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her shape and his hand

* That life is complicated is a fact of great analytic importance.
PaTrICIA WiLLIAMS, The Alcheny of Race and Rights

That life is complicated may seem a banal expression of the obvious,
but it is nonetheless a profound theoretical statement—perhaps the
most important theoretical statement of our time. Yet despite the best
intentions of sociologists and other social analysts, this theoretical
statement has not been grasped in its widest significance. There are at
least two dimensions to such a theoretical statement. The first is that
the power relations that characterize any historically embedded society
are never as transparently clear as the names we give tO them imply.
Power can be invisible, it can be fantastic, it can be dull and routine. It
can be obvious, it can reach you by the baton of the police, it can speak
the language of your thoughts and desires. It can fee! like remote cont-

“trol, it can exhilagate like liberation, it can travel through time, and it

can drown you in the present. it is dense and superficial, it can cause
bodily injury, and it can harm you without seeming ever to touch you.
It is systematic.and it is particularistic and it is often both at the same
cime. It causes dreams to live and dreams to die. We can and must call it
by recognizable names, but so too we need to remember that power ar-
rives in forms that can range from blatant white supremacy and state
terror to “furniture without memories.”

One day, the students in my undergraduate course on American cul-
ture and I made a thorough list of every possible explanation Toni Mor-
rison gives in The Bluest Eye (1970) for why dreams die. These ranged
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from explici i
Standar};;;h:;tvzzznizﬂy imposed agd internalized white supremacist
of violence and hat,redet: ‘;Z‘Z;;;Zife‘;;nf”; Z’qu, e halctics
‘. , 80 folding up inside ;
gay :Zzic;c;z,ntot‘tjb;aiathir, to deformed feet and lostp;eet/a, t; foiizzg
pays attentic til o s l;)? ate,' to fotal damage, to y
riemorie ;hmg i J::d- ing soil, and to what Morrison sometimes just
b e 2 ﬁrs_,t e s ;}Tented conditions that constitute what is in
placein concepmaliz.in ;; turns out to be not a random list at all. but
e O conceptual iVg t e Eomphcated workings of race, class ’and
e names e gigme o the ensemble of social relations thar c’reate
nequal pogsib[e e imerprf:twe codes, particular kinds of subjects
s i ossible and possible {:l;e'mselves. Such a conceptualization,
oo o Constan v 151(216 .VVH%}IH and between furniture withour
oo s Racism ank apitalism. It asks us to move analyticall
anremtabesate s :gden couc?h tha-.t sags in just that place where ag |
after day and the conceptuainagl;f;catgmablie e o L0 S "
cance haPpens there among the inert ;zfliitif o the s of sigoif
ol cipens re and the monumental so-

S0 remin S us that eve th sSe }10 lee mn the mo
Bu [11]8 llSt a[ CIT d n O W St dl[e

circumstances pos
sess a complex and ]
oftentimes contrad;
radictory hum
an-

ity and subjectivi ;

N gicsrgrl ;tlr:)at; is r}1lever adequately glimpsed by viewing them
baffled me “;hy those er flﬂd, as superhuman agents. It has always
the barbaric domia mOS; interested in understanding and changin
always—withhold £ ;}nt ;e z;te;:)}rla::ct(;riz;s our modernity -often—no%
the right to co ople they are most concerned wi
dimension of tfl:;pltitcizr;:ih;ﬁé n?ol;lpéex f);:rsonhood is the secvglr:g
plex personhood ent that life is complicated. Com-
specificity is SOmC?:jeI;S that alF people (albeit in specific forms Whoonsle
contradiction, g e everything) remember and forget, are beset b
Complex Pers,onhood mi?je a}tlnd misrecognize themselves and others).r
t0o, get stuck in the sym tS - p60pl-e suffer graciously and selfishly
themselves. Complex zr ° Ems of their troubles, and also transform
are never never thatp Cf(()) . ([)Od means that even those called “Other”
people tell about thef.ns 1mp - persoH.h ood means that the stories
worlds, and about their CES, ?bom their troubles, about their social
rween what is " slocwty‘ s problems are entangled and weave be-
tions aze reachinn ¢ ely available as a story and what their imagina-

8 toward. Complex personhood means that peopf: zzt

furniture withour
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just plain lazy. Complex personhood means that
her, that they will vehemently disagree
and that they will do both at the
e it out for ourselves, inter-

tired and some are
groups of people will act toget
with and sometimes harm each other,
same time and expect the rest of us to figur
yening and withdrawing as the situation requires. Complex person-
hood means that even those who haunt our dominant institutions and
their systems of value are haunted too by things they sometimes have
names for and sometimes do not. At the very least, complex person-
hood is about conferring the respect on others that comes from presum-
ing that life and people’s lives are simultaneously straightforward aand

full of enormousty subtle meaning.
That life is complicated is a theoretica
to treat race, class, and gender dynamics and consciousness as more

dense and delicate than those categorical terms often imply. It is a
theoretical statement that might guide a critique of privately purchased
rights, of various forms of blindness and sanctioned denial; that might
guide an attempt to drive a wedge into lives and visions of freedom
ruled by the nexus of market exchange. Tt is a theoretical statement that
invites us to see with portentous clarity into the heart and soul of Ameri-
can life and culture, to track events, stories, anonymous and history-
making actions to their density, to the point where we might catch a
glimpse of what Patricia Williams calls the “vast networking of our so-
ciety” and imagine otherwise. You could say this is a folk theoretical
statement. We need to know where we live in order to imagine living
clsewhere. We peed to imagine living clsewhere before we can live there.
The Alébemy of Race and Rights by Patricia Williams (1997) is a
book that captured my attention because, among other things, here is
1 woman who does not know if she s crazy or not, who sees ghosts and
polar bears and has conversations with her sister about haunted houses
and writes all of it down for us while she is sitting in her bathrobe with
disheveled hair, Patricia Williams s a commercial lawyer and a profes-
sor of contract and property law. Her great-great grandmother was a
slave, property. Her great-great grandmother’s owner and the father of
her children was Austin Miller, a well-known Tennessee lawyer and ju-

rist. What is Patricia Williams looking for?

| statement that guides efforts

[ track meticulously the dimension of meaning in my greac-great-grand-

mother as chattel: the meaning of money; the power of consumerist world
view, the deaths of those we label the unassertive and the inefficient. L try
to imagine where and who she would be today. I am engaged in a long-
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term project of tracking his [Austin Mi
0j fin Miller’s] words—th i
z??i of}iz»lmmns—and those of his sons who were also lat roueh hls’ e
nding the shape described by her absence in all thiwyerS e Judges
5.

I see her shape and hi i
. s hand in the v ;
in the evil : ast networking of o i
had ove:‘l ﬁea;‘nl;iozve?;gh? that plague our lives and lfws ]I'Eesggfg , 13;: d
y. The force he was in her life, ) olhe
today. The p tee er life, in the sha .
o br};ed S‘LI;ZW?I‘ Ee e-xerc1sed in the choice to breed her Of flc?tf E’?}Z i :
s in his image, to choose her mate and be that m' . f;:l}:mce
ate. is

attempt to own wh
at 0o MK can own : .
sence of her choice. , the habit of his power and the ab-

1 look for her shape and his hand. {19)

I look for ber shape and his hand; this is a
trea . . ; this is a massiv j
tomgh;ffyu? :jgfiaglle. Th‘_s ifs a project in which hauniiri:g[(:r?;tiagzz
crtbed by her abs 5:2;. i};:ufe: ;;roiectlwhire finding the shape de-
through © erfectly the paradox ;
beiﬂgii;etrlgl :nadnsoictfss all those forces that Whifb makes ?tfs :;Z:Elgg
o o ser sorme pea Cerf: at the same time. Cajoling us to reconsider (;
ghost, the very dislsin :), and because cajoling is in the nature of the
o, force and sha c Fl(mg between there and not there, past and pre-
register of historyp;r-ld f]:mkforce'to hand to her ghostly presence inpthe
alchemy that eludes Ak asam t.his is a particular kind of social
i o us ES often as it makes vs look for -it. Patricia
thete is company fornz ht fi( searlch for the shape of force and lost hands;
o0, is looking for the ;3 eeping. Wahneema Lubiano {1992, 1993),
zones where it seeming} aunting presence of the state in the Culturai
trying to raise the spe gly excuses itself. Kimberlé Crenshaw (1991) is
foets, its objoctivit Pcctir qf the %hostly violence of law’s regime of ob-
et o b 2o Z that “er{ne”CIement has for some time been trying to
for what it excl?rlde f éf)ne that “somewhere every culture has
{1990} is followin Sth( E;XOHS ar.ld. Clément 1986). Norma Alan':f;r;
across the U.S,-Meficoz lerely visible tracks of the Native Woman
citizen-subject, Horte osr er, as she shadows the making of the liberal
can grammatolog thnsel pillers (r987a) is reconstructing the Ameri-
hers i o phant};smat. o;t some subjects in one passage and found
Maxine Hong Kingstj::c am;EY. of bad mothers and absent fathers
ghostly ancestors and h{‘19'77) is mapping the trans-Pacific travel Oé
Spivak (1987, 1989a, ;:;?ZZSSSMF 'c:emands on the living. Gayatri
vi .
presence and absence that characserizfé iziﬁa;zie?;ij rengtlaleai? of
ropolitan

her shape and his hand 7

:elationship to the subaltern women “over there.”1 I look for ber shape

gnd his hand.

Ghostly Matters {s about haunting, a paradigmatic way in which life 1s

more complicated than those of us who study it bave usually granted.
Haunting is a constifuent element of modern social life. Jt is neither pre-

modern super 1ti0nnor1nd1v1dualp§ych051s, itisa _generaliza_b}q at

shenonienon of great POt "To study social life ope must confrontthe
gﬁaé'ﬂ?asﬁééfs of it. This confrontation requires (OF produces) a funda-
1 change in the way We know and make knowledge, in our mode

Thenta
of production. Ghostly Matters is 3 theoretical and conceptual book

that T hope demonstrates the utter significance of well-placed (as op-
posed o misplaced) concreteness and conveys the celevance of ghostly
matters to the sociological enterprise, an enterprise at once in sociology
and eagerly willing to make it into something entirely different. Ghostly
Matters 15 an interdisciplinary work and in this sense representative of

our times and needs. But it 1s Roland Barthes’s notion of interdiscipli-
«[aterdisciplinary work, so much

narity that it strives to instantiate:
discussed these days, is not about confronting already constituted disci-
h, in fact, is willing to let itself go). To do some-

plines (none of whic
thing interdisciplinary it’s not enough to choose 2 ‘subject’ {a theme)
sciplinarity consists

and gather around it two Of three sciences. Interds
- . ) g | B
ject that belongs to no one’ {quoted in Clifford and

in creating a new ob t bel
Marcus 1986: 1. Not owned by anyone yet, this interdisciplinarity is in

the public domain, which does not guarantee anything except that there

is still some room to claim rather than discipline its meanri‘ng“iqto.jc_xis-

tence. __Ghostly Matters looks for a language for identifying hauntings

and for writing with the ghosts any haunting inevitably throws up-
Ghosts arc a somewhat unusual topic of inquiry for a social analyst
(much less a degreed sociologist). It may seein foreign and alien, mas
ginal to the field that conventionally counts as Jiving social reality, the
asure, and interpret, the field that takes the mea-

sure of us as much as we take the measure of it.2 And foreign and alien
it is, for reasons that are both obvious and stubbornly obligue. There is

a long story of how | came to write a book about ghostly matters, much

of which is relevant to an engaged sociology of knowledge and some of
s not what my

which is even perhaps interesting, but 2 sood deal of it i

colleagne Harvey Molotch would call news.
about ghostly matters aot because I was interested in

field we observe, me

1 came tO write
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the occult or in Parapsychology, bur because gf;os_dv th_ings kept crop-
ping up and messing up other tagks | Was trying to accomplish. Cy it

grounded theory: in one field another emerged to literally caprure my
attention and become the ficld work. The persistent and troubling
ghosts in the house highlighted the limitations of many of our prevaleng
modes of inquiry and the assumptions they make about The social
world, the people who inhabir these worlds, and whar g required to
study them. The available critical vocabularies were failing (me} to
communicate the depth, density, and intricacies of the dialectic of sub-
jection and sabjectivity (or what in my businesg we call structure and
agency), of domination and freéHom, of critique and utopian longing,
Of course, it is not simply the vocabularies themselves that are at fault,
but the constellation of effects, historical and nstitutional, that make g
vocabulary a social practice of producing knowledge.s A vocabulary
and a practice were missing while demanding theiy due. Haunted and, I
admit, sometimes desperate, sociology certainly—but also the human
sciences at large—seemed to provide few tools for understanding how
social institutions and people are haunted, for capturing enchantment
in a disenchanted world.
If haunting describes how that which appears to be not there is often
a s_éething 'pfé;séﬁée, acting on and often n:éddl'iﬁg' ‘with taken-for
granted realities, the ghost is just the sign, or the empirical evidence if
you like, that tellg you a haunting js taking place. The ghost is not sim.-
ply a dead or 3 missing person, but 4 social figure, and investigating it
can lead to that denge site where history and subjectivity make social
life. The ghost or the apparition is ope form by which something lost,
or barely visible, or seemingly not there to ouy supposedly well-trained
eyes, makes itself known or apparent to us, in its own way, of course.,
The way of the ghost ig haunting, and haunting is 4 very particular way
of knowing what has ‘happened or ig happening, Being haunted draws
us affectively, sometimes against ouar wil] and always a bit magically,
mnto the structure of feeling of a reality we come to €xperience, not as

How I came to write a book about ghostly marters is 4 long story, and
some of that story has 1o do with bostmodernism, its trajl of associ-
ations, its often deafening white noise. In 1992 the president-elect of
the Society for the Study of Social Problems called the members to the
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PlOy P go0—00Q, pring,
v ( Yrig o ¥ 3 3 3
Emplo €S Inust wash ll.l 1ds COopyt 2 it Jaimie Lyle (;() don, 1988—090, s1 Ve

16 X 20 inches)
-

' rder “structured

annual meeting to discuss a I;e“i p0st:linodle;crrli (:;o;[ilzllsdz; i ;Z;eﬁn_
the dense and high velocity technolog ritua ¢ man-
Z;Z:;r:jlt, informational CAPITAL, [and]_ cyber-nenc—hkfi H’lei:;lﬁjzsthe

iaf control” (Pfohl 1991: 9) without forgetting t.hat it’s i
o ! (' ’ Pf9ﬁi 1992b: 7}. The invitation linked a certain
’ ’ ) ) . . 3
ghos'tsocll(()myt (f: E;snim(c)fernif}? with the critique of the s_oclal'5(:1“:110&:r
E:;I;ilrrilcistggrounds of knowing. This was not 111aPp1§pr;izz S;ilczlo;fur
the past ten to twenty years there has beer} a ven(tja 7e.tir1 e on o
traditional ways of conceptualizing, studying, an ;Nl.:lts ﬁlat out the
social world and the individuals and .cult_ur-al arti :u;i that Jmhabi
this world. Whether the post-rg45 .pen.old is .COIlCGI‘; : iy
the West’s eminent metanarratives 9f Eeg1t1mat10§1 or s 2 serics of sign-
05ts annéuncing the arrival of significant reconfigura s of our dom-
ipnént Western organizational and theorfeucal f'rar.nes—pstmOdemisma
i stcolonialism, post-Marxism, post-lndusFrlz.dis-m, po "
1Sm:’fp Okinism—many scholars across various diSClph.Ilary fields no&;ons
g?:;;;:rllg with the social, political, and epistemological confronta

that lldﬁ.e . eaSlllgl; come to (.,hdl acterize it.
I!!e Clal S aE[(l SUIMINOonNs poststructs a;is 5 1 [a[thleI, aS IIlaC
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on our tr__ald.itional notions of the human subject, meanin
f,;lage,l “;r};tmg,_desire, differenm e’xpenencf,;;:ct:h’nian-
h;‘:l; Zen Szc;r; peial.j:i in a larger context, or ‘condition,” of which tl?i;
N _i y as a syr.nptom and as a determining canse. This
orger cond Sict)gat postmc;dermsm—addresses a whole range of mater-
‘ are no longer conso i i i
ity of modernism and its techiological iiﬁaﬁﬂif tcciofrin Icri1 o ratlog;'nﬂaﬂlg-
1r; ;ver):j sp}?ere of social and cultural life” (Ross 198; ;Sg :ﬁ: t
e ) : x). atin
Eophical ;:f;ls ;:mui 1loc_altels What_ is often construed as strictly phﬂo%
) o cpisten thog_u:a- qPEStIOHS on a decidedly sociological and
poliical Cultu.r » e 1n;r1tat19n elzjtboratt.:.d, and as Ross states, “post-
modermio eulture i a rlea_ medium in which we all live to some extent
e venly its effe.cts are lived and felt across the jaggec;
cermun d.co_o;;‘ sex, class? region, and nationality” (ibid.: viii)
- impactlz(jf Ilrillsstof soc:ology, postmodern conditions have made
oo Jmpact felt mos s[t)rongiy in the resurgence of “the ancient prob-
e creaht},al;id :\g::n Wi'}llat 1121 evzryday language we call ‘ex-
pesience : t we then ecide to call “knowledge’ about
- p(gricain:oiii f i;:;;ﬂ and in the attendant dilemmas creategd for an
o Bt 1o ce {se.e Agger 1989a, 1989b, I99C, 1991, 1992,
o e Lgm,eltg;gg, R. Brown 1987, 1989; Clough 1992; Den-
1991, 19}943, 13994b)f: A?f[?é lzfo?:ljo?ffza; o~ S:i:Ott o s
then, is a crisis in representation, a frle pOStI'nO e ﬁéld rologien
e 1 & ! s acture in the epistemological
Ofgsocmc; Sr;liglclice;mstzf;ci Tg;:;z;hat rest;d o? ; faith in the reality e%fect
£ soc . : ament has led to, among other conse-
;qn vestie;;sﬂur:jgz;t}andl?g th.at the practices of writing, analysis, af’lil
-y ;OSitiveer of social or cultural material, constitute less a
emihen y posiive prﬁ]-ect than a c1_11tural practice that organizes par-
e postpositivist}:fl din;i t:lﬁrﬁi ;éh.;ated investigators. The promise
ot post : . ense, post- or antimodern rup-
e for ;;)j:l)ii)igo); ;s ;?at rather tha_m lt.:ading away from an analysis 53?
concern with representai?c::}l%iwhfll . pr'esumed o baclor o
WSHCL - ;V;geszd to al ilcfif?em agenda for ask-
¢ hor . a could deliver, albeit with nec-
Oiog;’ br;}}_rlzzfcrgl:iﬁi, Qn ;he unfulfilled promissory note given to soi:?—
e £ an Adorno:. namely, to link a thoroughgoin
gical critique of moden:uty as what is contemporaneousl?
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ours with an insurgent sociological critique of its forms of domination

(Frankfurt Institute for Social Research [1956] 1973

Questions of narrative structuring, constructedness, analytic stand-
point, and historical provisionality of claims to knowledge direct soci-
ology to the ways in which our stories can be understood as fictions of
the real. The challenge to the MOBOPOLStIC assumption that sOCIOI0gY
can provide an unproblematic window onto a more rather than less se-
cure reality is both necessary and desirable in order to understand how
the real itself and its ethnographic or sociological representations are
also fictions, albeit powerful ones +hat we do not experience as fic-
rional, but as true. At the same time, the increasingly sophisticated un-
derstandings of representation and of how the social world is textually
or discursively constructed still require an engagement with the social
structuring practices that have fong been the province of sociological
inquiry. It is these that draw our attention to the multiple determina-
sions and sites of power in which narratives of and about our culture

and its artifacts are produced and disseminated.

Part of the widespread ambivalence towar
postmodernity stetns from the complicated relationship between reality
and its modes of production, a relationship crucial to the primary inves-
tigation of exclusions and invisibilities. Neither postmodernism nor
postmodernity resolve this relationship by any means. (And, indeed, the

common tendency to distinguish between postmodernism as a kind of

voluntary idealism—a style or choice of approach—and postmodernity
ing materialism does not help mat-

as a kind of crushing, all-encompassi
ters at all. In fact, it sends social theorists back to the drawing board

needlessty.) What some feminists and critical theorists have sensibly n-
sisted on retaining is precisely a double structure of thought that links
the epistemological and the social (see Flax 1992; Lubiano 1997). Femni-
{and putatively paradigmatic) relationship to posi-
ation in the critique of the transparency
transnational generalization, and so on,
he so-called crisis in representation

d postmodernism and

nism’s presumed
modernism rests on its particip
of language, objective causality,

all of which are part and parcel of t
(see Nicholson 19903 Butler 1992). But the critique of representation

does not solve the problem of the continuing crisis of domination—
coercive and consensual—unless it is linked to issues of goversmental-
ity, broadly understood (see Hennessy 1993; Mouffe T992). Coupling
problems with representation to an ongoing and aggressive concern
with representability, in the political sense, is what enables epistemol-
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ogy to be properly situated in the ensemble of s
in which such epistemologies are ansconced.

To say that sociology or socia) analysis more broadly must retain a
double structure of thought that links the epistemological and the so-
cial, or, in other words, to say that sociology has to respond method-
ologically and not only as if from an autono
question of what exactly
which we ought to respon

ocial relations of power

mous distance begs the
the novel postmodern social conditions to
d are. Difficult diagnostic issues are at stake
here, exacerbated by “the effort to take the temperature of the age

without instruments and in a situation m which we are not even sure
there is so coherent a thing as an ‘age,” or zeitgeist or ‘system’ or ‘cur-
rent sitwation’ any longer” (Jameson 1991: xi). It is no doubt true that
some of the central characteristics of the modern systems of capitalism,
state and subject formation, and knowledge production are undergoing
significant modifications, and many are working to describe these
changes and their implications (see Bauman [1988] 1994; Haraway
1985; Harvey 1989; Jameson 19971; Lash 1990). An equally powerful
argument could be made, as Derrick Bell (1992) does in one of the
more moving examples of Antonio Gramsei’s maxim—optimism of the
will, pessimism of the intellect—that things have hardly changed at all.
I'am simply not in a position to adjudicate the degree of continuity or
discontinuity at such a grand scale and am inclined to consider most
conclusions premature at this point, and perhaps at any point. In my.
own limited view, therefore, we are not “post” modern vet, although it
is arguably the case that the fundamenta] contradictions at the heart of
modernity are more exposed and much is up for grabs in the way we
conceive the possibilities for knowledge, for freedom, and for subject-
hood in the wake of this exposure. It is also arguably the case that the
strong sense of living in “a strange new landscape . . . the sense that
something has changed, that things are different, that we have gone
through a transformation of the life world which is somehow decisive
but incomparable with the older convulsions of modernization and in-
dustrialization” {Jameson 1991: xxi) s0 pervasive in many quarters is
an influential and itself motivating social and cultural fact.+
Of one thing 1 am sure: it’s noz that the ghosts don’t exist. The post-
modern, late-capitalist, postcolonial world represses and projects its
ghosts or phantoms in similar intensities, if not entirely in the same
forms, as the older world did. Indeed, the concentration on haunting
and ghosts is a way of maintaining the salience of social analysis as

<

~
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its social context, as i his’coryf W.hich is ax}ythlr?eg baii
bounded b hile avoiding simple reflectionism. Yet, in o pnd
dead 20 e framing of postmodernism, an overweening a
tieularly B on new electronic technologies of commu§1§a—
overstated emphas'lssm and on the spectacular world of c:omrmz1 1txesj
o ?onsumfltor’ic of exposing the new machinery, replace ct:}x:e
has, e the'r' ; with a postmodernist version t.hat promotles ‘
rentiona pO'SltlYlsr:isibility of all codings and decodmgs. Crudely pu z
telec0mmumcec‘ltwe'sm means that everything is on view, that every]
yhen pOStmOderfriibed that all “tacitly present means . . . [beg(;neit
e 'Cans EZjestSIs] of ;elf-perfection” (Bauman [1988] 1994: 1838,
consciow

y c O i y 1 1 i 'ES m <
1 a [. de t bl S M dernli s pOSlt Vil O

1 hOSt Sl hat resem

dlSpia sa g

than it concedes.

-y » 9 5 best'se ng
Let me glve ou an €Xample [)(I“ [)ei I() § I 8 i [H)Vel

i i dern text. Nothing much hap-

White’ N’Ojse iil - ?jzlidgf:;zfy}) ;igﬁfl;sor and inventor, in 19‘618,1?
s e -minates on American popular culture and faml};l 1r 3
Hit'ler Stu'dles’ rr arn German, which he doesn’t speak. Ht? _has z ab
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of everyday life, the absence of meaning and the omnipresence of end-
less information, the relentless fascination with catastrophes, and the
circulating advertisements for the death of author, referent, and objec-
tive reality set within image upon-1mage of the electric connections
among life, death, and sex,

Notwithstanding my docudrama rendering of the plot, the familiar
and familial noise of White Noise, a fiction, reads like a sociological
map of white postmodern America, like an ethnography of sorts. Sig-
nificantly, this reading effect is precisely related to those social condi-
tions that the text itself identifies as challenging the distinctions be-
tween the fictive and the factual, and between the imaginary and the
real. This is White Noise’s great strength as a social science fiction: it at-
tempts to link the sociological and the e
postmodernism. At the level of ver

DeLillo captures the optimistic cynicism of imploded meanings, empty
memory banks, and televisual screenings. He is neither ¢ritical nor cele-
bratory. Abandoning the terrain of politics, the contestation about and
over power, he opts instead for a kind of market media effect where
everything was on television last night.

White Noise is, however, a ghost-busting text that refuses to confront
what has been rendered spectral by the twin hands of the social and the
writer. At the close of White Noise, the language of enthusiasm for an
American culture mediated and saturated by commodities whose hiero-
glyphics and secret codes fascinate and offer entrance into a world full

of abandoned meanings and MOmMENtary ecstatic ex

periences gives way
to a “sense of wandering . . . an aimless and haunted mood.” Smegred

print, ghost images. The members of DeLillo’s television public find
that the “supermarket shelves have been re-arranged . .
out warning”:

pistemological dimensions of
yday language and procedure,

. one day with-

The men scan for stamped dates, the wome
trouble making out the words. Smeared

shelves, the ambient foar, in the plain and heartless fact of their decline,
they try to work'their way through confusion. But in the end it doesn’t
matter what they see or think they see. The terminals are equipped with

holographic scanners, which decode the binary secret of every item, infal-

libly. This is the language of waves and radiation, or how the dead speak
to the living. (325-24)

n for ingredients. Many have
print, ghost images. In the altered

At the end of DeLillo’s novel, his story of contemporary white subur-
ban everyday life (which in this novel js the virtual history of post-

r
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head” (315)

prohibition, of presence and absence” that makes his book an example
of postmodernist positivism, or hypervisibility. Hypervisibility is a kind
of obscenity of accuracy that abolishes the distinctions between “per-
mission and prohibition, presence and absence.” No shadows, no
ghosts. In a culture seemingly ruled by technologies of hypervisibility,
we are led to believe not only that everything can be seen, but also that
everything is available and accessible for our consumption. In a culture
seemingly ruled by technologies of hypervisibility, we are led to believe
that neither repression nor the return of the repressed, in the form of

- either improperly buried bodies or countervailing systems of value or
difference, occurs with any meaningful result.

The representation of value or difference is indispensable for under-
standing the cleavages that power’s divisive work accomplishes. To the
extent that DeLillo’s text performs some of the new ways in which dif-
ference, rather than simply being excluded or marginalized, is being
staged or simulated, it tells an important story. For example, White
Noise clearly puts the reader on notice that it will not (and then cannot)
tell, with any sympathetic apprehension, the story of Jack’s panicking
wife, Babette, a powerful indicator of the way in which even silence and
invisibility can be accessed. Such a narrative makes it difficult, if not
impossible, however, to imagine her story as other than a kind of visible
invisibility: I see you are not there. In other words, not much is left of
Babette’s value other than the fact that her absent life world can now be
acknowledged, advertised, and consumed as background white noise.
DeLillo’s text may very well echo Jean Baudrillard’s point that post-
modern culture can increasingly bring within view (for consumption)
that which previously remained at the margins, but it also reproduces
the same features it describes. In so doing, it offers no place from which
to challenge the ubiquity of that white noise and offer a countermem-
ory. Indeed, the obsession with death in the novel is a substitute for
dealing with the ghostly matter, the ghostly and haunting trouble.
Rather, we are confronted with the morbidity of existence as a symp-
tom of the inability to confront modernity’s phantoms. Kept busy just
surviving in the confusing supermarker of life, itself already having
coded and decoded all exchanges, reification—the effacement of the
traces of production—appears, in this milieu, to be the welcome relief
one hopes for, Jameson (1991: 314~15) puts it well: “the point of hav-
ing your own object world, and walls and muffled distance or relative
qilence all aronnd 'vemr. i 0 fareetr ahant all thage innumerahble others
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them, are the victims of the same condition and the same disappointed
hope” {215). One wonders what a completed theory of ghosts would
have looked like had Horkheimer and Adorno actually written more
than the note.” I have not written the Theory of Ghosts, a far too singu-
lar proposal for my purposes, but Ghostly Matters does attempt to de-
scribe, in homage to the viability of a Marxist concept of haunting, the
ghostly haunt as a form of social figuration that treats as a major prob-
lem the reduction of individuals “to a mere sequence of instantaneous
experiences which leave no trace, or rather whose trace is hated as irra-
tional, superfluous, and ‘overtaken’” (216).

And a problem it remains despitell that we can claim now to under-
stand in the wake of what are, without doubt, major changes in who is
permitted to make public knowledge and in the assumptions that direct
and underwrite much contemporary inquiry. We have taken the legs out
from under that fateful and deceptive Archimedean standpoint, substi-
tuting the view from somewhere for the old view from nowhere. We
have become adept at discovering the construction of social realities
and deconstructing their architecture, confounding some of the distinc-
tions between culture and science, the factual and the artificial. We have
rethought the relationship between knowledge and power, between text
and context, highlighting the relationship between authorization and
modes of authority. And we have made considerable representational
reparations for past exclusions and silencings, making the previously
unknown known, telling new stories, correcting the official records.

These are major accomplishments for work in universities, which
change slowly and which, despite their ideology of invention, do not
like too much of it. Yet I have wondered sometimes whether, for exam-
ple, we have truly taken seriously that the intricate web of connections
that characterizes any event or problem is the story. Warnings about
relativism to the contrary, truth is still what most of us strive for. Partial
and insecure surely, and something slightly different from “the facts,”
but truth nonetheless: the capacity to say “This is so.” But truth is a
subtle shifting entity not simply because philosophy says so or because
evidentiary rules of validation are always inadequate, but because the
very nature of the things whose truth is sought possesses these qualities.
To tell the partial deconstructive truth of the thing that is the complex
relation between subjection and subjectivity requires making common
cause with the thing, requires what Michael Taussig calls sympathetic
magic, that is, “granting . . . the representation the power of the repre-
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own reckoning with how we are in these stories, with how
us, with our own ghosts.

Doing so is not easy because, among other things, knowing ghosts
often shows up not as professional success, but as failure: the one
whose writing/not writing only came together as she came together
with the object, with the reality of fictions and the unrealities of the
facts; the slightly mad one who kept saying, “There’s something in the
room with us,” as those bloodless reified categories became animated
through wonder and vexation. But it is also true that ghosts are never
innocent: the unhallowed dead of the modern project drag in the pathos
of their loss and the violence of the force that made them, their sheets

and chains. To be haunted and to write from that location, to take on

the condition of what you study, is not=a methodology or a conscious-

ness you can simply adopt or adapt as a set of rules or an identity; it
produces its own insights and blindnesses. Following the ghosts is ahout
making a contact that changes yvou and refashions the social relations in
which you are located, It is about putting fife back in where only a
vague memory or a bare trace was visible to those who bothered to
look. Tt is sometimes about writing ghost stories, stories that not
repair representational mistakes, but al
ditions under which a memory was pr
a countermemory, for the furure.
Sociology,

only
s0 strive to understand the con-
oduced in the first place, toward

in particular, has an extraordinary mandate as far as acad-
emic disciplines go: to conjure up social life. Conjuring is a particular
torm of calling up and calling out the forces that make things what they
are in order to fix and transform a troubling situation. As a mode of
apprehension and reformation, conjuring merges the analytical, the
procedural, the imaginative, and the effervescent. But we have more to
learn about how to conjure in an evocative and compelling way. If
haunting is a constitutive fearure of social life, then we will need to be
able to describe, analyze, and bring to life that aspect of social life, to
be less fearful of animation. We ought to do this not only because it is
more exact, but also because to the extent that we want our writing to
change minds, to convince others that what we know is important and
ought to matter, we need to be more in touch with
“the pieces of a world . . . littered all over a sociological landscape”
(D. Smith 1987: 99) affect people. And we do not usually experience
things, nor are affects produced, in the rational and objective ways our
terms tend to portray them. The coOumfernar fn raifommimmn oo s

the nature of how

they change
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of social systems and their far more diffused and delicate effects. Haungz
ing occurs on the terrain situared between our ability to conclusively -

describe the logic of Capitalism or State Terror, for example, and the

various experiences of this logic, experiences that are more often thap -

not partial, coded, Symptomatic, contradictory, ambiguous. What js i

to identify haunting and follow its trajectory? Second, if the ghost’s ar-
rival notifies us of a haunting, how does the ghost interrupt or put into
crisis the demand for ethnographic authenticity—what Jacqueline Rose
(1986: 12} has called the “unequivocal accusation of the real”—that
we expect from those who can legitimately claim to tel] the truth? The
intermingling of fact, fiction, and desire as it shapes personal and socia
f the social sciences and makes me
What does the ghost say as it speaks, barely, in the mterstices
of the visible and the invisible? And, third, we are part of the story, for
better or worse: the ghost must speak to me in some way sometimnes
similar to, sometimes distinct from how it may be speaking to the oth-
ers. How then can our critical language display a reflexive corncern not
only with the objects of our investigations but also with the ones who
investigate? What methods and forms of writing can foreground the
conditions under which the facts and the real story are produced?
What is my method for answering these questions? The method here
is everything and nothing much really. (The question of method has
mlmmmpter 2 shows.) T do not devise
procedures for the application of theories because one major goal of
this book is to get us to consider a different way of seeing, one that is
less mechnical, more willing to be surprised, to link imagination and
critique, one that is more attuned to the task of “conjurfing] up the
appearances of something that [is] absent” (Berger 1 972: 10). A way of
seeing is not a rule book for operationalizing discrete explanatory theo-
ries. It is a way of negotiating the always unsettled relationship between
what we see and what we know (ibid: 7). 1 suppose you could say that
the method here involves producing case studies of haunting and ad-
judicating their consequences. What kind of case is a case of 4 ghost? It
is a case of haunting, a story about what happens when we admit
the ghost—tha special instance of the merging of the visible and the in-
visible, the dead and the living, the past and the present—into the mak-
mg of worldly relations and into the making of our accounts of the

world. It is a case of the difference it makes to start with the marginal,
with what we normally

exclude or banish, or. more commonly, with

| write what can represe

“ making of our social world.
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thing akin to the juridical strict scrutiny test is predicated upon a cle
distinction between what is {socially) real and what is fictional, A
Michel de Certeau puts it, “At the level of analytic procedures . . . ag at
the level of interpretations . . . the technical discourse capable of deter.
mining the errors characteristic of fiction has come to be authorized
speak in the name of the ‘real.” By distinguishing berween the two dis:
courses—the one scientific, the other fictive—according to its own crite-
ria, [sociology] credits itself with having a special relatrionship to the
‘real’ because its contrary is posited as . . . [fictive]” (1983: 128). To the
extent that sociology is wedded to facticity as its special truth, it must
continually police and expel its margin—the margin of error—which is
the fictive. But these facts are always in imminent danger of being con-
taminated by what is seemingly on the other side of their boundaries,

by fictions. Like a taboo that is always being approached in the act of :
avoidance, when sociology insists on finding only the facts, it has no

~other choice but to pursue the fictive, the mistake it seeks to eliminate.

A marginal discourse, the story of how the real story has emerged, con- -

sistently shadows and threatens to subvert the very authority that es-
tablishes disciplinary order.

If “the margins of the story mark a border between the remembered

and the forgotten” (Haug et al. 1987: 68), my use of fiction to designate
this border intends to call attention to both the broader issues of invisi-
bility, marginality, and exclusion, and also to the “twist[s] and turn[s],
reinterpret[ations] and falsififcations], forget[tings] and repress[ings]
[of] events” (ibid.: 40) that are part of the research and writing process.
These are characteristically the elements an objective account attempts
to minimize. But these are precisely what interest me. So, I have tried to
make the fictional, the theoretical, and the factual speak to one another.
In that conversation, if we can call it that, T have hoped to acknowledge
and foreground as real and operative just those twists and turns, forget-
tings and rememberings, just those ghostly haunts that a normal social
scientific account routinely attempts to minimize. I have hoped to find
in writing that knows it is writing as such lessons for 2 mode of inscrip-
tion that can critically question the limits of institutional discourse.
More importantly, I have hoped to draw attention to a whole realm of
experiences and social practices that can barely be approached without
a method attentive to what is elusive, fantastic, contingent, and often
barely there.

There is no question here of privileging Literature. Literature has its

b constructionism are
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concludes by way of a sumrpary of ¢
lessons.

Specters are stil} haunting, not oaly in Europe and not only of commy.-
nism. Qur contemporary society is still g “society that has conjured up
such gigantic means of production and of exchange . . . like the sor.
cerer, who is no longer able to control the powers of the nether world
whom he has called up by his spells” (Marx and Engels {1888] 1973:
72). The task then remains to follow the ghosts and spells of power in
order to tame this sorcerer and conjure otherwise,




The Weimar Congress, September T9I7

 Educated People

All supposedly educated people have ceased to believe officially
that the dead can become visible as spirits, and have made
any such appearances dependent on improbable and remote
conditions. $1oMuND FREUD, “The Uncanny”!

Official suppositions give him away; Freud is not sure. After all, he is
trying to explain uncanny experiences and the haunted homes that they
are.? Haunted houses, frightening familiarities, animated doubles, words
and thoughts magically materialized into brute things, the effacement
of reality and imagination, involuntary repetitions. Freud is supposedly
an educated man. And that is why he will stick with all these ghostly
matters, elaborating them with keen precision and knowing, almost in-
cuitively, that the experience of the uncanny is not simply “intellectual
uncertainty.” It is what I call being haunted, a state, I will emphasize
over and over again, that is not simply one of cogmitive doubt, or of the
unknown, but something else. Psychoanalysis will have much to teach
us, then, about ghostly matters, obsessed as it is with the haunted lives

" of modern supposedly educated Anglo-European people. And for this

singular obsession, oftentimes brilliant, we will pay our debt, even as
we long to be done with the inherited psychic life this imaginative sci-
ence conjured up in the wake of “the phantom objectivity of capitalist
culture® (Taussig 1992: 4).> But Freud is an educated man, and on a
mission to create an official science, no less, and so he will, after entic-
ing us with marvelous and macabre stories, give up the ghost, so to
speak. I'll tell you a little story to show you what [ mean.

31
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Repetition
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gists, whose discipline, in one perhaps mythic rendering of it, mandate
a curiosity about sociological modes of curiosity. 7 .

There is a certain degree of repetition here. It began with a question
what method have you adopted for your research? Qr, more precisely,
how can a fiction be data? What is this about ghosts and haunting
Why do you call it sociology? It began with a question demanding +

know the implications of understanding the ethnography within an
epistemology of the truth as partial, as an artifact of the complex social-
rituals, bound historically to modernity and its uncertain aftermath,
that produce an understanding, a truch, the real. It became clear that-
they wanted to know—that they were drawn in despite their normal "
modes of curiosity—what it meant to understand the real as an effect
(as something produced) and as an afjective relation between analyst

and analyzed, between I and it or them or you. They wanted to know

how the real could be a powerful fiction that we do not experience as

fictional, but as true. And they were concerned about the implications
of understanding social relations as made-up and real because entrance
into this place blurs the institutional, disciplinary, and political bound-
aries that separate the real from the fictive without in any way dimin-
ishing the powerful self-evidency of real fictions.

Some took comfort in the idea of discourse, relieved that “the fact

that every object is constituted as an object of discourse has nothing to -

do with whether there is a world external to thought, or with the real-
ism/idealism opposition” (Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 108). Some even
turned the classification of discourse into its own social science (Ibarra
and Kitsuse 1993). But something was missing. Ghosts in the house,
skeletons in the closet, unseen forces broadcasting, large white men in
uniforms with guns, invisible hands across the globe, polar bears in the
200, contracts and property and markets and profits and the color line

 (see Williams 1991: 202-14; Gordon 1993). How can we tell the differ-

ence between the symbolic, the imaginary, and the real, they insisted?
How can we fell the difference between one story and another’s? It will
all hinge, as we shall see, on that double modality of telling—to recount
and to distinguish. But I was still struggling with acknowledging that
sociology and its world of self-confideat facts did not always seem more
_?E;I.—than its_ haunting remainders, that I the analyst was negotiating
with my so-called object of analysisto produce a true story. (The honest
truth is that at that point anv storv wonld have done ) Perhanc my
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ghost. Spielrein’s fieldwork, dealing with the spirits and the real famous
men who haunted her, was a risky business. She moved into the shad-
ows of psychoanalysis and she never made it to the Weimar Confes-
ence. Of her paper on the death drive written ten years before his own
“seminal” study was published, Freud had this o say: “her destructive
drive is not much to rmy liking, because I believe it is personally condi-
tioned. She seems abnormally ambivalent” (S 146). Jung, after having
written to Spielrein to compliment her study on its “extraordinarily
intelligent and . . . excellent ideas,” wrote to Freud: “One must say:
desinat in piscem mulier formosa superne [what at top is a lovely
woman ends below ina fish]. . .. She has . . . fallen flat in this paper be-
cause it is not thorough enough. . . . Besides that her paper is heavily
over-weighted with her own complexes” (S 18 3}. As we shall see, those
ever-present complex conditions will stalk psychoanalysis and Freud, in
particular, like the “rising” of “renegade ghosts™ (T. Davis 1978).
Something is missing its mark. A detour has already begun. Whar
method have you adopted for this research? A delicate question. For
isn't it the method, the path to knowledge, that has always also led us
away . . . by fraud and artifice? The question of method may be a matter
of fraud and artifice, but they wanted to know how to tell the difference
between one story and another, and in order to try to provide some
clues it will be necessary to speak of ghosts and hauntings and crazy
women and territorial dislocations. It will be necessary to take a detour.
A sentence about the duplicity of method is pursuing a rigorous ab-
stract promising to demonstrate the fabulations of powerful claims to
knowledge, promising to give evidence of the factual’s always encroach-
ing other and its claims on truthful knowledge. Irigaray continues, “It
was . . . necessary to note the way in which the merhod is never as simple
as it purports to be” (Irigaray 1985: 150). What I am trying to write
abour, to evoke for you, is not only how the method “is never as simple
as it purports to be,” but also how focusing on the question of method
at the metadiscursive level allows us to pass quietly over the least me-
thodical places in our work as analysts, as intellectuals, the places where
our discourse is unauthorized by virtue of its unruliness. The detour
takes us away from abstract questions of method, from bloodless pro-
fessionalized questions, toward the materiality of institm~
telling, with all its uncanny repetitions. The detour takes us away from
abstract questions of method into what

lies outside the meradiscursive
talk about method, which 15, well, us. our IVOIvement o af Tomor e,

 gnrulines
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&he traumatic is the abstract”.(19.68: 80) and as us;;a fe un t?rs sz
cerintuitive truth of switching the normal poles o negative

the 'C"}un hinking. The detour picks up, then, where abstractions ie:?ve

L 't km it the point where all those vectors of power pulsing

o Elfc:hz ;Illjalytic scene converge in our desire to know and to stay

throug

hile, there, where in normal social science the method usually cleans \/
awhic, > =

i liness, later after the fact.

e Uf:i;i‘fﬁi?;‘; a different abstract. In what ﬁeh:ls does field-
wo}ﬁct Ejzcur? “How precisely, is a garrulous, overdetermined . . . en-

ter shot through with power relations and personal cr.oss-pmiposes
Z?rlclz;imscribed as an adequate version of a r;aore or less dlsgete )o;[::'
world’ composed by an individual author? (Chffor.d 19ﬂ8 : ch t Pre
cisely how will we evoke the path to knowledge, with ahns _ e‘?Shm,:
within an institution like the First World Academy t jlt 1sd sht
through with power relations and personal cross-purposef:_s hano_zaued
effectively disavows the “strategically rel_nressed marks of the s called
private” (Spivak 1987: 15)? Along circuitous paths, we e'nlter lﬁ o) e
exit out of our accounts, which are also shot through_ wil y—fm y W "
power relations and personal CIOSS-puUrposes. There is n? ree SEac-
here; everybody pays. And so we will nf{ed to invent other o;ms othczf
riosity to engage those haunting moments that take us down the (liai h
the helplessly repetitive, of the fictional pretense, of the thntra St: ribe);
of the ghostly, in order to capture backlall that must behéircgﬁl.nmlve
in order to produce the “adequate” version. Sometimes this \lmﬂ1 o
the so-called private, sometimes not, even though I am clejar yS 'fuine ing
the impropriety of the autobiographical gesture here in p{i)e I]:ha1 :
name, even though her story differs markedly from my own. 20 ti)d
the key methodological question is not what met.hod have ylo? ab hp_nnd
for this research? But what paths have been disavowed, le tk chis -
covered over and remain unseen? In what fields does fieldwork occur:

The Psychoanalytic Field

About ‘and/or of psychoanalysis.” . . . It seems to me that .thls
elaboration is surely not possible so long as psychoanalysis

i ithin its own field.
FEMAIs wi LucE IRIGARAY, This Sex Which Is Not One’

1 d a promise but
erence with an abstract an ‘
I was on my Way to‘ a‘ conf 1ot A linad e denlra A Aatarir inftn

1 - g
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psychoanalysis in order to follow the traces of a ghost
never made it to the conference that she had planned to attend.

Sabina Spielrein transferred from one field, madness, into another,
psychoanalysis, and so we will go to psychoanalysis because that ig

that is where the human sci-
ences have been most willing to entertain ghostly matters. Why the de-

where Sabina Spielrein lives and because

tour? It is really very simple. The focus within psychoanalysis on desire,
power, fantasy, and memory helps me to understand why I am haunted
by a woman ghost; why the memoty of her absence in a photo (which i
both a real memory and an analytic staging) makes me attentive to the
systematic exclusions produced by the assumptions and practices of a
normalized social science. These normal methods foreclose the recogni-
tion of the exclusions and the sacrifices required to tell a story as the
singularly real one. As we will see, Freud will disappoint, but at least he
“problematizes any statement of method that would begin, putatively,
‘T choose because . . .”» (Spivak 1985: 257). The difficulty of articulat-
ing what produces stories such as Spielrein’s (a story overcharged by
being in psychoanalysis) leads me to where storytelling is at least prob-
lematized. In order to write about invisibilities and hauntings—a dead
woman was not at a conference she was supposed to attend-—requires
attention to what is not seen, but is nonetheless powerfully real; re-
quires attention to what appears dead, but is nonethel
alive; requires attention to what appears to be in t
nonetheless powerfully present; requires attention to ju

ess powerfully
he past, but is

st who the sub-

f ject of analysis is. To the extent that psychoanalysis is concerned with
B ~ -

exploring and transformin

g scenes in which these binary oppositions
{visible/invisible, real/imaginary, dead/alive, past/present) are experi-

0 - —_H—-_‘—I-.‘,
enced as both fluid and maddening, it may have some lessons for those
- O - . I R e
of us also undértaking analysis that we think is of a different kind.5

Transference

I'see absolutely no difference between transference to the
doctor and every other sort of transference: in giving one’s

own personality, one takes on the personality of the Other,
whom one loves.

A Secret Symmetry: Sabina Spielvein between Jung and Freud?®

Within the analytic scene stories are accomplished or enacted within
a field of intersubjectivity that psychoanalysis calls the transference-
countertransference. The transference-countertransference is a chaotic

, & woman whq. -

4-of energy in which, by vir

ories are remem
_ived, and a story 18 ¢
:péaking |
“Yvs a question of transferrimg
“what comes up i the real, w

" transference W

of the river. (Clément 1987: 75)
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cue of the compelling force of that field,
bered and forgotten, desires are forged arfd re;
he affective consequence of the dynamics o

and listening within a dyadic relation.

not only old desires but also, contmuouslyl,
hat the patient imagines has exlsts;d. Thlsc1 is
i i is give to the wor
ise meaning dictionaries of psychoaflaly31s gi o
not the P hich describes, rather, a “process of fixation on . o
» ’ i n i nd carri
lyst. But the word draws its own myth in its wake, a
. of the analyst. "
Osychoanaiysis back to its anchorage,
i i ion. Transference onto t
i sideration. Tran : the mansterions
mftO Conlations- the crossing of streams, adrift, at the mercy
of popu 3

to the very place it refuses to take
he psychoanalyst; the transfer{ence}

“ insists on
' is the recognition of the transference, a demand -that peiss o
st crisi
: b ?E i recognized as real” (Rose 1986: 42) that throws 1nto
eing

b M « - 1"5 rea-
i he real crisis (i.e., the “origma
sly been taken to be t _ >
rac gre?l;euazalysis). As Freud notes, “There is a complete chanegj .
oo Oft is as though some piece of make-believe had been stoppFreud
e. 1 5 ” : . — ;
i;ins;dden irruption of reality {quoted in Ros; 105:!26d ej;eji e
' ing not only X
: . It’s a question of transferring desires but also,
I9If' ; Igiily what comes up in the real, what the patient umagines
contini A

existed. A young Russian woman 1

s suffering from a schizophrenic dis-

ject into analysis, as a
i nters as an object in
re hysteria. She e
mrbance or seve

subject to be transformed. Something

happens in that field that paper-

tient, and -
hack books call a love affair between the doctor and the pz; enc,e o
C €T .
1? sychoanalytic books call a transference-countert;an?h i
at - er -
t'thf-‘f case, a reality is imagined and enacted. She is cure f? o i
elal” illnes; but now suffers from unrequited love, or Slu t?srdesire She
?eal impact of being the ghostly object of the psych;an; }Iiler vendoc.
i iary and about death.
becomes an analyst 00, Wﬂtlfs a(;ld i1 Ywithin his soul, gives this a name
. «© » the devl
writes about “Her” as when he
50; anima) for science’s sake, and later forgets about }illezthe o
the a
( ites a very long essay on transference, but remembers t
WIY

ference has something to do with a

Ichemy and transformations (Jung

. o ot
). For his part, Freud will insist on the different positions patien
1954 s

and analyst must occupy i Or

der for these transferential affairs to re-

1a1n on i k. the p tlent a Way €51 T ourt ra er thall ac-
trac h atl L sr § ﬂg, actr g u th

. i . . - . ] .

tLVely IeIIleIiibernl-g) the allainE aiw ays [)IOduCt!\‘e in hJS dlStaIICe SCt

entific involvement.
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But the analyst and the patient are not as different as all that, and sy
an acknowledgment of the transferential relations in any analytic en{.
counter suggests that our field is often not what we thought it was, that
i‘:.ﬂé_?é;ﬁty the analyst tests is subject to and is the subject of reversals,
displacements, and overdeterminations. '

Academically, the term “field” refers simply to some relatively circum-
scribed and abstract area of study, However, that particular sense gives
no indication of how scholars operationally relate to their field; that is,
how they study it. When we add the term “research” for work, as in field-

work] . . . this adds a locative property. [It tells us that a researcher is
in a field or fields.] . . . The field researcher understands that his field—
whatever its substance—is continuous with other fields and bound up
with them in various ways. (Schatzmian and Strauss 1973: 1-2)

If the fields that are bound up with and overdetermine any analytic
encounter are not just other academic fields, or the sociohistorical in
the abstract, but the field of transformation that draws us in and some-
times away, then the “real story” is always a negotiated interruption of
that seemingly two-party system of analyst and analysand. Traversing
fields, the story must emerge out of the field of forces that really attract
and distract the storyteller, out of the encounter with the oftentimes
barely visible presence of the several other parties or things moving in
and out of the analytic scene, out of a kind of haunting.
But also out of a “will to heal”: “What is at stake, then, in this pas-
sage, is help——recourse and relief. To become an analyst, one must
have had the ideal at least once, in this form: the will to beal” (Clé-
ment 1987: 75). This might account for Bettelheim’s evaluation of
Spielrein’s cure. “The most significant event in Spielrein’s young life
was that whatever happened during her treatment by Jung at the
Burgholzli . . . call it treatment, seduction, transference, love, mutual
daydreams, delusions or whatever . . . it cured her. True, Spielrein paid
a very high price in unhappiness, confusion, and disillusion for the par-
ticular way in which she got cured, but then . . .” (S xxxviil). It is more
than expensive. There are real limits to the psychoanalytic transference
and its curing rituals.

But then, “for women it is of particular importance that we find a
language which allows us to recognise our part in intolerable struc-
tures—but in a way which renders us neither the pure victims nor the
sole agents of our distress” (Rose 19867 14). Many of us, including es-
pecially feminists, have wanted and needed an “unequivocal accusation

barely the orl

E € .
. “ p g £
Iile tIaIleEICI!CC creates a com 1€te Chall (< Uj sCene

A 2 E“ il f-s""lf"“’!t"\ :
1l
‘bid.: 12), an empirical safety net, access to what really
O = i re our ex-

4. to challenge the powerful mechanisms that struc;u oue e

A0 ¢ .

appened, . and pleasures. Maybe this is because there has

lusions, paiis

jtui i inds of remem-
m withi the academic institufion for staging the kinds enen
oom ¥ 1‘*’2 ho)analytical situation at least allows, for analy y
psyc
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fhe real” (

erings the

s Tng 4 really shifting reality. But there, t00, the hope was that in
Linna iting

i ” ings again, a transfer-
o “strategically repressed markings again,

perng %2 P ation, would occur. And this repetition the (psycho)-

{0 a((()“l]) Sl y situatn a S‘()]y ()f the re&‘-ent s
A 515 511 VES 1. b 1 ik g p as 4
canatky

Comp]ex Sfag[“g Qor a i)ast ICIIlembeied aI!d f()! gOttEI]. But thls pasi b
glIi Of t}le s5tor y- Fat IIIEII:[OI'); 15 never Sllﬂply re[)eated W!tll 11

ing to remember in
.« because there was never a memory as a tk_ung : t
g N tition-as-displacement.

* a memory of

-}/ . i ¢ 1 01e
l h aILalySLS Iﬁcognllzed the 1mp0rtan€e Of transfe e Ce,
rsyCno ren E O [0}

he next, from one wish o the next,” but i't coulq no‘f turn tl?af
o on 'th,all its consequences for the analytic relation 1to an in
relcog.ﬂ ltmf chtice into the transfer(ence) of populations.; the cr(’)ssmgé
e pradrift’at the mercy of the waves of the river (Cle’men
o rs) Bec;iuse of this failure, among other things, women's st':o-
1'987: i 531' he seductive object of an analysis of secret syn‘lr‘netrfies
bas remame“ t del privileging symmetry as the possible condition for
e o in }rlnononiecognition of the other” (Irigaray 1985: 128).
mf'terys l?eltre?n saw absolutely no difference between tmnsfer;zii :Z
?Ze l;;ct(i‘ and every other sort of tmnscjlfe;‘enze,r ;gl;\zr;i og:;::e: at one
it 1 ov .
o recog’lll"llzforllo?ri il ;;? nnif?iltizz or a mystification; it 18 tb-_g_i_gtz
e t <1:i with another, often asymmetrical, usulallv fragile an
ffnaqgjl:?tf ;;:(ixnt;e ~ttains of mastery. It is a prerequisite to sensuous
Tau. ry.

knowledge.

The Unconscious

i i he uncon-
In setring itself the task of making the dlscourselof-t e bmcon
scious speak through consciousness, psychoanalysis

ion i ich the
ing in the direction of that fundamental region in wh

i all the
celations of representation . .. COme into play. Whereas

v ' i nly wit

human sciences advance towards the u‘rsconscxous 0 ih ]

their back to it, waiting for it to unveil itself as fast as cONSCIOUS
E
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complex, womb-phantasies, etc.” (U 248)
return of “surpassed” “primitive beliefs,” (
curs either when infantile complexes whi
once more revived by some impression,
have been surmounted seem once more
revival of repressed infantile complexes and the return

primitive beliefs link uncanny experiences to “

and “improbable” (in the second case)
prise involves the scientific description

ity of the remote (the past that is in the present, the childhood that is in
adulthood, the dead that are in the living), the first class of uncanny ex-

periences provides less explanatory trouble for him {and requires far

less of his attention in the essay) since he has 2 handle on infantile com-

lexes. They explain all manner, of unsettling occurrences, including
Freud’s own always tremulous relzitionship to all the stories in which he
Erafﬁcs, including the seeming persistence of “primitive” beliefs or ex-
periences: “primitive beliefs are most intimately connected with infan-
- tile complexes, and are, in fact, based on them” (U 249).

The significance of the “Uncanny” essay here is not so much that

Freud says that animism is culture’s infantile thought, thereby attempt-

mng to absorb these two classes into one, but rather that he admits, and

is troubled by, the presence of uncanny experiences that are not re-
ducible to the a

cting out of an individual’s psychic state. Indeed, Freud
goes so far as to concede that uncanny experiences based on repressed
infantile complexes are far less frequent than the other type:

conditions. Since Freud’s enter-
and explanation of the proxim-

Let us take the uncanny associated with the omnipotence of thoughts,
with the prompt fulfillment of wishes, with secret injurious powers and
with the return of the dead, The condition under which the feeling of un-
canniness arises here is unmistakable. We—or our primitive forefathers—
once believed thar they actually happened, Nowadays we no longer believe
in them, we have surmounted these modes of thoughes; but we do not feel
quite sure of our new beliefs, and the old ones still exist within ug ready
to seize upon any confirmation. As soon as something actually happens in
our lives which seems to confirm the old, discarded beliefs we get a feel-
ing of the uncanny; it is as though we were making a judgment something
hike this: ‘So, after all, it is 7e that ope can kill a person by the mere wish!”

or, ‘So the dead 4o live an and appear on the scene of their former activi-
ties!?” and so on. (U 247—48}

There is an elaborate set of qualifications and distinctions Freud
makes as he figures out how to deal with a set of uncanny experiences

and those that arise from the:
“An uncanny experience oc:
ch have been repressed are
or when primitive beliefs which
to be confirmed” [U249]). The"

of surpassed.
remote” (in the first case) -
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o repressed childhood wishes.1# Az;origf;}zz
1 that we understand that psychic if

y-testing” as real life. The unconscmuls
and its procedures are not' to be eval-
e real world or to consclous behf?fs
uncanny comes from infantile

ot quite assiu‘nﬂate t
pbrtant is his co‘1‘1cer_
biect to the same Iea‘ht
‘wn rules and regulatlons,.d
ich reference to.the:‘ ou];sxr e xe
what comprises 1t;f :;t:rial reality does not arise; its place 12
o . fluﬁsnorll' What js involved is an actual repression 0
il PSYChical . lllty;md a return of this repressed content, not'a
ot Og th'oug t‘ Litv of such a content. We might say that in

o (c)essed is a particular ideational content,
it beo e il')efeilz’lriispr(méltfiri«?ll) reality” (U 249). Thas isa dlf_
e o ietemt because the distinction Freud is I.nakmg is
pa:rbeing haunted remains either a qu'esn;)ie(;fl ;;:
of psychic life, or “purely an affair o

m .
essation of be

cult passage, but im
esigned to ensure th
ression, the sine qua non
esting.”” Thus,

id hi f animistic beliefs will
d finally rid himself o "
ho has completely an B e eable
3mﬁone:;;ble to this [animistic} type of the uncanny. 'rli“meJ T aton of
be'ms'ilences of wish and fulfillment, the most mysti_ o e ot
il i icular place or on a partic ¢, th
imi jenices in a particular p _ o e
sumlar_ exgie r;,s and suspicious noises—nomne of thesg l’zh:iniz w N
deceP?We r%aise the kind of fear which can be de§cr1, e ue.s t';;m neans
.Ce}ft hn}]: fe thing is purely an affair of ‘reality-testing’, a
The who
 material reality of the phenomena. (U 248)

i k to
Having admitted a form of haunting that c.ioes rzlot tt;a;l; nlit;;ibig ”
the individual’s personal ps?rchic life,b Frfrz;l }\SW r}:::r eypSYChoanal}rSiS, e
et be{or;the CZ;ZT;;IS nczjlirildejsg litsc;.lf capable 0.£ id'entifyir-lg t?:
mo'de " tho‘i‘g t'Otrin symp,toms of repression and bringing the;lr o f
e & li ght “reality-testing” simply refu.tes the rea .1ty :
o a_“d rkl)aturea:i(; i a’s matter of lingering superstition. Butitis i; g
h?u;;tlf;g , treiiencge of being haunted in the “world of co;m::o#;ﬂpbs’
o e ted arvival of ghosts or wolves or eerie photograp .
e e een vuins our ability to distinguish reality cmd. ﬁczc(;s;
that ?rouljesc?;’niz savage and civilized, self and ?then cfmd”z:thzt e
zzgw c‘z:es :o reali’ty a different coloring. The “realy -ﬁ . r;f i
'ykitg\zvant to perform in the face of hauntings must urs
mig form i

=

Those hauntings as reak.
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I was sitting alone in my wagon-lit compartment when @ more

usually violent jolt of the train swung back the door of the ad; -tb .
washing-cabinet, and an elderly gentleman in dressing—gown](;m;n
traveling cap came in. I assumed that in leaving the was/aing—cab’?'

which lay between the two compartinents, be bad taken the wronme
r'ect{on and come into my compartment by mistake. Jumping up o
the intention of putting him right, I at once realized to Yy dz'smayl;iz

ance. Iﬁstead, therefore, of being frightened by ... [my] ‘double’ . . .
simply failed to recognize . . . [it] as such. Is it not possible though ' t-b.
[my] dislike of [it] was a vestigial trace of the archaic r,f;action z;b'a}g
feels the ‘double’ to be sometling uncanny? (U 248). ¢
Freud is on the train alone in his compartment. The door 1s flun
open and an elderly gentlemian enters. It is a mustake. He is an intrudef
Freud jumps up to correct the old man and to send him where he be:

longs, elsewhere. When he does, he sees that the old man “was nothing -
» - + . ) -
but” himself reflected in the mirror. Freud was not afraid, he just “thor-

oughly” disliked the appearance.

‘Tfle uncanny is drawing Freud away from himself. He looks in the
mirros and sees an elderly man, an appearance distasteful to him. He is
not himself, he is strange, a stranger to himself. Freud does not l;efieve
m g.Hosts,_Bﬁt he cannot quite get it out of his mind that he might be
having an “archaic” reaction, that the vestiges of an old animism have
st.afked him to the train. There is no expectation that Freud could turn
his attention to the colonialism that partially underwrites his disraste
for thfe specter of primitive thinking inhabiting his civilized mind, much
less hl-S train compartment. But we might have expected less de,nial of
-What Is uncanny in this situation. What is unsettling Freud in the train
1s not the animism of dead souls per se, but his own self become
strange. Freud’s haunting experience consists of his looking into a mjr-
ror and seeing an alienating figure that turns out to be him too. What

Freud calls the archaic here is the recognition of himself ag anqther, asa

stranger, the arrival of the person from elsewhere, from rhe world opt-
side himself, from what we call the social.

Freud might have called the primitive or the archaic the social and
thej-_‘eb).r have supplemented the Marxist notion of estrangement. The
social is ultimately what the uncanny is about: being haunted i;l the
world of common reality. To be haunted is not a contest between ani-
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Can we make a story out of it? . . . For example, could we say that the the.
ory of repetition Freud worked out in March 1919 followed close upon—
Was a consequence of—his realization that he Was once again caught in 5 -
certain relationship to Tausk [a colleague and follower]? Could we add that
Freud was bound to perceive thar relation as uncanny-—not quite literary, .
but no longer quite real, either, the workings of the compulsion glimpsed .
“through” an awareness of something-being-repeated? Could we go on 1o
suggest that it was this experience of a repetitive triangular relationship
that underwrites his analysis of “The Sandman” in May? Thar is, that the
glimpse of his relationship to Tausk has the same “documentary® staryg
vis-a-vis Frend’s retelling of “The Sandman.” (Hertz 1085: 179-18)

usual rivalries. Sabing Spielr
of the Psychoanalytic Societ
been in Vienna since Octo

ein Was present at the Wednesday neetings
¥ in Vienna when Salomé arrived; she had

ber 1911 and remained there until March
1912, when she moved to Berlin. She “spoke up for the first time” ;
the first week of November 1917,

according to Freud’s letter to Jung of November I2, 1911 (McGuire
I988: 458). What’s more, she presen

ted her paper on the death instinct
(“Die Destruktion als Ursache des Werdens”) on November 29, T911, as
Freud also reported to Jung in his letrer of November 30, 1911 (ibid.:

469). Freud had not yer decided that he didn’t understand it (r920: 55
n1). Quite the contrary, and he noted thart its delivery was “followed by
an illuminating discyssion, * Spielrein was still 2 “Jjrtle girl” in Freud’s
eyes and still primarily 2 medium for Jung’s ideas: “I have hit upon a
few objections to your ... method of dealing with mythology, and I
brought them up in the discussion with the litele girl. T must say she is

rather nice and T am beginning to understand”
. The second scene of Hertz

‘the relationship berween Spi

n
“intelligently” and “methodically,”

(McGuire 1988: 469),
s story is winter 1918-19. The drama of
elrein and Jung was long over, although
ing with Jung as late as 1918, while Freud
ung in 1914. But Spielrein was stif] parti

cl-
Society meetings during I918-19;

she con-
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. ,
he returned to Russia m 1923. Heline dDeuI—S(i:m
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¢ the world-famous Burgholzli mental hospital. A patient of Jung’s, by
4055 she has enrolled at the University of Zurich to study medicine, re-
eiving her doctor’s degree in I91T On the basis of a dissertation enti-
tled “The Psychological Content of a Case of Schizophrenia”. . . . The
former schizophrenic patient bad by then become a student of schizo-
bremia, @ doctor treating mental disturbances, an original thinker
who developed ideas that later became of greatest significance in the
Freudian system (3 «vi). A young woman patient falls in love with ber
doctor- A doctor falls in love with his young womap patient. The his-

- oty Of psychoanalysis 75 changed. Pechaps we should be grateful for
© qnch a story, a story at Toast acknowledging that in the retelling of an
- antold story an institution is “changed” by a love affair involving a

great man and a young woman. But what if this is just a ghost story
marking the lgnerary of one woman’s haunting by a ghost, a kind of

made-up story? It is what the story leads to that is important. When a

ghost is haunting a stoty about intellectnal storytelling, what is impor-

fant is ot to be afraid
Dear Sabina, I'm uneasy about using your story, of the story of the

* places you were between, as a pretext for speaking about methodology

and other matters, about needing or seeming to need a dead woman to
enliven matters, to make them have some material force. Subjects re-
pose in the archives, always inconsolable, never baving the right to
speak. They are, of course, spoken about—iumours of this reach them,
but the materiality of their contents is forgotten (Robin 1980: 23 4} Js

this why vou have come back to haunt me, because ramors of your re-

covery have reached you? T found you by accident in a book that treats
your diary and letters as evidence of your “decisive influence” on Jung
and on the development of his system, your contributions, “of greatest
significance’ [to] the Freudian system,” and the “srartling new light
[your life throws| on important aspects of the Freud-jung correspon-
dence” (S xvi).

But T have not really told the story of your “decisive influence” and
significant contributions, or what happened to you when you returned
ta Rostov-on-Don in 1923 t0 write, teach, and raise your daughters.
Psychoanalysis was banned in the Soviet Union in 1 936, the home you
founded for children was closed, and you disappeared from the psycho-
analytic literature. Your three brothers, all professors and scientists,
died within a span of four years, between 1935 and 1937; and your el-
dest daughter, Renate, unfortunately returned from Moscow to Rostov,
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ceiving her doctor’s degree in 1911 On the basis of a dissertation enli-
ted “The Psycbological Content of a Case of Schizophrenia”. .. . The
to grant them the right . .. to . . . a hospitabl - fé';’»mer schizophrenic patient bad by then become a student of schizo-
of a concetn for justice, pitable memory . . . out: phrenia, 4 doctor treating mental disturbances, an original thinker
JacQues DERRIDA, Specters of Marxiﬁ Jho developed ideas that later became of greatest significance in the
udian system (S %vi). A young woman patient falls in love with her
seror. A doctor falls in love with his young woman patient. The his-
. i—
tory Of pycnoanalysis i changed. Perhaps we should be grateful for
Guch a story, a story at Teast acknowledging that in the retelling of an
jntold story an institution is “changed” by a love affair involving a
great man and a young woman. But what if this is just a ghost story
marking the itinerary of one woman’s haunting by a ghost, a kind of
‘made-up story? It is what the story leads to that is important. When a
ghost is haunting a story about intellectual storytelling, what is impor-
ant is not to be afraid. -
“Dear Sabina, Pm uneasy about using your story, or the story of the
places you were between, as a pretext for speaking about methodology
and other matters, about needing or seeming to need a dead woman to
enliven matters, to malke them have some material force. Subjects re-
pose in the archives, always inconsolable, never having the right to
speak. They are, of course, spoken aboui—rumouts of this reach them,
but the materiality of their contents is forgotten (Robin 1980: 234). Is
this why you have come back to haunt me, because TUmoLs of your .r_ez__
covery have reached you? I found you by accident in a book that treats
o your diary and letters as evidence of your “decisive influence” on Jung
C{ousjzjlfﬁgitable when our home is not famili - and on the development of his system, your contributions, “of greatest
Mk could require an effort to ‘C;h.alrln iliar, but is haunted and . significance [to] the Freudian system,” and the “startling new light
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erent sort of receptiveness and wel- dence” (S xvi).

come. And out of a “will to heal,”
yes, but that leaves everythingezlf, thor o -ofa concern for justice? Well, But I have not really told the story of your “decisive influence”™ and
be decided. € precise nature of the hospitality to o significant contributions, or what happened to you when you returned
. to Rostov-on-Don in 1923 to write, teach, and raise your daughters.
Psychoanalysis was banned in the Soviet Union in 1936, the home you
founded for children was closed, and you disappeared from the psycho-
analytic literature. Your three brothers, all professors and scientists,
died within a span of four years, between 1935 and 1937; and your el-
dest daughter, Renate, unfortunately returned from Moscow to Rostov,
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where she had been studying the violin, on June 22, 1941. Finally, you
and your daughters died on November 21, 1941, when Rostov was oc-
cupied by the Germans and all the Jews in the city were taken to the
synagogue and shot (S xi). I could not write that story, not because it
cannot be recounted, but because you led me beyond yourself, to think
about the implications of your absence in the photograph and your
willingness to talk to the wolf. T admit that I may have gotten only so
far as to insist on our need to reckon with hauntings and to ponder the
paradox of providing a hospitable memory for ghosts out of a concern

for justice,

¥ Perhaps this is not nearly enough. But [ was on my way to a confer-
ence with an abstract and a promise and then I got distracted by a pho-
tograph and had to take a detour to follow the traces of a2 woman
ghost. And it is true, now at the end of the story, all that remains is an
abstract that could not be realized and the markings of a detour. Why
the detour? Because it would not have been quite the story I wanted to
tell if T had just told you that sociology needs a way of grappling with
what it represses, haunting, and psychoanalysis needs a way of grap-
pling with what it represses, society. No, that wouldn’t have been the
story at all. Aid 50 we are [eft to insist on our need to reckon with
haunting as a prerequisite for sensuous knowledge and to ponder the
paradox of providing a hospitable memory for ghosts out of 2 concern
for justice.




