

imposed exile. The U.S. hadn’t been ready for lthmod. | was hoping he’d stay

gone, and | kept hunting for Guthrie sorils.

Dylan was momentarily at a loss in the trajectdrizie self-becoming. Discovering Guthrie, he
had found an already explored corner of the wdréd his affectivity resonated with profoundly.

However, Dylan felt that it was not his fate to ema Guthrie clone. Thus, Pankake had, in a

sense, killed the identity of “Woody Guthrie” tHaylan had briefly inhabited so that, for a brief
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period, perhaps just that one evening, Dylan ‘fkeét the dead men walking through
catacombs,” a ghost of his former identity who hatlyet found a new role to inhabit.

At first he tried to deny Elliott’s influence, “tolock it out of my mind,” indicating an
initial resistance to the critical mode embodiedhils instance by Pankake. However, Dylan
does not seem generally prone to prolonged sektem, and the death of Dylan’s Guthrie
persona quickly issued into his rebirth as nonerotiian Ramblin’ Jack Elliott:

A few weeks later, Pankake heard me playing agaghveas quick to point out

that | didn’t fool him, that | used to be imitatiguthrie and now | was imitating

Elliott and did | think in some way that | was eealent to him? Pankake said

that maybe | should go back to playing rock and] tbat he knew | used to do

that. | don’t know how he knew—maybe he was a &my, but in any case, |

wasn’t trying to fool anybody. | was just doing wha&ould with what | had

where | was. Pankake was right, though. You caké tonly a few dance lessons

and think you're Fred Astaifg?

Again, Pankake was the critical agent that pundtidglan’s emulation of the man who had
emulated Guthrie and then possibly even eclipsed Berhaps Pankake could somehow sense
from Dylan’s style and attitude that he used ty ptack and roll, but his suggestion to Dylan
that he go back to that genre proved propheticthiigris exactly what Dylan would do a few
years later once he had established himself gsrimary heir to Guthrie, effectively supplanting
Elliott in that role. But as Dylan claims, he wast trying to be deceptive, not “trying to fool
anybody.” Rather, he knew that in order to moveas his felt destination, this period of
emulation was necessary, in retrospect, a stag@ééhamust pass through, “doing what | could
with what | had where | was.” Essentially, Dylaeses to have been absorbing preexisting
elements within himself, devouring Guthrie and dtliso that he could employ their tropes to

produce a novel synthesis of their styles. As afidjartists know, one must pass through an

apprenticeship in which one emulates and integ@tes precursors before one can surpass
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them. However, at the stage in his developmenated by Pankake’s critique, it was necessary
for Dylan to understand that although becoming @etand Elliott felt like he was becoming
more himself, these identities were not restinggsabut stepping stones on a path that
ultimately produced the artist who would play sadarge role in the transformation of his
culture?*®

This section of Dylan’s narrative vividly illustes his exceptional persistence, his
intrinsic will towards transformation, so that tbgoic death produced by Pankake’s criticism did
not halt Dylan’s trajectory as it might have doonerhany other aspiring singers, but impelled
him to new heights, much as the Beatles’ Deccatiandmpelled them radically to shift their
approach. Although Dylan did not “get caught ug'thivhat people thought of him because he
seems usually to have taken an essentially obggatixperimental approach to his own identity,
he does not appear to have been closed off tootheil he was forced by extraordinary fame to
keep most people at b}’ As photographer Barry Feinstein has observed, ‘@aby only
liked to have friends like us around him. He hadraage to maintain, and he protected"t”
Although Dylan kept to his close friends, and hes\gaarded even with them, he seems to have
been extremely open to new ideas, particularlytangtthat he could use to move forward. As
he tells Scorsese: “I have a habit | picked up spate along the way: whatever works for me,
not to give that away so easil$#° Dylan incorporated many elements into his identitawing
from many different sources (musical, poetic, iietual, and performative), but always fiercely

protecting his freedom to do and to be exactly whd what he felt like doing and being, and to

418 wilentz 53.

417 Chronicles253-4.
“18 Hedin 33-34.

19 Hajdu 191.

420 5corsese



174

form habitual ways of thinking that may have seesteahge or perverse to others, but that
allowed him to become himself relatively unencunelddoy societal constraints.

As Dylan would sing in “Maggie’s Farm” a few yedaser: “I try my best to be just like |
am, but everybody wants you to be just like théMA line that encapsulates Dylan’s search for
authentic selfhood based on his affective sengeréhan on preconditioned, rationalized roles
and mores. Similarly, Dylan told journalist Nat Heff at the session foknother Siden 1964:

“I want to write from inside me. . .. The way kdi to write is for it to come out the way | walk
or talk. . . . Not that | even walk or talk yetdikd like to. | don’t carry myself the way Woody,
Big Joe Williams, and Lightnin’ Hopkins have cadi#temselves. | hope to someday, but
they're older.*?> Dylan’s primary drive seems always to have be@nséarch for mature
authenticity, for both his music and his physiaadl @erbal personas to be expressions of his core
self#?®* As Dylan told Hentoff, “What’s wrong is how few pele are free. Most people walking
around are tied down to something that doesnthiein reallyspeak. . . All I can do is be
me.”?*In his process of becoming through the liberatbauthentic selfhood, and thereby the
intensification and complexification of immediatgoerience, Dylan felt impelled to “keep
straight ahead,” engaging with and dispatching'shadowy forms that had to be dealt with in
one way or another,” like an “honorable knight'who must confront many trials in his pursuit
of the grail. For Dylan, Jack Elliott, the “King tfe Folksingers,” was just such a “shadowy

form,” the expression of a mode that Dylan was celied to become and then to overcome.

“21 Bringing It All Back Home
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However, it would still be some time after his stied of the Ramblin’ Jack persona that Dylan
would create the more novel persona which wouldydsim towards his initial fam&?®

At that moment in the early sixties in Minneapolyjan apparently felt that a new order
was in the process of arising out of the old, am@dénsed that, by passing through the successive
trials of identity which he describes, he couldtiggrate significantly in the coming
revolutionary upheaval through the medium of follusic. As he writes:

Practically speaking, the ‘50s culture was likeidge in his last days on the

bench. It was about to go. Within ten years’ timh&yould struggle to rise and

then come crashing to the floor. With folk songsedded in my mind like a

religion, it wouldn’t matter. Folk songs transceddie immediate cultur®’
As Dylan recognizes, the old guard was constitutdte privileging of that mode of thought
which intrinsically seeks to repress the eruptibnavelty, “like a judge in his last days on the
bench,” and Dylan’s devotion to folk songs was &y geared towards the overcoming of
those present constraints. It is these very sdrajsbecame the vehicle through which Dylan
embodied and catalyzed the cultural revolution W& about to take place perhaps as much as
any other individual.

And it is clear that Dylan saw this cultural revibddim as the pivot-point between two eras:
“I was born in the spring of 1941. The Second Wandr was already raging in Europe. . . . If
you were born around this time or were living afidea you could feel the old world go and the
new one beginning. It was like putting back thecklto when B.C. became A.D. Everybody
born around my time was part of both.” It seems Bydan sees the years stretching from the

end of World War 1l to the beginning of the sixteesa moment of pause and relative stasis

between two distinct historical periods. Dylan ¢onés:

%6 Hajdu 73.
42 Chronicles27.
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It was said that World War 1l spelled the end @& #kge of Enlightenment, but |

wouldn’t have known it. | was still in it. Somehdwould still remember and feel

the light of something about it. I'd read that &tMoltaire, Rousseau, John

Locke, Montesquieu, Martin Luther—visionaries, rexmnaries . . . it was like |

knew those guys, like they'd been living in my baekd**®
Dylan seems to be speaking almost literally whesdys that he “was still in” the “Age of
Enlightenment” at the moment when he was findirggdrtistic voice in the early sixties, for the
mode of consciousness that the young man inhahppdars to have exhibited all the
characteristic optimism, revolutionary fervor, araveté visible in the dominant philosophy of
the eighteenth century. This era seems to have smanthing like the adolescence of Western
culture, a stage of consciousness that Dylan feisélf to be enacting in what might be
described as a fractal reiteration.

Instinctively, Dylan knew, like most young peoplleat he must pass through the state of
mind so eloquently and completely articulated ey ‘thisionaries” and “revolutionaries” of
earlier times before he could catch up with theguamnd of consciousness in his own time and
place. Dylan immersed himself in the early, morpassively inspired stage of modernity in
which a whole new world was opening up to the mioidhe philosophical revolutionaries that
he mentions, a stage at which this new mode ofghioliad not yet become an orthodoxy
repressive of the subsequent mode, though it dehahil against the limitations and destructive
irrationality of affect unmediated by intellect. Asth Dylan’s immersion in the premodern
modes of archaic folk music, he also immersed hifnalsging his first few years in New York in

the intellectual efflorescence of the Enlightenmevitich had become nearly as archaic as the

folk traditions by that moment in the mid-twentiegntury.

428 Chronicles28, 30.
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Dylan writes about an apartment that he stayedtim fvends in New York before
recording his first aloum that seems to symbol@ehim the high culture descended from the
Enlightenment in which he was so interested atri@nent:

The place had an overpowering presence of litegand you couldn’t help but

lose your passion for dumbness. Up until this tilddeen raised in a cultural

spectrum that had left my mind black with soot.rigta. James Dean. Milton

Berle. Marilyn Monroe. Lucy. Earl Warren and Khrakbv, Castro. Little Rock

and Peyton Place. Tennessee Williams and Joe Diagjgedgar Hoover and

Westinghouse. The Nelsons. Holiday Inns and hot&bevys. Mickey Spillane

and Joe McCarthy. Levittown. . . . Standing in tlmem you could take it all for a

joke. . . . There were all types of things in hé@oks on typography, epigraphy,

philosophy, political ideologies.

Dylan reels off a list of names: Tacitus, PericlBscydides, Gogol, Balzac, Maupassant, Hugo,
Dickens, Machiavelli, Dante, Rousseau, Ovid, an@umh on. As he writes: “I was looking for

the part of my education that | never got” aftesghing out of his first year of college, having
rarely attended classes. Raised in the Midwestalihd been immersed in a certain stream of
American popular culture, in what he aptly dessihs a “passion for dumbness.” In all fairness,
despite being the locus of some excellent univessénd pockets of thriving artistic and
intellectual communities, the predominant culturéhe Midwest has tended towards anti-
intellectualism in favor of more practical and imtte knowledge constituted in attention to the
rhythms of nature and the body. This focus of déitb@nwas apparently born of necessity in the
central practice of rural agriculture for that acddhe country, which has been described as
America’s “bread basket.” Indeed, it seems plaesibat Dylan means the term “dumb” not in

the more common contemporary sense of “stupid,’ibus more literal meaning, which is the

inability to speak. Thus, Dylan may be suggestirag it is not that the culture of the Midwest
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breeds stupidity, but rather that it often fostmganterest in nonverbal, and therefore non-
intellectual modes of knowintf’

Dylan was raised in an area of the country thathsegenerally to have favored certain
limited forms of the repressed epistemologies, dgihatne full range of these modes, particularly
the more ecstatic and exploratory ones, were @&wem more repressed here than on the coasts,
perhaps to compensate for the rejection of intebggaying homage to the rationalized quality
of much of America’s self-conception in the fiftjeonditioned by radio and television, and
exemplified in the repetitive architectural confayrof suburban developments like Levittown
(though there were many subcultures that complictites facile image of the unitary, “Leave it
to Beaver” postwar plastic utopia). Though deepbugded in the repressed modes, Dylan
possessed a restless intellectual mind, perhapialpea product of his Jewish cultural

430
e

heritage;” embedded within the very different mode privilegedhe Midwest. This dissonance

between context and inclination pulled him on gnmhage to New York City, which for him

“29 Chronicles35-36. If only to bring balance to Dylan’s ratimagative assessment of his place of origin in the
above passage, it is worthwhile to reproduce aggestomDialogues of Alfred North Whitehead reported by
Lucien Price:

“It often seems to me,” Whitehead resumed, “thablpaan man was at his best between 1400 and
1600. Since then our appreciation of beauty hasrbedoo overlaid with intellectualizing. We
educated people have our aesthetic sense too tughiyated and do not come to beauty simply
enough. It is possible that the feeling for beasitjwuch more true and strong in unschooled
people than in ourselves. The early cathedral btsld-even the Norman and Romanesque—did
not theorize: thepuilt; and the poets went to work much more directly. M/®day over-

elaborate. The only place | see where another §oeéring of European culture might come is

in the American Middle West, where the start ccuddresh and from the ground up” (Price 60).

It might be suggested that Whitehead’s Midwestdélowering of European culture,” predicted in 1985evident in
rock and roll, particularly in Dylan and Preslegr ¥Vhitehead assents to the broad definition oMidbvest
suggested by Price as “Between the AppalachianstenRockies. . . . Roughly, the Mississippi Bagipfice 68).
As if designed to fulfill Whitehead'’s prophecy, hdflemphis and Minneapolis lie along the Mississifyer, the
central axis of the geographical area delineatedhitehead and Price.

430 As Owen Barfield explains iBaving the Appearances: A Study in Idolathe ancient Hebrews were the
forerunners of modernity’s crusade against a premodiorld view founded primarily on formal and fina
causation, which Barfield terms “original particiiga,” and which was almost completely dominanbptb the
initiation of the individuation of the autonomouional intellect by the ancient Hebrews, and sgbsatly by the
ancient Greeks, that found its culmination in thet kthree centuries (Barfield 124.)
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was the cultural capital of America, not to mentiba Jewish capit4df* where he found the high
cultural works mentioned above to be a revelatitmwever, Dylan soon recognized that he
could never master it all, both “high” and “low” ltwre, as folk music was considered by some,
that he had to choose a path: “I wanted to reatthedle books, but | would have to have been in
a rest home or something in order to do thatl read the poetry books, mostly. Byron and
Shelley and Longfellow and Po&* Dylan had instinctively chosen the high cultutaéam that
perhaps most carried the impulse countervalertedtivileging of rationality and materialism:
poetry, which had kept the flame of the represgest@mologies burning through the literally
heady years of the Enlightenment and the ascenddrsmeence and rationalist philosophy in the
seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries.

However, | do not wish to suggest that these ceedwxhibited a simple trajectory from
affect to rationality any more than Dylan’s trafmst possessed simple directionality, for this
fundamental transformation of culture traverseduigh many regressions, reactions, side roads,
and compromise formations. Indeed, as Weber shindarger movement towards rationalism
took place within the crucible of the Protestamatainations of Christianity, which is the
epitome of a compromise formation, mediating tl@gition from premodern religious forms to
the secular rationalism that would become a predanticultural mode by late modernity.
Furthermore, the religious revivals and awakenwigbe nineteenth century, as well as literary

Romanticism and idealist philosophy, all presadpdftirther ingression of premodern

“31|n the 1950s, there were more Jews in New Yorl, @ieaking at 2.1 million (roughly a quarter of #igy/'s
population), than any other city in the United 8safThus, it seems likely that part of the reasby @ylan was so
drawn to New York is that he had grown up an oatsigart of a tiny Midwestern Jewish enclave ampriigparily
Christians, and he was instinctively drawn to tlece where he could feel the least an outsideisimWwn country.
When he arrived in New York, it seems that he findiscovered a culture that valued his particbii@nd of
intellectual intensity, a quality often ascribedI@wish people, perhaps a product of that cultunélennia-long
commitment to language as “the people of the boikJA Federation of New York,he Jewish Community Study
of New York: 201lwww.ujafedny.org, 39)

432 Chronicles37.
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epistemological modes into the post-EnlightenmersiMperhaps culminating, at least so far, in
the massive cultural upheaval of the nineteenesi&tf Thus, Dylan was at the very crest of a
wave that had swept through many cultural permutatas a countervalent impulse to the
Enlightenment. And one of the primary permutatiohthis impulse was poetry, which is often
as interested in the rhythmic sonority of wordsnatheir literal meaning. As Dylan writes: “I
read a lot of the pages aloud and liked the so@ititeovords, the language,” which indicates
that he was drawn perhaps even more to the postialcadences than to the ideas that the
words expressed. Indeed, that Dylan read these 9akmd speaks volumes about how he
would use these texts as models for his expandisang forms. As he continues: “In the past,
I'd never been that keen on books and writers ltilsetl stories . . . The folksingers could sing
songs like an entire book, but only in a few ver$§&sDylan’s inclinations did not lead him
towards a conventional literary calling (if suchalling can be called conventional), but rather
towards songwriting deeply informed by literatyshilosophy, and, most especially, poetry.

However, Dylan was drawn to New York not only bessof its association with
intellect and high culture, but because many offthiesingers whom he admired resided there.
Dylan’s relocation to New York was a pilgrimagewbat he perceived as “the capital of the
world,” a journey to find the people who embodiesl yearning for meaningful connection in a
culture where such connection seemed increasinffigult to locate. As seen above, Guthrie,
whom Dylan describes as “the true voice of the Acaer spirit,*** had been a particular mentor
for Dylan through his records and biography, antaByvas following a deeply sensed

summons to explore the place that Guthrie inhap#aad eventually even to form a close

33 Cf. Morris DicksteinGates of Eden: American Culture in the Six{i@ambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1997).

34 Chronicles39.
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relationship with his idol, telling Nat Hentoff 964: “seeing Woody Guthrie was one of the
main reasons | came Ea$t®Coming from the small town of Hibbing, Dylan mimstve felt
liberated in New York, for the complexity of thaty¢ “a web too intricate to understand,”
reflects the complex mystery generally attribute@®ylan himself. Indeed, that Dylan “wasn’t

“37to understand the city seems implicitly to suggjest he was interested in

going to try
analyzing neither himself nor the place in whichftvend himself, both literally and
metaphorically. Rather, he seems to have been mi@rested in exploring the intricacies of

both the city and his own mind, bringing the thimgsfound there to light, sharing his thoughts
and ideas rather than trying to explain where tteeyie from or what their deeper meaning was.
Indeed, as he says Mo Direction Home*| can't self-analyze my own work'® for as we have
seen with both Presley and the Beatles, thougétiver different inflections, the analytical mode
is generally incompatible with inspired artistieativity, at least in the moment of creation.

As noted above, in reading Dylan’s memoir, ondrigsck by how little he talks about
himself, and how much he talks about other pedp&cast of characters that he admired and
engaged with. In fact, it seems clear from hisingithat this is how Dylan thinks: he projects
himself into others so that he almost becomes tleempathizing with them so deeply that he
elicits the potential part of himself that is likeem in the process. Perhaps even more extreme
than Lennon’s emulation of Presley, Dylan actuafgms almost to have become the characters
that he inhabited, both real and invented. Indasd)ylan himself recognizes, particularly in

these early days in New York, but to varying degreoughout his career, he “didn’t have too

much of a concrete identity. . . . ‘I'm a ramblermla gambler. I'm a long way from home.’

436 Hedin 36.
437 Chronicles9.
438 Scorsese
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That pretty much summed it up®® Dylan was an explorer, both geographically andtalgn as
well as a “musical expeditionary*® He went wherever he felt like going, wherever his
exceptionally attuned affective sense directed him.

The Beatles were ultimately political, one of thenary exemplars of the impulse
towards putting differences aside and working gsoap to create great art, integrating disparate
modes in an emergent entity (for, in Carol Hanisgdtirase, “the personal is political”). In
contrast, Dylan had many companions, but he wasyswltimately a man alone, a “true

»441

loner™™" experimenting with his identity, trying on radilgatlifferent modes one after another at

a dizzying pace, integrating these modes withinskifn As he sings in “Jokerman” from the
1983 albuminfidels he was constantly “shedding off one more layeskirfi,”*?just as he shed
fellow-travelers, driven by what he describes ia ¥iery next line as “the persecutor within,”
though this inner drive that he felt so stronglgres to have manifested in a somewhat less
oppressive, more expansive form in his sixties egpee. And one can see this radical
experimental quality in Dylan’s facial expressiolise a great method actor, he is committed
completely to whatever part he is playing at thatmant. He does not seem to countenance
much doubt, giving himself wholly and unselfishtyhis successive roles.

Thus, although Dylan was a rambler, he rambled gieat ambition. As he writes,
“Picasso had fractured the art world and crackedde open. He was revolutionary. | wanted to

be like that.**® Indeed, as Leonard Colféhand other¥” have recognized, Picasso is perhaps

the closest analogue in twentieth century visualasthe way Dylan’s musical career has

“3 Chronicles55.

*“035corsese

41 Chronicles255.

42 Bob Dylan,Infidels (Columbia Records, 1983).

43 Chronicles55.

%44 Jim Slotek, “Cohen’s Future is NowThe Toronto SufiNov. 19 1992).
*5 Hedin 49.
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evolved: prolific and passing through many phabet artists transformed their medium as well
as their culture. And like Picasso, Dylan was a mvho let his intuition guide him, forging
bravely into each new realm that opened beforedrrhis path. Indeed, Dylan seems to have
exuded an exceptional charisma similar to thatic$3o. According to friend Happy Traum:
“I've never seen anything like it in my life. Frotine day he arrived in the city it was like nobody
could talk about anything else. It was Bobby tmd 8obby that, where was Bobby, what was he
going to do next. Have you seen Bobby? No mattetuwe did or what he didn’t do,” Traum
asserts, “people were just obsessed with the gwadn’t just about the music, although that got
more interesting as time went off®Like Picasso or the few individuals at the pineazi any
area of human endeavor, Dylan seems to have pesisa$snd of “animal magnetism,” drawing
multiple genres into his field of influence, leagianything he touched transformed.

Dylan describes the Café Wha?, where he got hisistthe New York scene, as “a
subterranean cavern,” which immediately recallsuh@erground quality of the Beatles’ major
venue in Liverpool. When the master of ceremonig3adé Wha?, folksinger Fred Neil, told

Dylan he “could play harmonica with him during Bits,” Dylan “was ecstatié¢*’

which
obviously indicates that Dylan was happy to hagggaHowever, in light of all that is known
about Dylan, this phrase also seems to refer taDylrelatively rare capacity to induce ecstatic
affect in himself and, eventually, in others. Indeene gets the sense from listening to,
watching, and reading about Dylan that one of Bitnthg characteristics was that he naturally
entered and inhabited this state of ecstasy witteraase than almost anyone else, though this

somatic state should not be mistaken for mere n@spi As Dylan recalls his childhood in a

200460 Minutednterview, “I really didn't consider myself happy unhappy. | always knew

446 Epstein 90.
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that there was something out there that | needgdttto. And it wasn't where | was at that
particular moment**® Thus, Dylan’s whole orientation did not revolvewand the polarity of
happiness and unhappiness, but rather aroundriss &¢ destination, and his need to be “out of
stasis,” always moving and transforming. Howeueough he was initially elated at the novelty
of having a steady gig in New York City, after hayispent many hours in Café Wha?, Dylan
heard “nothing that would change your view of thald,” which obliquely demonstrates that
the young singer was not looking for mere entent&int, but for something transformative,
revelatory, something that went beyond the “madnibsd results from “pure materialism,”
which he perceived as dominant in moderffyAnd as is so often the case, Dylan began
looking for this “world view” changing revelation the distant past.

When Dylan first arrived in New York, he “began bgarg out at the Folklore Center, the
citadel of Americana folk music. . . . The smadirstwas up a flight of stairs and the place had
an antique grace. It was like an ancient chapelThe place was a crossroads junction for all the
folk activity you could name and you might at amyge see real hard-line folksingers in
there.”*° Sean Wilentz describes the places Dylan spent aidss early days in New York,
including the Folklore Center and the Café Wharagrothers, as “Dylan’s Yale College and
his Harvard,** and as musician John Herald observed: “It wasDijgan was in all the places
all the time.” The Folklore Center, which Hajdulsdthe nerve center of the Village folk

M52

community,”* was a treasure trove of archaic knowledge and motlexperience. As Dylan

describes:

“8«Dylan Looks Back,’60 Minutes(CBS News, November 13 2006).
49 Chronicles45-46.
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There were a lot of esoteric folk records, tooyadlords | wanted to listen to.

Extinct song folios of every type—sea shantiesjl®iar songs, cowboy songs,

songs of lament, church house songs, anti-Jim Gmws, union songs—archaic

books of folk tales, Wobbly journals, propagandmphlets about everything

from women'’s rights to the dangers of boozing, by®aniel De Foe, the

English author oMoll Flanders A few instruments for sale, dulcimers, five-

string banjos, kazoos, pennywhistles, acoustiagsiimandolins. If you were

wondering what folk music was all about, this waes place where you could get

more than a vague glimméy’
Differing from a normal library filled with novelsiistorical treatises, and scientific tomes, the
Folklore Center was a genuine repository of folkwiedge, of the repressed mode that railed
against the evils wrought by the unbalanced donu@ar rationality—racism, classism,
imperialism—and that sought refuge and escape stengus liminal places—the sea, the wild
west, old churches, children’s stories, and boherareclaves. Indeed, the “conceptual
simplification” of rationality divorced from affeiste knowledge can justify the most barbaric
behavior, from slavery to genocide, if the appraf@ipremises are adopted and acted upon.
Although Dylan claims to have absorbed a great deahat passed as knowledge in the main
streams of culture, this archaic folk knowledge weessort of education in which he was
primarily immersed, half-consciously searchingdoway out of the constraining cage that
modernity had inevitably become over the centusiass development. And this archaic
orientation deeply influenced the songs that Dylauld soon write.

As Dylan notes: “The madly complicated modern wavlts something | took little
interest in. It had no relevancy, no weight. | wasaduced by it.” Dylan appears not to have
been particularly interested in the modes of thotigdt predominated in late modernity, in the

concerns of his day. Rather, “what was swingingidal and up to date for me was stuff like the

Titanic sinking, the Galveston flood, John Henry drivingedt John Hardy shooting a man on the

453 Chronicles19.
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West Virginia line. All this was current, playedt@and in the open. This was the news that |
considered, followed and kept tabs 8ff'Dylan imaginatively inhabited the dim American pas
dreaming himself into long gone times becauseithahere his inclination led him, but
ultimately because this immersion in a temporaiggaht world is what allowed him to see his
own time for the transient dream that it was, whickurn made the present appear malleable,
susceptible to transformation. What Dylan seentsaie been searching for through this polarity
of old and new, more than anything else, was antiiye a way to perform himself in such a
manner that he could convey the vast complexitylwdt he felt but had not yet found the form
and mode to express, and he did this by delvirgytimt deep past to find a way beyond the
tyranny of the preseft’

In early 1961, Dylan was playing at various smdidk venues like the entry-level Café
Wha?, but he had his sights set on what might berited as the next rung up the ladder: the
Gaslight. As with the Beatles, Dylan’s immediateb#ons were always pragmatically oriented
towards the next step forward rather than the heitffat he ultimately attained. And like Dylan,
the Gaslight was “cryptic” and “had mystique,” whiis perhaps why he wanted to play there.
He apparently felt drawn to the venue, not onlydose it was a more prestigious place to play,
but because he sensed that its affective toneideithavith his own, a quality that he conveys
through poetic, philosophical parables. Insteastating things directly, Dylan seems compelled
to express himself in words that demand interpi@tathat intimate multiple levels of meaning,
which bears a strong similarity to the way he déssrthe quality of cryptic mystique that

surrounded the Gaslight, “a closed drawn circlé #meunknown couldn’t break intd>® Indeed,

454 Chronicles20.
455 Wilentz 9.
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this metaphor is more apt for the way Dylan sawchiger than the ladder metaphor: while the
Beatles saw their trajectory as rungs to be clintegtessively, Dylan saw his trajectory as
delving into successive layers of mystery and degpthbyrinth to be penetrated and mastered.
And that Dylan saw himself in this way also draws listener into these mysterious deptHs.

At the Gaslight, Dylan “played the folk songs thabssessed and paid attention to what
was going on in the moment® He “possessed” the songs that he sang, not onynovthem,
but imbuing them with vitality and significance,cahe seems to have been able to do this
because he was immersed in the moment, not pryrtamiking about past or future, where he
had come from or where he was going, but beingeptet® each durational instance. As Dylan
would later sing in “Mr. Tambourine Man,” he wasileing to “forget about today until

tomorrow,*°°

a paradoxical operation whereby Dylan more fullyabited the present by not
thinking about the present as an object for pafitare contemplation, but as the immediate
locus of his bodily experience. And as Marcus olsgr“His sense of time, or timelessness,
only rarely failed him,*° a timelessness that Wilentz articulates as “hityabo crisscross
through time and space. It could be 1927 or 184dllical time in a Bob Dylan song, and it is
always right now too®*

Spending time at the Gaslight, Dylan was surrourietall kinds of characters looking
for the inner heat. | felt like | was seeing it silting on the crest of a cliff.” As with the lanage

used to describe the Beatles’ music, Dylan recagniaat the inspiration the performers were

seeking was an energetic “inner heat” that coulthbde to burn more brightly through attention

4" Marcus 23.
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and practice. Dylan, without inflation, recognizkat he seems to have had an exceptional
capacity to produce this promethean flame, ancthédike he was witnessing this scene from an
elevated perspective, again the product of hispxmeally keen awareness, his intrinsic ability
to see to the heart of things. Dylan knew himselé¢ subtly but profoundly different from his
contemporaries, and it is this difference thatvaéld him eventually to emerge as perhaps the
greatest songwriter of all time. As he describePyan recognized that he was different from
most other performers because he instinctively kitawgreat performance was not about
getting people to like him as a person, but “alpuiting the song across,” which was his vehicle
for exploring “the universe” from inside, “the inngubstance of the thing,” Bergson’s “inner

movement of life#®?

as opposed to the external quality of reality asitde to reductive
materialism. Dylan was so fully committed to thigkration of subjectivity that his singing and
guitar playing were extremely intense, less focusedgirtuosity than piercing through veils of
illusion to get to the core of the songs, whichdwytescribes as “my preceptor and guide into
some altered consciousness of reality, some diffespublic, some liberated republié®®

Just as Dylan’s move to New York was largely ampihgge to find Woody Guthrie, his
first real song, “Song to Woody,” was a tributéhte idol who had become a friend and a
mentor. As Dylan explains i@hronicles “the first song I'd wind up writing of any substzaal
importance was written for Woody Guthri&* 1t is completely characteristic of Dylan that his
first “substantial” song was written as an acknalgiement of his most important influence, his

debt to the past, for Dylan was able to be so ebteisily and profoundly revolutionary and

transformative in part because he was so deeplyngled in the history and tradition of folk

%2 Bergson 38.
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music. This rootedness gave the startlingly newpmmsitions that would flow from his
typewriter over the ensuing years a gravitas arldoaiiy often lacking in popular music.

However, as discussed above, Dylan was not onlgldeeoted in the folk tradition; he
had also been immersing himself in poetry. As higeainChronicles

| had broken myself of the habit of thinking in sh®ong cycles and began

reading longer and longer poems to see if | coaiideamber anything | read about

in the beginning. | trained my mind to do this, ltadt off gloomy habits and

learned to settle myself down. | read all of Lorgt@h’s Don Juan and

concentrated fully from start to finish. Also, Catlge’sKubla Khan | began

cramming my brain with all kinds of deep poemsédémed like I'd been pulling

an empty wagon for a long time and now | was baguopio fill it up and would

have to pull harder. | felt like | was coming otitlee back pasturé®
Dylan, with the gifts of a prodigious memory andadnility to focus intensely for long periods,
was drawn to these poets and their verbal expetahsm. He knew instinctively that he wanted
to combine their way of approaching language vhthfblk songs in which he was also
immersed. As he describes it, he literally “trathbs mind to think like these poets just as he
was training his mind by his constant immersiosang. It seems almost inevitable that Dylan
would soon feel the impulse to combine these twigdy forms, a synthesis that came to him
naturally, but that had never really been accorhplisbefore then.

Dylan had been influenced profoundly by the bestp as a teenager. As Dylan said in a
1985 interview: “I came out of the wilderness aumst jnaturally fell in with the Beat scene, the
bohemian, Be Bop crowd, it was all pretty much amoted. . . . It was Jack Kerouac, Ginsberg,

Corso, Ferlinghetti . . . | got in at the tail epfithat and it was magic . . . it had just as hig a

impact on me as Elvis Preslef?® However, Dylan’s relationship with the beats wasane of
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simple admiration and influence for, as he write€lhronicles when he first arrived in
Minneapolis, just having graduated from High School

| suppose what | was looking for was what | readuditin On the Road-looking

for the great city, looking for the speed, the sbohit, looking for what Allen

Ginsberg had called the “hydrogen jukebox world&ye I'd lived in it all my

life, 1 didn’t know, but nobody ever called it thatawrence Ferlinghetti, one of

the other Beat poets, had called it “The kiss pwaoiids of plastic toilet seats,

Tampax and taxis.” That was okay, too, but the Gnge€orso poem “Bomb” was

more to the point and touched the spirit of theesrhetter—a wasted world and

totally mechanized—a lot of hustle and bustle—adfathelves to clean, boxes to

stack. | wasn’t going to pin my hopes on that. @Gvedy you couldn’t do much

with it.*®”
For Dylan, the beats were primarily reacting tortegeriality and commerciality of postwar
America, protesting the dominance of “mechanizedustry that Dylan felt to be a waste of the
world’s creative potential, but which he intuitiyedaw a way out of that many of the beats
perhaps did not. Whereas he perceived the beatdlatecrying the old order, Dylan was ready
to move on to a new way of approaching the worlth@ugh the beats’ impulse was in this
direction, Dylan saw their creativity as circumbed by the mode they were reacting against,
whereas Dylan did not feel much need to define &lfiis relation to the predominant mode
after a brief adolescent rebellion, though the bebdarly created the precondition upon which
Dylan could viably surpass them. Many years laies¢orsese’s documentary, Allen Ginsberg,
choking up with emotion as he describes hearin@Dfor the first time, specifically “A Hard
Rain’s A-Gonna Fall,” says that he wept “caussagémed that the torch had been passed to
another generation from earlier bohemian or b&anihation and self-empowermer® As

early as 1961 when Dylan first arrived in New Ydhlk, sensed that the countercultural flame of

novelty was about to be handed from the beatsnnamovement. Thus, though Dylan had
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been deeply influenced by the beats, he begaretthae movement'’s limitations at an early age
as he immersed himself in folk music.

In 1961, Dylan began to delve deeply into the otbens of poetry that seemed to him
more vital than the beats:

Within the first few months that | was in New Ydr# lost my interest in the

‘hungry for kicks’ hipster vision that Kerouac iitrates so well in his bodBn

the Road That book had been like a bible for me. Not angenthough. 1 still

loved the breathless, dynamic bop poetry phrasgdittwed from Jack’s pen, but

now, that character Moriarty seemed out of placeppseless—seemed like a

character who inspired idiocy. He goes throughbifienping and grinding with a

bull on top of hin"®
Having carried Kerouac’s “hipster vision” “like a@blte,” Dylan seems completely to have
integrated the aesthetic that Kerouac exemplitieel,'breathless, dynamic bop poetry phrases,”
but he now saw that, although the form was profotimel content was to a large extent
“purposeless,” an attitude largely derived fromearstentialism that would often define reality
as an essentially random and meaningless colleafiatoms in which we must bravely make
our own meaning despite all evidence to the contidylan seems to have felt a kinship with
this mode of thought up to a point, having readetgthing from Sartre to the beat§*during
his year in Minneapolis after high school, busithe focus on the intrinsic meaninglessness of
existence, or more precisely the mere rejectiam@kinds of meaning posited in modernity that
seems to have turned Dylan in other directions, leseems to imply through his creative
activity, recognize that meaning is constructed,rather than believing that this recognition
connotes that there is no intrinsic meaning or psean the world, perhaps it makes more sense

to believe that the human mind participates indfeation of the meaning of the world, that

because the human mind is evolved from and embadded world, then sentience can be seen

“%9 Chronicles58.
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as the world coming to know itself. In this vievane of the material facts have changed, but this
subtle shift in affective tone “yet makes all thBetence” for the possibility of genuine meaning
in human experience.

It seems clear that Dylan was able to create hisyrtiganic imaginative works because
he understood what Kerouac and Sartre were sapiogt ahe constructed quality of reality, but
whereas they seem to have taken this recognitiann&gative indication that we are merely
putting window-dressings on a vast and fathomlesd, \Dylan, in shifting his allegiance away
from Kerouac in particular, seems to have realibadl the fact that experience is constructed can
mean that we literally co-create the world by thedoicts of our imaginative labors.

Furthermore, the bull that Dylan sees on top ofilfty is strongly reminiscent of the Wall

Street bull statue in New York, which is as goaymbol as any for one of the primary aspects
of modernity, the “spirit of capitalism” and thengle-minded, “bull-headed” drive towards
unlimited progress and growth at any cost, levedihan its path. Kerouac, as described by
Dylan, was ultimately reactionary because he reathin the shadow of modernity, rebelling
against its oppressive consistency, like Queen daeis “tired of all this repetition** On the
other hand, Dylan did not seem to feel particulappressed by anything, except perhaps by the
weight of his own visions.

Whereas the beats seemed to Dylan to be obsesgetberating themselves from the
constraints of the prevailing order, Dylan appdyefttund this liberation to be a necessary, but
ultimately incomplete endeavor, a mere rejectiowlo&t modernity had become without
offering a viable alternative. Rather, Dylan waavdn to old songs, stories, and ways of thinking

that preceded his immediate context, for Dylan gdawvay out of the current stalemate that the

*"IHighway 61 Revisited
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beats decried not in a rejection of the past, that imore complete embrace of tradition, an

|;472

“archaic revival™'“ of a history so deep and mysterious that it seeraeidally novel in the

current historical context. Dylan writes:

| had already landed in a parallel universe, anywath more archaic principles
and values; one where actions and virtues werstgld and judgmental things
came falling out on their heads. A culture withlawmtwomen, super thugs,
demon lovers and gospel truths . . . streets alhelygarich peaty swamps, with
landowners and oilmen, Stagger Lees, Pretty PalygsJohn Henrys—an
invisible world that towered overhead with wallsgbéaming corridors. It was all
there and it was clear—ideal and God-fearing—butlyad to go find it. It didn’t
come served on a paper plate. Folk music was ayre&dl more brilliant
dimension. It exceeded all human understandingjfahdalled out to you, you
could disappear and be sucked into it. | felt rigththome in this mythical realm
made up not with individuals so much as archetypieg]ly drawn archetypes of
humanity, metaphysical in shape, each rugged dtad fvith natural knowing
and inner wisdom. Each demanding a degree of redp=auld believe in the full
spectrum of it and sing about it. It was so realir®re true to life than life itself.
It was life magnified. Folk music was all | needecexist. Trouble was, there
wasn’t enough of it. It was out of date, had nopgroconnection to the actualities,
the trends of the time. It was a huge story budl barcome across. Once I'd
slipped in beyond the fringes it was like my sixrgj guitar became a crystal
magic wand and | could move things like never befbhad no other cares or
interests besides folk music. | scheduled my Ilifeuad it. | had little in common
with anyone not like-mindetf

For Dylan, having immersed himself in the profoyndiifferent ways of seeing the world
characteristic of earlier times, generally conatell around mythic “enchantment” (as opposed
to the “disenchantment” characteristic of moderpitgited by Weber), the folk songs that
encapsulated these modes of experience reallyegith $0 evoke a “parallel universe,” “a reality
of a more brilliant dimension.” Indeed, the “priplas and values” that folk music portrayed
were literally “archaic” because, in folk’s genefatus on liminal figures from American
frontiers, the “outlaw women, super thugs, demats and gospel truths,” and the “Stagger

Lees, Pretty Pollys and John Henrys,” Dylan foudradow into predominantly premodern

472 cf. Terence McKenna'§he Archaic Revival
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epistemologies, persisting well into modernityhe forgotten borderlands and rural routes of
America.

It was a mythologically oriented “invisible worldihose “archetypes” seemed more real
to Dylan than the scientific knowledge of distaitiies and universities. Whereas for Dylan, the
late modern subject was alienated from his (faras always “he” that was referred to) labor, his
culture, and even his body, the archetypal deninéfak songs were “filled with natural
knowing and inner wisdom,” precisely evocativelod epistemologies so effectively repressed
by the dominance of rationality in postwar Ameritcaleed, while the individual in late
modernity seemed small and peripheral, merely anvodified and insured sack of flesh and
bone with a list of marketable skills and a nettlpthe figures in folk songs seemed to Dylan to
defy this reductive view of human nature by theirtigipation in the “full spectrum” of “life
magnified” through these other modes of being entlorld, “each demanding a degree of
respect.” Whereas in the late modern visions otthistentialists and the beats, the world
seemed vacated of meaning, the folk tradition \Wwas¢pository of a mode of thought in which
the world was an epic place of profound signifieamhabited by larger-than-life characters.
Dylan, not just academically interested in this moskems to have lived his life in the light of
the mysterious world view that he describes, thaugigated somewhat by the intellectual self-
consciousness forged in modernity that had nobgen fully individuated in premodernity. As
Dylan puts it: “I was beginning to feel like a chater from within these songs, even beginning
to think like one,” though always with the self-aemess of one who seeks out this premodern
mode as a reaction to his culture rather than beamg into it without access to mediating

rationality*"*
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But certainly, as Dylan notes, at that moment anehrly sixties, “there wasn’'t enough”
of this archaic way of thinking available in theimatreams of culture. The mode of
consciousness exemplified in folk music had beerelso effectively, expunged from
collective awareness by the dominance of pure redbat it was a titanic labor archaeologically
to unearth the evidence of this repressed waylafimg to experience. To be sure, the older
mode was there to be found, but “it was out of diaéel no proper connection to the actualities,
the trends of the time,” for the American ideal @y been reconstellated around an entirely
different center of gravity focused on rationalizeshformity, with scientific repeatability and
the efficiency of the machine as the governing pledas. The repressed modes were “a huge
story” because, as William James notes, they had thee primary mediators of human
experience prior to the seventeenth century, amtiaes of thought characteristic of science
(generally Aristotelian material and efficient catisn) had not yet been systematically
differentiated from archetypal and teleological meaf thought (generally Aristotelian formal
and final causation). However, it is a testamerth&adaptability of the human mind that, only a
few hundred years after the Enlightenment, the nad@d®nstructing experience that had defined
human culture for so long “was hard to come act@@an discovered that these were modes of
explanation that could account for the vital, artenaeaning-infused quality of human
experience in the animal body. If these forms aofsooousness had no connection to the “trends
of the time,” at least those predominant in themstiteams of culture, then Dylan would just
have to start new trends and, in order to perftnisiépochal role, he found it necessary to cut
himself off from the predominant discursive miligoi that he “had little in common with anyone
not like-minded.” As mentioned above, Dylan’s ititee revulsion at explaining himself to

journalists and other gatekeepers of the predomindtural hierarchies seems to stem directly
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from this need to maintain consciously the new mbdé was constituted in the integration of an
archaic mode with the critical awareness more dtarigtic of his time. Ultimately, Dylan was
an artist, not a philosopher, and he did not hbaeditne or energy both to create his world-
transforming visions and explain them to skeptidsich is probably one of the reasons why so
many books have been written about him: The musiedimythological narrative he created is
profound and can bear the weight of such explanatio

In pursuit of the novel archaic mode, Dylan devdugeerything that crossed his path,
consuming ideas, songs, and characters, botreiadidl in fiction, as fuel to impel his continued
trajectory upward and inward. As he writesdhronicles “I wanted to understand things and
then be free of them. | needed to learn how tstelpe things, ideas. Things were too big to see
all at once, like all the books in the library—eythiing lying around on all the tables. You might
be able to put it all into one paragraph or inte eerse of a song if you could get it right>It
is this intense drive to “understand things anad the free of them,” to see things “all at once,”
that impelled Dylan towards what he felt to be leigand higher planes of awareness where he
could gain a wider and wider perspective on thddavdtis impulse was somehow to “telescope”
all the things he had been devouring into “one graah” or “one verse” to create a synthesis of
the vast knowledge of culture, a Borgesian ambiti@t Dylan achieved beyond all reasonable
expectation. Like most exceptional artists, Dylad la vision of bringing together various
strands that had never before been synthesizedarlitand musical genres, ideas and ways of
thinking from ancient Greece to Civil War-era Angarto nineteenth century France, and he
combined these elements in such a way that they sbave been meant to come together all

along. As musician John Koerner expressed it: “lds just taking everything in—he listened to
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everybody, and he had an incredible ability to tditegs in and absorb them and turn around
and put them right back out there like they hadegmbeen a part of hin™

As Dylan continues his narrative of self-overcomitspmetimes it takes a certain
somebody to make you realize it” and, for Dylanspeally, “Mike Seeger had that effect on
me.” For Dylan, Mike Seeger, half-brother to Peteger, was the prime exemplar of that to
which Dylan had been aspiring: the ultimate mastésil folk forms. According to Dylan, Mike
Seeger had attained the highest aim of performanritieh is to make the audience forget
themselves in the music, evoking one meaning dftésy,” drawing the listener out of egoic
consciousness into complete identification withgbag and the singer. However, as with many
such turning points, both personal and collectiyan’s recognition of the futility of
continuing on his current path was essentiallyd@miity crisis that impelled him to reorganize
his “inner thought patterns.” Dylan had been “ahgsjhis] creativity down to a very narrow,
controllable scale” in order to master the mechanfamusical performance, but seeing Seeger
acted for Dylan like a Kuhnian scientific anomaligieh sparks the revolutionary rupture, the
persistently incommensurable piece of evidenceithpgls the whole system to reorganize
itself, producing the realization that Dylan “wouldve to start believing in possibilities that [he]
wouldn’t have allowed before.” This encounter wprformative perfection was the shock that
forced Dylan to expand his identity consciouslytisat he could create something that went
beyond the limited realm that Seeger had alreadstered’’’

Dylan realized that, when one has become fixedh&isoway of seeing the world, it is
necessary to “disorientate” oneself, as Rimbaudesstgd, to create something genuinely new.

Dylan instinctively recognized that, in order tolggyond the merely performative and
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interpretive mastery exemplified by Seeger, it vddod necessary for him to undergo a period of
turmoil during which he would have to redefine fystem of his identity from a performer to a
songwriter who performs. Dylan had possessed thedase that his apprenticeship as a
folksinger was leading him towards something qatliely different, but it is not until this
encounter with Seeger that he seems to have rdaha¢ his performative focus was merely a
prelude to his most important work: that of a songpx. Indeed, Dylan suggests here that seeing
Seeger was a revelation which impelled him “torolai larger part of myself* to expand his
conscious identity to encompass parts of his biaghad previously been unconscious,
dormant potential. Dylan knew that he must, to emergson’s metaphor, throw himself into
the water, the new medium, and learn how to swiowéier, Dylan intuitively sensed that, in
order to expand himself to the necessary level@raness, he would lose the comfort of the
smaller world that he had previously inhabited. €figis only one way to change things,” Dylan
told Nat Hentoff in 1964,” and that’s to cut youfsgf from all the chains. That’s hard for most
people to do*®
However, Dylan writes iil€hronicles “that was all right.” As he explains:
America was changing. | had a feeling of desting ewas riding the changes.
New York was as good a place to be as any. My ¢ousegess was beginning to
change, too, change and stretch. One thing for gureanted to compose folk
songs | would need some kind of new template, spimiesophical identity that
wouldn’t burn out. It would have to come on its ofsom the outside. Without
knowing it in so many words, it was beginning t@pen?&°
Picking up the thread of a previously employed pleta, Dylan recognized that a wave of

revolutionary artistic, political, philosophicah@ social transformation was sweeping through

America and he sensed that he was bound not oslyita in the new medium, but to ride the
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crest of that wave, like William James’ “single dsowhich sparkle in the sun as they are flung
far ahead of the advancing edge of a wave-cf&strideed, Dylan seems to believe that he
possessed the capacity to feel and align himsétf the ever-shifting impulses in the historical
process. And, as he notes, this ability was inatyatonnected to a transformation and
expansion of his “consciousness” that would mahife$some kind of new template” for folk
songs. In turn, he seems to suggest that this ‘leeigs homologous with a new “philosophical
identity” consciously based on this novel way gbagaching experience, predicated less on
normative constructs than on one’s affective selmsieed, this approach was geared towards
sustainability, towards not “burning out,” but find a way to keep the promethean flame alive
by conceiving his identity as something like arpagtho takes on different roles, inhabits them
completely, and then discards them when their dhelhas expired, so to speak.

The singer’'s name change from Robert Zimmermaroto Bylan constitutes an early
and definitive declaration of the malleability a§ identity. Dylan writes:

One time [my cousin Reenie] asked me why | wasguaidifferent name when |

played, especially in the neighboring towns. Lilieln’t | want people to know

who | was? “Who’s Elston Gunn?” she asked. “Thatsyou, is it?” “Ah,” |

said, “you’ll see.” The Elston Gunn name thing wasy temporary. What | was

going to do as soon as | left home was call myRelfert Allen. As far as | was

concerned, that was who | was—that’s what my pareatned me. It sounded

like the name of a Scottish king and | liked it.efé was little of my identity that

wasn't in it*8?

Dylan’s simple, mysterious, and evocative answdrisaousin’s question, “You'll see,” is
characteristic of Dylan’s relationship to his naamel, by extension, to his sense of identity. In
fact, Dylan’s ability to inhabit his successivea®lalmost completely is one of his most clearly

defining qualities, a fact that he seemed to intara his cousin, at least in retrospect. However,
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as Dylan notes, “the Elston Gunn name thing wag tmhporary,” the first of many identities
that Dylan would assume. His second choice, Rk, using his middle name as his last,
was perhaps too close to his real identity to tha@ityoung man who would become Dylan. It
seems likely that it is precisely because “thers iitle of my identity that wasn't in it” that
Dylan felt the impulse to push his stage name augek further from his original, core identity,
the one his parents had given him. As Dylan saycorsese’s documentary, when he listened to
the country song “Drifting Too Far From the Shot& *the sound of the record made me feel
like | was somebody else, you know, that | was neayit even born to the right parents or
something®®* Clearly something intrinsic in Dylan was drivingrhfar from anything that he
could call home.

Continuing the narrative of his self-naming, Dylarites:

What kind of confused me later was seeing an artidDownbeatmagazine with

a story about a West Coast saxophone player naraed Bllyn. | had suspected

that the musician had changed the spelling of AigeAllyn. | could see why. It

looked more exotic, more inscrutable. | was gomda this, too. Instead of

Robert Allen it would be Robert Allyn.
Young Bobby Zimmerman, driven to experiment with fgentity in a kind of science of
selfhood, and always drawn to “exotic” and “insatle” things, the distant and mysterious,
added another subtle permutation to his nominataresformation. He seems to have had an
innate need to know the mystery of being by himsetfoming an embodiment of that mystery, a
transformation that first had to be exemplifiechia name. Finally, as Dylan writes:

Sometime later, unexpectedly, I'd seen some pognidytan Thomas. Dylan and

Allyn sounded similar. Robert Dylan. Robert Allyircouldn’t decide—the letter

D came on stronger. But Robert Dylan didn’t look oursd as good as Robert

Allyn. People had always called me either RobeBalbby, but Bobby Dylan
sounded too skittish to me and besides, theredin@as a Bobby Darin, a Bobby

“83 The version that Dylan heard was probably by Rifinroe, Hanks Williams, or Roy Acuff.
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Vee, a Bobby Rydell, a Bobby Neely and a lot ofeotBobbys. Bob Dylan

looked and sounded better than Bob Allyn. The firse | was asked my name in

the Twin Cities, | instinctively and automaticallgthout thinking simply said,

“Bob Dylan.”®
Thus, it is primarily intuitive and aesthetic crite carefully considered and deliberated over,
that led Bobby Zimmerman to become Bob Dylan. Hecdbes a meticulous process, much like
his songwriting, in which he considers every pemtiah, from the precedents for various names
to the sound of the names to the visual impactabus spellings on the page. By the time he
arrived in Minneapolis, he had put so much thougiat his new name that it came out
“instinctively and automatically without thinking® Although it is true, as Hajdu writes, that
“the irony of Robert Zimmerman’s metamorphosis iBtub Dylan lies in the application of so
much elusion and artifice in the name of truth anthenticity,” this paradoxical quality seems to
evidence a deeper kind of authenticity in the add®ylan, who appears to have an intrinsic
drive to reveal different aspects of himself throulge performance of many different personas.

As singer Harry Jackson observed, “He’s so goddamea, it's unbelievable®®’

a clear
articulation of the paradox at the heart of Dylam,the quality of being “real” is synonymous
with the quality of being “believable.” Thus, assss to be the potential with paradoxes
generally, Dylan pushes the oppositional dualitaathenticity and artifice to such a point that
they are shown to be two sides of the same coimyige authenticity defined as the refusal of

fixed identity, as the performance of how one féeldhe moment rather than how one is

expected to behave based on past precedent. As Bsks in “Like a Rolling Stone”: “How

“85 Chronicles78-9.

8|t is interesting to note that, as late as 196fa®s name was not yet fixed for, as Robert Smeltoites of an
interview of Dylan for hisfNew York Timepiece: “Did he want me to call him Bobby Dylan aslBDylan? He
thought that one out, as if he were about to sigardract. Half aloud, he repeated the two naméénself: ‘Bob
Dylan, Bobby Dylan, Bob Dylan, Bobby Dylan . . . kéait Bob Dylan! That's what I'm really known a$e
declared confidently” (Hedin 12).
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does it feel to be on your own?”, a stark remirttlat the freedom to live based on the mercurial
impulses of one’s affectivity comes at the expesfabe fixed certainty provided by culturally
predetermined roles and mof&%,

The self-naming described above is as good an gxmlof Dylan’s creative process as
any, for it is clear that in his songwriting, Dylebors over each word, constantly writing and
rewriting verses, changing phrases to add new sayedepth and meaning, so that by the time
he sings a song on stage or on record, it seem# litas always been that way. And indeed,
even after he records his songs, he keeps expdmrgenith them so that the versions of songs
on Hard Rain for instance, which are so different than thanlier incarnations, often seem as
perfect and timeless as the originals that thegtohally rewrite. And more than just lyrics,

Dylan also constantly experiments with melodiesrdichanges, phrasing, rhythm, tempo, and
instrumentation. Although his songs are ultimaghgple folk tunes, in a very real sense he is as
experimental as John Cage or Cecil Taylor, thougbreas these experimenters in avant garde
composition and free jazz, respectively, were nydstimal explorers, Dylan is primarily an
explorer of content, though he has also pushetbtiein significant ways, particularly in terms
of song length and in melding various genres thadtiever been synthesized in quite that way
before. As has often been noted, form and contentilimately inseparable.

Another instance that compounds the evidence féarDy consciousness of passing
through different identities comes frdgat the Document fragmented documentary of Dylan’s
1966 tour of England filmed by D.A. Pennebaker (whot and editeBon’t Look Back)but
edited by Dylan. In the footage, which appearsaméar the end of the tour, Dylan, extremely

thin, androgynous, and weary looking, quips irttany voice: “I think I'm gonna get me a new

88 Hedin 48.
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Bob Dylan next week, get me a new Bob Dylan asehim. Use the new Bob Dylan; see how
long he lasts*®° Beyond expressing his exhaustion after monthsaff drug use and playing
to partially hostile crowds, this statement seesnshiow an awareness in Dylan that each
successive incarnation he inhabits is a role thailays intensely until there is nothing left for
that transient being to give, then it passes awayaanew Dylan emerges to take its pl&8dy
creating roles that he can inhabit almost compfetmit which are not perfectly coextensive with
his internal sense of self, Dylan built into hidifjesophical identity” an escape hatch so that he
would not “burn out,” that is, literally die witlhé death of each persona as did Hank Williams,
Elvis Presley, Jim Morrison, Janis Joplin, Jimmindrix, Gram Parsons, and any number of
other young star§* Or, as Benjamin Hedin aptly puts it: “Dylan was tiarest of pop culture
survivors—he had managed to both burnandfade away.**

When Dylan first heard Mike Seeger and decidedad somposing songs, he writes: “I
was beginning to think | might want to change over.I'd have to find some cuneiform
tablets—some archaic grail to lighten the way.d geasped the idea of what kind of songs |
wanted to write, | just didn’t know how to do ittyeDylan was searching specifically for an
“archaic” text that might provide him with a direat; an archaeological unearthing of some
secret, ancient “cuneiform” writings close to thigm of civilization to illuminate his path,
though Dylan was looking for the origin a littleoskr to home in the New World. He wanted to
create something profoundly new and so he wentihgolor something old and forgotten to
inspire him and show him a way out of the tyranhthe contemporary: “I couldn’t exactly put

in words what | was looking for, but | began searghn principle for it, over at the New York

489 5corsese
490 Hajdu 281.
Sl wilentz 13.
492 Hedin xiv.



204

Public Library.” This activity sounds more like eéwlar doing research than a songwriter
looking for inspiration. Nevertheless, as Dylantoaues: “I started reading articles in
newspapers on microfilm from 1855 to about 1865dae what daily life was like. | wasn't so
much interested in the issues as intrigued byahguage and rhetoric of the timé&&¥*Dylan
was not looking primarily for insight into the satand political questions that folk songs so
often addressed, but rather for a forgotten waystmlanguage, along with its concomitant mode
of thought, that he could revive in a new conté&s.he would sing nearly two decades later on
Slow Train Coming“gonna change my way of thinking which is one of the clearest and
most direct expressions of the instinctual impgeathat has driven Dylan’s successive
transformations. He was searching in the distast foa a way out of the predominant modes of
thought that seemed to hold everything, includingsim, in their iron grip at that moment in the
early sixties.

As Dylan writes, “Semantics and labels could dywee crazy. . . . The songs I'd write . .
. wouldn’t conform to modern ideas. | hadn’'t beget writing streams of songs as | would, but .
. . everything around us looked absurd—there wastain consciousness of madness at work.”
Dylan was consciously rebelling against what he@eed as “modern ideas,” by which he
seems to mean the descent of late-modernity, eraadithe rationalized “semantics and
labels” that produced a collective “madness” dribbgrthe imbalanced focus on rendering
experience measurable and categorizable. Agasms#@ms to be the very quality that Dylan
would so often react to in his interviews a fewrgdater, the impulse to label him as “protest

singer” or “voice of his generation.” These lababsstituted the rational mode attempting to

“93 Chronicles84.
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devour and master the intuitive and affective madeshich Dylan was primarily immersed, a
lens through which these kinds of labels often sskabsurd and pointle$¥.

In September 1961, Dylan met John Hammond, a peydoc Columbia Records, who
offered him a recording contract. Although Dylard lzavaguely defined sense of the road ahead,
he had until then assumed that he would rise thralig usual channels of folk music. As he
writes: “I envisioned myself recording for Folkwalgecords. That was the label | wanted to be
on. That was the label that put out all the greabrds.” However, Folkways had already
rejected Dylan, so his signing to Columbia was cletety unexpected, pulling him into a large
corporation that specialized in smooth jazz sinjkesJohnny Mathis and Tony Bennett, not
spiritual sons of Woody Guthrie. However, as Dyddtests, Hammond was a visionary and
Dylan could not refuse:

John had first seen and heard me at Carolyn Hesdpdrtment. Carolyn was a

Texan guitar-playing singer who | knew and playethwaround town. . . .That

she had known and worked with Buddy Holly left meadl impression on me and

| liked being around her. Buddy was royalty, arfelt like she was my

connection to it, to the rock-and-roll music thatplayed earlier, to that spirfe®
Perhaps like Pankake, Hammond could sense thahBylaerests transcended folk music, that
his attitude and intensity had some residue of/é&'s spent devoted to “his first lovErock
and roll. Indeed, that Dylan was drawn to the wortsough whom he would meet Hammond
because of her connection to Buddy Holly and thperit§ of rock and roll suggests that the

genre was a hidden and implicit, but vital elemardylan’s origin story, his narrative of being

“signed” to a record label. Thus, it seems cleat ylan not only aspired to attain the level of
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“King of the Folksingers*® like Ramblin’ Jack Elliot, but that he also felkimship with rock

and roll “royalty,” which he would also become avfgears later, though to great initial
resistance from the folk community. Even at thisijpawhen he was almost completely absorbed
in the folk world, he still carried a secret flafoe rock and roll.

Hammond'’s aristocratic background combined with*adgy” taste in music produced
the ideal gatekeeper to usher Dylan into the musiegnstream curated almost exclusively by
“major” labels like Columbia. Like Same PhillipsrfBresley or George Martin for the Beatles,
though with Pankake playing the critical role tN&rtin had played, but combined with
Hammond’s magisterial quality, Hammond, as a reprigive of one of the predominant
musical institutions, initiated Dylan into the foldl the Gaslight club had been one step further
into the mystery, then Columbia Records was “theereof the labyrinth,” at least as far as
worldly mysteries were concerned. In a similaraditon to the Beatles’ signing by Parlophone,
Dylan was a young, untried outsider from a limigahre generally associated with small,
specialized “independent” labels. Dylan himself dat even remotely fit the mold of the
popular artists of that moment in the early sixtigsich he characterizes as the “sanitized and
pasteurized” lull between the first rock and rodpsion in the mid-fifties and the British
Invasion that began in 1964. However, despite Dglanpolished presentation, Hammond was
able to sense the transformative quality in thengosinger, to “feel” Dylan’s “thoughts,” which
obliquely indicates the degree to which Dylan’'siitive capacity and rational mind were already
integrated at this early stage in his cafér.

As Dylan narrates, after he signed with Columbiagrihond

498 Chronicles253-4.
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called in Billy James, the head of publicity at takel, told Billy to write some

promo stuff on me, personal stuff for a press mdea. . Billy dressed Ivy League

like he could have come out of Yale—medium heighgp black hair. He looked

like he’d never been stoned a day in his life, néen in any kind of trouble. |

strolled into his office, sat down opposite hiskdesd he tried to get me to cough

up some facts, like | was supposed to give themnostraight and square.
To Dylan, James seems to have represented théegig of rationality in the predominant
commercial and academic culture of mid-twentiethteey modernity. Yale particularly seems to
signify for Dylan this clean-cut mode divorced framtuitive and somatic knowledge. And, as
noted in the chapter on Presley, the descriptitnaitsht and square” is not merely metaphorical,
but actually seems to describe the affect perforlnetthose firmly embedded in the predominant
ethos of the fifties and early sixties: rigid, batfiysically and mentally, “by the book,” following
well-trodden paths through marriage, career, fansyxuality, and many other aspects of
experience, at least on the surface. By contiastetnerging counterculture distinctly grooved
and slouched, moving in more circular or labyrinthivays, both physically and mentally.
Indeed, this more organismic performativity carsben in Dylan’s constant experimentation
with his physicality as much as in his words angimuWhereas Billy James was straight-
backed, crisp, stiff, and short-haired, like a taitical line between heaven and hell looking
straight ahead towards the myth of unbounded Araenmogress, Dylan was constantly leaning
like James Dean, head slyly cocked, leg shakingntiog on the balls of his feet, hands
flittering and gesticulating in fractured motioikd a kind of Dadaist dance. It is clear that Dylan
was a profoundly interesting thinker, but a faetttis not often explicitly mentioned is that this
interest was constantly being performed in his bS8y

Whereas Billy James wanted Dylan to give him shiaanswers to straight questions,

Dylan instinctively rebelled against participatimgthis linear, factual, demystifying mode of

% Chronicles7 and Hajdu 75.
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discourse. Rather, the whole thrust of the youngesis inclination impelled him to misdirect
and obfuscate, to conjure mystery and uncertaimttyimwhich he could abide in the archaic,
mythical mode of consciousness “behind the shatfésg it were. Dylan seems to imply that
James, like most of the journalists with whom Dytkveloped an increasingly contentious
relationship, was attempting to pull Dylan into travity of the prevalent way of being, the
literalist, materialist mode characteristic of s@ie and technology. As Dylan writes, “I didn’t
feel like answering his questions, didn’t feel treed to explain anything to anybody*His
intrinsic sense implicitly rejected the ethos tBdly James represented, which privileged
rational explanation over attunement to the fekldy of immediate experience in which Dylan
was primarily interested.

Dylan’s encounter with Billy James is one of thstfiexamples of the resistance that
Dylan, as revolutionary artist, would inevitablyéa Like both Presley and the Beatles, Dylan
received some scathing and dismissive reviewseaghenon that seems to come with the
territory. According to Dylan,

Irwin Silber, the editor of the folk magazi&eng Out!. . . [castigated] me

publicly in his magazine for turning my back on thék community. It was an

angry letter. I like Irwin, but | couldn’t relate it. Miles Davis would be accused

of something similar when he made the altBitches Brewa piece of music that

didn’t follow the rules of modern jazz, which haelem on the verge of breaking

into the popular marketplace, until Miles’s recaaine along and killed its

chances. . . . As for me, what | did to break away to take simple folk changes

and put new imagery and attitude to them, use pateses and metaphor

combined with a new set of ordinances that evolmezisomething different that

had not been heard before. Silber scolded me iteties for doing this, as if he

alone and a few others had the keys to the redtwidknew what | was doing,
though, and wasn't going to take a step back oeaefor anybody®

%1 From the subtitle of Heylin’®ylan: Behind the Shades Revisited
*02 Chronicles8.
*%3 Chronicles67.
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Even before Dylan “went electric,” the folk estahiment, exemplified by Silber, felt betrayed
by Dylan, whom they thought had responsibilitylte tnovement that wedded traditional folk
music and political activism. However, Dylan knawuitively that as soon as an artist
capitulates to what his or her audience or critiest, the art is dead in the water, vitiated. Silbe
the epitomical critic, does not seem to have passkthe capacity to understand Dylan’s artistic
nature, which impelled him towards ever greater @mode encompassing visions of “the real
world” to create “something different that had been heard before.”

Dylan describes an evening after he had been sign€dlumbia by Hammond but
before recording his first aloum that provides adaw into the creative process of which Silber
was ignorant. Dylan was in the office of music psieér Lou Levy, who was producing demos
of Dylan singing his compositions:

| didn’t have many songs, but | was making up seormapositions on the spot,

rearranging verses to old blues ballads, addingrigmal line here or there,

anything that came into my mind—slapping a titleitomwas doing my best, had

to thoroughly feel | was earning my fee. Nothingwiebhave convinced me that |

was actually a songwriter and | wasn’t, not in ¢baventional songwriter sense

of the word. Definitely not like the workhorses owe the Brill Building, the song

chemistry factory that was only a few blocks awayight as well have been on

the other side of the cosmos. Over there, theykeihout the home-run hits for

radio playlists®*

Even though the industry, embodied in Hammond agd/.had acknowledged Dylan as a
songwriter, he still resisted the label becausditieot want to be confined to a certain idea of
what that label meant. His ability to produce sofagsthe spot” by synthesizing other songs is
an extremely rare gift that allowed him to foregaftalmost entirely. Dylan did not have to

think about writing songs, for this activity appg&s have come to him intuitively. Indeed, part

of the reason why Dylan was able to create sucfopnally novel compositions is that he
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refused to be labeled, an intrinsic drive towardedom from constraint that would characterize
all aspects of his life and care®r.

What Dylan emphasizes in this snapshot of hiswaitigg process is that he consciously
eschewed rational thought in favor of intuitiveatreity for, as he writes: “There was little head
work involved. What | usually did was start outhvgomething, some kind of line written in
stone and then turn it with another line—make d ag to something else than it originally did.
It's not like | ever practiced it and it wasn’t ttlmought consuming. Not that | would sing any of
it onstage.”® What Dylan is describing here is the time-hongrestess of learning a craft by
emulating and appropriating the work of othersirtglelements from the vast catalogue of songs
that he had at his disposal and recombining thémsomething new. In fact, though Dylan did
not perceive what he was doing as practicing,atrseclear that his constant playing and
thinking about songs, half-consciously shufflinglaaordering them in his head, constitutes a
kind of practice, though it must have felt so natand so pleasurable that it did not seem like
work to Dylan.

As Malcolm Gladwell suggests @utliers true “geniuses,” not so much in 1Q, but in
creative accomplishment, are forged by thousand®uwoifs of practice, whether they consider it
practice or not, and Dylan fits this descriptioayiag in a 1968 interview, “I certainly spent a lot
of hours just trying to do what other people hadrbdoing.®®” Similarly, Dylan writes in
Chronicles “I played morning, noon and night. That's allitldusually fell asleep with the guitar
in my hands®® It is clear that Dylan was consumed by songs faovery young age, so that by

the time he made these demos for Levy in 1961tiogeaew compositions out of existing

% Wilentz 44.
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elements seemed like the easiest thing in the wibntdigh it is something that very few
songwriters can do well, particularly “on the spa$’Dylan claims. And he was able to
accomplish this feat, in part, because he had irsedenimself so completely in the songs of
others that they formed a large proportion of théure of his immediate experience. Perhaps
even more than spoken language, verbal and mussiogltropes were the vocabulary through
which Dylan most related to the world around hirhu3, whereas writing a song seems like a
difficult task for most people, Dylan seems to hanatinctively constructed his experience in
such a way that writing a song was as easy as exiiugion some esoteric subject might be for
a scholar.

Dylan continues to describe the initiation of hesigwriting career, noting that

The one song that had hooked me up with Leeds Mil@ane that convinced

John Hammond to bring me over there in the firate) wasn’t an outreaching

song at all but more of an homage in lyric and mglo the man who’d pointed

out the starting place for my identity and destirtite-great Woody Guthrie. |

wrote the song with him in mind, and | used theadglfrom one of his old

songs, having no idea that it would be the firstnafybe a thousand songs that |

would write.
It seems that Dylan judged his own songs to sorteneky how meaningful they were to him
personally, which indicates that Dylan’s focus wa$ so much on the craft and mechanics of
songwriting, on the borrowing of concrete lyricglodies, and structural elements from existing
songs, in this case taking the melody from Guthri@913 Massacre” for his “Song to Woody.”
Rather, Dylan’s focus was on the layers of meathiag)lay behind and within the songs. He
knew that if he could summon the appropriate affinet materiality of the composition would
flow from him without effort or analysis. He undersd that if the song was not meaningful to

him, if it did not seem to part the “misty curtaitt’ the “invisible world” that he describes, it

would probably not connect very deeply with hisiande. Judging by his profound reverence
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for his influences, there is no more meaningfuljscifor Dylan than Guthrie, whom Dylan
repeatedly insists “pointed out the starting plmcemy identity and destiny** And the fact that
Dylan wrote what he considers his first substarsialg as “homage” to Guthrie rather than in a
conscious attempt to establish himself as a sotngmonly reinforces this hypothesis. Dylan
does not seem to have thought of himself as a ggmfeal songwriter, but merely as someone
with a deep and abiding passion for songs and twbsecreate them; a subtle difference, but an
important one in allowing Dylan to do what he ditstead of choosing to become a songwriter
for rational reasons, Dylan simply felt impelled fug own nature in relation to the world to
create, an approach that he seems to have cutticatefully and protected assiduously.

Dylan’s first, self-titled aloumBob Dylan released in March of 1962, and composed of
primarily traditional songs, was initially deemed@nmercial failure, selling less than 5,000
copies in its first pressimy” Hammond, undaunted, retained his faith in whathlkagues at
Columbia were starting to call “Hammond'’s Follyrideed, as Clinton Heylin observes of
Dylan, “the failure oBob Dylanwould convince him that he should have more feathis own
instincts and less in other¥-* Thus, rather like the Beatles at their Decca émlitvhich had
taken place less than three months before, thougls@mewhat different point in his career, the
lukewarm reception of Dylan’s first aloum impelledhim the realization that he should trust his
own intuition rather than rationally trying to sdti the expectations of other people. And as
Dylan told Scorsese: “Part of me was just sayiat thdidn’t wanna record that record anyway,

that | just did it. | didn’t want to give away aihytg that was really, you know, dear to me or

09 Chronicles229, 52, 236.
10 Hajdu 105.
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something.®*? It seems to have been necessary for Dylan, relgtivew to recording, to make
an uncertain album, an album on which he held Hinbsek from revealing too much. Indeed,
this impulse seems to be coextensive with his teedeate a persona shrouded in mystery and
depth. However, whereas this tactic of holdingldast cards close to his chest seems to have
been effective in his prolonged relationship wih bther members of the folk scene, Dylan
seems to have immediately realized upon hearin@iretgecord that making an album is quite a
different mode of communication than performinghe folk clubs every night, for an album is a
brief chance to convey the very best of onesedf tauch larger audience. Dylan did not make
the same mistake twice, the unsatisfactory quafityis first record impelling him to begin
writing songs in earnest, which would be the keyritocking Dylan’s immense felt potentidf

At the Newport Folk Festival in 1959, Dylan’s futumanager, Albert Grossman, had
declared that “the American public is like SleepBeauty waiting to be kissed awake by the
prince of folk music.” This proclamation proved phetic, as four years later in 1963, Dylan
was the undisputed “prince of folk music,” smooghthe movement, and the wider culture,
from its slumber. As Epstein writes: “1962 was Dytapivotal year artistically, just as 1963 was
his annus mirabilis in career terni$*He recordedhe Freewheelin’ Bob Dylarthe album that
would catapult him to fame, in a series of sessfoms July to December 1962, and these songs
are simply a huge artistic leap forward from thenarily cover songs he had played on his first
record. In particular, “Blowin’ in the Wind,” “GirFrom the North Country,” “Masters of War,”
“A Hard Rain’s A-Gonna Fall,” and “Don’t Think Twe; It's All Right” catalyzed the folk

movement in a way that nothing else could have.

*12gcorsese
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These new songs by Dylan are indisputably as goeateater, than any of the traditional
songs Dylan had been singing, but they were aldicatly new. As Hajdu writes of the
traditional folk songs: “Something about the somgs old-fashioned—not simply old, as all
folk music is supposed to sound, but out of fashifor a generation that grew up on rock and
roll. . . . One by one, Dylan’s songs of protesd ancial commentary veered further from tuneful
imitations of Seeger and Guthrie toward a boldgeswith the bite of rock and rolf*> Even
before Dylan went electric, these new songs integdrthe folk idiom that was their immediate
precursor with an attitude and sensibility chanastie of rock and roll. And it certainly did not
hurt that the songs were sung by a fascinatingitgpkoung man with an ancient-sounding
voice. Indeed, in 1963, Dylan shed his baby fatmfmwwhich emerged the gaunt, angular visage
that would become iconic in the ensuing years, salydappearing less like a pudgy ragamuffin
and more like a Jewish Woody Guthrie or James D&ad.certainly, Dylan’s intuition a few
years earlier that he was bound to sing with JaagzBvas borne out by the actual course of
events as he began his storied relationship wetf@ueen of Folk Music,” which elevated
Dylan to the status of “King™*°

Furthermore, the success that Peter, Paul, and &dgved with Dylan’s “Blowin’ in
the Wind” was the kind of success that folk musisidad rarely experienced, and only “folk
pop” artists like the Kingston Trio and Harry Balate. Thus, it was somewhat unprecedented
for a hard-core folk purist like Dylan to have angat the top of the national charts, even
performed by a more commercial sounding group. $hecess primed the folk community for

an equally unprecedented phenomenon at the 196pdewolk Festival, “the ultimate bastion

15 Hajdu 117-118.
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of folk purity,”™>" which, as Epstein writes, was “a virtual coronatd Bob Dylan as the prince
of folksingers, heir apparent to the legendary Beteger.>'® Seeger, who had played with
Woody Guthrie, had arguably neither attained tkellef artistry achieved by his predecessor
nor the level of fame and artistry that would beiaced by his successor. Thus, Seeger acted as
something like a bridge between the old dispensatial the new, a modest patriarch devoted
primarily to the folk tradition and its politicabases. Although Seeger wrote or co-wrote a
number of classic songs, including “If | Had a Haemh“Where Have All the Flowers Gone?”
and “Turn, Turn, Turn,” Dylan, still a very youngam, had already produced the kinds of songs
that Seeger never would, songs that catalyzedtkarfovement, mirroring the affectivity of a
new generation of believers. And that Dylan andzBa&ere a couple was the icing on the cake,
so to speak. Dylan seemed to be the leader thébithenovement had been waiting for, and he
reveled in the adoration in the way only a twentg-tyear-old can (in part, by carrying a
bullwhip with him for the three days of the festjvdn singer Theodore Bikel's assessment, the
1963 Newport Folk Festival was “the apogee of thiik novement.” Indeed, although folk had
long been perceived as outsider music, in that nmonielk had actually emerged as one of the
most commercially successful genres, with Dylampitme exemplar®

However, it is well known that Dylan’s ascendansytlze “King of Folk” was merely a
step towards his far more profound transformatioriteesizing folk music with rock and roll a
few years later, a transformation presaged in Dylaarly love for the rock and roll genre, in the
role his admiration for Buddy Holly played in higjising to Columbia, and in the sensibility that

increasingly permeated his acoustically perfornmwys. However, there is one little-known

°" Hedin 41.
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19 Hajdu 166-67. Bikel is referring specifically to ancore of “We Shall Overcome” sung by Dylan, B&=eger,
and others.
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circumstance that prefigures Dylan’s most famoasdformation, his “going electric,” in a
particularly striking way: On October 26 and Noveanih, 1962, during the recording sessions
for Freewheelin, Dylan and five studio musicians (including Bru@nghorne, who would play
guitar onBringing It All Back Homeéhree years later) had cut six takes of Elvis Rgeéslversion
of “That's All Right.”?° Listening to the second take, if one did not krvaen the song was
recorded, one might guess that the recording Hahtplace during the sessions Ryinging It
All Back HomenotFreewheelin! Although some of Dylan’s subtle vocal inflecticax® clearly
more characteristic of his early folk period, thesand feel of the song is much closer to
Dylan’s music after he went electric in 1965. Intfaaside from the obvious connection that
Langhorne’s distinctive guitar provides to songe liSubterranean Homesick Blues” and
“Maggie’s Farm” onBringing It All Back Homgeand the slightly less mature tenor of Dylan’s
voice, the song sounds most of all like one ofrtmerous covers that Dylan played with the
Band collected oithe Genuine Basement Tapescorded in Woodstock in 1967. Other than
these subtle clues, this recording (along with “8tlxJp Confusion”) makes the years of
Dylan’s first six great albums (after the relativehediocreBob Dylar), 1962-1966, seem like a
long, strange dream, which is not far from thehtrut

That Dylan recorded for his first album of mosthygmmal material what is generally
considered the first true rock and roll song eveyugh he had been working as a solo folksinger
for the previous few years attests to Dylan’s algdiommitment to rock and roll. As Benjamin
Hedin puts it in a somewhat fanciful speculatidhis' likely that had he waited a few years
before coming to New York, during the reign of Bt rock and R&B, Dylan would have turned

immediately to rock—skipping, in effect, his folkiebut and beginning with the likes of

520 Marcus 60-61.
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‘Mixed-Up Confusion’ or ‘She Belongs to Me>®! Although when Dylan went electric in 1965
it seemed to be a radical break from his styleidaditity, which was intimately bound up with
the folk movement at that time, this moment canibeved more accurately as a return to the
rock and roll that had always been implicitly a& dore of Dylan’s music. In fact, this seems to
be precisely the point he sought to convey by ngrhia first electric aloumBringing It All

Back Home that electric blues, country, and rock and wedire Dylan’s starting point, the
music of his youth, and the implicit basis for gtbing he had done and would do. Dylan was
always a rock and roller who had taken a detowr tiné¢ folk idiom for, as Dylan told an
audience at the Royal Albert Hall in London at ¢émel of his 1966 British tour with the Hawks
(later the Band): “Folk music was just an interiaptand very useful>?? His tenure as a folk
musician appears always to have been inevitabtlingao his rock and roll rebirth.

Based on Dylan’s statement above, it might be coedtthat he cynically donned the
trappings of folk music in order to use the genpgpularity in the early sixties as a launching
pad for his own career. Indeed, as Dylan asseded after going electric:

| have not arrived at where | am now. . . . | hpae returned to where | am now.

| never considered myself a folksinger. They caftezlthat if they wanted to. |

don’t care. | latched on, when | got to New YorkyCbecause | saw [what] a

huge audience there was. | knew | wasn't goingag there. | knew it wasn’t my

thing. | knew that Woody did this kind of thing awébody was famous, and |

used it.

While this explanation does seem to express agbamtith, as Dylan has always been adept at
finding the pragmatic way forward, it is also cleas demonstrated amply above, that he was

genuinely devoted to folk music. Indeed, this dgtrseems to be a kind of historical revisionism

characteristic of an artist who had recently reddtis previous identity and milieu, and who

%21 Hedin xii.
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wanted to justify this rejection in absolute terf@amming up his complete denial of his former
self, Dylan provocatively ranted that “folk music..is a bunch of fat peoplé®® However, it
should be apparent by now that Dylan was in fastqundly committed to the folk tradition,
embodied most of all in his love for Woody Guthrie.

Thus, rather than being an either/or propositibappears Dylan fundamentally
understood that folk and rock and roll were reflst two different forms of a larger definition
of “folk music” in the sense that the two genresasg from the same deep wells of American
musical experience. Their temporary polarizatido fitnead music” and “body music” was a
fantasy, a conceit acted out half-consciously endtlture to perform the reintegration of
intellect, exemplified at that moment in the migtss by the “highbrow” folk movement, and
affect, embodied at that moment in “lowbrow” roaideroll. Like Cain and Abel, rock and folk
were sibling genres that, in Bob Dylan’s mythicatprmativity, were ultimately reconciled
through the act of Dylan infiltrating the folk mawent, becoming its primary exponent, and then
symbolically slaying it at the 1965 Newport Folkskeal by playing ugly, visceral rock and roll.
In this sense, Dylan really was a kind of “Judas,’'one audience member shouted at a concert
Dylan played with the Band in 1966, though if onfdws this archetypal analogy to its logical
conclusion, Dylan was also a Christ figure forelikudas, he performed the betrayal of the true
folk believers, but only to become a martyr enagtime death and rebirth of folk as part of
something far greater in the ensuing decatfes.

Watching footage of Dylan’s performance at Newport965 when he “went electric,”

the thing that immediately strikes one as Dylan lisdand begin their first song, “Maggie’s

2 Barry Miles and Pearce Marchbank, e@ab Dylan: In His Own Word&\New York: Quick Fox, 1978) 46, 61,
74.
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Farm,” is the insistence, intensity, and sheer mawf the repetitive four-note bass line. This
repetitive quality, combined with the primal, cagisnarl of Mike Bloomfield’s lead guitar, must
have been jolting for an audience expecting an staofolksinger. The sound is piercing and
anxiety-producing, urgent and fierce. Although P&tarrow claims that “the volume of the
blues band was kind of wild, you couldn’t get therds too clearly,* judging from the
recording, while “wild” is an accurate descriptiohthe volume, the words were perfectly
audible, an observation reinforced by the fact Betl Rothchild, who would go on to produce
the Doors masterfully, was engineering the souraéver, although the folk audience might
have been startled by the sheer magnitude of theneocoming from their beloved folk
troubadour, it could not have been the mere lousitiest produced such a negative reaction, for
both the Paul Butterfield Blues Band and the ChamBeothers had played loud electric sets
earlier in the day, which had both been well-reedivAlthough many in the audience were
probably surprised by Dylan’s thwarting of theipextations (despite the fact that Dylan had
releasedringing It All Back Homabout four months previously and “Like a Rollingps¢” a
week before), contrary to popular belief, it does seem to be the bare fact of Dylan playing
loud rock and roll that caused the audience td boing>?°

Paying careful attention to the footage, as thallstarts playing “Maggie’s Farm,” there
is excited talking in the audience, neither ecstadir critical, a clamor of expectant voices
attempting to determine the music’s value, shouttinige heard over the loud rhythm section and

guitar. Dylan is visibly a bit nervous, but thestiverse sounds fine, if slightly uncertain, his

% gcorsese

2% Hajdu 259-260. Several other theories have beefopuard to explain why the crowd was booing, irihg
that the sound quality was poor (which does notapfo be the case based on the footage), thaetheas too
short (which is temporally impossible as the boatayted near the beginning of the first song), that the crowd
was angry at Peter Yarrow for trying to cut Dylasét short (again temporally impossible). Some e
claimed that there was no booing, which is simg{true (Marcus 155-156).
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powerful voice cutting through the intense rhythmatency of the bantf’ This initial success
appears to give Dylan courage, and he starts tie steithe song goes to the “five” at the end of
the first verse on the word “bored,” the chord thiaitversally releases tension in the blues,
allowing the song to resolve back to the “one,”thet chord. But the bass, which has been
thunderously dominating the feel of the band, atdar effectively up to this point, does not go
to the five, and thus the tension is not relea$bd deviation from the recorded version of the
song orBringing It All Back Homeloes not seem premeditated as the musicians appear
confused for a brief moment, Dylan finishing thegde, and then looking uncomfortably over at
Bloomfield as two unseen men in the audience &idybo about a second after the singer steps
back from the microphone. Another second lateraDyboks down, apparently towards the
booing men, with a half-wounded, half-disdainfupeession as others join in the booing, the
singer seeming to realize that he has lost hiseaadifor this first live performance with a band
(at least since high schodff Although Dylan’s guitar is barely audible, and k& hand is not
visible during this critical moment of the firstrge, the bass refuses to move to the five again at
the end of the second verse, while Dylan’s handesde what appears to be the A chord, the
five for the key of D in which the song is playedich indicates that Dylan was performing the
song as it was originally conceived, but that thees volume of the bass overruled his guitar.
While most commentators appear to have implicilsuemed that Dylan meant the band
to stay on the root chord as a premeditated assautte audience, it seems far more likely,
based on the subtle fluctuations in the band’siptayas well as on the physical and facial cues

from Dylan and Bloomfield, that the bass player@ydid not know the changes of the song

2" Hedin 42.
528 Marcus 156.
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very well, which merely demonstrates how littleeatsal had gone into the performanCeAs
organ player Al Kooper charitably, though somewhatcurately, put it: “We didn’t especially
play that good; the beat got turned arourid Similarly, musician Geoff Muldaur has said that
“I don’t believe people were booing because theiowas revolutionary. . . It was just that
Dylan wasn’t very good at it. He had no idea howlty the electric guitar, and he had very
second-rate musicians with him, and they hadn'¢aeted enough. It just didn’t work. The
musicians didn’t play good. There’s no doubt in mind, people were booing because it
stank.”®! While most commentators disagree with this assessrbased on the footage, it
seems undeniable, though it also seems remarkadtled my knowledge, no one has ever
mentioned in print that the specific musical problas neither primarily the beat getting turned
around nor Dylan’s electric guitar-playing, but thess player missing a change. One suspects
that the fact that the bass player, Jerome Arnvadd, one of two African Americans playing with
Dylan may have had something to do with the callecamnesia, the product of a proto-political
correctness that was probably justified at the time that is perhaps unnecessary in the post-
Obama era, particularly when so many of our gréatesicians are black. However, the fact
remains that although the booing seems to haverbaga reaction to the music’s execution, it
soon took on an entirely different significancerhags even by the end of that first song, but
certainly by the time other audiences followed sulminating in the “Judas” concert at the
Manchester Free Trade Hall in 1966. As Marcus @adtes the cultural significance of Dylan

“going electric”: “Newport forced people to takeles—or allowed them the thrill of taking

529 Marcus 154.
530 palmer 105.
31 Hajdu 260.
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sides.®®? This was high drama played out on the stage ofilpoulture, requiring nearly as
much conceit and suspension of disbelief as thetédor its effectiveness.

The unvarnished truth is that Dylan was accustotoegrsatile session players and the
ability to do multiple takes of songs in the stydidnile this rhythm section, borrowed along with
Bloomfield from the Paul Butterfield Blues Band,svanly equipped to play straight blues.
Having worked with very few bands at that pointldychose his musicians naively, thinking
that they would be able to do his music justicdhwery little rehearsal when this was simply not
the case. Playing alone, Dylan’s confidence inpleisormance was unbreakable because he had
the exceptional ability to rise to any occasiont glaying with a band suddenly made it
necessary for him to consider the thoughts andhigebf the other musicians, even just enough
to elicit a good performance from them. Thus, dmae that the simple fact, generally
overlooked, is that members of the audience stéedg not primarily because they felt
betrayed by Dylan’s embrace of rock and roll, betduse the bass player missed a change,
which broke the momentum and made the performa®enrong in a way that would have
been difficult to define in the moment.

The myth that has grown up around this performasteat it was the symbolic
enactment of an ideological schism between thegalksts and those favorably inclined to both
folk and rock and roff** and it ultimately did come to symbolize this vélning. According to
folksinger Oscar Brand, “to the old left, Dylan wag second coming. . . . He was a kind of link
to their own lost youth that validated them andeggnem hope for their own resurgence.”
However, if the betrayal of Dylan’s hopeful valiabat of traditional folk music was the source of

Pete Seeger’s and the rest of the old guard’s pisagl, it does not seem to have been the

532 Marcus 1509.
>3 Hedin 40.
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primary concern for most audience members. As singer, and close Dylan friend Richard
Farina insisted,

We all grew up with . . . radio music—it was naditional music. . . . Only when

popular music was in its very worst period, whethimg was happening there,

did we turn to folk music. [Rock and roll] was pafteverybody’s music when

they were growing up in America. It was part ofthgghool in America. The first

person that Dylan and | ever talked about when weglout together was Buddy

Holly.>3
Given their generation’s deep affection for rockl aoll, with the benefit of recording
technology and a musician’s ear, one gets thendistnpression that the myth might have been
rather different had Dylan and his band soundeghsas they did on his latest record.

However, as was almost always the case, Dylan neghi@gtransform this near disaster
into a triumph, snatching victory from the jawsdeffeat when he was called back out to perform
two acoustic songs. After singing “Mr. Tambourin@M’ he performed a weary, frustrated “It's
All Over Now, Baby Blue” that somehow perfectly epsulated the transitional quality of that
moment, the performance of the death and rebiranoérican popular music from one genre
into another, from one way of being into anotheyldd had not quite mastered live rock and
roll, but this was the moment when the reigningritof Folk Music®*® declared unequivocally
that he was no longer exclusively, or even pringaslfolk musician.

Speaking about the electric performance, Dylamtdan Scorsese’s film:

| was thinkin’ that someone was shouting, ‘Are yath us? Are you with us?’

And, uh, you know, | don’t know, what'’s that suppd4o mean? | had no idea

why they were booing. | don’t think anybody wasrtéhbaving a negative

response to those songs, though. Whatever it wad aasn’t about anything
that they were hearirj°

>34 Hajdu 210, 227.
3 Epstein 110.
536 Scorsese
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However, knowing Dylan’s propensity for fabricatjptl and seeing the subtle signs in the
performance footage, it seems likely that Dylanvtoced himself in retrospect that the booing
“wasn’t about anything that they were hearing,”nagrs choosing to believe, or making it seem
that he believed, the myth that his milieu had le@an a sense to cover up the fact that the man
they had elected their prophet was all too humas addience and his generation needed him to
succeed, so rather than believe that Dylan coukkemaamistake as basic as not having
sufficiently rehearsed, most of those involved séeironcur that Dylan made intentionally
alienating music to declare his independence fitoefdlk movement. While this supposition is
true to a limited extent, Dylan almost certainlyg diot intend for the bass player to miss the
chord change, which sparked the booing that, im, tstalled the momentum of the performance.
However, as Dylan’s friend Paul Nelson observeéeade later: “In the mid-Sixties
Dylan’s talent evoked such an intense degree o participation from both his admirers
and detractors that he could not be permitted schras a random action. Hungry for a sign, the
world used to follow him around, just waiting fanmhto drop a cigarette butt. When he did
they'd sift through the remains, looking for sigoéfnce. The scary part is they'd find i£®
Although one might interpret this “hunger for arsign a less sinister light than Nelson does, it
seems clear that the audience wanted Dylan to sdg®badly that, by collectively creating a
narrative near the factual truth, but not quitentekal with it, they allowed Dylan to carry on
with his trajectory towards greatness. And thigutlistion between the way the situation actually
transpired and the belief of the collective coubthi@eivably be taken as proof that everyone was

participating in a mass delusion, for from a rethugst perspective, it was just a bunch of people

%37 Epstein notes that Dylan’s memoir “never allowghrto get in the way of a good story, or histaryrtterfere
with the revelation of the most significant trutt{&pstein 81).
3% Marcus 154.
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making a bunch of noise and getting all worked lopua it. However, from a mythically and
naratologically informed perspective, the very fiett the audience collectively and
unconsciously saved Dylan from embarrassment,tratisg what was simply a bad
performance into an epochal rupture, is evidenat@lylan was, in some sense, destined for
great things. The myth of this moment is far mogai§icant than the way the music actually
sounded whereas, by contrast, both the music anewvitnt were equally epochal at the “Judas”
concert the following year, Dylan by then havingfeeted his approach to rock and roll, not
least by hiring one of his generation’s greatesidsa

Legend has it that Pete Seeger, as embodimen¢ @idguard of folk music, was
threatening to cut the cables with an axe whileaDylas playing with the band at Newport.
However, as Seeger told Scorsese decades latemé@mber seeing Bob later on that evening
looking kind of blue, as though he hadn’t madepgbmt that he wanted to make properly. He
didn’t want to feel that he was limited here oritied there. He wanted to do something with the
Butterfield Blues Band. And it was great.” In redpect, the old guard acquiesced to Dylan’s
revolution, though not without a great deal of semice, a great deal of wailing and gnashing of
teeth. However, if Pete Seeger initially playednble of the disapproving father, singer Maria
Muldaur played the role of the supportive, accapsister. As she describes an interaction with
Dylan later that same evening:

Every night after the concerts, the festival peapbaild have a party, and Bob

was sitting in the corner, | guess thinking abobtatvhad happened, and | said,

‘Hey, Bob, do you wanna dance?” And he looked umatand said, ‘I'd dance

with you, Maria, but my hands are on fire.” Ands isort of like, that was a

cryptic remark, but I kinda knew exactly what heamie

Dylan’s hands were burning with a metaphorical (perhaps the same promethean fire that had

possessed him when he was eleven, the same “iea€rthe performers were searching for at
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the Gaslight), burning with the magnitude of whathad just done, performing the necessary
murder of the old order in an ugly, flawed, butralitely effective—and epochal—fifteen
minutes of visceral intensity and sheer volutite.

As Al Kooper, in his drolly humorous way, descriliddan’s next show a month after
the Newport performance:

When we played Forest Hills, “Like A Rolling Stone/as number one. And so

when we played “Like A Rolling Stone,” they stopdsabing and sang along.

And then when we finished they started booing agaimught that was great. |

enjoyed that. But at the party after the show, Baime runnin’ up to us and gave

us big hugs. He said, “that was fabulous! It wasagrit was like a carnival, it was

fantastic.” He really enjoyed the show.
Based on Kooper’s observations, it seems cleajilain understood on a deep level that the
booing was not really about him, that he was alygsttéor something profound occurring in his
culture. In fact, although John Lennon enjoyedtiluyithe rules of conventional show-business
by playing rock and roll at the jazz-oriented Cawver by telling the screaming crowds to “shut
up,” Dylan seems to have at least temporarily é¢tdia state approaching egoless consciousness
such that he viscerally enjoyed the crowd booinigimt, at least for a time, not because he had a
pathological need to be hated, but because he kmevhe was playing a central role in the
cultural drama. As Dylan himself notes, “I had agpective on the booing because you gotta
realize you can kill somebody with kindness, t88 ivhich seems to indicate that Dylan did in
fact see himself as a Christ-like figure, not prilyefor the glory, but because he knew that he
could play that vital cultural role. Dylan, in Higerspective” on the resistance leveled against

him, is putting into action the French proverb, tiederstand all is to forgive all,” for seemingly

more than anyone else, he understood that theraedievere not booing because of who he was

59 Scorsese
50 5corsese
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as a private individual, but because he was plagingcessary transformative role in the
development of historical proce¥s.And having rejected folk music, he was not abougettle

into his role as “Rock and Roll King” for Dylan,vedys refusing to be pinned down, rejected the
labels “folk rock” and “rock and roll” for his nestyle, preferring to call it “vision music*

which seems as accurate a description as anywsy/s) Dylan’s impulse was to transcend
genre, identity, and even temporality to perform ‘thnceasing creatior™ of which Bergson

writes.

*10r, in the slightly more prosaic phrasing of @ifid from his days in Minneapolis: “He didn't giveslait.”
(Heylin 46).

42 Hajdu 276, 281.

*3Bergson 19.
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Conclusion: “The Way You Feel That You Live”

When that steamboat whistle blows, I'm gonna goweall | got to give
And | do hope you receive it well, dependin’ onwlas you feel that you live

Bob Dylan, “Dear Landlord**

In the preceding chapters, | have attempted tonbiegtome to grips with the
significance of rock and roll in the context of tingectory of Western culture towards rational
modes of thought since the Enlightenment. Althotghis a project that could be expanded in
many directions, taking in earlier and later peraions of popular music, as well as many other
cultural, socioeconomic, political, technologicahd philosophical factors, | have tried to trace
the historical process described in different ictilens by Weber, Freud, James, Bergson, and
Whitehead through the concrete experiences of sirtiee primary exemplars of rock and roll.
Of course, a similar project could be undertakerelation to the other early initiators of the
genre, and the biographical narratives of PresheyBeatles, and Dylan could be followed
further chronologically as well as in terms of athe&levant domains not explored in these pages.
However, it is my hope that the focus on the emémdievelopment of the polarity describable
as that between rational intellect and intuitivieetf through the “very dirt of private fact®
experienced by these artists and their milieusdoag justice to the profound complexity of the
historical development of rock and roll, and hasiensome small contribution to the still
developing scholarship on that genre.

As | suggested in the first chapter, Elvis Preslegms to have been a primary focus for
the integration of a deep divide in the main streamAmerican culture, a privileging of

rationality over intuition that pervaded many arefbfe, deeply intertwined with hierarchical

>4 Bob Dylan,John Wesley Hardin¢Columbia Records, 1967).
>4 pragmatismB1.
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oppressions based on race and class. Music, althdowe and religion, is one of the most
personal, intimate areas of experience that deterimme’s felt identity and relation to the world,
and Presley seems to have been a catalyst fontidagration of primarily black and white
experiential modes expressed through music. It sekat without the musical integration
produced by Presley and his slightly later conterapes, the desegregation achieved by the
civil rights movement of the sixties may not haweeb possible. Thus, Presley brought African
American modes of relation into the homes of whiteericans in a dramatic way through his
largely white, teenage audience. Although thereelimen many notable exceptions, whereas
whites often treated African Americans as a lowasg of humanity at that historical moment,
Presley’s reverential emulation of his black negtshin Tupelo and Memphis reversed this
privileging so that a generation of rock and r@idtees willingly placed themselves at the feet
of a figure who was implicitly preaching the modeengagement characteristic of African
American culture. Indeed, much like the Romanticesmd idealism that had carried certain
elements of the repressed epistemologies duringdhdy heights of modernity, | hope that |
have convincingly demonstrated, particularly thiokgantz Fanon’s work, that African
American culture has preserved and developed Byit@ortant inflection of those same
repressed epistemologies, and that rock and radloma of the primary avenues of those modes’
ingression into broader American cultural strea&snilarly, | hope | have also convincingly
explicated the anatomy of the circumstances in wthe new genre was born out of a felicitous
moment of play, describable as an eruption of &ffeémmediacy into the dominant field of
rational discourse.

Subsequently, the Beatles, emulating Presley altigso many in their generation,

brought the primarily African American and rural des that Presley had embodied into
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commerce with the Old World, with England and Gamgadwo of the primary loci of imperial
and colonial domination during the preceding caatur_argely by dint of their geographical
and cultural distance from Presley’s American Sptlite Beatles appropriated the synthesis that
Presley had produced as antithesis to their Britishtities, integrating the witty verbal and
rational gifts characteristic of English culturgea in its Northern working class permutations,
with Presley’s instinctual, humorous physicalitgllBwing their initiation into the repressed
epistemologies in Hamburg, the Beatles broughtdbmatic mode literally into commerce with
more prevalent cultural domains largely throughfiheres of Brian Epstein and George Martin:
Epstein in terms of business and the presentafitmeo image, and Martin in terms of the
technological quality of recording and the profeasilism of the music industry in London.
Indeed, it sounds so simple to say that the Beatd#e a Trojan Horse for the reentry of the
repressed modes into Western culture but, as @etlse devil is in the details, for there were a
great many factors that needed to be arrangecegaly the right combinations to produce the
once in a lifetime phenomenon of the Beatles aratiBemania. As with most peaks of cultural
achievement, it seems obvious in retrospect tleeetimumerous factors had to be brought
together in precisely the way that they were tapo® the novel mode that would define
subsequent developments. Nevertheless, it isanesit to the nearly universal accessibility of
the Beatles that we can now almost take them famtgd when they were once so radically new
and yet somehow immediately familiar.

Finally, Bob Dylan, the somewhat more internal degpart to the relatively external
efflorescence enacted by the Beatles, took a mareitous and obscure path, initially
incorporating the mode that Presley had synthesizeack and roll, and also the country music

embodied by Hank Williams, then performing his osemies of further syntheses of Woody
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Guthrie, Ramblin’ Jack Elliot, Robert Johnson, amahy others. Although Dylan’s deep
allegiance to rock and roll is an implicit underaunt in the narrative traced in these pages, the
analysis in the last chapter primarily examined$ynathesis of “archaic” folk songs and various
strains of poetry, from the Romantics to the baatg, formed the precondition for the
transformation of rock and roll that Dylan wouldgender beginning in 1965. By drawing on the
more intellectual strains of the counterculturaateon to the dominance of rationality, poetry
and folk music, Dylan would mediate the integratodrthese forms with the more purely
visceral mode characteristic of early rock and. lollieed, aside from the section on the 1965
Newport Folk Festival, the period analyzed abowvesisentially a brief hiatus in Dylan’s abiding
commitment to rock and roll music, for he was calbye to remake rock and roll into a radically
expanded art form because he temporarily put thiategaside to immerse himself in the streams
he would utilize for its transformation.

If I were to attempt to summarize succinctly tregectory traced in the preceding pages, |
would say that Elvis Presley participated in theation of a genre that initiated one prominent
performative inflection of the intimate reintegmatiof the privileging polarity of affect and
rationality that had come to pervade Western calaver the preceding centuries. Subsequently,
the Beatles and Bob Dylan brought this integratma climax, the Beatles in the more external,
social mode of the band, and Dylan in the moretivate introspective mode of the individual
singer-songwriter. Along with many other artistegstey, the Beatles, and Dylan embodied and
led the way in a fundamental transformation ofun@twhose implications still largely condition
our experience in the early twenty-first centurjthAugh there have been many great artists in
the multivalent subgenres of rock music over tHesegquent decades, it seems clear that the

sixties and the early seventies were the peakeofrthisical stream initiated by Presley, just as the
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thirties had been the peak of the jazz genre tediat the turn of the twentieth century if we
judge the two genres on the merits of both artestitievement and mass influence. Certainly, a
great deal of exceptional jazz music was made Hftethirties, and a lot of great rock and roll
was made after the sixties, but these were the mtaweéhen the two genres perfectly expressed
the spirit of the times on a mass scale.

It also seems clear that the torch of cultural figugas now been definitively passed to a
new set of genres, roughly describable as hip élegtronic-based pop music, and indie rock,
though of course many of the elements of rock afichave lived on in these genres. Much like
bebop and subsequent iterations of jazz beginmmgna the time of the rock and roll revolution
in popular music starting in the fifties, rock amdl now continues to play a vital role in our
culture, but one that appears to have been eclips@@gnitude by its progeny. And similarly to
the joyful affect | feel at the bare fact that | amiting this conclusion during the moment when
America’s first black president has been reeletidus second term, it is also immensely
gratifying that it is women who are now dominatpgpular music in the way that men did for
most of the twentieth century. Indeed, both of ¢heésvelopments seem to be culminations of the
emancipatory movements of civil rights and feminibiat so dramatically transformed our
culture, particularly in the sixties and thereaf@nly time will tell, but perhaps historians inlha
a century will look back on the era of Beyoncé, AWiinehouse, Taylor Swift, Rihanna, Lady
Gaga, and Adele in the same way that we look battkawe and delight on Elvis Presley, the

Beatles, Bob Dylan, and the many other artists fehmed the peak of the rock and roll era.
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