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Preface

 

In this essay, the fragile definition of “Genius” is being questioned.  Carrying on from a study that demonstrates that the great genius are mostly creative, brilliant, obstinate and multifaceted, each one of these issues is analyzed from the perspective of the King of Pop, in such a way that it provides response elements to the following question: Was Michael Jackson an exceptional artist or an absolute genius?


 



Introduction

 

 

To define a genius is not easy, yet there are a number of definitions.  One which we could remember with regard to Michael Jackson refers to the natural aptitude that makes a person capable of creating extraordinary new things. The term genius would therefore be a gift, a natural gift that could not accept the slightest attempt of finding an explanation and would therefore arise from the indescribable. The famed ballet dancer Margot Fonteyn once quoted: “genius is a kind of magic and the secret of magic is that you cannot explain it”.  Genius cannot be theorized.

 


The Genius has a social dimension

 

From a different perspective, authors such as Claude Thélot1 underline that the only reference to gift to define genius would be limited.  This sociologist, choosing a list made up of 350 great Western geniuses, covering  the Renaissance up to the year 2000, manages to produce a quantitative sociology of the Western genius2, arriving at the conclusion that historically the attributes of genius have not been distributed in a random way. The presence of genius is therefore not just a random coincidence since some of the constant values can be quantified using statistics. These stats show that only 2 per cent of geniuses are women, 50 per cent come from an accommodated social environment within urban areas and rarely from villages. If the gift alone should authorise a universal definition of genius, essentially being innate, then this should allow the manifestation of genius everywhere, and therefore not being possible to measure it statistically. It should allow, for example, for women to be better represented in the early corpus of the author, or, allow the sons of manual laborers to be more frequently endowed with the attributes of a genius. Based upon these observations, the genius cannot be merely defined by the term gift.  On the other hand, if genius and gift can be quantifiable, then Thélot also defines genius in a similar manner, because further afield from the subject of gift, the values he uses to define genius are also subject to social and cultural variations. If it happens that certain geniuses are “self made", in most cases the genius would not have emerged outside his own environment, or outside a social and cultural context that would permit him to grow as such.

 


The majority of geniuses share a series of facets

 

The approximation that has been described above holds a double interest with regard to the subject we are interested in, as it allows the sociologist to differentiate, on the one hand, the social conditions that favor the raising of a genius, and on the other hand analyze the common facets which the geniuses of Claude Thélot’s list share, which will help to reach, as close as possible an objective definition of genius. Studying the trajectory of the most illustrious geniuses in eleven different domains that go from the literature up to the science, and reaching the film industry, from his analysis we discover that the combination, in most cases, of four characteristics grants them quality of genius: the creativity, the brilliancy, the obstinacy and the multiplicity. The author proposes to all those willing readers to modify the list of illustrious characters on which his reasoning is based, completing it with names chosen in such a way that the application of this analysis can be verified. It thus seemed appropriate to include the work of Michael Jackson to the network of reading material4. Can the King of Pop be therefore classified as a genius?  The response, which would seem evident to the majority of the star´s fans is not, nevertheless, easy to foresee. If in certain aspects the work of Jackson seems really genial, this aspect would be debatable to other, the artist being surpassed by models with which he could not be compared with easily.  An absolute genius or an extremely talented artist, Michael Jackson does not allow for simplistic categorizations.
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