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NOTE TO THE READER

	 

	While we hope that this annotated bibliography is useful to a wide range of readers, this annotated bibliography was created for (and through the funding of) one specific research project: Settler Colonial Place-Making in Alberta: Sexualized Violence, Extractivism, and Cowboy Culture, run by Drs. Kara Granzow and Amber Dean. The main goal of the project was to establish and expose the connections between sexualized colonial violence, an extractivist economy, and the celebration of cowboy culture in Alberta, Canada. The main way that Granzow and Dean, as the project’s Principal Investigators, sought to achieve that goal is by engaging haunting as a decolonial methodology. This annotated bibliography, compiled by Angela May, one of the project’s Research Assistants, is one expression of efforts to understand what it might mean to engage haunting as a decolonial methodology.

	 

	Angela compiled this annotated bibliography working part-time for about several months, from late summer 2022 to early March 2023. There were no strict inclusion or exclusion criteria per se (at least, not in the sense that a scoping or systematic review would demand), but given the goal of the larger research project, certain kinds of texts were prioritized. These included texts that used haunting specifically as a research methodology and emerged out of the legacy of Jacques Derrida’s Spectres of Marx and/or Avery Gordon’s Ghostly Matters.

	 

	To gather these texts, Angela experimented with different approaches, but finally developed a consistent search, which she conducted using the Advanced Search function in the McMaster University online library system. She used two terms (“ghost” and “haunting”), set the language (English), and set the time period by decade (e.g., 1990-1999). For each decade, Angela performed this search twice: once for books and once for articles. Each time she performed one of these searches, Angela sorted the results from oldest to newest, then read each result at the title and abstract level, noting texts that seemed to fit the project. Then, she read those books and articles. At that point, any books and articles that seemed to not fit the project were excluded. While every effort was made to ensure all relevant texts were included, it’s possible (likely) that some were missed. With that in mind, we encourage readers to think of this annotated bibliography as a starting point for learning about haunting as a methodology rather than a definitive guide.

	 

	Texts included in this annotated bibliography were published between 1990 and April 2023. They reflect the complicated relationship between methodology and knowledge production. They are also listed chronologically (by year), rather than in alphabetical order (i.e., the traditional format for annotated bibliographies) and organized into four sections, by decade (the 1990s, the 2000s, the 2010s, and the 2020s). Each section begins with a summary of major trends in scholarship from the decade that it introduces.

	 

	Each entry includes the following: 

	
		citation information

		annotation

		highlights (i.e., direct quotes)

		notes

		rating of the extent to which the text engages haunting as a methodology

		indication of how the text engages haunting as a methodology



	In the annotated bibliography that follows, if nothing else, one thing that becomes clear is this: haunting as a methodology is underdiscussed and undertheorized. While there are good reasons to be suspicious of a focus on method/ology (that is, if we are to truly take up the spirit of haunting that Derrida and Gordon set out), there are good reasons to think seriously about and pay close attention to haunting as a methodology, too. Several of the scholars and researchers herein raise important questions about ghosts, haunting, and knowledge production.

	 

	As you read, we invite you to consider how you understand haunting as a methodology, and especially as a decolonial methodology. If haunting as we now know it was primarily theorized by Jacques Derrida and Avery Gordon, both of whom are white thinkers, then to what extent can haunting function as a decolonial methodology at all? If it can’t, then what can? In what ways are those methodologies similar to, different from, or otherwise caught up in the language and notion of haunting? Alternatively, if haunting can function as a decolonial methodology, then how so? What makes it decolonial?

	 

	While we ourselves feel some hesitation about getting too caught up in method/ology, we also recognize its importance. We choose to tread lightly, and hope this annotated bibliography can make it possible for others to take a few steps, too.

	 


ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

	 

	The 1990s: The Politics of the Ghost

	 

	Although the spiritualist movement had begun the academic study of ghosts in roughly the mid-nineteenth century, it wasn’t until the 1990s that scholars began to think about ghosts as explicitly political figures. Two books in particular inaugurated the figure of the ghost as political: the French philosopher Jacques Derrida’s Spectres of Marx: The State of Debt, the Work of Mourning, and the New International (1993 [1994]) and the American sociologist Avery Gordon’s Ghostly Matters: Haunting and the Sociological Imagination (1997). Spectres of Marx begins from the premise that Marx is not dead and introduces Derrida’s notion of hauntology (a play on “ontology”). Ghostly Matters begins from the premise that life is complicated and elaborates haunting as a social theory for grappling with that complexity.

	 

	There are many connections between Spectres of Marx and Ghostly Matters. Both texts are interested in ghosts as political forces. Both texts draw heavily on literature to make their arguments. Both texts emphasize the historical moment of their production. Both texts also diverge, to some extent, from typical academic writing. Both texts challenge empiricism, objectivity, and conventional expectations of evidence. What is more, both texts emerge out of—and, in different ways, resist—Marxist traditions. As it happens, both texts are also written by white thinkers. It would be difficult to overstate how these texts have together shaped subsequent studies of haunting and ghosts.

	 

	Yet, it is important to note their differences. For example, because Spectres of Marx is largely a response to Francis Fukuyama’s The End of History and the Last Man (1989), in which Fukuyama celebrates the death of Marx and the supposed end of Marxism, Spectres deals with somewhat more traditional questions of communism, as well as the violence of capitalism that Marx predicted—which scholars, activists, and everyday people were beginning to experience in earnest by the late 1980s and early 1990s, particularly amid the onset of austerity and the rise of neoliberalism. By contrast, Ghostly Matters emerges out of a more feminist (and psychoanalytic) impulse. Although Gordon was trained in Marxist thought and is similarly concerned about the violence of capitalism, her ideas about ghosts and haunting are inspired by, take shape around, and develop especially through practices of feminist writing. In Ghostly Matters, Gordon also discusses matters of race more explicitly than Derrida does in Spectres (where race remains largely unaddressed). These differences are significant in their own right, but also because they forge rather different, if still intersecting, paths for subsequent scholarship.

	 

	And of course, Spectres of Marx and Ghostly Matters are only considered key texts because they helped to prompt a stream of scholarship now summarized as the ‘spectral turn’ of the 1990s. While most of this scholarship took up the figure of the ghost as more of an image and/or haunting as a theme (rather than a methodology), what does stand out as methodologically significant in the scholarship from the 1990s is the way in which scholars began to confront questions of knowledge production.1 For example, when economic geographer J. K. Gibson-Graham (1995) rethinks the supposed supremacy of capitalism, they do so by drawing on Derrida’s notion of hauntology and his application of deconstruction in Spectres. When sociologist Michael Mayerfeld Bell (1997) advocates for the importance of place to sociology, he does so on the basis that places are haunted. When performance studies scholar Sonja Kuftinec (1998) explicates the history of Mostar, Bosnia-Herzegovina and details her work with the city’s youth, what becomes clear is that Kuftinec’s work is driven by a sense of being haunted. And when the linguist Rajagopalan Kanavillil (1998) explicates how Spectres challenges dominant readings of Marx, he simultaneously opens up conversations about the epistemological relationship between philosophy, literature, and text/language writ large. Meanwhile, folklore studies scholar Marilyn Motz observes the importance of belief—and thus, questions of evidence, and therefore knowledge production—to matters of haunting. By 1999, when Gordon reviews several drawings by the New York artist Gary Simmons, she demonstrates how Simmon’s work, too, is animated by a sense of being haunted.

	 

	In sum, the 1990s marks the moment when the study of ghosts shifted from a focus on the paranormal (i.e., the spiritualist movement) to a focus on politics. While there was little work on haunting as a methodology produced during this decade, several thinkers across a range of disciplines were beginning to sketch out why it is important to grapple with haunting specifically as a methodology. That is, it was during the 1990s that scholars began to articulate the significance of haunting in terms of knowledge production.

	 

	Gordon, Avery. “Feminism, Writing, and Ghosts.” Social Problems, vol. 37, no. 4, 1990, pp. 485-500.

	In this article, sociologist Avery Gordon argues that we must think carefully about method and methodology. However, Gordon does not state her argument outright. Instead, she implies her argument through her discussion of sociology, feminism, and psychoanalysis; her encounter with the absence (or absent presence, or, perhaps, present absence) of Sabina Spielrein from one 1911 photograph; and through her writing itself. Gordon’s writing in this article is marked—unusually, for academic writing—by outright repetition of particular phrases and ideas, by shifts in genre (e.g., toward the end of the article, letter-writing—to Sabina!), and is complexly threaded through with the writings of other women (e.g., Trinh T. Minh-ha, from whose essay, “Grandma’s Story,” Gordon borrows phrases for her own essay’s sub-headings). Also, the structure of Gordon’s paper is, simply put, a story: the story of her encounter with the absence of Spielrein from that 1911 photograph (i.e., of the Third Psychoanalytic Congress at Weimar). Gordon then supplements these stylistic and narrative choices with a robust discussion of sociology, feminism, and psychoanalysis. Overall, this article is about and at the same time demonstrates what it might mean to use haunting as a methodology.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“It began with a question: what method have you adopted for your research? Or more precisely, why do you use literary fictions as the “data” for your research and teaching and name this mode of knowledge production as sociology, rather than, say, literary criticism? […] They wanted to know what it meant to understand the real as an effect (as something produced) and as an affective relation (as not simply rational and conscious). They wanted to know how the real could be a powerful fiction that we do not experience as fiction, but as true” (489, emphasis original).



	Notes:

	
		Precisely because this paper uses haunting as a methodology, it doesn’t exactly state or clearly demonstrate what it means to use haunting as a methodology. More than anything, it provides an example of using haunting as a methodology.

		An earlier draft of this paper was presented in 1988 at the Annual Meetings of The American Sociological Association. A revised version of this paper appeared in The Hysterical Male: New Feminist Theory (eds. Arthur and Mary Louise Kroker), published by St. Martin’s Press in 1991 (of which there is no online copy in the McMaster library system). And, of course, this paper foreshadows Gordon’s discussion of Sabina Spielrein’s absence from the same photo in Ghostly Matters.



	
		
				To what extent does this text use or discuss haunting as a methodology?
 

		

		
				explicitly uses haunting as a methodology

				implicitly uses haunting as a methodology

				explicitly discusses haunting as a methodology

				implicitly discusses haunting as a methodology

				other

		

	

	 

	In what ways does this text use or discuss haunting as a methodology?

	 

	
		
				advances a new way of conceiving of the ghost and/or haunting itself

		

		
				contextualizes hauntology as a specific theory (i.e., not simply metaphors of “seething presences,” “present absences,” etc.) 

		

		
				plays with or comments on writing, language, textuality, and/or story

		

		
				analyzes an absence (may be described as “absent presence” or “present absence”)

		

		
				demonstrates reflexivity and/or somehow locates author in the knowledge production

		

		
				situates haunting in terms of knowledge production (e.g., in/across fields, against empiricism)

		

		
				author walks and/or wanders around a particular place or route

		

		
				source: works with literary text(s)

		

		
				source: works with photographs, film, or visual art(s)

		

		
				source: works with place(s)

		

		
				source: people (interviews, focus groups, talking to people during ethnography, etc.)

		

		
				source: works with archive(s)

		

		
				source: works with theory/theories

		

		
				source: works with secondary source(s) (that wouldn’t necessarily be classified as theory)

		

		
				source: personal experience or history (including autoethnography)

		

		
				source: the everyday

		

		
				source: memorial(s), commemoration(s)

		

	

	 

	Derrida, Jacques. Spectres of Marx: The State of Debt, the Work of Mourning, and the New International. Translated by Peggy Kamuf, Routledge, 1994 [Éditions Galileé, 1993].

	In this lecture-turned-book, philosopher and critical theorist Jacques Derrida argues that Marx(ism) is not dead and that, contrary to political scientist Francis Fukuyama’s suggestion in his 1992 book The End of History and the Last Man, history is not over, while also outlining his theory of hauntology. Importantly, Derrida’s argument in Spectres is the same as that advanced in his plenary address at “Whither Marxism? Global Crises in International Perspective,” a conference held at the University of California, Riverside, in April 1993. This is important because it helps to explain some of Derrida’s choices in how he supports his argument: he would have known that he could problematize ontology (i.e., the sense of realness on which Fukuyama and others had then been drawing); that he could then play with, twist, and deepen that language into what he eventually calls hauntology (i.e., the sense of being as “a living-on” (xx, emphasis original)); and that his audience would understand. Thus, Derrida draws on a range of sources, from then recent events (e.g., the assassination of Chris Hani) to literary analysis (e.g., his engagement with Hamlet) to poststructural and political-theoretical analyses (e.g., of historical materialism and messianic eschatologies) in order to ultimately argue that there is hope—a politics of memory, inheritance, generations, and justice—not because history has ended or because ghosts have been vanquished, but because history has not and cannot end, and because ghosts live on.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“So, “Whither Marxism?” That is the question the title of this colloquium would ask us. In what way would it be signaling toward Hamlet and Denmark and England? Why does it whisper to us to follow a ghost? Where? Whither? What does it mean to follow a ghost? And what if this came down to being followed by it, always, persecuted perhaps by the very chase we are leading?” (9-10, emphasis original).



	Notes:

	
		Like Gordon, Derrida is far from actually stating outright what it means to use haunting as a methodology.



	
		
				To what extent does this text use or discuss haunting as a methodology?
 

		

		
				explicitly uses haunting as a methodology

				implicitly uses haunting as a methodology

				explicitly discusses haunting as a methodology

				implicitly discusses haunting as a methodology

				other

		

	

	 

	In what ways does this text use or discuss haunting as a methodology?

	 

	
		
				advances a new way of conceiving of the ghost and/or haunting itself

		

		
				contextualizes hauntology as a specific theory (i.e., not simply metaphors of “seething presences,” “present absences,” etc.) 

		

		
				plays with or comments on writing, language, textuality, and/or story

		

		
				analyzes an absence (may be described as “absent presence” or “present absence”)

		

		
				demonstrates reflexivity and/or somehow locates author in the knowledge production

		

		
				situates haunting in terms of knowledge production (e.g., in/across fields, against empiricism)

		

		
				author walks and/or wanders around a particular place or route

		

		
				source: works with literary text(s)

		

		
				source: works with photographs, film, or visual art(s)

		

		
				source: works with place(s)

		

		
				source: people (interviews, focus groups, talking to people during ethnography, etc.)

		

		
				source: works with archive(s)

		

		
				source: works with theory/theories

		

		
				source: works with secondary source(s) (that wouldn’t necessarily be classified as theory)

		

		
				source: personal experience or history (including autoethnography)

		

		
				source: the everyday

		

		
				source: memorial(s), commemoration(s)

		

	

	 

	Gibson-Graham, J. K. “Haunting Capitalism…in the Spirit of Marx and Derrida.” Rethinking Marxism, vol. 8, no. 4, 1995, pp. 25-39.

	In this article, J. K. Gibson-Graham argues that there is a specter haunting Jacques Derrida’s Spectres of Marx (though Gibson-Graham doesn’t put it quite like I just did): a figure of deconstruction. To make this argument, Gibson-Graham pursues a critical economic and geographical reading of Spectres. According to Gibson-Graham, part of what Derrida is problematizing in Spectres (even, at times, by critiquing Marx) is being itself (i.e., what Derrida calls “ontologizing”). Gibson-Graham traces Derrida’s concerns about and struggles against “ontologizing,” for according to Gibson-Graham, Derrida himself struggles to resist ontologizing capitalism (i.e., treating it as an object that is entirely knowable, separate and perfectly discrete from communism and indeed all other objects). Following Derrida, Gibson-Graham observes that capitalism cannot exist—that is, it cannot be—as an “ontologized” object; and any attempt to “ontologize” capitalism, so as to banish it as totally as possible (as Derrida arguably does, for instance, in Spectres) will inevitably raise its ghosts. Gibson-Graham thus pursues the ghosts of capitalism, identifying and discussing four. Finally, Gibson-Graham concludes with a reading of Derrida’s blackboard (a rhetorical image/device from Spectres) and suggests that it must be the case that something other than capitalism lives on—something that may be (but is not necessarily) communism, something more deconstructive, something like possibility itself.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“This almost ritual invocation of capital and capitalism [in Derrida’s Spectres of Marx] is not strictly a rite of exorcism—it acknowledges the “real” rather than attempting to banish the “unreal”—but it has a similar ontologizing force. Like Marx, but more warily and self-consciously and without fear of ghosts, Derrida sets himself up for a haunting, one that may not be unwelcome, since he invites rather than abhors the specter […] In this spirit, the spirit of Derrida, I wish to pursue the ghosts that haunt the concept of capitalism” (30).



	Notes:

	
		J. K. Gibson-Graham is a pen name for economic geographers Julie Graham and Katherine Gibson.

		Although this paper does not use or discuss haunting as a method(ology), I include it here because I think it offers important context on the economic concerns that informed hauntology (and thus haunting as a methodology) in its earlier conceptions.

		J. K. Gibson-Graham expands on and develops ideas introduced in the above paper (and responds to critiques of said paper) in The End of Capitalism (As We Knew It): A Feminist Critique of Political Economy (University of Minnesota Press, 2006). For those interested in the connections between Derrida, haunting, and economics, see Haunting the Knowledge Economy by Jane Kenway, Elizabeth Bullen, Johannah Fahey, and Simon Robb (Routledge, 2006).



	
		
				 
 
 
To what extent does this text use haunting as a methodology?
 

		

		
				explicitly uses haunting as a methodology

				implicitly uses haunting as a methodology

				explicitly discusses haunting as a methodology

				implicitly discusses haunting as a methodology

				other: uses haunting as a theoretical framework

		

	

	 

	In what ways does this text use or discuss haunting as a methodology?

	 

	
		
				advances a new way of conceiving of the ghost and/or haunting itself

		

		
				contextualizes hauntology as a specific theory (i.e., not simply metaphors of “seething presences,” “present absences,” etc.) 

		

		
				plays with or comments on writing, language, textuality, and/or story

		

		
				analyzes an absence (may be described as “absent presence” or “present absence”)

		

		
				demonstrates reflexivity and/or somehow locates author in the knowledge production

		

		
				situates haunting in terms of knowledge production (e.g., in/across fields, against empiricism)

		

		
				author walks and/or wanders around a particular place or route

		

		
				source: works with literary text(s)

		

		
				source: works with photographs, film, or visual art(s)

		

		
				source: works with place(s)

		

		
				source: people (interviews, focus groups, talking to people during ethnography, etc.)

		

		
				source: works with archive(s)

		

		
				source: works with theory/theories

		

		
				source: works with secondary source(s) (that wouldn’t necessarily be classified as theory)

		

		
				source: personal experience or history (including autoethnography)

		

		
				source: the everyday

		

		
				source: memorial(s), commemoration(s)

		

	

	 

	Gordon, Avery. Ghostly Matters: Haunting and the Sociological Imagination. University of Minnesota Press, 1997.

	In this book, sociologist Avery Gordon argues firstly, that the world(s) we live are complicated, largely because they are inhabited not just by us, but by ghosts, and secondly, that working toward justice demands our engagement with those ghosts. To support this argument, though formally trained as a sociologist, Gordon often draws on literary texts, notable among them Don DeLillo’s White Noise, Ralph Ellison’s Invisible Man (Introduction), Luisa Valenzuela’s Como en la Guerra/He Who Searches (Chapter 3), and Toni Morrison’s Beloved (Chapter 4). Elsewhere (Chapter 2), Gordon turns to psychoanalysis and one historical photograph, analysing the absence of Sabina Spielrein from an image of the attendees of the Third Psychoanalytic Congress at Weimar, 1911. Across all of these chapters, in different ways, Gordon also writes from the position of being haunted—by Spielrein, most explicitly, but by other ghosts, too; and she builds her theory and methodology of haunting around this experience of being haunted, as evidenced in her sources (which would be unorthodox for sociologists to use even now, but would have been especially so in the 1990s) as well as in her writing itself. Gordon concludes by affirming her commitment to alternate ways of seeing and knowing, emphasizing Valenzuela’s and Morrison’s impacts on her thinking, and ultimately tethering her own notion of haunting to Raymond Williams’ idea of  “a structure of feeling” (as qtd. Gordon 198).

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Making common cause [with our objects and subjects of analysis] means that our encounters must strive to go beyond the fundamental alienation of turning social relations into just the things we know and toward our own reckoning with how we are in these stories, with how they change us, with our own ghosts” (21-22).

		“To be haunted and to write from that location, to take on the condition of what you study, is not a methodology or a consciousness 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 about making a contact that changes you and refashions the social relations in which you are located” (22).



	Notes:

	
		Ghostly Matters is probably the first text to discuss the use of haunting as a method(ology) explicitly (which Gordon does primarily in the text’s introduction).

		For a useful summative essay on Ghostly Matters, see Aimee Van Wagenen, “An Epistemology of Haunting: A Review Essay,” Critical Sociology, vol. 30, no. 2, 2004, pp. 287-298.
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	Bell, Michael Mayerfeld. “The Ghosts of Place.” Theory and Society, vol. 26, no. 6, 1997, pp. 813-836.

	In this article, sociologist Michael Mayerfeld Bell argues that places are inhabited by ghosts—not scary ghosts, necessarily, but rather presences that contribute to a place’s sense of social aliveness. To do so, Bell begins by discussing scholarship on place itself, lamenting the lack of attention paid to place in his own field of sociology. Then, drawing on the work of geographer Nicholas Entrikin, Bell discusses the specificity of place: one place, he points out, is simply not another. For Bell, researchers can measure the specificity of places against the demand for generalizability in research by looking for what Entrikin calls the “betweenness” of place. According to Bell, because ghosts are “terrically specific” (815), ghosts may then become quite useful. He explains how many cultures attribute a sense of sociality or spirit to objects in order to suggest the same meaning-making practice is true of our dealings with places. Bell then draws on his own personal experience in three places—Grenadier Island, at the mouth of the St. Lawrence River, in Lake Ontario; East Hall, at Iowa State University; and three castles in the United Kingdom—to illustrate his argument about ghosts and place. Although Bell does not cite Derrida or Gordon in-text, he emphasizes the importance of Spectres of Marx and Ghostly Matters to his analysis in a footnote, where he also outright states that he “offer[s] this work in the spirit of justice for ghosts” (834).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“The ghosts of place are invisible to our current science. No laboratory instrument, no metered machine, no photographic negative will ever detect them. But we should have no doubt that they are, still, very real. Despite the mechanized aloofness of the modern mind […] the world as yet remains an enchanted place” (832).



	Notes:

	
		Although Bell states in a footnote that his work is offered “in the spirit of justice for ghosts” (834), nowhere in-text does Bell explicitly connect his understanding of places as haunted to the politics of the ghost sketched out by Derrida and Gordon.



	
		
				To what extent does this text use haunting as a methodology?
 

		

		
				explicitly uses haunting as a methodology

				implicitly uses haunting as a methodology

				explicitly discusses haunting as a methodology

				implicitly discusses haunting as a methodology

				other

		

	

	 

	In what ways does this text use or discuss haunting as a methodology?

	 

	
		
				advances a new way of conceiving of the ghost and/or haunting itself

		

		
				contextualizes hauntology as a specific theory (i.e., not simply metaphors of “seething presences,” “present absences,” etc.) 

		

		
				plays with or comments on writing, language, textuality, and/or story

		

		
				analyzes an absence (may be described as “absent presence” or “present absence”)

		

		
				demonstrates reflexivity and/or somehow locates author in the knowledge production

		

		
				situates haunting in terms of knowledge production (e.g., in/across fields, against empiricism)

		

		
				author walks and/or wanders around a particular place or route

		

		
				source: works with literary text(s)

		

		
				source: works with photographs, film, or visual art(s)

		

		
				source: works with place(s)

		

		
				source: people (interviews, focus groups, talking to people during ethnography, etc.)

		

		
				source: works with archive(s)

		

		
				source: works with theory/theories

		

		
				source: works with secondary source(s) (that wouldn’t necessarily be classified as theory)

		

		
				source: personal experience or history (including autoethnography)

		

		
				source: the everyday

		

		
				source: memorial(s), commemoration(s)

		

	

	 

	Rajagopalan, Kanavillil. “Between Marx and Derrida: An Exercise in Literary Semantics.” Journal of Literary Semantics, vol. 27, no. 2, 1998, pp. 72-95.

	In this article, linguist Kanavillil Rajagopalan argues that the debates ignited by Jacques Derrida’s Spectres of Marx have implications for the then emergent field of literary semantics. Rajagopalan begins by reviewing the basic claims that Derrida makes in Spectres, contextualizing these claims within Derrida’s historical context and explicating how literature (e.g. Hamlet) becomes a part of Derrida’s argument. Rajagopalan then reviews some key objections to Spectres, particularly those of Aijaz Ahmad (1994, “Reconciling Derrida”) and Frederic Jameson (1995, “Marx’s Purloined Letter”), which revolve around the relationship—and distinction—between philosophy and literature. For Rajagopalan, writing from a literary semantics perspective, such a distinction is neither possible nor advisable. Rajagopalan then discusses the fraught terrain of Marx and Marxism, wherein particular interpretations are accepted (somewhat as doctrine, Rajagopalan suggests) and others rejected. Hence, Rajagopalan underscores the importance of Derrida’s emphasis on Marx’s multiple spectres (i.e., multiple interpretations). Rajagopalan concludes with a brief discussion of J. L. Austin’s constatives and performatives (from his 1962 book, How to Do Things With Words), and ultimately returns to the debates about philosophy and literature. For Rajagopalan, Spectres, via its interest in deconstruction, has much to offer literary semantics.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“The upshot of the considerations made in the foregoing paragraphs is that . . . there is no justification for regarding a reading of Shakespeare via Marx as being in any sense superior to a possible reading of Marx via Shakespeare” (80).



	Notes:

	
		In my view, the most important aspect of this paper is how it points to the relevance textuality and writing to understandings of haunting, particularly as a methodology.
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	Kuftinec, Sonja. “[Walking Through A] Ghost Town: Cultural Hauntologie in Mostar, Bosnia-Herzegovina or Mostar: A Performance Review.” Text and Performance Quarterly (formerly Literature in Performance), vol. 18, no. 2, 1998, pp. 81-95.

	In this article, theatre and performance studies scholar Sonja Kuftinec argues that the city of Mostar, in Bosnia-Herzegovina, particularly after the war that marked the area from 1991-1995, is a haunted palimpsest. To make this argument, Kuftinec begins by writing in first-person, alluding to her own implicatedness in the violence of the past and present. She then recounts the history of competing claims to power in Mostar, on the part of the area’s various ethnic groups, military forces, as well as international actors. Kuftinec highlights how these competing claims to power and the violence that ensued produced a layeredness of the city: renamed streets, reconstructed roads, and, on several occasions, even the whole of Bosnia-Herzegovina remapped. For Kuftinec, this layeredness is hauntological. Next, Kuftinec discusses Jean Baudrillard’s notion of the simulacra. She emphasizes the relationship between map-making (a practice which rearranges the city in largely symbolic ways) and everyday living (a practice which rearranges the city in physical ways). In the second half of this paper, Kuftinec pivots to focus on theatre and performance, via one youth centre called Mladi Most (“Youth Bridge”). She details her work with youth at Mladi Most to ultimately explicate the eventual performance, Letters or Where Does The Postman Go When All The Street Names Change?, which was eventually included in a documentary film. The whole paper is dedicated to revealing Mostar’s hauntedness.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“From 1991-1995, war raged in the area now referred to as an absence: “the former Yugoslavia.” This absence maintained its presence to me in my daily, deliberate evasion of detailed accounts of the war, its roots, or its results. I felt simultaneously repelled and haunted by the absoluteness of the rhetoric—the “ethnic cleansing,” the “rape camps,” the nationalistic fervor situation accountability anywhere from the 14th century to World War II (and rarely in the present). The fact that I am part “former Yugoslav” further deterred me from rehearsing accounts of the war. Like much of the “Western world,” I preferred to remain uninformed, unaccountable, neutral and objective. The spectre of war, and recognition of my potential complicity in it through avoidance, eventually led to the end of my neutrality in 1995” (81-82).



	Notes:

	
		When I indicate above that this paper implicitly uses haunting as a methodology, what I am thinking of is how, at the outset of the paper, Kuftinec implies that she was being haunted (though this is, really, the only time she discusses the feeling). I’m also thinking of how, at times, the writing of the paper is reminiscent of Gordon’s somewhat experimental and/or unorthodox approach.
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	Motz, Marilyn. “The Practice of Belief.” Journal of American Folklore, vol. 111, no. 441, 1998, pp. 339-355.

	In this article, cultural studies scholar (and/or folklorist) Marilyn Motz argues that folklore studies has something to contribute to hauntology and the turn toward the spectral more broadly. Motz supports this argument by observing how both Jacques Derrida’s notion of hauntology and folklore studies emerged in response to Enlightenment ideals of rationality, science, and empiricism. However, for Motz, because the folklore studies began in the nineteenth century (and by the 1850s, had even begun to cohere as a discipline), Motz suggests that folklorists have important experience working with elements of life (e.g., practices, rituals, performances) that do not fit into (or even outright reject) the dominant frame of modern progress. Motz focuses especially on how folklorists study belief, emphasizing the significance of examining belief as a practice (as opposed to an abstract noun), and one which is situated in particular places, times, and peoples. Ultimately, Motz gestures toward possibilities for bringing together folklore studies and hauntology.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Rather than viewing belief as the opposite of knowledge, we can examine the process of believing as a way of knowing” (340).

		“The banishment of belief from intellectual discussion is directly related to the development of the discipline of folklore as an outgrowth of the Enlightenment […] In order for rationalist, scientific, enlightened forms of knowledge to prevail, former ways of knowing had to be displaced: to be labeled as ignorant, primitive, or superstitious and to be banished from the discourse of the educated” (341).



	Notes:

	
		When I indicate above that this paper implicitly discusses haunting as a method(ology), what I am thinking of is how Motz draws connections between folklore studies’ and hauntology’s methodological concerns, particularly with practices of belief.



	
		
				To what extent does this text use haunting as a methodology?
 

		

		
				explicitly uses haunting as a methodology

				implicitly uses haunting as a methodology

				explicitly discusses haunting as a methodology

				implicitly discusses haunting as a methodology

				other

		

	

	 

	In what ways does this text use or discuss haunting as a methodology?

	 

	
		
				advances a new way of conceiving of the ghost and/or haunting itself

		

		
				contextualizes hauntology as a specific theory (i.e., not simply metaphors of “seething presences,” “present absences,” etc.) 

		

		
				plays with or comments on writing, language, textuality, and/or story

		

		
				analyzes an absence (may be described as “absent presence” or “present absence”)

		

		
				demonstrates reflexivity and/or somehow locates author in the knowledge production

		

		
				situates haunting in terms of knowledge production (e.g., in/across fields, against empiricism)

		

		
				author walks and/or wanders around a particular place or route

		

		
				source: works with literary text(s)

		

		
				source: works with photographs, film, or visual art(s)

		

		
				source: works with place(s)

		

		
				source: people (interviews, focus groups, talking to people during ethnography, etc.)

		

		
				source: works with archive(s)

		

		
				source: works with theory/theories

		

		
				source: works with secondary source(s) (that wouldn’t necessarily be classified as theory)

		

		
				source: personal experience or history (including autoethnography)

		

		
				source: the everyday

		

		
				source: memorial(s), commemoration(s)

		

	

	 

	Gordon, Avery. “Making Pictures of Ghosts: The Art of Gary Simmons.” Social Identities, vol. 5, no. 1, 1999, pp. 89-124.

	In this article, sociologist Avery Gordon argues that the work of New York artist Gary Simmons is compatible with her own conception of haunting. Gordon begins by stating that she was struck by Simmons’ art (specifically Simmons’ Erasure wall drawings) when she first encountered it (in the late fall of 1995) because once she saw his art, she felt she had found in Simmons a kind of companion in the world of haunting. Then, briefly, Gordon comments on how she struggled to reconcile Simmon’s apparent interest in black masculinity with the stuff of haunting—which, until this point, Gordon admits she had seen as work largely undertaken by women. She then turns to Simmons’ own description of his work, before launching into analyses of his art. Gordon connects Simmons’ art to popular culture, American history, and possible futures. She highlights, too, how Simmon’s art offers viewers a contemplative space.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“My interest in Simmons’s art work is not art historical in the conventional sense. It drives from a concern I have had with repression and its haunting effects, and with the lessons social theorists can learn from visual and literary artists who are addressing shared questions of power and resistance, but in creative mediums” (92).

		“Simmons shows us that the degraded cultural legacy of racism lingers, producing powerful phantoms clamouring for attention. But he also shows us that many people are always already answering the continuing and profound need for re-creation such a degradation issues […] Haunting always registers the actual ‘degraded present’ in which we are historically entangled and the longing for the arrival of a future, entangled certainly, but ripe in the plentitude of nonsacrificial freedoms and exuberant unforeseen pleasures […] It is this claim to our willful consciousness and to our imaginative capacity to change course to make the future ours that is, I suggest, the haunting power of popular culture Gary Simmons tries to make pictures of” (121, emphasis original).



	Notes:

	
		Although this paper uses haunting more as a theoretical framework (rather than using or discussing it as a methodology), I have included it here because Gordon is such a key figure in theorizing haunting and because this paper is one of the earlier discussions of haunting in connection to race.
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The 2000s: Spectral Time and Ghostly Places

	 

	By the first decade of the 2000s, Jacques Derrida’s and Avery Gordon’s ideas about haunting were well established across the humanities and social sciences.2 For scholars thinking about haunting in terms of methodology, then, of particular importance during this period was not just the ghost as a political figure, but the non-linearity of time—as Derrida calls it, “[a] disjointed or disadjusted now” (Spectres of Marx 1). Thus, during the early 2000s, academic work that considered haunting in terms of methodology began to reflect not just an interest in ghosts, but an exploration of anachrony, simultaneity, palimpsests, and, put simply, what it means for time to be “out of joint” (Hamlet, as qtd. Derrida, Spectres 1).

	 

	Perhaps in response to the destabilization of time, much of the scholarship from the early 2000s focusses on place. For instance, the journal Space & Culture published a special issue in 2001 focussed on spatial haunting. In this issue, thinking implicitly about how to grapple with haunting as a methodology, cultural scholars Kevin Hetherington and Tim Edensor discuss the importance of one kind of place: cities, and especially the ‘ruined’ parts of cities. While Hetherington (following Walter Benjamin, who is following Marx) insists that we “loo[k] within the ‘phantasmagoria’ of the city,” (27), which Hetherington considers to be “a place of spectacular ruin in the modern city” (27, emphasis added), Edensor argues for paying attention to literal ruins: old factories. As Edensor observes, though abandoned and dilapidated, these industrial ruins nevertheless remain, offering opportunities for us to “construct alternative stories,” to “keep the past openended,” and to generate “narratives that talk back to the smoothing over of difference” (Edensor, “Haunting in the Ruins” 49). Indeed, for Edensor, industrial ruins “offer the clearest riposte to fantasies of power and urban smoothness” (50).3

	 

	Space & Culture’s 2001 special issue foreshadowed future scholarship on haunting and place, too.4 In 2005, for instance, Judith Richardson published Possessions: The History and Uses of Haunting in the Hudson Valley. In Possessions, Richardson endeavours to contribute to and intervene in scholarship on haunting. Because the scholarship (i.e., on haunting) at the time “tend[ed] to hover in rarified literary and theoretical spheres,” Richardson pursued a study of the Hudson Valley to help haunting “touch ground” (4). She sought, in other words, to show “how hauntings rise from and operate in particular, everyday worlds” (4). A similar impetus is reflected in geographer Emilie Cameron’s 2008 study of the Stein Valley Nlaka’pamux Heritage Park (a place which is reportedly haunted) and in anthropologist Gastón Gordillo’s 2009 study of “places that frighten” (i.e., old Jesuit missions, now ruins, located in the Gran Chaco plains of Argentina). For Cameron, part of what matters in the case of the Stein Valley Nlaka’pamux Heritage Park is “the particular ways in which Nlaka’pamux have experienced and objected to colonial policies and practices” (389). And for Gordillo, what matters is “local structures of feeling” (344). Like Richardson, both Cameron and Gordillo are keen to ‘zoom in’ and pay attention to how haunting plays out, literally, on the ground.

	 

	To some extent, a focus on haunting and place produced an interest in haunting and the local (or, relatedly, the everyday). In 2008, for instance, Tim Edensor once again examines urban ruins, this time emphasizing their mundanity.5 In contrast to Richardon, Cameron, and Gordillo, all of whom focus on places that are well known for their hauntings (i.e., the Hudson Valley, the Stein Valley Nlaka’pamux Heritage Park, and old Jesuit missions), Edensor looks to spaces that are not well known for being haunted: the places in Manchester that he happens to pass on his way to work. According to Edensor, these spaces are important in terms of haunting because “spectres are as likely to haunt mundane, everyday spaces as [they are] ancient mansions and battlegrounds” (“Mundane Hauntings” 331). This focus on the everyday is further emphasized by Avery Gordon, in her introduction to the second edition of Ghostly Matters: for Gordon, haunting is “one way in which abusive systems of power make themselves known and their impacts felt in everyday life” (xvi, emphasis added).

	 

	All this to say, during the early 2000s, as scholars endeavoured to think through what it means for time to be “out of joint” (Hamlet as qtd. Derrida, Spectres 1), they often turned to spaces, places, and local contexts. When Hetherington proposed looking at the phantasmagoria of the city, for example, he did so largely because for him, “this issue of temporality” is observable “through an unsettling of the order of space” (25, emphasis added). When Edensor insisted on the importance of industrial ruins, he did so largely because according to Edensor, they are “immune to . . . the will of managers and time-keepers” (“Haunting in the Ruins” 45). And later in the 2000s, when Richardson, Cameron, and Gordillo examine the Hudson Valley, the Stein Valley Nlaka’pamux Heritage Park, and old Jesuit missions, they do so in their attempts to grapple with “the restlessness of history” (Richardson 6) and to move toward “richer understandings of time” (Cameron 390). In other words, they pay close attention to these places because, as Gordillo puts it, “history is not simply the past, but, rather, a spatially grounded, forceful presence that still haunts the living” (344).

	 

	Meanwhile, creative explorations of writing and critical questions about knowledge production continued to shape scholarship on haunting and methodology. In 2002, for example, the literary theorist Julian Wolfreys interrogated how citation “haunts criticism and, more generally, . . . all reading and writing” (21). Crucially, Wolfreys did so in part through his own use of citation. A few years later, in 2007, cultural geographer John Wylie analyzed the work of the German writer W.G. Sebald to consider how texts that trouble genres can convey hauntedness in unique ways. “For example,” says Wylie, “testimony, in order to be testimony at all, must be haunted by fiction” (184). And in 2008, translation studies scholar Laura M. Kanost problematized how key scholars of haunting, particularly Avery Gordon and Kathleen Brogan, variously elide and address matters of translation.

	 

	While it could be argued that all of the works listed in this section make some contribution to haunting in terms of knowledge production, it is also true that certain thinkers draw attention to questions of knowledge production more than others. Victoria Hesford, for instance, wonders about the possibility that contemporary feminism may be haunted by the second-wave feminist movement and “the figure of the feminist-as-lesbian” (228), while also gesturing toward the stakes of such a haunting. Sasha Handley insists that during the long eighteenth century, a period often imagined to mark the “demise of belief in the supernatural and occult worlds” (3), ghost stories in fact continued to be widely written, recited, and consumed, a fact which contextualizes and challenges the supremacy of Enlightenment thinking in important ways. Michael O’Riley worries aloud about the “compulsion to figure colonial history as a haunting trace” because, for O’Riley, doing so “does not necessarily lead to a so-called ethical relationship with the Other” (4). Avery Gordon emphasizes the importance of understanding haunting as commitment to “finding a route, access to that [knowledge] which is marginalized” (xviii). And paradoxically, in what they intend as “something of a practical guide” (Holloway and Kneale 297) for using haunting as a methodology, Julian Holloway and James Kneale suggest that we “stop short of making ghosts make sense” (300-301).

	 

	Inarguably, though, the best example of scholarship that grapples with haunting as a methodology during the early 2000s is Grace M. Cho’s Haunting the Korean Diaspora: Shame, Secrecy, and the Forgotten War (2008). In this book, not only does Cho address matters of time, space, and the everyday; she does so through exploratory (and, à la Gordon, psychoanalytic and feminist) writing practices. What is more, in her first chapter (“Fleshing Out the Ghost”), Cho includes a section entitled “Method: Dream Work, Fiction, Autoethnography,” in which she explicitly discusses her approach to using haunting as method(ology). And crucially, throughout the entirety of her book, Cho recognizes her implicatedness in the knowledge she is producing—without letting her work become simply a story about herself (or her family): “The ghosts of my family history,” she says, “are thoroughly enmeshed in this work even when there is nothing in particular that appears to be autobiographical” (42).

	 

	In short, for scholarship on haunting and methodology, the early 2000s was a decade of transition. Familiar with the concept of the ghost as a political figure, scholars during this period sought to decipher and develop ways of actually engaging, communing with, or otherwise encountering the ghost and its politics. They developed and/or continued a number of conceptual paths, exploring spaces and places, writing practices, and critical matters of knowledge production.

	 

	 

	 

	Hetherington, Kevin. “Phantasmagoria/Phantasm Agora: Materialities, Spatialities and Ghosts.” Spatial Hauntings, special issue of Space & Culture, no. 11-12, 2001, pp. 24-41.

	In this article, cultural scholar Kevin Hetherington argues that ghosts are figures who communicate with us not through normative language, discourse, or representation, but through disclosure. That is, ghosts “reveal, leak, confess, confide, divulge, whisper” (26). Hetherington then claims that we can find ghosts (and thus, potentially, receive their disclosures) in cities. To substantiate this claim, Hetherington turns to Walter Benjamin—who, according to Hetherington, instructs us to “seek disclosure through the idea of looking within the ‘phantasmagoria’ of the city” (27)—and quickly pivots to a discussion of the ancient Greek agora (i.e., basically, a key part of the public sphere in Athens), the museum, ruins, statues, Surrealism, and allegory. According to Hetherington, if we want to communicate with ghosts, allegory might be our best available mode of communication. Hetherington concludes by analyzing Benjamin’s ninth thesis in Theses on the Philosophy of History (in which Benjamin interprets Paul Klee’s monoprint, Angelus Novus). Overall, this article can be understood as a commentary on how ghosts communicate (and how we might communicate with them).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Skeptics might say, ‘where do we find this ghost, then, other than on the battlements of an ancient Danish castle?’ We find it in the haunted house. But this is just a figure of speech for any number of ‘ruined spaces’. We find it wherever ‘the dead’ are not fully disposed of; where they remain unburied . . . . We find the ghost within the materiality of social life; a repository of overlooked social relations, outmoded utopian wishes and half forgotten memories now discarded or put to the side. One important space in our modern world where we find such ghosts is in the city – we find them in the fractured panoramas and consumer abundance of the capitalist city. That would be my answer to the skeptic. It is also Walter Benjamin’s answer too and my debt to his ghost should become clearer later” (26).



	Notes:

	
		This paper is sometimes written in ways that diverge from conventional academic writing.

		As a whole, this paper is rather erratic. It reads less like the writing of someone who is haunted and more like the writing of someone who is fixated on the possibility of haunting.
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	Edensor, Tim. “Haunting in the Ruins: Matter and Immateriality.” Spatial Hauntings, special issue of Space & Culture, no. 11-12, 2001, pp. 42-51.

	In this article, geographer Tim Edensor argues that industrial (factory) ruins—and their ghosts—haunt contemporary cities. He draws on images of decomposing matter, rearranged objects, and disorder to underscore how urban ruins confound master narratives and assumptions about the linearity of progress. Edensor also observes how in industrial ruins, would-have-been commodities become “interdeterminate, ghostly artefacts” (46). Next, he points out that because factories once existed within a network (of flows, including capital, bodies, energies, etc.), industrial ruins gesture towards “the swarming presence of the people that dwelt within these spaces” (47). Toward the end of this article, Edensor pivots to discuss the heritage industry, which treats the past itself as raw material to be “museum[ised]” (49). In conclusion, Edensor contextualizes his claims about industrial ruins by drawing on Avery Gordon’s notion of haunting.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“And the swarming presence of the people that dwelt within these spaces, who made them pulsate with life, is re-animated by these traces […] overalls, hob-nail boots, gloves and hardhats which conjure up the affordances experienced by the clothed, working body. The discarded tools, the fragmenting machines and the dormant production lines suggest the kinds of bodily endeavours required, and the skilled eyes and hands that were trained and practised. . . . The rotting collections of stickers and cigarette cards, posters and pin-ups, and the prevalence of graffiti scrawled onto walls – nicknames, support for football teams and pop groups, and the vilification of bosses – reveals the claiming of, and the domestication of impersonal space. Chits, bills, adverts, posters, notices, warnings, labels and species of paper-work, notice-boards, signs, letters and stencils silently talk the language of the factory. In a pregnant sound-scape, full of creaks, wind, flurries of birds and echoes, these ghostly words reassert themselves, simultaneously remembering the whistling, orders and shouts, talk and laughter, machinery, singing and the radio” (48).



	Notes:

	
		This paper is shaped significantly by 10 photographs of industrial ruination, all of which appear to have been taken by the author. The photos are embedded within the text. Because of this, Edensor’s photos work alongside and indeed as part of his argument. They also suggest a methodology at work: if Edensor took these photos, he must have been at these places; and if he was at these places, then his being there must have shaped his process of knowledge production.
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	Wolfreys, Julian. “Citations’ Haunt: Specters of Derrida.” Mosaic, vol. 35, no. 1, 2002, pp. 21-34.

	In this article, literary critic and theorist Julian Wolfreys argues that academic writing engages in a kind of Derridean “spectropoetics” (which Wolfreys also calls “ghost writing”). For Wolfreys, because academic writing depends on practices of citation, academic writing therefore necessarily depends on the spectral force of text. According to Wolfreys, no matter how a citation appears in academic writing (e.g., direct quotation, paraphrased passages), no matter how the citation is formatted (properly or otherwise), and even regardless of whether or not the citation was intentional in the first place, the very nature of citation—(re)calling other texts, voices, and people—means that academic writing engages in “spectropoetics.” To support this argument, Wolfreys plays with practices of citation. He cites Derrida’s works throughout his essay, often foregoing the use of quotation marks, but including in-text citations (with page numbers), to demonstrate that the force of Derrida’s text(s) and ideas haunts his own. In this way, Wolfreys crafts a highly intertextual and deconstructionist meta-essay about academic writing, citation, and the spectral.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“What takes place in this essay is a certain registration, recognition, or admission of the work of haunting within any textual form. . . . Citation haunts precisely because it arrives from some other place as an authority, the authority of the other, which intrusion of the guest is paradoxically conjured so as to assert the very idea of originality in argument or research” (22).

		“Writing without citation is impossible” (22).



	Notes:

	
		This paper is less overtly argumentative and more deconstructionist-exploratory. So, it is quite difficult to read, but I have included it here for the extent to which it demonstrates the continued theorizing about haunting in terms of language, text, and writing.

		For more on Derridean deconstruction, (ghost) writing, and haunting, see Jodey Castricano’s Cryptomimesis: The Gothic and Jacques Derrida’s Ghost Writing (2001) in which Castricano analyzes Derrida’s works alongside American Gothic fiction to elaborate her theory of cryptomimesis, which is ostensibly her effort, from her perspective as literary and cultural studies scholar, to name what it means to learn to live—and that is, to speak—with spectres.
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	Hesford, Victoria. “Feminism and Its Ghosts: The Spectre of the Feminist-as-Lesbian.” Feminist Theory, vol. 6, no. 3, 2005, pp. 227-250.

	In this article, interdisciplinary and feminist scholar Victoria Hesford argues that we need to understand the (second wave) figure of the feminist-as-lesbian—that is, the “‘flannel shirt androgyne, close minded, antisex puritan humorless moralist racist and classist ignoramus essentialist utopian’” (Zimmerman as qtd. Hesford 228)—as a kind of ghost haunting contemporary feminism(s). To make this argument, Hesford adapts Avery Gordon’s methodology from Ghostly Matters and goes “‘looking for the ghosts’” (228). She begins by reviewing Gordon’s theory of haunting and explaining the figure of the feminist-as-lesbian. Next, Hesford explores (and ultimately problematizes) Elizbaeth Freeman’s notion of ‘temporal drag.’ She observes that while ‘temporal drag’ implies a relationship of longing for the past, haunting, by contrast, implies a relationship of avoiding the past. Finally, Hesford takes up her haunted relationship with the feminist past, analyzing different essays: Kate Millett’s “Out of the Loop and Out of Print: Meditations on Aging and Being Unemployed” (1998), Teresa de Lauretis’s “The Essence of the Triangle” (1989), and Adrienne Rich’s “Compulsory Heterosexuality and Lesbian Existence” (1980). In her analysis of these days, Hesford emphasizes the importance of asking how second-wave feminism lives on, in the present. She concludes by reiterating that we must “ask who [the feminist-as-lesbian] is and what she may be telling us” (245).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“As the ‘flannel shirt androgyne, close minded, antisex puritan humorless moralist racist and classist ignoramus essentialist utopian’ (Zimmerman 1997, p. 163), she [the figure of the feminist-as-lesbian] often stands as a symbol for the limits of cross-class and cross-race alliances in second wave feminism. My questions in this essay are: what is this figure? What is she doing? Why is she here, now? Why do we seem to know her so well; and do we know her as well as we think we do?” (228).

		“For feminists in particular, to have a haunted relationship with the feminist past is to be able to bear witness to the possibilities, often unrealized, of that past and to actively resist the policing and defensiveness that have marked much of feminism’s relationship to its diverse history in recent years” (230).



	Notes:

	
		Although Hesford “want[s] to follow this ghost [of the feminist-as-lesbian] in a necessarily subjective way” (231, emphasis added), and although she seems to understand this subjectivity as a feature of the ghost, there is little in this paper that reveals the shape of Hesford’s subjective experience of following the ghost of the feminist-as-lesbian. In other words, Hesford does not write in a way that suggests her own specificity or unique inheritance. Instead, the mode of writing stays quite distant and relatively objective.

		Hesford states: “I utilize a methodology I call, borrowing from Avery Gordon, ‘looking for the ghosts,’” (228). However, the resulting paper reads, for all intents and purposes, like a regular academic paper (whereas for many scholars, taking up haunting in a methodological way results in scholarship that deviates considerably from typical academic writing and even analysis). 
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	Richardson, Judith. Possessions: The History and Uses of Haunting in the Hudson Valley. Harvard University Press, 2005.

	In this book, humanities scholar Judith Richardson argues that haunting depends on place. To support this argument, Richardson undertakes a focussed study of one place at the centre of many ghost stories: the Hudson Valley (in New York). Drawing on a range of materials, from literature to maps and guidebooks, Richardson demonstrates that the Hudson Valley is not merely an empty space or receptable for our tales of ghosts and spectres, but in many ways, the very source of such haunting. Chapter 1 begins with the place of the Hudson Valley itself, highlighting the significance of landscape and industrial development in the area. In Chapter 2, Richardson turns to literature, examining the work of writer Washington Irving. Chapter 3 considers how ghosts and ghost stories change over the time: Richardson follows the story of one ghost over centuries. Chapter 4 shows how stories of Indian, Dutch, Revolutionary, and worker ghosts were shaped by historical dynamics and conflicts. And Chapter 5 considers the interplay between haunting and politics, particularly in terms of claims to place. The Epilogue draws on T. Coraghessan Boyle’s novel, World’s End (1987), to briefly contextualize Possessions in the context of American literature and scholarship.

	 

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“[E]ven as they seem to draw power from the past, the hauntings of the Hudson Valley are very much products of present need and desire. Varied and ambivalent, hauntings represent problems, foregrounded in this region, regarding possession and dispossession, rootedness and restlessness” (6).



	Notes:

	
		In this book, the attention that Richardson pays to haunting and place seems to have largely obscured her attention to haunting and power.
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	Handley, Sasha. Visions of an Unseen World: Ghost Beliefs and Ghost Stories in Eighteenth Century England. Routledge, 2007.

	In this book, historian Sasha Handley argues that ghost stories—which historians of the eighteenth century frequently portray as overtaken by the Enlightenment—were in fact historically and culturally crucial aspects of this period. Focusing specifically on the years between 1660-1832, Handley shows how ghost stories continued to shape cultural and intellectual life in England, even as ideas associated with the Enlightenment (e.g., empiricism, objectivity, scientific reason) also continued their ascent. Handley shows, too, how the telling of ghost stories was wrapped up in religious beliefs and moral priorities as well as the invention of the printing press (and subsequent processes of inscription, distribution, and consumption). Of particular note is how Handley includes a wide range of texts in her study, from the everyday (e.g., chapbooks) to the elite (e.g., novels), to challenge assumptions about (il)literacy and advance “ghost stories as weapons of the weak and dispossessed” (18). The book is structured chronologically, with chapters tracing developments in ghost stories from 1660 to 1832.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Historians have neglected the variety and fragmentation of learned opinion surrounding the reality of ghosts, as well as the complex attitudes towards ghosts that surfaced among different religious, social, gender and age groupings in this period” (5).

		“Underpinning this study is the assumption that ghost beliefs were intimately connected with the mortuary culture of eighteenth-century England […] Almost inevitably, eighteenth-century ghost stories say something interesting about attitudes towards death and towards the dead” (15).

		“Ghost stories were not simply harmless or entertaining tales and could be both affective and effective. The narrative act itself must then be understood to have important imaginative and material consequences. In this context, this study . . . figure[es] ghost stories as weapons of the weak and dispossessed” (18).



	Notes:

	
		When I indicate below that this text implicitly discusses haunting as a methodology, what I mean to say is that this book helps to contextualize haunting (and thinking about ghosts more broadly) as a phenomenon indelibly bound up with the Enlightenment, and therefore with knowledge production.

		For those interested in how the haunting phenomena and ghost stories continued to challenge Enlightenment thinking even after the eighteenth century, Helen Sword’s Ghostwriting Modernism (Cornell University Press, 2002) may also be valuable. In Ghostwriting Modernism, Sword examines the ways in which the spiritualist movement continued well into the nineteenth century.
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	Wylie, John. “The Spectral Geographies of W.G. Sebald.” Cultural Geographies, vol. 14, no. 2, 2007, pp. 171-188.

	In this article, cultural geographer John Wylie argues that we can learn something of how to engage with haunting and ghosts through the writing of German author W.G. Sebald. To make this argument, Wylie analyzes four of Sebald’s novels: The Emigrants, The Rings of Saturn, Vertigo, and Austerlitz. According to Wylie, these novels “offer a special mode of practising the spectral” (173). For instance, all four novels undo taken-for-granted assumptions of place and self. Wylie suspects that critical to such undoing is what Derrida calls “vertiginous asymmetry,” a technique in which in order to see ghosts, one makes oneself able to be seen by ghosts (Derrida as qtd. Wylie 172). He then shows how Sebald achieves this in his writings through wandering characters and/or narrative flows; discusses particular elements of Sebald’s work (e.g., “parlous loftiness” and paralysing horror, each of which receive their own sections in the article); and concludes with a discussion of testimony and mourning, in which he draws on Derrida’s essay, Demeure, to propose that testimony and fiction haunt one another. Perhaps Wylie’s most methodologically relevant call, which he makes in his conclusion, is this: “as well as exploring forms and fabrics of spectrality, spectral geographies should themselves be spectral” (184, emphasis original).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“But how might we learn to see these ghostly places? Derrida avers that this involves a ‘vertiginous asymmetry: the technique for having visions, for seeing ghosts, is in truth a technique to make oneself seen by ghosts’” (172; Derrida, as qtd. 172).

		“[S]pectral geographies should themselves be spectral. What I mean, following Derrida and Sebald, is that they should work within a hauntology that unsettles narrative and subject, that reveals the shaping of place through haunting rather than dwelling, that dislocates past and present, memory and visibility, through forms of documentary experimentation. This is not just a matter of style or format. Spectral writing of the form conjured by Sebald is not some clever phantom juggling, or exercise in genre-blurring; it is committed to bearing witness through a gaze at once direct, oblique, haunted and horror-strick. It’s difficult to imagine a more serious form of writing” (184-185, emphasis original).



	Notes:

	
		Although Wylie does not mention method or methodology (in that specific language) explicitly in this article, it is obvious that his concern is precisely with method(ology): Wylie wants to know how to craft writing in a way that reflects haunting as a condition of being in the world. What, he seems to be wondering, does a spectral geography actually sound or look like? For this reason, I have indicated below that Wylie both explicitly and implicitly discusses haunting as a methodology.
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	O’Riley, Michael F. “Postcolonial Haunting: Anxiety, Affect, and the Situated Encounter.” Postcolonial Text, vol. 3, no. 4, 2007, pp. 1-15.

	In this article, cultural scholar Michael O’Riley argues that postcolonial theory’s engagement with haunting tends to oversimplify and/or flatten (rather than draw out) relations with the Other, effectively dulling (rather than revealing) the Other’s disruptive or interventionist force. O’Riley suggests that this tendency toward oversimplification and/or flattening comes from postcolonial theory’s frequent focus on colonial aesthetics and affects. His concern is ultimately that in globalized and transnational times, such foci do little to address the more nefarious, intangible forms of oppression that mark the neo-imperial present. To make this argument, O’Riley problematizes the work of Homi Bhabha, Ian Chambers, and Robert Young. He eventually turns to scholarship from Peter Hallward to observe the prevalence of the “singular” (i.e., as opposed to the multiple, the plural) in postcolonial studies and Jean Baudrillard to articulate postcolonial theorists’ efforts as evidence of simulacra. O’Riley concludes by noting how we might reconsider cultural memory in different ways—to develop truer relationships with the Other and reach further toward the potential for intervention.

	 

	 

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“The compulsion to figure colonial history as a haunting trace does not necessarily lead to a so-called ethical relationship with the Other, nor does it result in an avoidance of some of the theoretical issues related to place, history, and appropriation mentioned above. Frequently, haunting as a mode of recovery of colonial history leads to a focus on the aesthetics of the experience of colonial oppression. Such aesthetics can, in part, be a useful point of departure for our understanding of imperialist strategies of oppression. However, when taken too far they can obsess memory and divert the critical gesture from contemporary issues requiring intervention and immediate attention” (4).



	Notes:

	
		Although only thinly related to haunting as a methodology, I have included O’Riley’s paper here because it foreshadows later work that would critique scholarship on haunting and spectral studies writ large for essentially homogenizing many different ghosts through generalized, metaphorical language.
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	Edensor, Tim. “Mundane Hauntings: Commuting through the Phantasmagoric Working-class Spaces of Manchester, England.” Cultural Geographies, vol. 15, no. 3, 2008, pp. 313-333.

	In this article, geographer Tim Edensor argues that hauntings take place in mundane, everyday, and ordinary city spaces (i.e., as opposed to the more spectacular city spaces which had—and arguably still have—traditionally received the most attention in scholarship on haunting). Edensor makes this argument in the context of urban renewal schemes which “revitalized” cities across the globe in the latter decades of the twentieth century, which necessarily prioritized some parts of the city and neglected others. Edensor focuses on the city of Manchester, England and particularly on those parts of Manchester that were not “revitalized.” He analyzes photographs of areas he encounters on his daily commute to work—Cine City (a cinema); a path (and former railway); an unused, unidentified, and open green space; an ex-council estate; Maine Road; Claremont Road (the ‘Front Line’ of the July 1981 riots); and the Church Inn (a pub)—in order to show how these spaces suggest the haunting (absent) presence of a working-class culture. Based on these analyses, Edensor outlines four different types of mundane absent presences (325-326). He then discusses working-class culture, briefly highlighting “how I am personally haunted” (329). Edensor concludes by describing the nature of hauntings in working-class, urban environments.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Upon reflection, after these places, peculiarly charged with an absent presence, had impressed themselves upon me, it became clear that part of what I was being largely haunted by was a ghostly working class: working-class cinema-goers, residents, train passengers, rioters, football fans and drinkers. These traces suggest that previously, a distinct and distinguishable class was indisputably imprinted on space. And this ghostly absence reverberates in the quiescence of privatized housing estates and vacant lots, and in the gaps and faint traces of former life” (328).

		“It is, of course, not that there is no British working class any more, but that this is fragmented, marginalized and isolated. It is likely to incorporate asylum seekers and migrants, poor drug addicts, single parents, homeless people, and the perennially unemployed and sick, none of whom any longer have a wellspring of working-class institutional and social assistance and solidarity to tap into” (328).



	Notes:

	
		Although Edensor does note “how I am personally haunted” (329), he does little to seriously consider how his own hauntedness shapes or is otherwise relevant to his argument about the connections between cities, urban renewal schemes, working-class culture, and haunting. In this way, Edensor seems to miss a significant portion of what it means to take up haunting as a research method(ology).

		Edensor does make one explicit comment on methodology. Following his assertions about the four different types of mundane absent presences, Edensor states that “not finding out is part of the methodology of confronting ghosts” (326, emphasis original).
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	Gordon, Avery. “Introduction to the New Edition.” Ghostly Matters: Haunting and the Sociological Imagination. University of Minnesota Press, 2008, pp xv-xx. 

	In this short introduction to the second edition of Ghostly Matters, sociologist Avery Gordon reflects on what intellectual and political conditions produced Ghostly Matters in the first place (in the late 1980s and early 1990s) and considers what about Ghostly Matters might still be relevant in the twenty-first century. Trained in “Marxian inspired and inflected analysis,” Gordon explains that Ghostly Matters emerged, in part, out of her efforts to develop some intellectual means for grappling with the violence of capitalism while recognizing that capitalism is “always already racial capitalism” (xv). At the same time, Gordon emphasizes that when conceiving of Ghostly Matters, she was thinking and writing during a time of “optimism in the humanities and social studies,” one in which previously subjugated knowledge, it was thought, would soon ascend to “the citadels of the university” (xviii). In short, there was hope. Haunting was the “language and the experiential modality” (xvi), the “practice of thinking and being and acting,” the “method of knowledge production and . . . way of writing” (xvii), the “shared and practical standpoint” (xviii), and the “hand to fellow travelers” (xix) who, like Gordon, sensed that hope and sought a better world. It may be worth noting that in her discussion of haunting, Gordon briefly mentions the import of the work of Herbert Marcuse and the limitations of sociology. She concludes by signalling the difference between the historical moment of Ghostly Matters’ initial publication and the second edition’s publication, highlighting how she used to be asked to justify her attention to matters of violence and atrocity, whereas now [circa 2008], “no such pleading is necessary” (xix).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Ghostly Matters was thus also motivated by my desire to find a method of knowledge production and a way of writing that could represent the damage and the haunting of the historical alternatives and thus richly conjure, describe, narrate, and explain the liens, the costs, the forfeits, and the losses of modern systems of abusive power in their immediacy and worldly significance” (xvii).
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	Cho, Grace M. Haunting the Korean Diaspora: Shame, Secrecy, and the Forgotten War. University of Minnesota Press, 2008.

	In this book, feminist sociologist Grace M. Cho argues that the figure of the yanggongju haunts the Korean diaspora, particularly in the United States. According to Cho, yanggongju literally means “Western princess,” but can also refer more broadly to “a Korean woman who has sexual relations with Americans” and is “most often used pejoratively to refer to a woman who is a prostitute for the U.S. military” (3). To make this argument, Cho draws on haunting as a methodology to examine Korean American literature, testimony, memories, as well as, crucially, silence. Cho’s use of haunting as a methodology is reflected in her book’s style, form, and structure: academic writing is interspersed with vignettes, which feature what Cho calls “an experimental writing voice that combines autoethnography and fiction” and which are “intended to show the mixing up of fact and fiction, of self and other, so neither a discrete narrator nor a clear story line is always present” (203). What is more, in Chapter 1, Cho explicitly addresses the questions of method(ology) and haunting (especially 41-49). The chapters that follow retell histories of the Korean War in new ways, challenge normative renderings of the Korean diaspora, and reckon with shame in ways that never seem to disavow people’s—or ghosts’—agency.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“The most fundamental method by which to flesh out a ghost is to investigate what produced it and expose the fictional elements of what is taken for granted as factual sociological knowledge. When one operates under the assumption that fiction is “at the heart of documentation,” in the words of Trinh T. Min-ha, there is room in which to acknowledge the spectrality of data” (42).

		“As an investigator who is situated between sociology and literary criticism, between national disidentifications and unconscious inheritances, I have made it part of my practice to put fantasy and fiction at the center of this project. Despite the lessons of postmodernism, not all intellectual work is self-reflexive. Many researchers still do not question the extent to which their work is informed by academia’s cultural practices, and even when cultural bias might be acknowledged, the unconscious continues to be largely disavowed” (43).

		“But besides offering examples of both the disaggregation of social scientific data that fixes the yanggongju as a statistical person and the way in which first-person testimony always implies some level of fictionalization, this method is also an enactment of traumatized memory itself. The distinctions between one source of information and another are not always clear in this text, just as the exact origin of a ghost cannot always be located” (45).



	Notes:

	
		In terms of unpacking, understanding, advancing, and seeing examples of haunting as a methodology, Haunting in the Korean Diaspora is by *far* the most useful text I have encountered thus far.
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	Holloway, Julian and James Kneale. “Locating Haunting: A Ghost-hunter’s Guide.” Cultural Geographies, vol. 15, no. 3, 2008, pp. 297-312.

	In this article, geographers Julian Holloway and James Kneale argue that ‘ghost-hunting’ requires us to let go of typical standards of academic rigour and to instead grapple with hesitancy, undecidability, incoherence, indeterminacy, and contingency. To make this argument, Holloway and Kneale focus on two modes of being haunted: ghost stories (what they call “textual manifestations”) and spiritualist séances (what they call “material manifestations”). Their examination of ghost stories involves analyses of Guillermo del Toro’s film, El espinazo del diablo, and the stories about Dr. Silence, written by Algernon Blackwood. Holloway’s and Kneale’s examination of spiritualist séances involves attention to the nineteenth-century history of spiritualism, the spatiality of a séance (e.g., location of the medium, tables, chairs), and the corporeality of the medium. Holloway and Kneale conclude by insisting that spectral geographies require us to concede to uncertainty, hesitancy, and ghostly excess. For Holloway and Kneale, it is through these modes that we might produce what they call “enchanted modes of apprehension” (309).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“So we are happier with the idea of ghosts as traces of the unknown or unknowable than as a kind of puzzle, standing in for something else, something more important. Like Pile, we think that ‘ghosts are not coherent,’ that they can mean many things at once: ‘just like an element in a dream, the figure of the ghost is overdetermined – pointing in many different directions at once’” (298).

		“Even under the strictest test conditions, spectral geographies are shadowy and excessive affairs, never fixable, always caught between explanatory criteria” (308).



	Notes:

	
		As much as this paper endeavours to work as a “ghost-hunter’s guide,” I feel that in large part, whatever it achieves as a guide is undercut precisely by its efforts to work as a guide.

		This paper risks homogenizing “ghosts” writ large—including rather unpolitical, popular culture ghosts—with haunting à la Derrida and/or Gordon.
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	Cameron, Emilie. “Indigenous Spectrality and the Politics of Postcolonial Ghost Stories.” Cultural Geographies, vol. 15, no. 2, 2008, pp. 383-393.

	In this article, critical geographer Emilie Cameron argues that in the context of contemporary colonial Canada, (seemingly) postcolonial scholarship that configures Indigenous Peoples as metaphorical ghosts who haunt the nation-state—of which, as Cameron points out, there has recently been a considerable proliferation—may in fact reinscribe rather than undo colonial relations. Cameron suggests that such scholarship risks entrenching the image of the ‘disappearing Indian.’ She briefly discusses the poetry of Duncan Campbell Scott to illustrate the cultural and political force of the long-standing trope of the ‘disappearing Indian’ in Canadian social life. She then analyzes the Stein Valley Nlaka’pamux Heritage Park (in Lytton, British Columbia), including what the park means for the Nlaka’pamux Peoples, the story of how the park came to be, narratives of the park as haunted, and settlers’ reflections on hiking in the park (which include descriptions of feeling haunted). Following her analysis of the Stein Valley Nlaka’pamux Heritage Park, Cameron concludes that geographers must pay closer attention to the ways in which configuring Indigenous Peoples and worlds as ghostly can transform particular places. She reminds readers, too, that haunting is not necessarily about vengeance, that it offers interpretive potential of time, place, and materiality beyond revenge.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“There is a certain violence, then, in the evocation of a general sense of haunted (un)settlement in places like the Stein Valley. It is a haunting that speaks not to the particular ways in which Nlaka’pamux have experience and objected to colonial policies and practices . . . , but rather to a generalized sense of the contemporary resonance of ‘that kind’ of history. This generalized and allegorical understanding of the colonial past inevitably leads, Baucom argues, to an equally generalized ‘fantasy’ of postcolonial justice, to the notion of reconciliation with ghosts rather than a reckoning with the specific and ongoing violences of colonialism” (389).
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	Kanost, Laura M. “Translating Ghosts: Reading “Cambio De Armas” and “Other Weapons” as Haunted Texts.” Chasqui, vol. 37, no. 2, 2008, pp. 76-87.

	In this article, translation studies scholar Laura M. Kanost argues that the notion of haunting has particular relevance for translation studies as a field and for actual practices of translation. To support this argument, Kanost begins by observing the importance of metaphor to both haunting and translation studies. She then briefly reviews Avery Gordon’s Ghostly Matters and Kathleen Brogan’s Cultural Haunting for the ways in which Gordon and Brogan do (or do not) attend to translation in their studies/theories of haunting. Next, Kanost contextualizes these reviews in translation studies, reviewing the work of Robinson, Lawrence Venuti, and Bella Brodzki. About halfway through the paper, Kanost synthesizes the abovementioned work before offering her own readings of Luisa Valenzuela’s “Cambio des armas” and “Other Weapons.” Kanost concludes by highlighting some of the connections between haunting and translation and emphasizing the role and responsibility of the translator in working with stories, text, and language.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“In addition to the aptness of the ghost metaphor in the postmodern theoretical climate, I suggest that its popularity is also due to its verbal appeal. Writers, myself included, revel in the opportunity to pepper their texts with such delicious words as lurk, exorcize, wraith, aura, and phantom. Aesthetics aside, the ghost metaphor appeals to writers and theorists because of its density; invoking this culturally-loaded image can instantly call up ideas of liminality, unrest, vengeance, invisibility, silence, and even impish playfulness. Yet such a wide range of associations often leads to confusion in the implications of the ghost metaphor across texts and even within the same text” (77).



	Notes:

	
		Unless someone is interested keen to draw on notions of haunting specifically in translation studies, this paper may not be too useful. However, I have included it here because it may be important for thinking about haunting as a methodology, simply for the extent to which it grapples with haunting in relation to writing, storytelling, and language.

		It is also worth noting that Kanost’s attention to haunting’s attractiveness as a metaphor matters: the deployment of haunting as a metaphor becomes a key point in later critiques of spectral studies (i.e., the late 2010s).
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	Gordillo, Gastón. “Places that Frighten: Residues of Wealth and Violence on the Argentine Chaco Frontier.” Anthropologica, vol. 51, no. 2., 2009, pp. 343-351.

	In this article, anthropologist Gordillo Gastón argues that places, especially ruins, can haunt. To support this argument, Gordillo draws on his fieldwork experiences in the Gran Chaco plains in northwest Argentina. He first contextualizes this fieldwork, drawing attention to the social landscape of the area. He explains that the Gran Chaco plains (on a map of Argentina, southeast Salta) were once inhabited by Indigenous Peoples (i.e., Lule and Vilela-speaking groups) but are now inhabited by criollos, “non-indigenous rural dwellers of mestizo (racially mixed) background” (344, emphasis original). During this fieldwork, Gordillo met criollo residents who, referring to several places in the area (i.e., ruins of old Jesuit missions), claimed: “ese lugar asusta” or “that place frightens.” Gordillo explains how present-day criollo inhabitants believe these places hold tapados, treasure buried long ago by the Jesuits (see 345), which foreigners seek out, and which residents, in different ways, fear. The specific places that Gordillo discusses (via reports from people he met during fieldwork) are located in and around (1) Nuestra Señora de la Talavera (“Esteco”), one of the first Spanish settlements in the Chaco, and (2) San Fernando del Río del Valle. Gordillo concludes by highlighting the agency of ghosts, for instance (see 349), and underscoring history as a “spatially grounded, forceful presence that still haunts the living” (350).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“The memory of the killing of Indians [sic] attached to these sites is far from implying a celebration of indigeneity [sic] or a broader political critique of the violence unleashed against indigenous people. As noted, most criollos tend to participate in the hegemonic narratives that celebrate the triumph of Christianity and civilization over the savagery [sic] that once haunted the frontier. Yet by attributing potency to those remains, many criollos evoke the power contained in the memory of savagery and acknowledge the agency that those Indians once had in shaping those some [sic] geographies. In so doing, they partially counter state-sponsored attempts to erase that agency from the regional collective memory and to project Indians into a remote past with no bearing on the present or on current landscapes” (349-350).



	Notes:

	
		Gordillo does not cite Jacques Derrida, Avery Gordon, or offer specific articulations of haunting anywhere in this paper. However, I have included it here because his analysis nevertheless seems to quite strongly reflect ideas associated with haunting (e.g., the past is not “gone” or “over and done with”; ghosts are agential).



	
		What is more, by the mid- to late-2010s, scholars (and especially anthropologists) will begin to wonder at the relationship between haunting à la Derrida and Gordon, on the one hand, and haunting as observed in many communities around the world for centuries, on the other hand.



	
		To offer a theoretical framework for understanding the fear described in this paper, it may be useful to note that Gordillo turns to Raymond Williams’ “structures of feeling.”
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The 2010s: On Spectral Studies (Being Haunted and Writing It Down)

	 

	If the 1990s inaugurated the ghost as a political figure, the 2010s inaugurated spectral studies as a field—not in the typical sense that spectral studies began in this decade, but in the sense that scholars and researchers across a number of disciplines began to recognize, talk about, experiment with, and even critique spectral studies as a field.6 Many of these experiments and critiques hinged on questions of methodology. Both experimental writers and those lobbying critiques seemed to ask: how do we do spectral studies? How do we express haunting, as an experience and as a (rigorous) mode of knowledge production?

	 

	The publication in 2015 of The Spectralities Reader: Ghosts and Haunting in Contemporary Cultural Theory, edited by Maria del Pilar Blanco and Esther Peeren, affirmed the inception of the field. According to del Pilar Blanco and Peeren, over the course of the prior two decades (approx. 1990-2010), across a number of disciplines, the ghost had emerged as a powerful “conceptual metaphor” and “an analytical tool that does theory” (1, emphasis original); so, they decided to put together The Spectralities Reader, an anthology and chronicle of spectral studies.7 In The Spectralities Reader, del Pilar Blanco and Peeren narrate the early years of the field and, as many scholars did (and still do), they describe the force of its inauguration as “the spectral turn.” However, del Pilar Blanco and Peeren are also quick to problematize this language of “turns”—because, as they put it, “instead of also looking at the highlighted aspect [e.g., the spectral], it [a “turn”] becomes (or is taken as) a looking only at this aspect, necessitating another turn to address newly emerged blind spots” (31, emphasis original).

	 

	Indeed, as spectral studies developed throughout the 2010s, scholars and researchers (particularly anthropologists) began to think through certain issues in the field. Central among them was the extent to which the ghost had been deprived of, in a word, particularity. Martha Lincoln and Bruce Lincoln, for instance, note how Avery Gordon “never considers individuals or social groups who experience haunting as something consistent with, and rooted in, their cosmology, ontology, and psychology” (195, emphasis added). In other words, thinkers like Jacques Derrida and Avery Gordon presume that ghosts are anomalous, an outstanding break from the general order of things; and certainly, this is true for much of the West. However, for many peoples, of course, ghosts are very much a feature of everyday life and may even be fundamental parts of long-held knowledges about the world. So, Lincoln and Lincoln wonder: to what extent can we afford to assume that ghosts always return in order to impel action toward the kind of social justice that Gordon describes? What of the ghosts that return to impel a different kind of action—to get a family member to wash their bones (a customary ritual for the dead in many parts of Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos), for example? To what extent might neglecting to articulate the difference between these kinds of ghosts “develo[p] the trope of haunting without considering how ghosts are theorized by those who take them as something other than metaphor” (196)? And to what extent might neglecting to articulate (or at least consider) that difference in fact re-entrench the supremacy of whiteness and white knowledge production?

	 

	Sarah Pinto and Douglas Hollan raise related concerns. Pinto wonders: “how do we know ghosts, and how do we know things through ghosts? [...] Do we know things through ghosts in the way we do because of the way we know ghosts? Or do we know ghosts the way we do because of the way we use them to know things? […] Can we leave room, too, for the tricks spirits play, and the tricks they don’t play, for the ways they make us aware of analytic hubris, the possibility that our stories about stories are just another version of the same story?” (626-627). Meanwhile, Hollan helps us move toward answering Pinto’s questions: he reminds that “different people are haunted for different reasons under different circumstances” (455) and thus calls for “a shift of attention from the ghost or haunter . . . to that of the haunted” (460).

	 

	Many scholars during this period did endeavour to pay attention to themselves as haunted subjects and knowledge producers.8 Elisabeth Handscombe, for instance, meditates on doubt via a family photograph of her dead baby sister. “So what is my methodology?” she asks. “I use storytelling meshed with theory and the autobiographical” (n.p.). Writing an introduction to an issue of Borderlands, Debra Ferreday and Adi Kuntsman take a different approach: they recount how they came to encounter the study of ghosts, highlighting their own personal academic journeys. Shantel Martinez details how she feels haunted by her childhood, in an essay that is as much memoir (or rather, “testimonio” (Martinez 286)) as it is argument. And Donna Beth Ellard explores her relationship “to the signifiers ‘Anglo-Saxon’ and ‘Anglo-Saxonist’” while inviting her readers to consider their own relationships to powerful signifiers in their respective fields: “I invite you, my reader, to stand vulnerable with me and to listen to your own heart as I show you mine in grief, in mourning, in letting go” (24). It's difficult to summarize or discern a through-line amongst the variety of writing styles, formats, and tones with which scholars experimented during this period, but one connection is certainly an exploration of the personal.

	 

	Others wrote creatively, but not quite so personally. Still, these thinkers did tend to write in first-person, stretching the fleeting “I” that might show up in typical academic writing (“I argue that…”) into an “I” that remains present and even central throughout the length of the composition. One scholar, Sarah Wood, even writes in second-person: “Where ghosts live,” says Wood, “it’s in writing: I must talk to you about this” (165). Lisa Hill writes about her experience walking along an old miners’ trail with her friend, Ron Beard, in Gloucestershire, England. Hill attends to the layered histories of the trail, while recounting her conversations with Beard, drawing on indirect discourse and free indirect discourse to portray the enmeshedness of their dialogue and the trail. Rachel Busbridge brings together studies of haunting, nation, and settler colonialism, arguing that urban planning schemes in Lifta, an old village (and a presently Israeli-occupied town) at the entrance to Jerusalem, are a form of (re)writing. Other scholars collaborate with fictional figures: Kara Granzow and Amber Dean write with Suzanne Vail, the protagonist of Katherine Govier’s novel, Between Men (1987), in order to analyze both the novel and the its connections to real-world violence against Indigenous women. And in 2017, Avery Gordon (whose 1997 book, Ghostly Matters, catalyzed the development of spectral studies), published The Hawthorn Archive, in which she pieces together bits of text, images, and photographs to literally create an archive of all kinds of writing. By 2019, Emily Brennan-Moran writes about how she did not find a ghost: “I went looking for a haunting,” says Brennan-Moran, but “the ghost never came, and I went home” (269).

	 

	At the same time, spectral studies continued to step ‘outside the text’9 to explore places as well as more abstract concepts such as absence and futurity. For example, Justin Armstrong explores the North American High Plains and explicitly advocates for what he calls spectral ethnography. In “Hauntings as Histories: Indigenous Ghosts and the Urban Past in Seattle” (in Phantom Past, Indigenous Presence: Native Ghosts in North American Culture and History), Coll Thrush asks outright: “Do places have spirits?” (54). Thrush asserts, via his study of ghost stories in Seattle, that “examining ghost stories can be a sort of place-based methodology” (58). Jean M. Langford and Katie Kilroy-Marac both variously examine the ghosts and other kinds of haunting presences that loom large in/over hospitals and clinics, and Fiona Murphy speaks with women from the Stolen Generation, often in (and sometimes about) the very places that these women were forced to live after being violently taken from their families.10 Meanwhile, Lars Frers problematizes absence, drawing on phenomenology to argue that because absence is “rooted in the corporeal embeddedness of human beings in the world that surrounds them,” it is therefore very much wrapped up in materiality and the physical world. Several scholars, too, are concerned with haunting in terms of futurity: Debra Ferreday and Adi Kuntsman emphasize the import of the future as it cuts against “trajectories of inevitability” (n.p.) and Avery Gordon, reflecting on her conception of haunting, suggests that it “had . . . at its core a contest over the future, over what’s to come next or later” (3). Perhaps most expansively, Viviane Saleh-Hanna proposes Black Feminist Hauntology as a means for performing an “anti-colonial, anti-racist, anti-criminological” (para. 70) exorcism, for better futures. 

	 

	The 2010s was a decade of enormous knowledge production in spectral studies. In terms of methodology, thinkers during this period tended to engage haunting in a couple main ways: (1) through the personal reflection and (2) through writing as a process and craft (as opposed to writing merely an instrument of publication that is not itself wrapped up in the exercise of knowledge production). These methodological choices often intersected with others, such as (auto)ethnography, interviews, and engagements with place. The key point about the 2010s to understand, though, is that this is the decade during which what had hitherto been simply a lot of scholarship on ghosts and haunting cohered into a field: spectral studies. What is more, the coherence of that field seems to have prompted questions about its foundations, manifesting in work that either pushed the bounds of language, writing, and composition, or else turned toward the many “blind spots” (del Pilar Blanco and Peeren 31) that had remained relatively untended since the 1990s.

	 

	Armstrong, Justin. “On the Possibility of Spectral Ethnography.” Cultural Studies  Critical Methodologies, vol. 10, no. 3, 2010, pp. 243-250.

	In this article, anthropologist Justin Armstrong argues that in order to learn about people and how we live, we need to pay attention not just to places (e.g., à la Michael Bell), including and perhaps especially everyday places, but that we need to pay attention specifically to everyday places that are un- or mostly un-inhabited (i.e., by humans). Armstrong calls a practice of doing so spectral ethnography. To make this argument, and by way of illustrating what spectral ethnography is, Armstrong traces his own experiences moving through the North American High Plains (Wyoming, South Dakota, North Dakota [in the United States], and Saskatchewan [in Canada]). He begins in Orkney, Saskatchewan, and ends in South Dakota, driving toward Minnesota. Throughout his journey, Armstrong highlights and explains his terms (e.g., spectral ethnography, spectral significance, ghost texts—see below for definitions). Armstrong is at times quite evocative with his language, taking time to describe the places he encountered, and at other times is explicitly academic, commenting on ethnography as a practice, anthropological knowledge production, and the study of culture.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“In attempting to outline the practice of what I have called spectral ethnography, I begin by suggesting a subtle rethinking of ethnographic space―that fluid and transient expanse in which cultural analysis takes place―as a possible location for the study of the accumulation of cultural time (collective memory, regional imaginaries, state, and popular histories) and space in the wake of human occupation. In this form of ethnographic inquiry, the traces, artifacts, and other resonances that people leave behind act as the focal point of an investigation of spectral ethnographic space. Within this context, I am specifically interested in examining abandoned (no inhabitants) and isolated (few inhabitants living far from major population centers) places and their associated material, environmental, and visual culture. I believe that these spaces are ethnographically significant because cultural resonance emerges more clearly in the absence of the continual relayering of new and conflicting narratives that often occurs in inhabited spaces. Abandoned, isolated, and sparsely populated spaces offer a unique opportunity for the practice of an ethnography of visual and material culture that remains largely unimpeded by the continual and rapid accumulation of new and competing images, artifacts, and interpretations, a condition that is virtually unavoidable in more heavily populated spaces. With few, if any, people occupying these locations, the spaces and their cultural accumulations and resonances (both visible and invisible) are left to speak for themselves (Shelton, 2007)” (244, emphasis original).

		spectral significance: “the embedded textual meaning that can be drawn from subjective and reflexive interactions with abandoned spaces and artifacts” (244)

		“I doubt if the cherished recollections and pictures of Orkney’s past reflect its current state. There are two Orkneys: the one that I stand in, shooting pictures of an abandoned storefront, and the one that rests quietly and sunny in the corner of some aging farmer’s mind somewhere in a nursing home up in Swift Current. In un-space and nonplace accumulations of time and things recall fragments of the past lives of the living and of the dead; they reverberate out into the future along the lines of an anthropologist’s imagination and across the stories told to him by an old man in a blue pickup” (245).

		“To practice ethnography within this framework of spectral awareness is to examine people (more specifically, the spectral presences of people) and place from a point of view that reads the stories written in space and objects before addressing the cultural-historic nature of a place as it is (re)presented by its producers and inhabitants. In this mode of ethnographic analysis, the ethnographer should explore and document the spaces and objects before engaging with the authors (the people who live, or have lived, in these places) directly to construct a personal and subjective reading of the space with limited outside influences. This mode of subjective and reflexive inquiry is useful because it allows the ethnographer to engage with a space and its material culture without being affected by preexisting narratives The presence of these narratives can sometimes exclude certain cultural elements of the space from the ethnographers analysis, while, at the same time, privileging others and thereby direct the ethnographer’s focus away from his or her individual readings of the space and its contents” (246, emphasis original).

		“it is important to allow these spaces and their associated material cultures to speak for themselves (Shelton, 2007) through the lens of the ethnographers positionality; the resulting ethnography should reflect a holistic and reflexive exercise in cultural analysis that can then be complimented by more established approaches to ethnographic fieldwork, such as face-to-face interviewing and participant observation” (246).

		“Building on Derrida’s (1994) notions of hauntology (here, I use this term to refer to an ontology of hauntedness, or a way in which we, as ethnographers, can create knowledges from ethnographic examinations of hauntedness) and the specter as the location of the liminal state between being and nonbeing, it is my goal to illuminate the layers of ghost texts: the accumulated cultural resonance of human presence in spaces or objects that inhabit specific cultural locations and temporalities. In many ways, these ghost texts are of my own making in that I draw out certain affinities, memories, and experiences and place them into the context of the spectral spaces that I move through and between. Here, I argue that this practice is no different than the ways in which traditional anthropological fieldwork constructs its texts out of the ethnographers personal experiences, biases, and viewpoints” (246, emphasis original, bolding added).

		“These ghost texts leave their traces everywhere, and as someone who is interested in reading their stories, it is important for me to try to work with my own embedded collections of ghosts to interpret their messages” (247, emphasis original).

		“By documenting and cataloguing (through photography, moving images, sound recording, and writing) these leavings and resonances, it is possible to see the patterns, connections, and stories that emerge from the vacant spaces that are being drawn in time and place” (247).

		“A ghost text is often intangible and invisible. The meaning of a particular ghost text is dependant on its viewer or reader, and it is, in many ways, the very absence of immediately apparent and quantifiable ethnographic data. How, then, is it possible to gain empirical knowledge of culture without the presence of its usual sources (living people, places and things)? Put simply, it is not empiricism that spectral ethnography seeks; rather, it moves toward an understanding of subjectivity and reflection in ethnographic practice and presents linkages not in the form of structural connectivity and explicit patterns of culture, but in spatial, ideological, and material resonances in the abandoned and isolated spaces of cultural production” (248, emphasis original).



	Notes:

	
		Armstrong advocates strongly for spectral ethnography as a methodology useful for uninhabited space, but doesn’t consider why it might be valuable to examine distinctly inhabited spaces, such as the Calgary Stampede.

		In this paper, Armstrong is explicitly building off of Michael Mayerfield Bell’s work.
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	Granger, Dené. “A Tribute to My Dyslexic Body, As I Travel in the Form of a Ghost.” Disability Studies Quarterly, vol. 30, no. 2, 2010, doi.org/10.18061/dsq.v30i2.1236

	In this article, disability studies scholar Dené Granger argues that disabled people (and particularly people with learning disabilities) haunt normative education systems. Writing from the perspective of a learner with dyslexia, Granger switches between outright first-person narration, a more conventional academic voice, and creative arrangements of text (e.g., justified to the right margin). The paper does have sub-sections, but these sections do not follow a typical academic paper’s structure or trajectory. On the contrary, Granger’s argument loops around, folds in on itself, straightens out, and then turns, again. It is, as Granger describes, a “a tumultuous journey” (n.p.). They discuss multiple selves (created through the process of trying to fit in—and then reject—normative education systems) as well as the relationship between theory and bodies, especially disabled bodies.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“All of us must contend with the ways we (Are you with me?) have all been drilled out of our particular cultural and material embodiment, out of our ways of learning and knowing, for the sake of academic rigor. We must contend with the ways various politically useful labels influence how others interpret our ways of interacting, or how we are interpellated or hailed by these labels” (n.p.).

		“There are many i’s and so there are many we’s. If you feel that this is vague, than [sic] / maybe this or that we is not for you” (n.p.).



	Notes:

	
		Admittedly, the value of this paper for exploring haunting as a methodology (especially a decolonial one) is limited. However, I have included it here because of Granger’s writing: their style is dynamic, cuts against normative expectations, and centres their own experience in the material they’re discussing. In this way, it is arguably an important piece of tracing the development of haunting as a methodology.
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	Hanscombe, Elisabeth. “A Plea for Doubt in the Subjectivity of Method.” M/C Journal, vol. 14, no. 1, 2011, doi:10.5204/mcj.335

	In this article, psychologist and writer Elisabeth Handscombe argues that doubt can be put to work in positive methodological ways. Drawing on Ross Gibsons’ ideas about “what’s gone missing” (Gibsons as qtd. Handscombe), Avery Gordon’s Ghostly Matters, and Jay Ruby’s Secure the Shadow: Death and Photography in America, Handscombe analyzes her own family history. She focuses on a photograph of her dead baby sister. Ultimately, Handscombe suggests (partly by demonstration) that there are ways to research, even when we don’t know (i.e., by working with doubt).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“And to be tied to such effects is to live constantly in the shadow of doubt.”

		“So what is my methodology? I use storytelling meshed with theory and the autobiographical.”

		“I speak with some hesitation about my family of origin yet it frames my story and hence my methodology. For many years I have had a horror of what writers and academics call “structure”. I considered myself lacking any ability to create a structure within my writing. I write intuitively. I have some idea of what I wish to explore and then I wait for ideas to enter my mind. They rise to the surface much like air bubbles from a fish. I wait till the fish joggles my bait. Often I write as I wait for a fish to bite.



	This writing, which is closely informed by my reading, occurs in an intuitive way, as if by instinct. I follow the associations that erupt in my mind, even as I explore another’s theory, and if it is at all possible, if I can get hold of these associations, what I, too, call hunches, then I follow them, much as Gibson and Gordon advocate.

	Like Gordon, I take my “distractions” seriously (Gordon, 31-60). Gordon follows ghosts. She looks for the things behind the things, the things that haunt her. I, too, look for what lies beneath, what is unconscious, unclear.

	This writing does not come easily and it takes many drafts before a pattern can emerge, before I, who have always imagined I could not develop a structure, begin to see one—an outline in bold where the central ideas accrue and onto which other thoughts can attach.

	This structure is not static. It begins with the spark of desire, the intercourse of opposing feelings, for me the desire to untangle family secrets from the past, to unpack one form, namely the history as presented within my family and then to re-assemble it through a written re-construction that attempts to make sense of the empty spaces left out of the family narrative, where no record, verbal or written, has been provided. This operates against pressure from certain members of my family to leave the family past unexplored.

	My methodology is subjective. Any objectivity I glean in exploring the work and theories of others comes through my own perspective. I read the works of academics in the literary field, and academics from psychoanalysis interested in infant development and personality theory. They consider these issues in different ways from the way in which I, as a psychotherapist, a doubt-filled researcher, and writer, read and experience them.

	To my clinician self, these ideas evolve in practice. I do not see them as mere abstractions. To me they are living ideas, they pulse and flow, and yet there are some who would seek to tie them down or throw them out.”

	Notes:

	
		This paper is less argumentative and more exploratory. At times, it verges on something more like memoir. But I have included it here for the style of Handscombe’s writing, the transparency of her thinking, and the extent to which she explicitly addresses her methodology (see above).
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	Ferreday, Debra, and Adi Kuntsman. “Haunted Futurities.” Borderlands, vol. 10, no. 2, 2011, Gale Academic OneFile.

	In this introduction to this special issue of Borderlands, (the theme of which, as the title suggests, is “Haunted Futurities”), cultural theorists Debra Ferreday and Adi Kuntsman argue that haunting is not only about the past and (its impact on the) present, but about the future. They claim that the future is ultimately about responsibility. To contextualize this claim, they begin by explaining how they came to think about haunting and futurity: Kuntsman (listed more familiarly as “Adi” in the sub-heading) describes their work around the Israel/Palestine conflict, and Ferreday (“Debra”) describes her work on waif imagery and pro-ana (i.e., pro-anorexia) culture in the early 2000s. Ferreday and Kuntsman also note how haunting can be used to erase or silence actual survivors of violence, but differentiate this use from Avery Gordon’s theorization in Ghostly Matters (which is the use of haunting that inspires this issue of Borderlands). After a brief discussion of Charles Dickens’ A Christmas Carol, Ferreday and Kuntsman clarify that in this issue, they are interested in futurity conceived otherwise—not as linear, nor merely an inert addition to past and present, but as a force that upends rote scripts such as “the utopian, the dystopian, and indeed the hopeful” (n.p.). Ferreday and Kuntsman then summarize the focus of each article. They remain alert throughout this introduction to the connections between haunting and affect.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Being in the presence of ghosts, then, might mean simply listening; not asking, ‘what does the ghost want me to do next’—the answer to that question commonly being a projection of our own unacknowledged desires, along with a desire to restore a comforting sense of linearity—but ‘what ghosts might want from us?’ to use Back's words (this issue), or ‘what does the ghost tell us?’” (n.p.).



	Notes:

	
		It is significant that Ferreday and Kuntsman discuss how their own work led them to think about haunting and futurity because it suggests that scholars were beginning, by the early 2010s, to recognize the importance of acknowledging their own roles in knowledge production. It is therefore also significant that the authors highlight how each contributor is “com[ing] from a deeply personal place, from each author’s own ‘haunted locations’, as Gordon puts it” (n.p.).
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	Gordon, Avery. “Some Thoughts on Haunting and Futurity.” Borderlands, vol. 10, no. 2, 2011, pp. 1-21.

	In this (edited) version of sociologist Avery Gordon’s keynote address from the June 2009 symposium, “Haunted Futurities,” Gordon argues that thinking about haunting, despite its focus on the past (or rather, the past in the present), entails thinking about the future, about futurity. She discusses the concept of haunting itself, including some of its key terms (e.g., “something-to-be-done”), as well as a number of other concepts and phenomena: Herbert Marcuse’s notion of utopia, the abolitionist imaginary, what Raymond Williams called ‘carrying on regardless,’ social death, slavery, and imprisonment. To do so, Gordon draws on her own work, including Ghostly Matters and Keeping Good Time as well as The Hawthorn Archive (though the latter is mentioned only fleetingly, in a biographical note). The address eventually brings together Gordon’s many thoughts in a discussion of what it means to ‘do time’ as a prisoner. Specifically, Gordon highlights how prisoners often refuse servitude and/or redeem time. For Gordon, this is a kind of abolitionist work which necessitates a complex relationship with futurity. She concludes by emphasizing how the social death produced by imprisonment and enslavement is a “relational idiom of power” (17) in which we, the socially living, are implicated.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“To repeat, for me haunting is not about invisibility or unknowability per se, it refers us to what’s living and breathing in the places hidden from view: people, places, histories, knowledge, memories, ways of life, ideas. To show what’s there in the blind field, to bring it to life on its own terms (and not merely to light) is perhaps the radicalization of enlightenments with which I've been most engaged. This particular approach to or definition of haunting—again limited in many important ways—had then at its core a contest over the future, over what’s to come next or later” (3).

		“Certainly a scene of haunting can emerge from trauma or end in one; they are kin for sure” (4).



	Notes:

	
		This edited address might function as a sort of hinge that connects Ghostly Matters (1997) and The Hawthorn Archive (2017), which might otherwise seem somewhat disconnected.
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	Back, Les. “Haunted Futures: A Response to Avery Gordon.” Borderlands, vol. 10, no. 2, 2011, pp. 1-9.

	In this short essay, sociologist Les Back illustrates the significance of Avery Gordon’s work on haunting. He highlights three questions raised by her work: (1) Can we think differently about the nature of our craft as writers? (2) Should some ghosts be laid to rest in order to entertain thoughts of peace? and (3) What is the relationship between the sociological imagination and the abolitionist imagination? Drawing on his encounters with a memorial for fallen soldiers in Croydon, England, and working with incarcerated people who want to learn about sociology, Back reflects on these questions in order to demonstrate the kind of thinking that Gordon’s work makes possible.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Our writing is the product not of our individuated and audited self; rather it is the product as Nikolas Rose once put if of ‘many pairs of eyes, ears’ (1992, p. 1) and what might be called a convivial traffic in hunches and intuitions” (1).

		“It might be helpful to imagine, what ghosts might want from us? How receptive or welcoming are our modes of writing to their enduring trace?” (3).



	Notes:

	
		Put simply, this short essay is a brief praise of Gordon’s work.
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	Keshet, Yehudit Kirstein. “Of Ghosts and Dybbuks: The Haunting of the Israeli Imagination.” Borderlands, vol. 10, no. 2, 2011, Gale Academic OneFile.

	In this article, activist and scholar Yehudit (Judith) Keshet argues that the Israeli consciousness is haunted by the Dybbuk of the Holocaust—or, as she puts it, “the possessing spirit of misplaced revenge that has surfaced from the ashes of the Holocaust” (n.p.). To make this argument, Keshet looks and feels for what is not there, what is not being said, in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. While Keshet does not state this methodology outright, she does draw on Avery Gordon’s notion of haunting, and particularly re-memory: “the Holocaust,” for Keshet, “through its near reification and politicization, has come to be a re-memory” (n.p.). What is more, Keshet writes from the position of an insider, a positionality which she suggests is of crucial importance. She is explicit: “In all of this I write as a Jewish-Israeli and no matter how critical my position, it is that of the insider. I do not presume to speak on behalf of the Palestinians” (n.p.). Keshet concludes by highlighting the present-day stakes of reckoning with Dybbuks and/or ghosts of the Holocaust and/or the Nakba (i.e., the violent expulsion of Palestinians from their homes in 1948).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“In Yad VaShem’s state-of-the-art museum, the didactic journey through the Holocaust culminates in a spectacular glass-framed view of the hills surrounding Jerusalem, reinforcing the trajectory: persecution-destruction-resistance-reconstruction in Zion, ‘First fruit of [our] redemption’. (10) The message elides the fact that Yad Vashem is built on the lands of Deir Yassin, the site of a notorious massacre perpetrated by pre-state Jewish forces in April, 1948 (Morris 1987, 1999; Rogan & Shlaim 2007). In an institution noted for its signposting, that connection goes markedly unmarked” (n.p.).

		“The Yad Vashem Complex is not unique. ‘Memorial forests’ crowd out the remains of Palestinian villages now reduced to stones and rubble. Below the surface of these necrocholic memorials, as beneath our daily lives, lie the unremembered, but unforgotten, remains of the emptied/destroyed Palestinian villages” (n.p.).

		“‘The Return’ [of Palestinians to present-day Israel] is presented in Israeli discourse as ‘the end of the Jewish state’. As challenging and, indeed, threatening as the Return would be for Israel, I contend that there is something beyond this existential fear of being overwhelmed by the ‘Arab masses’. It is the fear of having to deal with ‘what we did to them’, of having to confront--not the terrorist, nor the ‘mistanenim’ (infiltrators, Hebrew) but the Palestinian refugee, driven from his/her home to make way for the Israeli state and eradicated from Israeli history” (n.p.).



	Notes:

	
		If you skim this paper, it may not appear to be *about* haunting, necessarily—but if you read the full paper, and consider Keshet’s tone and positionality, it is clear that this paper is engaging with haunting in important ways. I think it’s possible to say that this paper constitutes an instance, or at least a part, of reckoning.
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	Treacher Kabesh, Amal. “On Being Haunted by the Present.” Borderlands, vol. 10, no. 2, 2011, pp. 1-21.

	In this article, interdisciplinary scholar Amal Treacher Kabesh argues that we must consider letting go of our nostalgia for the past in order to meaningfully take up our responsibilities in the present and to the future. To do so, however, Kabesh takes a more exploratory and thematic approach rather than one that is traditionally structured and/or necessarily persuasive. Kabesh’s writing style is more of a commentary, at times bordering on the editorial, and the paper contains a sort of running literature review throughout. Roughly, however, Kabesh begins by situating her thinking in psychoanalytic and postcolonial theory. She then discusses concepts and motifs, including absence presences, silences, and shards, before loosely analyzing two novels (Alaa Al Aswany’s Chicago and Andrew O’Hagan’s Our Fathers) as well as her memories of her own father. After this analysis (about halfway through the paper), Kabesh concludes that it is she who haunts her father, and not the other way around, though it is unclear how she arrived at this conclusion. She then discusses our attachments to narratives. Finally, Kabesh returns to her initial suggestion that we need to take responsibility for our living in the present (i.e., for a better future).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“I have started to realize that I am the one who haunts my father and that I am the one who shadows him. . . . It has increasingly become important to me for theoretical/political/emotional reasons to recognise how I haunt and shadow the other. It is who have locked my father firmly to the past, and I now have an ethical responsibility—for want of a better expression—to release. I am unconvinced that it is those of the past that haunt the present—and I am quite certain that it is me hanging onto the past—but I repeat the question: what is it that I expect the past to deliver?” (12-13).



	Notes:

	
		This article is likely more valuable for the way in which Kabesh demonstrates self-reflexivity (rather than the actual content of Kabesh’s argument).
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	Boyd, Colleen E., and Coll Thrush, editors. Phantom Past, Indigenous Presence: Native Ghosts in North American Culture and History. University of Nebraska Press, 2011.

	In this article, anthropologist Colleen E. Boyd and historian Coll Thrush argue that ghosts are an important part of settler colonialism in North America. They begin from the premise that North American culture’s obsession with Indian burial grounds (the authors are quick to list examples of this obsession in their introduction) is not a coincidence, but rather an expression of long-held beliefs and anxieties of settler colonial life. As the authors conclude, the American and Canadian obsession with Indigenous hauntings suggests “a particular kind of North American subjectivity” (x, emphasis original). The book itself, however, is less about such abstract concepts as subjectivity and more about “ground[ing] Native hauntings in their . . . contexts,” about “storied places and embodied practices,” about “the actual practices of removal and dispossession” (x-xi). It comprises three sections (“Methodologies,” “Historical Encounters,” and “The Past in the Present”), each with 3-4 chapters. Those in the “Methodologies” section constitute the thrust of the book’s effort to ‘ground’ hauntings.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“The first three essays in our collection build on the extant scholarship on Indigenous ghosts, which emphasizes analysis of literary representations, by highlighting the kinds of grounding we call for more generally in Phantom Pasts, Indigenous Presence. All three essays set literary representations within local contexts of landscape and history rather than in more-abstract spaces and categories such as “nation” or “race”; in each case, what matters are the physical spaces in which these representations occur, the material objects that are deployed as evidence, and the specific, local “back stories” that undergird forms of resistance. The discourses of the uncanny, these authors argue, are best understood in the context of territoriality and materiality. Two of the essays in this section also pay particular attention to Native people’s own representational strategies and life experiences, rather than simply focusing on the colonial imagination” (xxi).



	Notes:

	
		In the first essay in the “Methodologies” section, “Sherman Alexie’s Indian Killer as Indigenous Gothic,” Michelle Burnham argues “that Indian Killer is better understood as an Indigenous anti-colonial gothic [rather than detective or mystery novel], and in doing so, invites readers to enter into proximity with an other who they are not only unable to domesticate or mourn but also are unable to know” (8). Discussion includes Emmanuel Levinas (specifically his work on alterity) and the dead as invoked within hybrid Native American religious traditions.

		In the second essay in the “Methodologies” section, “Violence on the Home Front in Robinson Jeffers’s “Tamar,”” Geneva M. Gano argues that Jeffers’s narrative poem “Tamar” (1923) reveals connections between “the story of California’s Native Americans and the story of America’s World War I dead,” namely that “both represent the nation’s legacy of injustices” (27). The chapter is ostensibly a close reading of “Tamar,” concluding that for Jeffers, Indigenous ghosts “are crucial primarily because they serve as figures of chastening and warning to modern-day Americans who may otherwise be too confident about their status as exceptional people” (46).

		In the third essay in the “Methodologies” section, “Hauntings as Histories: Indigenous Ghosts and the Urban Past in Seattle,” Coll Thrush asks: “Do places have spirits?” (54). The subsequent pages are a response to that question that offers “place-based stories of an urban environment that grew up in an Indigenous landscape: Seattle” (57). The stories are “constructed in the Indigenous territories of the Inside People, the Duwamish Coast Salish” (57) and, for Thrush, they “show that. . . . urban and Indigenous histories—like urbanity and Indigeneity—are in fact mutually constitutive” (57-58).



	
		“In other words, examining ghost stories can be a sort of place-based methodology, in which hauntings gesture toward salient conflicts and patterns in the history of conquest. A ghost, in effect, is a place’s past speaking to its—and our—present” (58).
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	Wood, Sarah. “Some Thing, Some One, Some Ghost (about the Fires of Writing).” Derrida Today, vol. 5, no. 2, 2012, p. 164-179.

	In this article, Sarah Wood explores the metaphor of writing—and especially writing vis à vis ghosts—as fire. There is no explicit argument per se. Instead, the style of Wood’s writing swells into a kind of persuasive force. The essay begins in first-person, with Wood directly addressing the reader, referring to a fire scene in the film Badlands (accessible via a provided YouTube link): “I want to watch this with you” (165). Wood then incorporates a poem, John Ashbery’s “This Room,” into the text of her article, and finds her way to discussing writing as tension, maintained, “like one of Chiara Alfano’s ‘frequencies’ (Alfano 2012)” (168). There is a brief foray into psychoanalysis and sexuality, some commentary on writing as a house, and then engagement with Robert Browning’s poem, “St Martin’s Summer,” which, according to Wood, “paints such a frightening scene of seduction” (171). The essay then performs a number of returns—to the discussion of writing (and indeed poetry) as a house, to fire, to sexuality, to the ghost, to Derrida, and to Elizabeth Bowen’s work (which I did not mention here, but was included in aforementioned discussions). This essay demonstrates one version of using writing as a methodology of haunting.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Where ghosts live . . . it’s in writing: I must talk to you about this” (165).

		“You and I together—I want to talk to you about how important this is. Historical responsibility and the work of mourning begin with a desire for presence, for what escapes, that something for which we watch and read” (168-169).

		“Work on ghosts must proceed without composure: excitedly. Not at random or as one pleases: it must be filtered, but not in order to preserve what Spectres calls ‘the serenity of research and the analytic distinction of concepts’ (173). The principle of sorting would be the tension of writing itself, all its resources geared to maintain, replicate and increase the pleasurable disturbance of movements like those of art” (170-171).

		“Reading, there’s always too much happening at once. Ghosts escape and yet they are with us when we read and write. ‘Everyone reads, writes, and acts,’ Derrida says, ‘with his or her ghosts, even when one goes after the ghsots of the other’ (Derrida, 1994, 139). Ghosts affect our narcissism: the basis on which we count, and decide what counts” (175)

		“How can anyone filter the already scattered, sort it into categories, put it into words? But one must. One must edit the blaze, give rhythm to the burning away of the occasion or the blurring of forms and identities” (175).

		“This approach to reading and writing has both psychic and political implications. I must invent a way to join together in solidarity with the multiplicity and heterogeneity of those I do not and cannot know or of whom I am not fully conscious. I must invent a call to unite that includes strangers to the present, those who remain untouched by conceptualism and beyond the reach of realism. I must invent a way to speak to someone who cannot present him or herself to me. I must speak to you about this. I have a feeling that might change everything” (175).



	Notes:

	
		This essay demonstrates a method(ology) more than it articulates one (although it does try to articulate one, too).
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	Tuck, Eve, and C. Ree. “A Glossary of Haunting.” Handbook of Autoethnography, edited by Stacey Holman Jones, Tony E. Adams, and Carolyn Ellis. Walnut Creek, CA: Left Coast Press, 2013, pp. 639–658.

	In this book chapter, critical education scholar Eve Tuck (Unangax) and artist C. Ree write in the first-person singular, in creative ways, to build on previous thinkers’, writers’, artists’, and filmmakers’ expressions of haunting (e.g., those of sociologist Avery Gordon, filmmaker Hideo Nakata, writer Toni Morrison, poet Joy Harjo). By doing so, Tuck and Ree suggest that haunting is not “a solution to the problem set of injustice” (641), but a “a relentless remembering and reminding. . . . a refusal to stop” (642). As per the book chapter’s title, Tuck and Ree compose a glossary of sorts, though it deviates from traditional glossaries in a number of ways, central among them that “the glossary appears without its host” (640). There are also “missing” entries: although organized alphabetically, the glossary does not contain any entries beginning with the letters G, H, I, J, K, L, N, Q, T, U, V, X, Y, or Z. What is more, the glossary is recursive, referring back to itself—which is how Tuck and Ree conclude: “hope that the ghosts will be willing to let you go [see also Mercy]” (654, emphasis and bolding original).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“A glossary ordinarily comes after a text, to define and specify terms, to ensure legibility. . . .  In this case, the glossary appears without its host. . . . It [the host] has an appendix, a remnant, which is its own form of haunting, its own lingering” (640).

		“In telling you all of this in this way, I am resigning myself and you to the idea that parts of my telling are confounding. I care about you understanding, but I care more about concealing parts of myself from you. I don’t trust you very much. You are not always aware of how you can be dangerous to me, and this makes me dangerous to you. . . . Yes, I am telling you a story, but you may be reading another one” (640)

		“Settler colonialism is the management of those who have been made killable, once and future ghosts. . . . Settler horror, then, comes about as part of this management, of the anxiety, the looming but never arriving guilt, the impossibility of forgiveness, the inescapability of retribution” (642)

		“Revenge requires symmetry with the crime. To the (purported) (would-be) hero, revenge is monstrous, heard but not seen, insatiable, blind with desire. . . . To the self-designated hero, revenge hails a specter of something best forgotten, a ghost from a criminal past. / To the monster, revenge is oxygen” (644).

		“Decolonization is a (dearly) departure from social justice. Honestly, I just sometimes have trouble getting past that phrasing, “social justice.” Listing terrors is not a form of social justice, as if outing (a) provides relief for a presumed victim or (b) repairs a wholeness or (c) ushers in an improved social awareness that leads to (a) and (b). !at is not what I am doing here, saying it all so that things will get better. Social justice is a term that gets thrown around like some destination, a resolution, a fixing. “No justice, no peace,” and all of that. But justice and peace don’t exactly cohabitate. !e promise of social justice sometimes rings false, smells consumptive, like another manifest destiny. Like you can get there, but only if you climb over me” (647).

		“Desire is not a light switch, not a nescient turn to focus on the positive. It is a recognition of suffering, the costs of settler colonialism and capitalism, and how we still thrive in the face of loss anyway. . . . Desire is complex and complicated. It is constantly reformulating, and does so by extinguishing itself, breaking apart, reconfiguring, recasting. Desire licks its own fingers, bites its own nails, swallows its own fist. Desire makes itself its own ghost, creates itself from its own remnants. Desire, in its making and remaking, bounds into the past as it stretches into the future. It is productive, it makes itself, and in making itself, it makes reality” (647-648).

		“Mother / Somewhere between monsters and mutual implication” (649, strikethrough and bolding original).

		“It [revenge] can and cannot be tolerated. Not like justice. Everyone nods their head to justice. Who can disagree with justice? Revenge on the other hand... Revenge is necessarily unspeakable to justice” (651).



	Notes:

	
		It occurs to me now how often mothers, motherhood, and matters of women’s bodies are recurring images, characters, and themes in works on haunting. Mothers appear here (and part of how they do—via Toni Morrison’s Beloved—is how they do elsewhere, too). Mothers also appear, in different ways, in Grace Cho’s Haunting the Korean Diaspora: Shame, Secrecy, and the Forgotten War (2008) and in Jeong-eun Rhee’s Decolonial Feminist Research: Haunting, Rememory and Mothers (2020). You might even say that mothers (and/or related themes) appear in Vancouver’s Disappeared Women and “Ghosts and their Analysts,” too.
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	del Pilar Blanco, María, and Esther Peeren, editors. The Spectralities Reader : Ghosts and Haunting in Contemporary Cultural Theory. Bloomsbury Academic, 2013.

	In this anthology, literary scholar María del Pilar Blanco and cultural studies scholar Esther Peeren explore how ghosts, spectres, and haunting have come to constitute their own unique field of study. Both focussed and diffuse, for del Pilar Blanco and Peeren, the study of the spectral is partially inaugurated by Jacques Derrida’s Spectres of Marx, and at the same time precipitated by historical, social, and cultural factors that shaped thought, popular knowledge, and everyday life at least a century prior to the publication of Spectres. An anthology of pivotal past works and new thinking, The Spectralities Reader is both creative and accessible in its format. Sections explore the development of thought about spectres, the effects of globalization and new media (e.g., photography, film, X-ray) on the burgeoning field, as well as the role of time and space in theories of haunting. However, the chapters in The Spectralities Reader do not always discuss methodology; and when methodology is discussed, it is rarely an extensive discussion. That said, I have included The Spectralities Reader here because it remains important for the field, if for no other reason, then because of its critical role in highlighting knowledge production (arguably methodology’s sibling). 

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“What is my method for answering these questions? The method here is everything and nothing much really. . . . I 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 mechanical, more willing to be surprised, to link imagination and critique, one that is more attuned to the task of “conjur[ing] up the appearances of something that [is] absent” (Berger 1972: 10). A way of seeing is not a rule book for operationalizing discrete explanatory theories. It is a way of negotiating the always unsettled relationship between what we see and what we know (ibid: 7). I suppose you could say that the method here involves producing case studies of haunting and adjudicating their consequences” (120) .



	Notes:

	
		Sections in this book (which each contain multiple chapters) are: (1) The Spectral Turn, (2) Spectropolitics: Ghosts of the Global Economy, (3) The Ghost in the Machine: Spectral Media, (4) Spectral Subjectivities: Gender, Sexuality, Race, (5) Possessions: Spectral Places, (6) Haunted Historiographies.
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	Hill, Lisa. “Archaeologies and Geographies of the Post-Industrial Past: Landscape, Memory and the Spectral.” Cultural Geographies, vol. 20, no. 1, 2013, pp. 379-396.

	In this paper, geographer and contemporary archaeologist Lisa Hill argues that memory can be more-than-representational, and that rendering memory as more-than-representation is indeed necessary for writing spectral geographies. By ‘more-than-representational,’ Hill is referring to a mode of writing in which “human beings are engaged participants rather than detached observers” (Hill 382). To make this argument, Hill briefly reviews some of the literature on memory and writing, including that of geographer John Wylie, philosopher Walter Benjamin (Arcades Project), and writer W.G. Sebald (The Rings of Saturn). She notes one small critique of Wylie: “a tendency to write others out of his accounts” (382) and pursues a different approach in her own writing, which comprises the majority of this paper. In Hill’s writing, sub-titled “The Long Path,” she writes about her memories of walking “a disused miners’ trail – from the village of Ruspidge to Lightmoor Colliery” (380) – with her friend, Ron Beard. Drawing on indirect and free indirect discourse to represent the slippage between Ron’s speech, her own speech, and her recollected thoughts, Hill also employs multiple other strategies (including her originary action of walking) in her efforts to write in a way that honours the kind of spectral geography for which Wylie calls, namely one that is itself spectral.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		 “As Wylie argues, spectrality, the haunting of the self, the disturbance of past and present, and the unsettling of place, demands a new way of writing.55 Constructing a narrative in such a way that it disrupts any sense of linear time is arguably a necessary first step. Taking inspiration from writers such as Walter Benjamin and W.G. Sebald, my account of walking the Long Path aims to convey the complex interdependencies between past and present, future-present and past, the incessant becoming-past of the present” (392).

		“Standing in opposition to any form of history that suggests progress or linear development, this [Hill’s own] narrative employs a subtle form of literary montage that operates by a process of juxtaposition and discontinuity − in the placing of text and image, and in changes in topic and style. Further, following Sebald, it endeavours to unsettle, to introduce the aura of the spectre. Although my account of walking the Long Path is based upon ‘authentic’ testimony and evidence, it opens up a space for elements of the fictive. By incorporating small diversions that border on the surreal, such as a palpitation or an echo from the past that comprises the smell of coal dust drifting through the valley, the faint clattering sound of wagons winding their way out of the collieries, and a puff of steam discernible on the horizon, I am striving to generate a reverberation from the past, to further disrupt the temporal order and to usher in the spectral” (392).

		“By adopting such an approach I also mean to raise a series of questions about the limitations of academic work, the impossibility of adequately representing and re-presenting the past in the present, and the impracticality of the task of representing others” (393).



	Notes:

	
		This text builds on writing as an important aspect of haunting as a methodology and acknowledges. Hill also acknowledges that for Jacques Derrida, haunting and talking about ghosts is a distinctly political act, one that is about justice. However, this paper fails to discuss the experience of walking on the trail in terms of justice (e.g., in relation to the kinds of violence that took/take place on it).
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	Frers, Lars. “The Matter of Absence.” Cultural Geographies, vol. 20, no. 4, 2013, pp. 431-445.

	In this paper, interdisciplinary scholar Lars Frers argues that although absence has been popularized in deconstructionist accounts of haunting, particularly as something that is “not there,” that absence is, in fact, very much there. According to Frers, absence is “rooted in the corporeal embeddedness of human beings in the world that surrounds them” and it is “precisely because absence is rooted in [this] processual corporality that absence can unfold such disturbing power” (431). To make this argument, Frers considers Jacques Derrida’s critique of Edmund Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology, pointing out that for Derrida, the absence of signs (semiotics) haunts Husserl’s presence- and logic-driven understanding of phenomenology. Frers then shifts from reading academic texts to drawing on his own experience of absence in order to articulate how “absences . . . display themselves as being constituted in processes” (436)—that is, of the world, of the body, and of our (corporeal) experience of the world/body. He sketches a scene in the fog, to illustrate this kind of experience and the relationship between world, body, and absence. Frers concludes that “the crucial quality of the experience of absence,” whether the absence in question is profound (e.g., a lost loved one) or mundane (e.g., a missing stair), is that “it rests on more or less deeply ingrained sensual and emotional connections or attachments” (439).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“As I will discuss in more detail below, the problem with accounts of absence is that they implicitly or explicitly use absence as ‘the other’, the opposite, the unknown, the spectral, the immaterial. Absence is posited as something that derives its inherent quality from the fact that it is beyond mere materiality, beyond the body and its embeddedness in the physical world. In this article, I want to combine a phenomenological perspective with observations made in my own fieldwork and in the studies of others that engage both the topic of materiality and the topic of absence to show that the opposite is the case: the experience of absence derives its peculiar power from its embeddedness in the body, in bodily practices, sensual perceptions and emotions” (432).

		“It is important to note, however, that this connection, this coincidence of absence and presence is not at all paradoxical, because in the given situation absence and presence do not refer to the same thing, i.e. the thing or entity that is absent. One expression, ‘the presence of absence’, refers to the absence itself, while the other expression, ‘the absence of presence’, refers to the missing thing. Because they refer to different entities, the actual relationship between these two formulations is not of a kind that would be ‘disrupting all distinctions’. The absence of presence and the presence of absence can co-exist without logical – or sensual/sensory – problems. The feeling of dislocation and disruption does not stem from a paradoxical distinction, it rather originates in the disruption of expectations” (434).

		“In theory, in analysis, it is often forgotten that every cognition is necessarily and continuously embedded in the world – through the material body” (436).



	Notes:

	
		What remains somewhat underexplained in Frers’ article is his assertion about ‘filling the void’ of absence with emotions: he argues that “[w]hen I orient myself towards a person that is not there, . . . [s]ince they are not there, I experience a void, a lack of presence, a lack of sensual connection or resistance” that “I myself then fill with my own emotions and imaginations” (434). Although this assertion resonates as at least partly true, it nevertheless remains underexplored. 
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	Langford, Jean M. Consoling Ghosts: Stories of Medicine and Mourning from Southeast Asians in Exile. University of Minnesota Press, 2013.

	In this book, anthropologist Jean M. Langford pursues a study of Lao, Khmer, Kmhmu, and Hmong emigrants’ experiences, remembrances, and notions of death in hospitals in the United States—a pursuit which becomes threaded through with these emigrants’ experiences, too, fleeing terror and war in Southeast Asia and Vietnam (which, of course, was advanced by the United States). Of course, Langford’s study is shaped by “ethnic” issues; but it is not defined by them. Instead, as Langford puts it, this study reads “violations of the dead as . . . metonymic of a pervasive tendency within thanatopolitical regimes . . . to foreclose social interchange between living and dead” (4). In this sense, Consoling Ghosts brings notions of haunting and trauma together with matters of biopolitics, thanatopolitics, and governance writ large: she explores “the power of ghosts to derail certain versions of biopolitical theory” (5). Drawing on “conversations, incidents, poetry, and memoirs” (5), and engaging them in the disciplinary context of anthropology and ethnography, Langford experiments with and opens up new methodological avenues for putting haunting into practice as a methodology in the social sciences.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“To invoke the authority of the dead involves acknowledging that, although stories may pack along information, it is not their center of gravity (cf. Benjamin 1968, 89). Listening for the dead involves remaining “attentive to what is elusive, fantastic, contingent and often barely there” (A. Gordon 1997, 26). It is crucial, in this listening, to allow stories to retain their extraneity, contradiction, density, and detail, to acknowledge how far they evade any one reading and confront us with intimations edgy and unspoken. Stories have the capacity to discomfort, unsettle, hint at hidden realities, and mock semiotic certainty. “There is more to the history remembered in . . . just talk than any master narrative can tell us,” Kathleen Stewart observes (1996, 106-7). Never entirely finished or consistent, stories invite further stories or alternative versions, scattering out from multiple vantage points, carrying resonance that exceeds the representational value that seems to govern their terms of exchange. Stories are crosshatched with allusions too numerous and overlaid to track, repeating previously heard or told stories, each story borrowing on yet exceeding available repertoires and genres of stories (Steedly 1993, 135). Within this book, then, stories are offered not as empirical evidence, but rather as the imprecise traces of “absent presences” that are pivotal in the “making of social worlds” (cf. Gray and Gómez-Barris 2010, xv)” (20).



	Notes:

	
		The last section of the introduction of Consoling Ghosts (“Death’s Authority”) offers a particularly useful discussion of methodology. The above quote is pulled from that section.
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	Hoag, Trevor L. “Ghosts of Memory: Mournful Performance and the Rhetorical Event of Haunting (Or: Specters of Occupy).” Liminalities, vol. 10, no. 3/4, 2014, pp. 1-22.

	In this paper, literary and rhetoric scholar Trevor Hoag argues that ghosts of memory ‘speak’ through writing as a rhetorical medium. Hoag further argues that this writing then “constitutes an attempt to mourn/grieve” (2). To make this argument, Hoag discusses the work of many thinkers, (including but not limited to Judith Butler, Theodor Adorno, Max Horkheimer, Jacques Derrida, Avery Gordon, and Joshua Gunn) in order to situate his case study of the (memory of the) Occupy Movement, which forms the second half of Hoag’s paper. For Hoag, the Occupy Movement exemplified open grieving/mourning (i.e., for the state of affairs for most people living under neoliberalism and late capitalism) as well as the ways in which “such open grieving/mourning [can be] subject to draconian regulation and silencing” (14), especially when it is expressed in response to the loss of things deemed ungrievable. In a somewhat surprising turn, Hoag then declares the Occupy Movement dead—as a rhetorical device and/or “for the sake of argument” (17). He then discusses the fullness of “the empty squares, the parks, in front of the vacant city halls and silent business districts” (18). To do so, he draws on W.J.T. Mitchell, for whom “empty space is not so empty” (18). Throughout the paper, Hoag seems to be striving in his writing to mimic Derrida.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Thus the task of the following investigation is to attend the ghost so as to write its counter-memorial narrative, its tale of mourning/grieving with the power to presage the messianic “coming” of justice—an event that never quite arrives or is always on-the-way. So down the dark path one silently goes, pushing through the howling wind, ducking beneath jagged black branches, so as to attend the complex rhetorical relation between memory, ghosts, and justice” (3).

		If one is to follow ghosts and the call for justice they issue, then, one will have to resign oneself to an incessant search, a never-ending quest, as justice forever withdraws into the future” (20).



	Notes:

	
		It is not exactly clear to me how “ghosts of memory” (Hoag’s phrase/term) may be different from ‘regular’ ghosts.

		In 2021, Hoag published Occupying Memory: Rhetoric, Trauma, Mourning (Lexington Books), which may be useful for understanding haunting as a methodology, but I don’t have access to it through McMaster’s libraries.
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	Dziuban, Zuzanna. “Memory as Haunting.” Memory and Periphery, special issue of HAGAR Studies in Culture, Policy and Identities, vol. 12, 2014, pp. 111-135.

	In this article, cultural studies scholar Zuzanna Dziuban argues for the relevance of haunting to history and memory studies. Dziuban begins by tracing the recent ‘spectral turn’ across the humanities, social sciences, and popular culture. She emphasizes that in contrast to previous turns, this most recent one focusses less on whether or not ghosts are real, and instead transforms the very question of ghosts’ (un)realness into grounds for challenging established orders of all kinds. Next, Dziuban draws on the work of Avery Gordon, Kathleen Brogan, and Renee Bergland to suggest that in the context of memory studies, this most recent spectral turn interprets haunting as a phenomenon linked to a collective or community (rather than an individual). Lastly, Dziuban analyzes various films, stories, and other testimonies about Muranów, now a residential area in Warsaw literally built on top of the 1940-1943 Jewish ghetto. Based on her analyses, Dziuban concludes by identifying two types of ghosting: first, ghosting to marginalize and/or exclude, and second, re-ghosting as a critical practice.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“What is highlighted here is the need to pay attention not only to the more or less broad semantic field in which these concepts exist, but also to the contexts in which the category of haunting is made to operate, its actual functions in the process of knowledge production and cultural self-understanding. From this perspective, haunting is always a historically specific cultural experience and as such has to be culturally and historically located. . . . Moreover, one might add, the presence of ghosts in different historical periods serves different purposes and performs different kinds of cultural work” (113).



	Notes:

	
		Although this paper only uses haunting as a theoretical framework (as opposed to a methodology), it may still be useful for the extent to which it traces the difference between past ‘spectral turns’ and the spectral turn instigated by Derrida’s Spectres of Marx.
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	Kilroy-Marac, Katie. “Speaking with Revenants: Haunting and the Ethnographic Enterprise.” Ethnography, vol. 15, no. 2, 2014, pp. 255-276.

	In this article, anthropologist Katie Kilroy-Marac draws on ethnographic research that she conducted at the Fann Psychiatric Clinic in Dakar, Senegal to argue that ghosts and haunting are relevant to anthropology. Specifically, Kilroy-Marac highlights her complicated relationships with two ‘revenants’ who are each, in their own ways, critical to the Fann Psychiatric Clinic’s past and present: a man named Demba (who was living at the time of Kilroy-Marac’s research) and the ghost of the French military psychiatrist Dr. Henri Collomb. She begins by reviewing a brief history of the Fann Psychiatric Clinic, then introduces Demba and the ghost of Dr. Collomb, emphasizing their impact on the clinic, both in terms of its culture and its therapeutic approach. Although there is some fleeting discussion of Dr. Collomb’s presence as an expression of French colonialism in Senegal, most of the discussion of past and present contrasts Dr. Collomb’s and Demba’s quite radical approach to psychiatric care (in which patients had considerable freedom) against the overwhelmingly biomedical approach used at the Fann Psychiatric Clinic today.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“In the present-day Fann Clinic, both Demba and Collomb’s ghost [sic] evoke a certain degree of ambivalence regarding the clinic’s past, when they are noticed at all. Though their presence is tolerated, the two are, above all, unsettling figures that appear to do little more than ‘get in the way’ of the doctors and staff currently working within the clinic. For me as an anthropologist, then, engaging with Demba and Collomb’s ghost [sic] has meant taking seriously that which is brushed aside as irrelevant compared to the more tangible or ‘important’ issues of the day. It has meant listening to stories that seem fantastical and entering into dialogue with conflicting accounts of past and present – accounts that range from subversive to reactionary and everything in between” (257).



	Notes:

	
		The methodological use of haunting in this paper strikes me as having taken place through the writing up of the paper (rather than through a distinct period of *analysis,* as is often pursued in social scientific research). In some ways, this would place it more in the realm of haunting as a methodology. On the other hand, if Kilroy-Marac began to think in terms of haunting only after she conducted all of her fieldwork at the Fann Psychiatric Clinic (and, say, spent her time at the clinic collecting conventional anthropological data), and opted not to indicate this difference in her paper (there is no explicit discussion of this), then that is quite a different thing than beginning a project from the outset with haunting in mind. Of course, both can be valuable—I just want to indicate that there is some significant methodological ambiguity here.
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	Lewis, Abram J. “I am 64 and Paul McCartney Doesn’t Care’: The Haunting of the Transgender Archive and the Challenges of Queer History.” Radical History Review, no. 120, 2014, pp. 13-34.

	In this article, queer studies scholar Abram J. Lewis examines what he calls the “transgender archive”—that is, “the material imprints of post-Stonewall transvestite and transexual activism” (20). Through his examination, Lewis argues that the transgender archive is, in fact, queerer than even most queer studies scholars have seemed to admit and that its “excess” queerness shapes our understandings of queer archives and history. Specifically, Lewis highlights how the archival traces left by figures such as Angela Keyes Douglas, Reed Erickson, Lee Brewster, Sylvia Rivera, and Marsha P. Johnson, though important for telling the histories of political activism of which these figures were a part, are not strictly *about* political activism, per se. Instead, Lewis takes seriously the presence of conspiracy theories, aliens, pet leopards, psychedelics, and so on—which are, according to Lewis, undeniably all parts of the transgender archive. Ultimately, Lewis argues that although it is possible to comprehend this “excess” queerness with recourse to Avery Gordon’s notion of hauntology, doing so risks incorporating the archive’s queerness into a certain form of ‘acceptable’ knowledge that effectively de-authorizes and/or invalidates the voices and lifeworlds of the very figures whose histories we are supposedly intending to understand.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Taken as a whole, and as an eerily recurrent pattern, these unincorporated materials evoke in me a sense of unease and unresolve that feels resonant with Avery Gordon’s theory of haunting. Here, as described by Gordon, the archive offers “a case of inarticulate experiences, . . . of spiraling affects, of more than one story at a time, of the traffic in domains of experience that are anything but transparent and referential. It is a case of modernity’s violence and wounds, and a case of the haunting reminder of the complex social relations in which we live.”57 In this sense, the unsettling affective force of the transgender archive might be read (against the grain of the disciplinary historian) as a diagnostic of a “state in which a repressed or unresolved social violence is making itself known.”58 The archive seems fraught with that for which we lack a critical vocabulary but which remains insistently there and demanding its due. And so more than one research trip has found me squandering hours of precious reading room time, helplessly transcribing the minutiae of alien abductions, without quite knowing why” (24).

		“Following Gordon, the pressing question for scholars would be to consider how our work might become more willing to bear witness to these ghosts. What would it mean, we might ask, for a historiography to acknowledge a disorganized personality, self-inflicted death, or paranoid fantasy whose etiology is power? I would argue, however, that the interpretive dilemma of the transgender archive is even more fraught: What would it mean to suggest that the transgender archive does not just inevitably include but is in fact distinguished by materials that seem averse to historical synthesis? Arguably, these intractable materials are neither incidental nor simply another instance of modernity’s disavowals but are an integral feature of the specific pasts for which the archive stands — in other words, part of what particularizes the archive as queer” (25).



	Notes:

	
		In this case, Lewis is thinking with but ultimately beyond (and, to some extent, even against) Avery Gordon, or at least her understanding of the archive.
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	Saleh-Hanna, Viviane. “Black Feminist Hauntology: Rememory the Ghosts of Abolition?” Champ Pénal/Penal Field, vol. 12, 2015, doi.org/10.4000/champenal.9168.

	In this paper, criminologist Viviane Saleh-Hanna argues that Black Feminist Hauntology—because it is “anti-colonial, anti-racist, anti-criminological” (para. 70)—is necessary for justice. To make this argument, Saleh-Hanna turns to the story of Margaret Garner, a young woman living as a slave in the mid-19th century, and who, January 28, 1856, escaped with her family, was caught, and killed her daughter before her daughter could be recaptured (i.e., to save her daughter from slavery). At the same time, Saleh-Hanna also turns to Toni Morrison’s novel, Beloved, for the ways in which it invokes Margaret via its protagonist, Sethe. Drawing on Margaret’s and Sethe’s stories (as well as other theorists), Saleh-Hanna shows how chattel slavery in the United States morphed into the criminal justice system and how white people’s attempts to interrupt the reproduction of these colonial structures (including white academics’ attempts) can reinscribe rather than upend such frameworks. Saleh-Hanna then introduces Black Feminist Hauntology’s three shape-shifting analyses: transcendent, structural, and metamorphic shape-shifting. She concludes with a discussion of abolition, particularly in relation to two common questions asked by those who are suspicious of abolition: What about the dangerous few? and Isn’t abolition a little unrealistic? Overall, Saleh-Hanna underscores how “Black Feminist Hauntology’s shape-shifting tools provide a language and vision whereby the original slaveholder’s body and his colonizing networks are recognized in their various and (re)occurring manifestations” (para. 69)—so that we actually can envision and realize a world without them.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Though seemingly diametrically opposed, each White side of this bloody tale [Margaret Garner’s story] stands firmly rooted in anti-Blackness driven and legitimated by their own images of White superiority. On one side of White colonialism’s coin stand slaveholders and their plantations built on stolen lands hanging on, by any means necessary, to a White supremacist slave economy of anti-Black exploitation. On the other side of capitalism’s racist coin stand White (self-proclaimed) anti-slavery abolitionists and their criminal justice system built upon a stolen sense of justice, hijacked and replaced by imperialist and racialized constructions of crime and criminality” (para. 5).

		“Black Feminist Hauntology is an anti-colonial analysis of time that captures the expanding and repetitive nature of structural violence, a process whereby we begin to locate a language to speak about the actual, not just symbolic or theorized violence that is racial colonialism” (para. 20).

		“Colonial languages have enforced the notion that racialization happens to colonized/imprisoned/enslaved bodies and diverts our attention from how the bodies of colonizers and slaveholders are racialized into Whiteness” (para. 28).

		“I do not believe people can become externally ‘dehumanized’ – treated as if they are not a person (i.e. an animal as defined by White modernity) because no matter what someone or a system does to a person or a people, they, the victims and survivors of structural violence, remain human. Instead, the ‘dehumanization’ so many speak of, the act of ‘making less human’ happens to the person who commits crimes against humanity, the slaver and the colonist and their descendants through time; for colonization decivilizes the colonizer (Césaire, 1955,10)” (para. 37).



	Notes:

	
		Saleh-Hanna’s comments on abolition and utopia remind me of Avery Gordon’s work around utopia and futurity in The Hawthorn Archive (2017).

		Saleh-Hanna does not explore Indigenous scholarship or politics in any specificity, but she does link chattel slavery and the theft / possession of people with settler colonialism and the theft / possession of land.



	
		“In these historical moments it is clear how institutions of enslavement intersect with colonial land-theft and its corollary, indigenous genocide. The manners in which lands outside Europe were being bought and sold by Europeans mirror attitudes they practiced in buying and selling African people, centered upon compromises and negotiations amongst themselves to institute White Supremacy. Through European colonialism and its forced labor branch of chattel slavery, land and bodies alike were simultaneously transformed into conquered properties” (para. 3).
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	Lincoln, Martha, and Bruce Lincoln. “Toward a Critical Hauntology: Bare Afterlife and the Ghosts of Ba Chúc.” Comparative Studies in Society and History, vol. 57, no. 1, 2015, pp. 191-220

	In this article, anthropologist Martha Lincoln and religious studies scholar Bruce Lincoln argue that there are two types of haunting (“primary haunting” and “secondary haunting”) as a way to advance what they call a critical hauntology. Lincoln and Lincoln are not explicit about what they mean by a ‘critical hauntology,’ but it would seem that they are referring, at the very least, to a kind of hauntological study that is (1) aware of itself as a hauntological study (e.g., scholars and researchers considering whether they are examining / in the midst of a primary or a secondary haunting), and one which (2) takes seriously the task of paying attention to its theoretical framework and method(ology/ies) (i.e., its assumptions about, expectations of, and overall ways of working with ghosts). To make their argument about primary and secondary hauntings, Lincoln and Lincoln begin by reviewing relevant literature (e.g., Jacques Derrida, Walter Benjamin, Avery Gordon), then highlight some of its strengths and limitations, by way of setting the stage for their suggestion about primary and secondary hauntings. They then elaborate this idea (i.e., of primary and secondary hauntings) via a case study of a massacre (of over 3000 civilians) that took place on 18 April 1978 in Ba Chúc, a village in the Mekong Delta, in Vietnam, at the hands of Khmer Rouge soldiers.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		hauntologists tend not to entertain the possibility that there are many people and cultures for whom the presence of ghosts in daily life is perhaps not disruptive at all (at least, not in the sense that Derrida, Gordon, et al. typically mean)



	
		“Regrettably, she [Gordon] never considers individuals or social groups who experience haunting as something consistent with, and rooted in, their cosmology, ontology, and psychology” (195).

		“Initiatives in the new hauntology thus typically base themselves on a scant and idiosyncratic evidentiary foundation, developing the trope of haunting without considering how ghosts are theorized by those who take them as something other than metaphor” (196).



	
		“Although the new hauntology bears some relation to the experiences and beliefs traditionally associated with ghosts and apparitions, only rarely does it directly engage such phenomena, advance new interpretive perspective on them, or integrate them into its theorization. Rather, the hauntological project is best understood as an initiative that adopts the discourse of haunting to describe its own operation. . . . To put it differently, it represents the extension of primary haunting to its utopian extreme” (201).



	Notes:

	
		Like this annotated bibliography, Lincoln and Lincoln recognize Grace M. Cho’s Haunting the Korean Diaspora: Shame, Secrecy, and the Forgotten War as “[p]erhaps the most successful hauntological study to date [2015]” (195).

		Lincoln and Lincoln cite Heonik Kwon’s After the Massacre: Commemoration and Consolation in Ha My and My Lai (2006) and Ghosts of War in Vietnam (2008) as well as Mai Lan Gustafsson’s War and Shadows: The Haunting of Vietnam (2009) as examples of scholarship that pursue studies of ghosts within cultures where ghosts are rather commonplace, if still full with social and political meaning.

		differences between primary and secondary hauntings:



	
		primary hauntings:



	
		1. type of recognition: “reality and autonomy of metaphysical entities (i.e., those theorized as spiritual and minimally material beings) [are recognized] in relatively uncritical and unselfconscious fashion” (200).

		2. type of ghosts: “ghostly apparitions . . . are narrow and specific in whom they seek out and address,” typically “confront[ing] either those who caused their violent and untimely death, close relatives who have not yet seen to their burial and funerary honors, or strangers who happen to live near the place where their bodies have been provisionally and unsatisfactorily buried” (200).

		3. type of encounter: “the encounter between the spirit of the deceased and the person who experiences its apparition/visitation is immediate and intense” (201).

		4. type of reparation: “seek to set right the ritual failures, historic accidents, or crimes that have kept them from achieving transition to the (culturally defined) proper afterlife where they will enjoy lasting peace” (201).

		5. type of reaction (to the ghost): “ghosts . . . initially appear as terrifying figures who not only prompt existential dread, but also threaten those they hail with psychic and physical harm. To save themselves the haunted must complement their fear with compassion as they come to understand and then resolve whatever caused the ghost to be trapped between life and death” (201).



	
		secondary hauntings:



	
		1. type of recognition: ““entities” [are recognized] in the sedimented textual residues of horrific historic events or, alternatively, as tropes for collective intrapsychic state and experiences, including trauma, grief, regret, repression, guilt, and a sense of responsibility for the wrongs suffered by victims whose memory pains—or ought to pain—their survivors” (200).

		2. type of ghosts: “involves a much wider set of unquiet spirits (slaves, desaparecidos, yanggongjus, or Holocaust victims, for example) and engages a much wider audience whose relation to the deceased is less intimate and who bear less personal responsibility for wrongs committed and/or the task of rectification” (200).

		3. type of encounter: the encounter “is mediated by a researcher/author and the texts they rely on and produce. They—and not the ghost—hail the audience and tell the story of sufferings past, but they do so as a living subject who speaks on behalf of the dead, not as one caught on the border of life and death” (201).

		4. type of reparation: “aims at broader forms of repair: the arousing of mass consciousness, the mobilization of outrage, and the moving of a large group—perhaps even society as a whole—to remembrance of atrocities they might prefer to forget, while accepting responsibility for them and for preventing their recurrence. Secondary hauntings do not seek closure of specific destructive episodes; rather, they keep memory of those episodes alive as a means to transform the moral and political climate of the present and future” (201).

		5. type of reaction (to the ghost): “initial bafflement, amnesia, and denial give way to compassion, regret, and subsequent hypervigilance. Here, fear takes the form of horror at the atrocities others inflicted on the dead in the past, not dread at what these unquiet spirits are or might do in the present” (201).
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	Busbridge, Rachel. “On Haunted Geography: Writing Nation and Contesting Claims in the Ghost Village of Lifta.” Interventions, vol. 17, no. 4, 2015, pp.469-487.

	In this paper, political sociologist Rachel Busbridge argues that the ‘heart’ of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict—and particularly the 1948 Arab-Israeli War—is being ‘written’ into one village on the entrance to Jerusalem: Lifta. Home to 2,500 Palestinians prior to al-Nakba (“the massacre,” Palestinians’ term for the Arab-Israeli War), Lifta is outstanding amongst the sites where al-Nakba took place, as its homes and other structures remain largely intact. After decades of neglect by the Israeli government, as of 2004, Lifta became the site of a new kind of struggle, this time of urban planning—because the Jerusalem municipality released a ‘redevelopment’ plan for Lifta (Plan Number 6036), which would effectively ‘rewrite’ the village as a Jewish space. “While not yet [at the time of Busbridge’s writing] written in concrete” (470), by examining the intent of Plan Number 6036 and considering her experiences during two visits to Lifta (in February 2011 and May 2012), including survivor testimony, Busbridge reads the village—with its remaining inhabitants, tourists “who come to hear stories of the Nakba and express their solidarity with Palestinians living under occupation” (472), old buildings, remnants, and scratched-out street signs—as haunting Israeli efforts to “Judaize Lifta” (479). Importantly, Busbridge’s theoretical framework pairs Avery Gordon’s haunting with postcolonial theory of the nation and settler colonialism. She concludes by discussing possible reconciliatory futures, as symbolized and advanced by struggles in or about Lifta.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“in approving the redevelopment plan, the Jerusalem municipality openly designated Lifta a space important to asserting Israeli sovereignty over Jerusalem. Similarly, tendering by the Israeli Lands Administration (ILA) of the village to private developers in 2011 – and the subsequent contestation of this by Liftawi Palestinians and others – shows Lifta to be a site where Israeli and Palestinian geographies of nation are in direct competition” (472-473).

		“Whereas [Homi] Bhabha (1990: 292) sees the nation as a narration, an ambivalent ‘narrative strategy’ that produces categories ‘like the people, minorities, or “cultural difference”’, here I imagine the nation as written – that is to say, carved into imagined and actual geographies. And in settler colonial contexts, I suggest that nations always necessitate a certain ‘writing over’ by the dominant settler party if it is to fashion space to match the world it wishes to create” (473).



	Notes:

	
		While Busbridge is not explicit about her methodology, I have included this paper here because of its focus on place and the extent to which Busbridge explicitly pairs Avery Gordon’s haunting with matters of nation and settler colonialism.

		Although in many ways, Busbridge here reads Palestinians as ‘ghosts,’ she also attends the risks in doing so by drawing on Emilie Cameron’s 2008 essay, “Indigenous Spectrality and the Politics of Postcolonial Ghost Stories”.
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	Dean, Amber. Remembering Vancouver’s Disappeared Women: Settler Colonialism and the Difficulty of Inheritance. University of Toronto Press, 2015.

	In this book, literary and cultural scholar Amber Dean considers the long-standing pattern of Indigenous women being violently disappeared in settler colonial Canada. Focussing particularly on Vancouver, especially the city’s Downtown Eastside neighbourhood (an area widely considered to be one of the main places from which such violent disappearance happens), and drawing on the work of Roger Simon, Sharon Rosenberg, and Claudia Eppert, Dean pursues a study of—as she puts it in the book’s title—Vancouver’s disappeared women. To do so, Dean engages her own “practices of inheritance” (Simon, as qtd. Dean 7). That is, Dean recognizes (without centring) her own positionality as a white woman and settler in her analysis of relevant histories, films, poems, memoirs, posters, exhibits, and other media. Ultimately, Dean’s analysis questions dominant logics such as those of “humanizing” women (who, of course, were always already human to begin with) and raising awareness about the problem of women’s violent disappearance (since, for example, the problem is now nationally and officially recognized and yet persists). Vancouver’s Disappeared Women thus brings together scholarship on public memory, haunting, and settler colonialism in ways that both deepen and expand the overlap of these fields.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“But for me, Fix provoked an encounter with another, less obvious haunting presence, one captured on film entirely by accident. The second time I watched the film, I was suddenly struck by a face I thought I recognized among those filmed in Oppenheimer Park installing row upon row of crosses for a demonstration (see figure 1.3). I puzzled over where I knew this face from, backed up the DVD, and suddenly felt quite stunned as I realized why I recognized the woman: she is Sereena Abotsway, and I recognized her from her photograph on the Missing Women Task Force poster and others I have seen of her on websites and in newspapers” (54).



	Notes:

	
		The topic is discussed less explicitly here, but Vancouver’s Disappeared Women also raises important questions about the category of the human as well as matters of grievability. In this sense, Vancouver’s Disappeared Women could be put in conversation in interesting ways with a variety of texts, including Jean M. Langford’s Consoling Ghosts: Stories of Medicine and Mourning from Southeast Asians in Exile.
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	Medak-Saltzman, Danika. “Empire’s Haunted Logics: Comparative Colonialisms and the Challenges of Incorporating Indigeneity.” Critical Ethnic Studies, vol. 1, no. 2, 2015, pp. 11-32.

	In this article, feminist and ethnic studies scholar Danika Medak-Saltzman (Turtle Mountain Chippewa) argues that references to “Indigeneity” in recent scholarship, though increasingly common, are too often instances of what she calls the specters of colonialism. That is, for Medak-Saltzman, the now popular practice—in (critical) ethnic studies and beyond—of referring to “Indigeneity” without actually engaging Indigenous Studies in any meaningful way reveals the impact of settler colonialism and enacts its violence rather than intervening in it. Medak-Saltzman advocates instead for a new theory of haunting. She does so by first problematizing (1) postcolonial haunting and (2) conventions of periodization. Then, she explains how Indigenous ghosts cannot be conceived as the source of haunting. Along the same lines advanced by Marx, Engels, and Derrida (the “specter of communism” and “specters of Marx”), Medak-Saltzman suggests instead that the source of haunting must be “the very spirit of an idea” (17): the specters of colonialism. To demonstrate how working with this theory of haunting might look in scholarly analysis, Medal-Saltzman offers a close reading of “Our Visitors,” an 1860 political cartoon from Harper’s Weekly: A Journal of Civilization. She concludes by insisting that we need more robust theories of haunting if we are to meaningfully include “Indigeneity” in (critical) ethnic studies.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“the notion of haunting, often appearing as immutable “traces,” has proven a useful device for many groups in North America as they have sought to reveal long-hidden and silenced histories. However, wholesale applications of postcolonial and cultural studies notions of haunting and the trace to the specificity of Native American and Indigenous peoples’ experiences presents a distinct problem: precisely because the “fact” of Native vanishing has become part of a “common-sense” belief that renders Indigenous peoples always already ghostly presences, postcolonial notions of haunting and the trace simply cannot serve as recuperative, or decolonial, strategies for Indigenous peoples” (15).

		“for any theory of haunting to be useful to Indigenous and allied efforts toward decolonization, Indigenous ghosts simply cannot be conceived of as the source of this haunting. Instead, the ghosts that emerge from and haunt settler colonial contexts radiate from their roots in the moral, intellectual, and legal logics developed to legitimate, as necessity, the great violence of empire. Settler colonial societies are haunted by the need to keep these unpalatable truths and their human consequences hidden” (16).



	Notes:

	
		Medak-Saltzman’s work here strikes me as importantly related to and yet crucially different from Emilie Cameron’s article, “Indigenous Spectrality and the Politics of Postcolonial Ghost Stories.”
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	Morrill, Angie. “Time Traveling Dogs (and Other Native Feminist Ways to Defy Dislocations).” Cultural Studies  Critical Methodologies, vol. 17, no. 1, 2016, pp. 14-20.

	In this article, ethnic studies scholar Angie Morrill (Klamath) argues that Peggy Ball’s (Modoc/Klamath) painting, Vanport, is a rememory map. Specifically, Morrill argues that Vanport is a rememory map of a place called Vanport City, a wartime city primarily constructed (in 1942) as a space to erect public housing (for seasonal and other labourers, many of whom built ships during the war) that was then flooded and destroyed in 1948. The painting depicts three girls and two dogs standing in the foreground, behind a city in the background. The girls are Ball and her two sisters, and the dogs are family and/or Ball’s late pets. According to Morrill, by inserting Ball’s family (as well as two dogs) into the painting, Vanport disrupts conventional narratives of Vanport City’s construction and destruction, which predominantly highlight segregation between white and Black inhabitants, thus erasing Indigenous presence in the area. Moreover, by inserting these specific sisters (whose own connections to / place(s) in Vanport are not as direct as Ball’s) and these specific dogs (whose deaths were far more recent than 1948), Vanport demonstrates Indigenous presence in the area as lasting, as a product of violence that results in a haunting, as, crucially, survivance. Significantly, Morrill comes to these conclusions by drawing on a Native feminist reading methodology, which “attends to the transhistorical feminist labor of bearing an Indigenous future into existence out of a genocidal present. . . . involves reading against disappearance; [and] . . . involves reading futures yet in store for Native lives” (15).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“I am trying to articulate a methodology that allows me to engage the desires, the knowledges, and the futurities in cultural productions by Native women even when these same women are overdetermined within settler produced representations” (15).

		“That these readings are practiced by Indigenous feminists is not meant to make reading a kind of essential magical ability of Indian women, but rather I take the standpoint that the reading practice is something done to bear futures into existence, just as similar practices were done by our predecessors. It is this shared ontological project of bearing the future out of a genocidal present that connects Native feminists now and Native women then; in this respect, it is a survivance practice that recognizes itself within a tradition of survivance. In short, a Native feminist reading methodology is reading as self-recognition” (15).

		“One thing I keep in mind with these family stories is that there is more to it, I cannot tell the all, and I would not want to make that claim. There is always more to the story” (16).

		“The desires of the ghost are as complex and complicated as the desires of the living. Resolution to haunting may be decolonization or repatriation” (18).

		Haunting as a methodology recognizes violence and engages the future through the “something to be done” that answers the desire of the ghost” (18).



	Notes:

	
		Morrill draws explicitly on other Indigenous feminist thinkers such as Dian Million (felt theory) and Audra Simpson (refusal).
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	Jones, Janna. “Consumed With the Past: Nostalgia, Memory, and Ghostly Encounters at the Picture Palace.” Cultural Studies  Critical Methodologies, vol. 1, no. 3, 2016, pp. 369-391.

	In this article, media and communications scholar Janna Jones argues that narratives told in the present about the past tell us much about the intricacies, nuances, and tensions of mass culture and popular memory. To make this argument, Jones pursues a case study of the Tampa Theater, which is located downtown Tampa, Florida. She focusses on the infrastructure of the theater itself as well as a culture of ghost stories centred around one supposed ghost: Fink, a reportedly strange man who worked as the theater’s projectionist from 1930 until his death in 1965. Based on interviews (with theater employees and patrons) and something like (auto)ethnography (see Notes), Jones shows how the Tampa Theatre functions as a haunted site. However, the notion of haunting that Jones takes up is more cultural than it is political: Jones is concerned with the traces of the past as they surface in cultural objects, places, and phenomena, and what that means for popular/mass culture, rather than traces of the past as they surface out a desire for justice and what that means for anyone’s implicatedness in the violence of the present/past.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Standing in the preserved picture palace’s twilight, I am not surprised that the Tampa Theatre has a ghost, or at least a small catalog of stories about one. The smell of the cool, dank air induces me to imagine a medieval castle. The dim light from the wrought iron lamps casts only the faintest light onto the theater’s grimacing gargoyles. Dusty statues and fading portraits seem to glare at me as I meet their brooding eyes. “Yes,” I think to myself, “this is an ideal place for ghosts to dwell”” (370).

		“Only after I chased a ghost, interviewed theater employees and patrons, and investigated my own imagination and memories when I was at the theater did I begin to understand how narratives told in the present about the past is a powerful method of discovering the liminal state of popular memory.’ The narratives that I collected during my research and my own narrative of watching a movie at the theater that was significant to me when I was a teenager” (371).

		The short discussion on the official and unofficial histories of the Tampa Theater is probably the closest that this paper gets to being political (see 375).

		“But telling ghost stories should not be confused with nostalgia, because nostalgia claims that the past does not persist in the present, and stories such as these surely suggest that the past and the present are forever intermingled” (378).

		“Significantly, before I began watching the film, I did not know that I would have this experience. Traveling back to see me in 1977 was not a journey that I had intended on taking that evening. I did not realize that my present and past self would meet that night, and had I anticipated it, I certainly would not have expected that I would become anxious and feel maternal toward my teenaged self while I watched the film. In other words, if nostalgia is a path one chooses to travel to experience the past in a purely pleasurable way, then my experience might best be described as a haunting. Although it did not scare me, it surprised me and left me with a slight feeling of apprehension and a bit of sadness too” (386).



	Notes:

	
		Jones does not explicitly identify ethnography or autoethnography as a part of her methodology, but it certainly seems to me that this is what she did, in her research on the Tampa Theater.

		The attention that Jones draws to sensory experiences strikes me as interestingly compatible with the emergent directions of research on haunting in the 2020s.
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	Powell, Kashif Jerome. “Making #BlackLivesMatter: Michael Brown, Eric Garner, and the Specters of Black Life—Toward a Hauntology of Blackness.” Cultural Studies  Critical Methodologies, vol. 16, no. 3, 2016, pp. 253-260.

	In this article, performance studies scholar Jerome Kashif Powell develops a hauntology of blackness (italics and lower case “b” original). To do so, Powell analyzes the “Transatlantic ecologies of absence and death” 255), particularly through the protests that erupted across the United States (and the world) after the police (Darren Wilson [Ferguson Police Department; Daniel Pantaleo and Justin D’Amico [New York City Police Department]) killed Michael Brown (1996-2014) and Eric Garner (1970-2014). However, Powell also connects the police violence enacted against Brown and Garner with police violence elsewhere: an entire paragraph is dedicated to listing instances of police killing Black people (see 255). By analyzing these deaths and manifold losses through Jacques Derrida’s notion of hauntology, Powell foregrounds the unique dynamics between body, performance, and absence that shape a hauntology of blackness.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“[Jason Keith] Coleman’s impulse to “call it what it is” [to call the issue of Brown’s death what it is, i.e., “a police officer has killed another black man”] is not simply a response to individuated circumstances, rather he is acknowledging the Transatlantic afterlife of blackness; the invisible, yet palpable forces that use the body as a phenomenal vessel to conjure Transatlantic ecologies of absence and death” (255).

		The expansive range of peaceful and riotous protests outline the conscious and unconscious performative interplay between the facticity of black flesh and the unseen presence of specters carrying the cargo of the dead. Through that relationship, an ontology of blackness is imagined through structures of nonexistence, and performed on the body. Given this, how do we escape these Transatlantic affects when they are so easily embedded in the facticity of the body? How do we make black lives matter when the matter of black life—the flesh-and-blood of the body—is entrenched within static forces of nonexistence that, through the impossibility of recovery, re/member the melancholic inhibitions of slavery into a corporeal knowledge that is passed through generations? Engaging these questions necessitate a turn toward hauntology as a heuristic escort through the dense haunting of blackness” (257).



	Notes:

	
		This paper is relatively short for the depth of the argument that it advances.

		The paper concludes with a poem rather than a formal conclusion. In this way, it reflects a tendency to explore writing and textuality as a form of engaging haunting.
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	Morrill, Angie, Eve Tuck, and the Super Futures Haunt Qollective. “Before Dispossession, or Surviving It.” Liminalities, vol. 12, no. 1, 2016, pp. 1-20.

	In this article, ethnic studies scholar Angie Morrill (Klamath), critical education studies scholar Eve Tuck (Unangax̂), and the Super Futures Haunt Qollective argue many things—but perhaps most of all, they argue that “[t]he opposite of dispossession is not possession,” and that instead, “[i]t is mattering” (2). They write as a singular voice (“I”) directly to the reader (“you”). They write unusually, too: the article is organized somewhat like Tuck and C. Ree’s “A Glossary of Haunting,” wherein the text deviates from a conventional academic essay, privileging instead a series of variously networked ideas, prose and/or poem bits, photos, and other excerpts, but the subtitles that precede these ideas, bits, and excerpts are not quite perfectly alphabetical. The paper is an instance of haunting having been used as a methodology rather than an explanation of how to use haunting as a methodology. It reads as though written by a ghost.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“When I told you that I will probably haunt you, you made it about you, but it is about me” (2).

		I am interested in only telling certain parts, untelling certain parts, keeping the bodies and the parts from becoming a settlement. I keep a list of theories of change in my pocket so I can remember something more meaningful than raising awareness. Something more material than raising consciousness. Something more to the touch than visibility. My list of theories of change: haunting, visitations, Maroon societies, decolonization, revenge, mattering” (3).

		“My entanglements are not skin on skin, but the submerged swamp of the archive, as much as we are also a part of the archive. Hegemony, what hegemony. I am licking my lips in everything you see” (6).

		“Nation means nothing to the afterlives of the after-nation” (7).

		“You might ask for permission, and you can have it. It won’t make any difference. I don’t know what you want. Not even when you tell me” (12).



	Notes:

	
		Footnotes play an important role in this article, too!
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	Granzow, Kara, and Amber Dean. “Ghosts and Their Analysts: Writing and Reading Toward Something Like Justice for Murdered or Missing Indigenous Women.” Cultural Studies  Critical Methodologies, vol. 16, no. 1, 2016, pp. 83-94.

	In this article, sociologist Kara Granzow and literary and cultural scholar Amber Dean argue that working towards something like justice for murdered and/or missing Indigenous women entails paying close attention to the way we produce knowledge, the assumptions we make about knowledge production, and our own complicity in knowledge production that we—if we are being reflexive—already know is insufficient and incomplete. To make this argument, Granzow and Dean write openly (and reflexively) about their experience of reading Katherine Govier’s novel, Between Men (1987). In this process, Granzow and Dean position themselves as collaborating with the novel’s (fictional) protagonist, Suzanne Vail, a historian studying one Rosalie, a (real) Cree teenager who was brutally murdered in Calgary, Alberta, Canada, on February 28th, 1889. In their reading of Between Men and the wider settler colonial context of Canada (including the violence therein), Granzow and Dean position themselves as collaborating with Vail as a way to render visible their own complicity in certain forms of and assumptions about knowledge production, particularly as scholars whose “coarse outlines . . . bear some striking resemblance [to each other and to Vail’s]” (84). Throughout the paper, Granzow and Dean trouble binaries such as alive/dead and fact/fiction, ultimately concluding that efforts to visibilize, humanize, and recognize fail to actually challenge (and may, in fact, affirm) dominant colonial regimes, such that endeavouring to upset “dominant modes of studying or theorizing the production of such memories—once again, including our own” (92) becomes, if we are to work towards something like justice, one of the only remaining options.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“The caricatured representations of Indigenous women that Johnson decries in late 19th-century fiction are similar to those mobilized in the Calgary Herald in the 1889 reports of the murder of Rosalie and trial of her murderer; in these stories, Rosalie is most commonly referred to as “the squaw Rosalie,” and of course her lack of “virtue” is presumed self-evident. That these sorts of fictionalized representations of Indigenous women could persist with no “contradictory statements” or contextualization of circumstance in the purportedly “objective” and “factual” recountings of journalists and, even much later, of historians, exposes the utter porousness of the boundaries drawn around fiction and fact” (86).

		““Suzanne,” we ask, “would a Cree girl in 1889 who wanted to terminate a pregnancy really have turned to an unfamiliar White man with, at best, some training in Western medicine?” “Maybe not,” Suzanne replies, “but it makes her much more sympathetic, inviting the reader to imagine that she was looking for an abortion, that she wasn’t actually a prostitute.” “Suzanne,” we insist, “come on, look around you. It’s 1987. Does this really make Rosalie so much more sympathetic? . . . . Isn’t it true that you hope by re-telling Rosalie’s story as a story about abortion, as a story about your abortion, you can re-write not Rosalie’s story, but your own? We know this is important to you, Suzanne, because we know about your abortion, your regrets. [Katherine] Govier told us. She wrote them into your story. . . .” “Maybe,” snarls Suzanne,” maybe I used her story for my own ends, just like all the other historians. But I bet you are too, both of you: what are you using her for?”” (86).



	Notes:

	
		Another character in Between Men, Roberta Asp, and one real event, the Calgary Stampede, receive relatively short thrift in this annotation, but is important to Granzow and Dean’s argument.
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	Martinez, Shantel. “(Re)Animated Pasts: Diasporic Visions of Longing and Belonging.” Qualitative Inquiry, vol. 22, no. 4, 2016, pp. 280-286.

	In this article, communications scholar Shantel Martinez argues—only implicitly—that reflecting on one’s difficult past (perhaps especially childhood), including one’s ghosts and/or traumas, can be a pathway for healing. That is, in this article, Martinez doesn’t exactly present an argument so much as she explores in writing her own difficult past, namely her childhood as a mixed Mexican/white girl in California who grew up in various abusive and/or unstable situations. She comes close to conflating trauma and ghosts (but doesn’t quite do so). Martinez’s writing is also strikingly first-person, closer to memoir than a conventional academic essay. The article reads as mostly a moment of seeming catharsis: “From the testimonio in which I started this essay, my (re)animated pasts of dislocation and diaspora,” writes Martinez, in the last sentence of the article, “I present to you my haunted belongings” (286).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“As argued by Cathy Caruth (1995), to be traumatized is to be “possessed by an image or an event” (p. 5) located in the past—much like one can be haunted indefinitely by an anachronistic event (Blanco & Peeren, 2013). “In other words, when we think of ghost stories (traditional ones, at least), it is the haunting of the present by the past that emerges the most insistent narrative. The mode of expression by many scholars use to describe the spectral, then, is similar to, if not fully consonant with, the terms used to describe the affect . . . of trauma” (Blanco & Peeren, 2013, p. 11). Hence, trauma and haunting become reflections of one another—although not perfect reflections” (282).



	Notes:

	
		For the most part, this article doesn’t seem too useful for elaborating haunting as a methodology—except for the fact that Martinez relies significantly on creative elements to her writing in order to engage with haunting.
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	Fukushima, Annie Isabel. “An American Haunting: Unsettling Witnessing in Transnational Migration, the Ghost Case, and Human Trafficking.” Feminist Formations vol. 28, no. 1, 2016, pp. 146-165.

	In this article, ethnic studies scholar Annie Fukushima argues for the importance of unsettled witnessing (i.e., witnessing that, unlike most witnessing, does not seek certainty) in the context of human rights, including human and labour trafficking. For Fukushima, unsettled witnessing is important because it calls into question state logics and languages which are presumed to enact justice, but often set its limits. To illustrate the importance of unsettled witnessing, Fukushima examines The People of the State of California v. Ying Liu Tam, Ah Chung Liu, Mudi Wu, Yong Hua Zeng (which Fukushima calls the “ghost case”). In this case, Chinese immigrants Tam, Liu, Wu, and Zeng were charged with grand theft and attempted grand theft, for scamming Chinese American citizens (often seniors) by claiming that their (i.e., the seniors’) families were in danger, as evinced by angry ghosts. Fukushima draws on Avery Gordon’s notion of haunting to consider how this case was haunted by historic anti-Chinese legislation, as well as anti-Chinese sentiment embedded in public memory and social life (and particularly that which images Chinese people as Other via cultural beliefs about ghosts). Specifically, Fukushima suggests that Tam’s, Liu’s, Wu’s, and Zeng’s status as victims (of labour trafficking) was illegible to the court because state discourses of victimhood exclude the kind of Otherness, Chineseness, and foreignness with which Tam, Liu, Wu, and Zeng were associated. Interestingly, Fukushima mentions only fleetingly (in text and in footnotes) that she served as an expert witness on the case, that it was her job to provide jurors with information about trafficking, and that she interviewed the defendants.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“To invoke the authority of the dead involves acknowledging that, although stories may pack along information, it is not their center of gravity (cf. Benjamin 1968, 89). Listening for the dead involves remaining “attentive to what is elusive, fantastic, contingent and often barely there” (A. Gordon 1997, 26). It is crucial, in this listening, to allow stories to retain their extraneity, contradiction, density, and detail, to acknowledge how far they evade any one reading and confront us with intimations edgy and unspoken. Stories have the capacity to discomfort, unsettle, hint at hidden realities, and mock semiotic certainty. “There is more to the history re0membered in . . . just talk than any master narrative can tell us,” Kathleen Stewart observes (1996, 106-7). Never entirely finished or consistent, stories invite further stories or alternative versions, scattering out from multiple vantage points, carrying resonance that exceeds the representational value that seems to govern their terms of exchange. Stories are crosshatched with allusions too numerous and overlaid to track, repeating previously heard or told stories, each story borrowing on yet exceeding available repertoires and genres of stories (Steedly 1993, 135). Within this book, then, stories are offered not as empirical evidence, but rather as the imprecise traces of “absent presences” that are pivotal in the “making of social worlds” (cf. Gray and Gómez-Barris 2010, xv)” (20).



	Notes:

	
		I’ve indicated below that this paper implicitly discusses haunting as a methodology because of Fukushima’s fleeting mention of her role in The People of the State of California v. Ying Liu Tam, Ah Chung Liu, Mudi Wu, Yong Hua Zeng. Though never discussed explicitly in the paper itself, this positionality suggests that her involvement in the case was part of her methodology, even if how her involvement in case impacted her analysis remains undiscussed.
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	Lee, Christina, editor. Spectral Spaces and Hauntings: The Affects of Absence. Routledge, 2017.

	In this book, editor Christina Lee has brought together a range of voices which, taken together, argue that, simply put, spaces are haunted, and that we can feel their hauntedness in the affective charge of what is absent from them. As such, the chapters in Spectral Spaces and Hauntings are invested in “afteraffects” (3, emphasis original): their authors “collectively contemplate what comes ‘after’ – post-industrialisation, post-capitalism, post-modernity, post-apocalypse, post-trauma, post-life, post-mortem” (3). Lee presents the book as an intervention that focuses on space rather than time (the latter of which, in Lee’s view, dominates most scholarship on haunting). And although located partly in literature on the ‘geographies of absence’ (which is to say, in a basic sense, spaces that are empty or not there), Spectral Spaces and Hauntings takes a distinctly material approach through its focus on affect. What is more, the organization of the book reflects a desire to somehow categorize haunting: the first half of the book (“Private Hauntings”) focuses on the autobiographical, while the second half (“Spectres of the Social”) focuses on the collective. 

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“There is a phantasmal quality to place that exceeds cognition and the senses, and challenges the quotidian understanding of time as linear. As María del Pilar Blanco and Esther Peeren suggest, this is because places contain ‘the experience of the actual moment as well as the many times that have already transpired and become silent – though not necessarily imperceptible – to the present’” (2).



	Notes:

	
		At the beginning of the introduction, Christina Lee discusses Michel de Certeau and his notion of places as haunted, which I’ve noted here only because I think it’s a slightly different lineage of thought than Derrida’s and Gordon’s.
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	Fitzpatrick, Esther. “A Story of Becoming: Entanglement, Settler Ghosts, and Postcolonial Counterstories.” Cultural Studies  Critical Methodologies, vol. 18, no. 1, 2017, pp. 43-51.

	In this article, education scholar Esther Fitzpatrick argues (and takes steps toward demonstrating) that critical autoethnography can be used as a decolonizing methodology. To do so, Fitzpatrick examines Pākehā [white New Zealander / settler] and Maori relations in Aotearoa [New Zealand] via her own family histories. Using a critical family history framework, Fitzpatrick composes a critical autoethnography. According to Fitzpatrick, critical autoethnography can be a decolonizing methodology because it enables her to “interrogate [her] narrative inheritance” while also “emotionally connect[ing] the reader to issues of power represented in the stories” (44). For Fitzpatrick, composing such an autoethnography is also an intervention in the status quo to the extent that it interrupts “the convenience of forgetting our own [settler] histories of colonization” (44). The autoethnography itself includes four scenes, set in December 1875, June 1928, 1980, and 4 October 2015, respectively. Each scene shows “the complicated and entangled relationships of my early settler family with Te Ngāti Ira” (49), entangled relationships featuring figures and forces that Fitzpatrick later describes as “[t]he ghosts I have summoned” (50).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“this article demonstrates the process of layering the personal story alongside the wider historical and social story, and alongside stories of other peoples who are entangled in our becoming. As a strategy of decolonization, the stories are interrogated using critical theory” (43).

		“How do I as a Pākehā enact a methodology of decolonization?” (44)

		“The following scripted conversations around the fire are works of fiction, where the content of the conversations are based on historical facts and childhood touchstone stories. In this work, imagination was applied to the gaps, drawing on plausible scenarios through considering the wider political, social, and environmental factors known of the time. The goal of this story is to provide both a critical and creative piece, to evoke emotion while finding a way to tell an unsettling story” (45).



	Notes:

	
		Personally, I’m not convinced that the critical autoethnography here is successful as a decolonizing methodology. However, this paper does raise interesting questions about what counts as a decolonizing methodology and according to whom.

		One possibly useful concept discussed in this paper is factualisation. T. Bruce, who conceived of faction and factualisation (and presented these ideas at a Telling Stories Symposium held at the University of Auckland in 2014) defines factualisation as “a blend of fact and fiction, of observation and imagination” (Bruce, as qtd. Fitzpatrick 45). Bruce continues to describe factualisation: “It is a form of representation that must be methodologically rigorous, theoretically informed, ethically reflexive and interesting to read, see or hear. Its aim is to dissolve the arguably artificial line between fact and fiction, and create the conditions for deep emotional understanding” (as qtd. Fitzpatrick 45).
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	Tuck, Eve, and Karyn Recollet. “Visitations (You Are Not Alone).” In the catalogue of the exhibition #callresponse by Christi Belcourt. 2017, pp. 8-11.

	In this section of the exhibition catalogue (which accompanied Christi Belcourt’s #callandresponse), critical education scholar Eve Tuck (Unangax̂) and cultural theorist Karyn Recollet (Cree) present a kind of glossary, one that provokes about what it means to call and respond in the context of colonial North America. They “speak as two sisters” (8) through the singular pronoun “I” and address “you,” addressing a range of topics, from attention, to survivance, to readership.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“I assemble these objects so that I can return. A cedar bow here, a rock, her first lost tooth… […] did you know that cedar is one of the first time-travelling plants?” (10)

		“All of the sounds and feelings that we try to bury, to silence—furtively leaking in between scales of the maps buried in my pocket” (10).

		“My stories are not a rejoinder, not a correction on the way you have been thinking all along. My stories are evidence that your thinking has gaps, and worse, acts like it doesn’t. I am not trying to convince you of anything different” (11).

		“A call and response can make a visitation” (11).



	Notes:

	
		It seems to me this piece should (or at least could) be read alongside “A Glossary of Haunting.”

		One ‘entry’ in this glossary (if we consider this to be a glossary) is titled “survival toolkit :: survivance toolkit” and it includes a list of items that, take together, make suggestions and raise important questions about what it means to survive in colonial times.
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	Gordon, Avery. “The Scandal of the Qualitative Difference.” The Hawthorn Archive: Letters from the Utopian Margins. New York: Fordham University Press, 2017, pp. 8-112.

	In this section of The Hawthorn Archive, sociologist Avery Gordon draws on text, photographs, and images to point to the possibility—or, perhaps reality—of utopia. The scandal of the qualitative difference is not, as one might expect, a reference to qualitative research or methodology at all: it is a reference to Herbert Marcuse’s writing on utopia, in which Marcuse insists that there is a crucially important difference between “merely improving the existing state of affairs” and “the extreme possibilities for freedom” (Marcuse as qtd. Gordon 61). For Marcuse, the powerful people, systems, and structures organizing our oppression do not want us to recognize that difference, hence it is scandalous. Gordon has arranged this section of The Hawthorn Archive (and, it seems, the whole book, really) to expose that scandal, to reveal that difference between, basically, making things better and making things utopic.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Cultivating an instinctual basis for freedom, then, is the delicate and difficult process of making the qualitative difference possible and realistic, a part of who we are as a people and accepted as reality instead of rejected as the merely utopian. In other words, we have to make room for the active presence of this “extreme” instinct for freedom, which is a scandal because it achieves a qualitative difference that is everywhere denied as existent or even possible” (63).



	Notes:

	
		The Hawthorn Archive, as a whole, is not about haunting as a methodology, and maybe not even about haunting at all—but that depends on how you conceive of haunting (i.e., if futurity is part of haunting, then this text is probably relevant).
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	Pinto, Sarah. “Finding and Conjuring.” Medical Anthropology, vol. 37, no. 8, 2018, pp. 621-629.

	In this introduction to this issue of Medical Anthropology, anthropologist Sarah Pinto argues that we must carefully consider how we expect haunting(s) to show up. To make this argument, Pinto analyzes Brad Anderson’s 2002 film, Session 9, which follows an asbestos removal team through an abandoned hospital (which was a real abandoned hospital: the Danvers State Hospital, in Danvers, Massachusetts, which closed in 1992). Drawing on her analysis of this film as well as scholarship on haunting (especially Jacques Derrida’s Spectres of Marx), Pinto raises theoretical and methodological questions about the nature of, as she delineates them, ghosts and ghostliness, and finding and conjuring. For Pinto, although she recognizes the limits of the heuristic, we might find ghosts (i.e., real ghosts in the world), but we conjure ghostliness (i.e., a sense that there is a ghost or a haunting). “While my point is not to police “haunting” or its world-rambling,” says Pinto, she is nevertheless concerned with the lack of attention that scholars tend to pay to the difference between ghosts/ghostliness and finding/conjuring.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Like these essays [in this issue of Medical Anthropology], Session 9 turns toward ghosts, on the one hand, and ghostliness, on the other. It maps contrasting ways we tend to think with ghosts: finding and conjuring. Though these are often overlaid, for the moment let us hold them apart, imagining conjuring as assimilating ghosts to metaphor or as points of access to other things, and finding as the discovery of agentive ghosts. Finding sees ghosts as something; conjuring sees ghosts as something else, working, often, with ghostliness rather than ghosts” (622).

		“Of course, metaphors are bountifully promiscuous. While my point is not to police “haunting” or its world-rambling, thinking about how we untether and re-tether our analytics to the world marks what may be unmarked, namely, operations that excise critical tools from the scenes in which they are imbued with power. We don’t bring ghosts into our schemes of knowing; we inhabit worlds of things and ideas already steeped in “ghostly schema.” When we work in the ruinous conditions of late capitalism, as we turn our analytic gaze upon that domain as though that domain has not made our lens of analysis, are we truly readers of a film like Session 9, or readers of psychiatry with Session 9, or do we carry forward a myth? There is nothing wrong with working within the mythic, but something may be lost in disavowing that aspect of what we do, and something gained in bringing it back to the world” (623).

		“The contrasts between these papers urge us to hold apart the questions, how do we know ghosts, and how do we know things through ghosts? As we encounter metaphoric and actual ghosts in metaphoric and actual machines, we should ask how these questions do and do not connect. Do we know things through ghosts in the way we do because of the way we know ghosts? Or do we know ghosts the way we do because of the way we use them to know things?” (626).

		“Perhaps what we find enticing or useful about ghost stories is not their ghosts but their ghostliness, their apparent point of entry to other things. Can we leave room, too, for the tricks spirits play, and the tricks they don’t play, for the ways they make us aware of analytic hubris, the possibility that our stories about stories are just another version of the same story?” (627).

		“Simons and Black Philips, interrupting the mechanics of metaphor, remind us that our analytic expectations come from somewhere and ask us to consider entities and feelings that figure less smoothly in those habits. Rather than the uncanny chill, might there be a sense of familiarity or disappointment to attend to? Why must things that aren’t what they are feel odd (surely that is not necessarily an uneasy arrangement)? For Derrida, “thinking never has done with the conjuring impulse,” our “critical problematization” wards off “other choices,” “it fears them as it does itself” (2011:207). What does it find fearful? Perhaps the diagetical awkwardness of a flying witch, ghosts that aren’t ghostly, things too self-contained to suit the always-also-something-else nature of the spectrality we expect, or, more radically, always-also-something-else things that are anything but creepy, that remind us that, in our ghostly work we may impose creepiness on people and things in the world. And, of “itself,” perhaps our thinking fears the infrastructures of a critique that cannot but make things over, ripping things to pieces by conjuring them. If we can sustain that fear, even enter it, then a haunted infrastructure is a particular thing to study—it is the study of our own ways of understanding” (628).



	Notes:

	
		The questions that Sarah Pinto asks in this introduction are geared toward anthropology and, to some extent, ethnography, but are applicable to really all scholarly / research-based (and perhaps other) engagements with haunting.
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	Murphy, Fiona. “The Whisperings of Ghosts: Loss, Longing, and the Return in Stolen Generations Stories.” The Australian Journal of Anthropology, vol. 29, no. 3, 2018, pp. 332-347.

	In this paper, anthropologist Fiona Murphy argues that ghosts and ghost stories play an important role in at least three things: (1) the everyday lives of women who identify as part of the Stolen Generation in Australia; (2) the task of advancing justice more broadly in settler colonial Australia; and (3) the project of decolonising anthropology and/or ethnography. To make this argument, Murphy draws on her fieldwork, the majority of which was conducted through the National Sorry Day Organisation (now defunct), between 2003-2005, then again in 2009 and 2016, in Australia. Through this fieldwork, Murphy met and spoke with several women who identified as part of the Stolen Generation, who told her of ghosts and ghost stories. Significantly, however, rather than just interpret the meaning of these ghosts and the content of these ghost stories, Murphy reflects on what these ghosts and ghost stories signal for the ethical, political, and knowledge projects in which she, as an anthropologist and ethnographer, is wrapped up.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“More specifically, in the context of ‘postcolonial’ understandings of the ghost, Indigenous categories of the spirit or ancestor world are often conflated or intermeshed with western constructions of the ghost and haunting (Gelder and Jacobs 1998; Read 2003). The question remains, however, for this anthropologist, of what kinds of truths my research participants were hoping that I would glean from such stories. What, ultimately, was the purpose of this intimate sharing?” (336-337).

		“The story of the hand also signals something much more distressing for me. But how should it be interpreted—if at all?” (340).



	Notes:

	
		Murphy gets close to specifically articulating how she approached haunting methodologically, but in my reading of this paper, never quite gets there.
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	Ellard, Donna Beth. “OED. ‘Anglo-Saxonist, n.’: Professional Scholar or Anonymous Person.” Rethinking History, vol. 23, no. 1, 2019, pp. 16-33.

	In this article, medievalist Donna Beth Ellard reflects on the state of Anglo-Saxon studies as a field haunted by nationalism, racism, and empire. Ellard suggests that in order for the field to move forward, Anglo-Saxonists must mourn the loss of the field as they have been taught to know it (i.e., as an innocent field simply invested in philology). To do so, Ellard reviews recent debates in Anglo-Saxon studies (from the 1980s to the present), then writes about her own personal and professional connections to the field. Her writing is reflexive and autoethnographic: she recounts her family’s connections to the American South (including identifications with the Confederacy) as well as her grandmother’s death and the loss of her grandmother’s house (which burned to the ground). Drawing out connections between mourning in the field of Anglo-Saxon studies and mourning in her personal life, Ellard concludes by suggesting that Anglo-Saxon studies cannot be decolonized without its scholars reflecting on their own connections to the field and mourning their own losses, whether personal or professional.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Reflecting upon the ‘S/states’ of ‘Anglo-Saxon’, ‘Old English’, and ‘Early English’ studies is a process that, pace Rose, does not merely assess the critical condition of these literary, linguistic and historical fields. It considers to what extent theories of embodied mind are welcome in them and, consequently, what political fantasies are harboured therein” (20).

		“Yet, it has been, at last, from this quiet place of self-critique, that I began to ask what devotional ties bind me to the signifiers ‘Anglo-Saxon’ and ‘Anglo-Saxonist’ and how might I let go of them in order to make not just my scholarship but moreover myself postcolonial. And so, I invite you, my reader, to stand vulnerable with me and to listen to your own heart as I show you mine in grief, in mourning, in letting go” (24).



	Notes:

	
		This paper uses haunting as a methodology, but not how we might anticipate.

		This paper focuses more on how certain scholarship is haunted, rather than how the ‘real world’ is haunted (but, of course, that separation is debateable).
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	Keep, Christopher. “Evidence in Matters Extraordinary: Numbers, Narratives, and the Census of Hallucinations.” Victorian Studies, vol. 61, no. 4, 2019, pp. 582-607.

	In this article, Victorian studies scholar Christopher Keep argues that one historic report—the “Report on the Census of Hallucinations,” published in 1894 by the Society for Psychical Research—is valuable for thinking through differences in methods, paradigms, and disciplines because of the way it stitches together numbers (statistical data) and narratives (testimony). Specifically, Keep suggests that the Report demonstrates what Derrida means by “spectro-poetics.” To make this argument, Keep recounts the history of the Society for Psychical Research, detailing how the formation of the Society was informed by the debates of the time, namely those between scientists and humanists. Keep highlights especially how the humanists involved in the Society (who formed its majority) sought to validate psychic phenomena using statistical methods, but in so doing, ended up revealing the limits of the very numerical method through which they sought to secure empirical ground.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“But what makes the SPR’s [Society for Psychical Research] worthy of renewed attention today is not, I will argue, its resemblance to the aims and methods of computational literary studies, but rather the way in which its example can defamiliarize such aims and methods. Viewing today’s data analytics as part of this longer genealogy can make them appear less as markers of disciplinary progress and technical innovation (for good or bad), and more as phantom-like echoes of unresolved anxieties concerning the relation of narratives to numbers and how we assess their evidentiary worth” (584).

		“Founded at a time in which the humanities and the sciences still mingled in productive ways, the SPR brought together philosophers, musicologists, and literary critics with statisticians, chemists, and physicists to develop scientific means to study phenomena that exceeded the materialist synthesis. Its ideological commitment to the scientific method was, in this sense, matched only by a willingness to test the limits of that method. . . . In its search for the appropriate means to explore this cross-disciplinary space, the SPR raised significant questions regarding the nature of evidence in the study of extraordinary phenomena and employed innovative methods for the collection and analysis of a large textual database, including the use of mass media to crowd-source data and the employment of probability theory to study written texts” (602-603).



	Notes:

	
		Although this paper does not use haunting as a methodology, I’ve included it here because it does an excellent job of pointing to the historical context and epistemological conditions out of which haunting (as both a theory and a methodology) eventually emerged.
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	Yoon, Irene H. “Hauntings of a Korean American Woman Researcher in the Field.” International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, vol. 32, no. 5, 2019, pp. 447-464.

	In this article, education studies scholar Irene H. Yoon argues that, as a Korean American woman researcher, her experience of conducting fieldwork in grade school classrooms is haunted by Korean-American histories and relations. To make this argument, Yoon writes and autoethnography, in which she shares multiple vignettes of experiences in classrooms and/or schools. The vignettes are ordinary, everyday scenes (as opposed to extraordinary, excessive scenes). Written in the first-person, much of this paper is reflective, even vulnerable: “This autoethnography,” Yoon explains, “has been necessary for my very being” (450). While Yoon’s explicit argument is about being haunted as a Korean American woman researcher, the implicit argument of this paper is that autoethnography might function as a valuable methodological tool for practicing or working with haunting.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Like many autoethnographies, I seek to contribute to a need for multiplicities of stories that illuminate the diversities of what it means to ‘produce’ research, to inquire into systems and institutional dynamics that are built to silence, repress, and exclude (Chon, 1995; Harris & Nicolazzo, 2017). Tending to my story through autoethnography is a practice of memory, self-narrating, and transformation through recognition of things that I have felt, but not ‘known’ (Holman Jones, 2016)” (449).

		“These experiences, in the form of epigraphs and narratives, capture the reverberations of ghosts that transcend time to cross histories of generations of Korean American women (Cho, 2008). Any story, written down, excludes something; the narratives are not intended to be all-encompassing. In fact, the way I self-narrate will change, as will the way I situate myself as a researcher and as a Korean American woman in multiple communities. I selected these brief exchanges for this self-study because they were mundane; their meaning came from their ordinariness” (450).



	Notes:

	
		Yoon does not necessarily break significant methodological ground in this paper, but I have included it here because the fact that it exists suggests a continued move toward creative, autoethnographic forms of writing as a part of engaging haunting.

		There are a couple other papers (also published in 2019) that engage autoethnography in possibly useful ways, but the first is less critical than Yoon’s and the second is less connected to haunting explicitly:



	
		Cristina M. Dominguez, “Haunting Wholeness: Inviting Ghosts on the Bridge So We Can Transform” (Qualitative Inquiry, vol. 25, no. 9/10, 2019, pp. 1022-1038)

		Paulina Wężniejewska, Oskar Szwabowski, Collette Szczepaniak, and Marcin Pławski, “The Praise of Collective Autoethnography” (Cultural Studies  Critical Methodologies, vol. 20, no. 4, 2019, pp. 336-349)
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	Brennan-Moran, Emily. “Ghosted (I went looking for a haunting).” Text and Performance Quarterly, vol. 39, no. 3, 2019, pp. 268-284.

	In this article, communications scholar Emily Brennan-Moran argues that practicing hauntological memory necessitates “doing memory wrong” (282, emphasis original) and gratitude for the ghost. To make this argument, Brennan-Moran narrates her experience of looking for haunting at the Toni Morrison Society’s Bench By the Road in Sullivan’s Island, North Carolina. The narration functions by upending our (and, initially, Brennan-Moran’s) expectations: “I went looking for a haunting,” says Brennan-Moran, “and I didn’t find it” (269). The narrative that follows—or, rather, Brennan-Moran’s account of various research experiences, sometimes sitting at a bench, sometimes at an exhibit, sometimes at home, sometimes writing, sometimes not—is recursive and chronological at the same time. She writes open about how she regularly anticipated something would happen in a certain way, only to have it end up happening a different way. Ultimately, she found no ghost(s)—and instead, a ghost found her.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“I went looking for a haunting, and I didn’t find it. I was surprised, I will admit—this isn’t how it’s supposed to work. I went looking for a haunting, the ghost never came, and I went home. It wasn’t until later—when I had stopped looking, in a time and a place removed from the bench by the water—that the ghost I desperately sought, the one I had tried to conjure, to re-member, found me” (269).

		“Together, these ghosts—the ones I expected and didn’t find, and the ghost(s) who came later—frame an exploration of what it means to be haunted. I write in an attempt to freeze this moment of coming—that goose-bump-adrenaline-flash-blood-pounding instant the haunting overtook me—and hold it through its disappearance, speak it again now. / But first came the flash, and in the end, it all turns on this moment, an instant dragged out to 9,000 words in an attempt to re-member it. I begin with what I know: haunting is a constant condition—particularly in landscapes marked by unrecognized violence. I attempt next to say what I cannot quite grasp: That constant condition of haunting materializes in the body, and there is something about that materialization that exceeds the search for the ghost, the attempts to summon or conjure or ritualize or perform or remember. Something: what? It’s right there, just out of my analytical grasp: That excessive something is the flash, the activation of absence, that tip-of-the-tongue instant, when you feel it but can’t yet describe it—that intake of breath before you say “oh!” This moment, rife (ripe) with possibility is a moment before: the performative dawn of the ghost in the body” (269, emphasis original).



	Notes:

	
		This paper incorporates fairly creative writing styles at certain points.
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	Hollan, Douglas. “Who is Haunted by Whom? Steps to an Ecology of Haunting.” ETHOS, vol. 47, no. 4, 2019, pp. 451-464.

	In this article, anthropologist Douglas Hollan argues that in the new hauntology (i.e., ghosts and haunting after Spectres of Marx), we need to pay attention to authors’ and/or storytellers’ relationship to the ghosts that they are telling us about, rather than just the ghosts themselves. For Hollan, the new hauntology risks devolving into one amorphous, homogenized mass of ‘spectral-ness,’ converging very particular circumstances, feelings, contexts, metaphors, affects, etc. into a sense of ghostliness that amounts to little more than an academic trend. To make this argument, Hollan reviews Martha Lincoln and Bruce Lincoln’s article on primary and secondary hauntings (included in this annotated bibliography). Then, drawing on Hans Loewald’s ideas about “ghosts” of the unconscious, Hollan considers how different people’s encounters with ghosts (and/or ghostliness more broadly) might be shaped by their relationship to those ghosts in ways that matter for our interpretations of what those people then claim about the ghosts they encountered. Hollan concludes by articulating what he understands as an ecology of ghosts.

	 

	 

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Contrary to Gordon’s optimism about the tenaciousness of ghosts and their determination to teach us what we need to know about justice and injustice, I argue that the ephemerality of ghosts—either real or metaphorical—suggests that we should never underestimate the forces of denial and repression, at either the social or individual level, that keep them at bay most of the time” (452-453).

		“But all metaphors have their limits, and it is also well to remember, as the Lincolns suggest, that different people are haunted for different reasons under different circumstances” (455).

		“people can be haunted not by real ghosts or by the emerging awareness of a past social injustice, but by the haunting of other people around them, whether primary or secondary—what might be thought of as a kind of tertiary, interpersonal haunting” (456).

		“My point here is that the kind of open, conscious, emotionally engaged acknowledgement and articulation of unsettling or troubling relations in regards to the known dead or to the unknown victims of past injustice, the kind of acknowledgement that actually motivates action and the kind that is necessary for anyone to actually experience a haunting of either the primary or secondary type is very much dependent on an adequate flow of transference as defined by Loewald. An adequate flow of transference in this case means that the unsettling emotions of guilt, regret, and remorse for harms done are contained enough and given enough meaning by existing social and cultural forms and by surrounding people such that a person can allow him- or herself to be moved by a ghost to make amends or to fight for justice or reparations on her behalf” (459, emphasis original).

		“This distinction goes only so far, however, in clarifying the question of who exactly is haunted by whom exactly because although it makes clear how ghosts and their hauntings differ, it does not directly address the issue of why it is that only certain people under certain circumstances experience or become troubled by ghosts or hauntings, whether of the primary or secondary type, while others under the same circumstances do not. To understand the specificity of haunting, I have argued, requires a shift of attention from the ghost or haunter end of the ghost/haunter-haunted relationship to that of the haunted, and to the highly dynamic ways in which people manage their emotional and perceptual states of awareness” (460).

		When there are so many victims of past injustices that one could be haunted by or pay attention to, how and why does the anthropologist (or anyone else) end up studying one kind of victim or ghost rather than another? And if indeed the recognition of such hauntings come with the moral obligation “to do something” in their wake, as Gordon contends, how does one justify righting one set of wrongs rather than another, especially if by doing so, one might unwittingly contribute to the making of new injustices and new ghosts?” (462).



	Notes:

	
		This strikes me as a significant piece in the development of thought about haunting as a methodology and in terms of knowledge production.
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The 2020s (present): Haunted Affects, Things that Matter, and Other Materials 

	 

	Spectral studies is growing rapidly. The 2020s have already pushed the field in new ways—toward affect, materiality, and, as this subtitle puts it, things that matter, everything from ‘big’ real-world action (i.e., activism, political organizing, etc.) to ‘little’ intimate moments in the archive, between the microscopic residue of fingertips and energies.

	 

	So far, a certain curiosity about evidence, science, and the body has begun to appear in the 2020s. For instance, in Blurring Timescapes, Subverting Erasure: Remembering Ghosts on the Margins of History, social scientists (anthropology, archaeology, sociology) Sarah L. Surface-Evans, Amanda E. Garrison, and Kisha Supernant (Métis/Papaschase/British) explicitly conceive of “haunting [as] a type of affect that transcends temporality” (2, emphasis added). While this understanding of haunting intuitively maps onto Jacques Derrida’s and Avery Gordon’s earlier formulations of the concept to some degree, Surface-Evans et al. use affect in a way that differs at least slightly from what Derrida and Gordon imply about haunting, in that Surface-Evans et al. retain a sense of attachment to anthropological, archaeological, and sociological material that is “grounded in science and evidence” (2). That is, Blurring Timescapes, Subverting Erasure is an anthology of ghost stories, but also an “empirically driven affect study” (3, emphasis added). Su-ming Khoo and Anique Vered express an interest in science, too, though quite differently than Surface-Evans et al.: via Karen Barad, Khoo and Vered refer to quantum entanglement theory. KJ Cerankowski draws on Barad and entanglement, too, to theorize trans-temporality in his encounter with Reed Erickson’s family bible. Even Diana Espírito Santo’s research on hauntings in Chile reflects a concern with the material: she pursues “a plastic reading of history” (12, emphasis added).

	 

	At the same time, the 2020s picks up where the 2010s left off: with scholarly writing that is distinctly personal. In different ways, and from distinct fields (psychological anthropology, geography, and archival studies, respectively), Byron J. Good, Vanessa Lynn Lovelace, and Verne Harris each write rigorous, personal accounts that build on work from the 2010s while opening up new paths forward for spectral studies as a field. Good, for instance, reflects on his anthropological work in Southeast Asia, his initial encounter with Avery Gordon’s Ghostly Matters, and offers four propositions for hauntology as an analytic category for studying subjectivity in psychological anthropology. Although studying subjectivity in the context of psychological anthropology might seem a bit far afield from spectral studies, these propositions in fact build on Douglas Hollan’s earlier (2019) call for “a shift of attention from the ghost or haunter . . . to that of the haunted” (460). Lovelace traces her travels to Southampton County, Virginia, where she examines memorials related to Nat Turner, who led a slave rebellion there in 1831. To do so, she explicitly draws on work from the 2010s, citing Viviane Saleh-Hanna’s Black Feminist Hauntology. And Verne Harris, in his book, Ghosts of Archive: Deconstructive Intersectionality and Praxis, shares a “microethnography of my own practice” (8), recalling the reflexivity of earlier thinkers (e.g., Lincoln and Lincoln, 2015; Granzow and Dean, 2016; Ellard 2019; Yoon 2019; Brennan-Moran 2019).

	 

	In this sense, as much as scholarship in the 2020s responds to the 2010s, it is at the same time forging new methodological paths for spectral studies and zeroing in on what is at stake in this field, both in the academy and beyond.

	 

	Rhee, Jeong-eun. Decolonial Feminist Research: Haunting, Rememory and Mothers. Routledge, 2020.

	In this book, feminist education scholar Jeong-eun Rhee argues—implicitly, and through a deeply exploratory methodology—that Avery Gordon’s notion of haunting is ultimately about affective connectivity. To do so, Rhee writes largely in response to her own mother’s death, but quickly finds that this connects her to her “m/other” (19), her m/other’s rememories, and all “y(our) m/others’ rememories” (1). Hence, in Rhee’s opening paragraph, she asserts that “I am a daughter writing her mother’s rememory,” but wonders: “Where does myself begin and end in this pursuit of work/life?” (1). The book is divided into an introduction and four chapters. In the introduction and in Chapter 1, Rhee elaborates how she understands (or, rather, has experienced) mothers, m/others, rememory, and connectivity, paying some attention to her inheritance as a Korean American education scholar (albeit one who is working hard to resist strict categorizations, racial, disciplinary, or otherwise). In Chapter 2, Rhee examines Toni Morrison’s Beloved and Theresa Hak Kyung Cha’s Dictee, effectively concluding that affective connectivity happens (or at least, can happen) when language breaks down, and in the midst of loss. Chapter 3 Rhee pursues her mother’s feminism, and considers what it means for her (i.e., Rhee) to identify, write, and ascribe meaning to it. In Chapter 4, Rhee explains the ‘behind-the-scenes’ of her process, including her own thoughts about the research/writing/grieving process.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“this project could not have been planned – there was neither research proposal nor research design. Rather, this is my response-ability to the work of rememory beyond my will; a daughter’s self-study on what she has learned through the work of mothers’ rememory. When I dare to pursue and present this as research, what different sorts of knowledge would these haunting mothers teach me?” (6).

		“I was lost, but I continued to live or die; we all live to die. Then, my (dead) mother started to show up in my life. Repeatedly and continuously. I wish readers can understand what this means; some of you would without any further descriptions while others would not. So, I attempt to translate this haunting experience into an empirical language, fully knowing how translation, including textual representation itself as translation from experience, “always enacts betrayal”” (15).

		My desire to connect with and write the ghostly presence of my Korean mother came from my desire of not losing her twice or not leaving her alone and apart again. To continue to connect with her, her life, her legacy, her strength, her courage, her pain, her anger, her regret, her wisdom, her joy, and her love. Then, in the process of writing her, I have learned that rememorying this connection through my inquiry has allowed me to honor my own diasporic existence and restore my broken pieces of heart, soul, and memory, which, in turn, has enabled me to imagine diverse, new, different, and old connectivity and work on such connections –solidarity –with m/others both within and beyond my geographical footprints, temporal realities, and socio-historical familiarity. Inexplicably, these connections help me remember and reconnect with my mother” (35).



	Notes:

	
		Several times throughout Decolonial Feminist Research, Rhee includes poems that she wrote as part of her research process.
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	Prügl, Elisabeth. “Feminist Methodology Between Theory and Praxis.” Review of International Studies, vol. 46, no. 3, 2020, pp. 304-314.

	In this article, feminist scholar Elisabeth Prügl traces how feminist theorist Marysia Zalewski’s thinking about feminist international relations changed over time, focussing especially on the tension between theory and praxis. Specifically, Prügl observes three stages in Zalewski’s thought: (1) feminist standpoint theory, (2) deconstruction, poststructuralism, postmodernism, and haunting, and (3) low theory. In her discussion of haunting, Prügl notes how haunting seems to have helped Zalewski bridge the gap between theory and praxis. Still, overall, Prügl does not evaluate whether one stage of Zalewski’s thought is ‘better’ than the other. Instead, she emphasizes the importance of recognizing how Zalewski’s thinking changed in ways that were contingent on the context in which Zalewski was then living. Prügl concludes with a brief commentary on what political theorist Lily Ling calls ‘chatting,’ suggesting that we might reformulate the question of theory/praxis into a question of relationship and relating.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Hauntings become a key methodological tool for Zalewski, following also the work of Avery Gordon. Zalewski uses it in her engagements with the Northern Ireland conflict, which for her requires engaging with dominant representations of this conflict. . . . For Zalewski, the failure of the Northern Ireland Women’s Coalition is haunted by the inferiority of femininity, which no valuing of difference (in the discourse of the Coalition) could overcome, and this easily relegated its efforts to a ‘helpmate’ role. Hauntology thus is a methodology for telling different stories by reading a text against itself, by looking at what is unsaid and ignored” (309-310).



	Notes:

	
		This paper is not particularly useful to this annotated bibliography in and of itself, but I have included it here for the extent to which it recalls Avery Gordon’s originary feminist perspective and/or approach to haunting.
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	Khoo, Su-ming, and Anique Vered. “Including the ‘Invisible Middle’ of Decoloniality.” Journal of International Women’s Studies, vol. 12, no. 7, 2020, pp. 224-241.

	In this article, sociologist Su-ming Khoo and interdisciplinary practitioner Anique Vered argue for the inclusion of what they call the ‘invisible middle’ in our thinking about and reaching toward decoloniality. There are two key concepts in the paper: the ‘invisible middle’ and the ‘included middle.’ Both are theoretically dense (and similar!) concepts. The ‘invisible middle’ brings together notions of haunting with theories of affect. Intellectually abstract and yet practically embodied, the ‘invisible middle’ constitutes the in-between, the blur, and the motley-ness of entanglement and collectivity. The ‘included middle’ is more transdisciplinary: it draws on metaphysics, quantum physics, and complexity science and operates according to specific ontological, pragmatic, and epistemological axioms designed to create conditions for open and flexible being and thought. According to Khoo and Vered, being haunted makes it difficult to know when we are liberating ourselves from past harms and when we are merely reproducing them. They propose the ‘invisible middle’ and the ‘included middle’ as conceptual tools for grappling with that difficulty while still trying to work toward justice.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“In our explorations that have tried to resist the body-body / body-thought divides, a decolonial hauntology brings to bear entanglements and opens up a middle, which is ‘not the intertwining of two (or more) states/entities/events, but a calling into question of the very nature of two-ness, and ultimately of one-ness as well. Duality, unity, multiplicity, being are, in this way, undone and “between” will never be the same as one or its other subjectivity. One is too few, two is too many …Quantum entanglement theory require/inspire a new sense of a-count-ability, a new arithmetic, a new calculus of response-ability,’ (Barad 2010, 251). Barad’s conclusion is one we would like to think towards - what if differentiating is a material act of connection and commitment, and not separation at all? Her theorizing of entanglement allows a sense of optimism, connection and purpose to accompany uncertainty” (237).



	Notes:

	
		This paper is not framed as being about methodology, and yet it is basically a response to the limits of haunting as a methodology and/or position in the world.

		This paper is highly compatible with Gordon’s The Hawthorn Archive.
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	Surface-Evans, Sarah L., Amanda E. Garrison, and Kisha Supernant, editors. Blurring Timescapes, Subverting Erasure: Remembering Ghosts on the Margins of History. Berghahn Books, 2020.

	In this book, anthropologist-archaeologist Sarah L. Surface-Evans, sociologist Amanda E. Garrison, and anthropologist-archaeologist Kisha Supernant (Métis/Papaschase/British) share a collection of essays that, taken together, demonstrate ways of surfacing ghosts from “archaeological, historical, sociological, and ethnographic data” (2). To do so, the essays in Blurring Timescapes begin from the premise (which is set out by the editors) that “haunting [as] a type of affect that transcends temporality” (2). The authors in this book, then, make claims that are “grounded in science and evidence,” but “reac[h] across the material into the depths that connect us to one another through time and space” (2) via a kind of bodily, felt, emotive or imaginative sensation. Overall, this book is an attempt to incorporate the ghostly, and particularly its poststructuralist and ethical registers, into physical anthropology, archaeology, and sociology in ways that leave room for these fields’ engagements with particular types of evidence while challenging assumptions about what that evidence reveals.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“This volume also is an experiment in vulnerability, as much as it is an empirically driven affect study. Each story shared in this volume is connected to its author in deeply personal ways. Science removes the scientist, in most cases, from the results of their work. Th is volume calls on the authors to speak their hauntings through their research, requiring their presence as ghosts in the tellings themselves (Garrison, Chapter 8; Supernant, Chapter 6; Surface-Evans, Chapter 9)” (3).



	Notes:

	
		This book is organized into three sections: “Imagining Timescapes,” “Confronting Lingering Specters,” and “Identifying Ghosts Within the Capitalist Landscapes of Late Modernity”.

		The two chapters that strike me as perhaps the most useful are Kisha Supernant’s “From Haunted to Haunting: Métis Ghosts in the Past and Present” and Sarah Surface-Evans’ “Traumascapes: Progress and the Erasure of the Past”.
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	Good, Byron J. “Hauntology: Theorizing the Spectral in Psychological Anthropology.” ETHOS, vol. 47, no. 4, 2020, pp. 411-426.

	In this introduction to this issue of Ethos, psychological anthropologist Byron J. Good argues that there are important relationships between haunting (including but not necessarily limited to hauntology) and psychological anthropology. Partly a reflection on his academic growth as an anthropologist and partly a commentary on the state of hauntology and psychological anthropology, Good’s essay focuses particularly on Southeast Asia, where Good spent a many years doing anthropological work and where ghosts are, for most people, a part of everyday life—and not necessarily in the sense that Avery Gordon means, in Ghostly Matters. Given this difference, Good reflects on how these various understandings of and encounters with ghosts came together, in his experience. Ultimately, Good submits four propositions for haunting psychological anthropology (see notes below). Overall, although focused on psychological anthropology, this essay raises important questions for haunting and hauntology more broadly, methodologically and otherwise.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“But not fully explored in Gordon’s analyses are the questions with which this article opened: why at some moments is there an upwelling of such ghosts? What are the conditions that allow those “abusive systems of power” to make themselves known, “especially when they are supposedly over and done with (slavery, for example)”? And equally importantly, what are the forces that are loosed by these ghosts of the past and the sense of haunting they provoke? What are the processes—social, political, and psychological—that allow ghosts to appear at certain moments, potentially to be worked through in some manner, and how do these same processes provoke violent and repressive responses?” (417).



	Notes:

	
		This essay reminds me of Avery Gordon’s “Feminism, Writing, and Ghosts” (1990), in which she recounts her encounter with the absence (or absent presence, or, perhaps, present absence) of Sabina Spielrein from one 1911 photograph. Both essays say much about their respective fields by drawing on personal experiences as a researcher/scholar.

		The four propositions that Good makes for psychological anthropology are:



	
		1) “First, a “hauntology” requires that we address the complex processes through which traumatic dimensions of contested historical experience are simultaneously kept hidden from view and made visible” (419).

		2) “Second, any adequate account of the way historical experience is simultaneously kept hidden and made visible requires that we address the complex interactions between individual psychological experience and social processes, and such analyses require a conception of the barred self and its relation to haunting” (420).

		3) “Third, I return to the questions concerning why ghosts appear when they do and what kinds of responses they provoke. . . . Questions about how and when there are “epidemics of haunting,” about why at some moments ghosts appear, are questions for which psychological anthropologists have the least systematic theorizing and research” (421).

		4) “Finally, I conclude with a few words about the place of “hauntology” in ethics—or a “hauntological ethics”. . . . from an assumption that the self is haunted, that we can never be more than partially aware of much that constitutes and grounds our selves, that social conditions shape much of what we do, and that ethics must begin from quite a different point than the assumption of a rational self” (423).
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	Lovelace, Vanessa Lynn. “The Rememory and Re-membering of Nat Turner: Black Feminist Hauntology in the Geography of Southampton County, VA.” Southeastern Geography, vol. 61, no. 2, 2021, pp. 130-145.

	In this article, critical geographer Vanessa Lynn Lovelace argues that Black Feminist Hauntology challenges the normative, state-sanctioned memory of the slave rebellion (led by Nat Turner) that took place in Southampton County, Virginia, from August 21-22, 1831. Though not publicly  recognized as a freedom trail, Lovelace calls the space of the rebellion Nat Turner’s Freedom Trail. This freedom trail (to which Lovelace herself travelled) then informs the structure of her paper: Lovelace begins at Blackhead Signpost Road; then moves east, to Nat Turner’s hiding spot; and finally, west, past Blackhead Signpost Road, to the Rebecca Vaughn House. At each ‘stop,’ Lovelace draws on Black Feminist Hauntology (especially Toni Morrison’s notion of rememory and Helen Lock’s notion of re-membering) to analyze these spaces ‘against’ the forms of memory with which they are traditionally associated (and designed to reproduce). Lovelace concludes with some brief remarks about identity formation and a description of this paper itself as a freedom trail, begun when she (and a colleague) went looking for the (re)memories of Nat Turner, his fellow rebels, and their Freedom Trail precisely where there were no official memorials—as Lovelace puts it, “the dirt” (142).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“The theoretical and methodological processes of Black Feminist Hauntology employ rememory (a place where images of the past can be stored) and re-membering (the act of using memory to reassemble that which has been broken apart) to resituate how the violence of slavery is memorialized, especially in a place where this violence was resisted (Saleh-Hanna 2015, McKittrick and Woods 2007, Hawthorne 2019). As a result, I highlight, critique, and deny the allowance of violence against Black people to be legitimized by geography, in the form of state-sponsored roads, historical markers, and restored houses. I use rememory and re-membering to explore just how real these geographies are” (131).



	Notes:

	
		When I indicate below that this paper implicitly uses haunting as a methodology, what I mean to indicate is that Lovelace’s travels to Southampton County are methodologically critical to her argument, but she does not discuss how they are critical to her argument.
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	Florence, Eloise. “Entangled Memories: Complicating the Memory of Area Bombing Through the Haunted Ruins of Anhalter Bahnhof.” Cultural Studies  Critical Methodologies, vol. 21, no. 3, 2021, pp. 207-305.

	In this article, interdisciplinary scholar Eloise Florence argues two things: first, that Anhalter Bahnhof (i.e., an old train station in Berlin that was severely damaged during the Second World War) is haunted; and second, that by reading Anhalter Bahnhof according to a material (embodied) and discursive (cultural- and/or narrative-based) approach, we might intervene in conventional narratives of the Second World War (i.e., those which position the Allied forces’ bombing attacks on German cities as necessarily ‘good’ simply because the Nazis were bad). To make this argument, Florence draws on a materialist-discursive framework. She travels to Berlin and spends time in and around Anhalter Bahnhof, paying attention to her embodied experiences of the place, then engaginging in self-reflexive fieldwork and pursuing discursive analysis.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“I argue that the entanglement of the normative memory discourses with the material-embodied encounter with the haunted platforms of Anhalter might complicate the relatively stable structures of the memory of area bombing, which demonstrates the political potential of engaging with the situated knowledges produced at and through a site” (255).



	Notes:

	
		Florence’s interest in new materialisms and her repeated mention of entanglement strikes me as relevant, given the attention other works in the 2020s are paying attention to new materialisms and theories of entanglement.
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	Rashid, Mariam, and Korina M. Jocson. “Postcolonial M/Othering: Poetics of Remembering and Writing as an Invitation to Rememory.” Cultural Studies  Critical Methodologies, vol. 21, no. 5, 2021, pp. 401-409.

	In this article, interdisciplinary scholars Mariam Rashid and Korina M. Jocson invite readers to engage and think through their collaboratively written poetic autoethnography (as well as the poem that their collaborative writing generated). Specifically, Rashid and Jocson offer poetic autoethnography as a research method for applying haunting as a methodology, particularly from a decolonial and/or Indigenous perspective. To do so, Rashid and Jocson begin by explaining the context of when they wrote (i.e., during the COVID-19 pandemic and its attendant atrocities). Then, they articulate their intention to pursue a world-making through haunting (Avery Gordon), rememory (Toni Morrison), and m/Othering (Jeong-eun Rhee) that specifically for their daughters “in the terrains of diaspora” (401). Rashid and Jocson then explain how they worked together (i.e., first in the classroom; then, as writers), before contextualizing how they see poetic autoethnography as capable of disrupting conventional expectations of academic knowledge production. Next, they share their poem, which is interspersed with commentary about the poem. Finally, Rashid and Jocson restate and affirm the openings and possibilities that poetry (and particularly poetic autoethnography) affords.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“We are two women of color who write because we must. To bespeak what is in our hearts. To name the haunting in this present moment. To remember as to not forget. We write as educators. We write as daughters. We write as mothers. Most importantly, we write for our daughters” (401).

		Rememory in doing inquiry is central to our work, to bespeak the unknown or the not-yet, to ask questions we haven’t yet asked and perhaps will never get to answer. The affective dimension of haunting brings us closer together as postcolonial beings, as m/Others, as researchers who insist on unsettling linear narratives of complex human experiences within western logics of migration and global diasporic movements. What has been illuminated for us through this poetic autoethnography is our ability to cultivate connections by accentuating the textures and relationships, even the contradictions, within and across common-disparate lives. For us, it has been an opportunity to share stories, to distill “kuwentos” (Jocson, 2008) through cultural memories of dislocation, dispossession, and displacement” (406).



	Notes:

	
		Rashid and Jocson draw heavily on Jeong-eun Rhee’s Decolonial Feminist Research and the idea of m/othering (or m/Othering). They also draw on Rhee’s deployment of Toni Morrison’s notion of rememory. Unlike Rhee, however, rather than write to their mothers, they write to their daughters.
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	Harris, Verne. Ghosts of Archive: Deconstructive Intersectionality and Praxis. Routledge, 2021.

	In this book, archivist Verne Harris argues that archive (notably, Harris doesn’t use the article “the” before the noun “archive”) is fundamentally about justice. To make this argument, Harris begins (in the book’s introduction) with a strikingly reflexive “microethnography of my own practice” (8) before offering seven chapters, each detailing his thinking around archive, ghosts, intersectionality, and deconstruction, often via Jacques Derrida and Hélène Cixous, and mostly in relation to the South African post-apartheid context (as Harris explains in the book’s introduction, he is South African, was conscripted to the apartheid military as a teenager, and has spent much of his adult life since then reckoning with violence in South Africa and the white privilege from which he continues to benefit). In this sense (i.e., by writing transparently, reflexively, and at some length about his own implicatedness in the violence that he is troubled by while also thinking through the question of archive and justice), Harris contributes to haunting as a methodology in at least two ways: first, by bolstering and expanding the practice in which researchers and scholars recognize themselves in their work; and second, by drawing out the relationship between archive and justice (i.e., offering some methodological in-roads, at least by way of example, for those who want to ‘speak’ with ghosts and who, like Harris, are interested in archive and the very real violence happening outside the archive, in the world).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“What I do know is that in this book, I will be reaching for what I’m provisionally calling a deconstructive intersectionality. . . . I do so as a way of ‘making sense’ while jealously guarding spaces for mystery. I also know that within that framing, I want to theorise what I’m naming ‘spectral strategies’” (7).



	Notes:

	
		This book is beautifully and accessibly written. I was struck by the eloquence and vulnerability of Harris’ introduction—not necessarily ground-breaking, but certainly uncommon for a white man.

		For those who are interested, there is another text—social anthropologist Mattia Fumanti’s essay, “The ‘Haunting’ and the ‘Haunted’: Whiteness, Orthography and the (Post)-Apartheid Condition in Namibia” (History and Anthropology, 2021, doi: 10.1080/02757206.2021.1933966)—that also discusses white supremacy’s residual effects in Africa, this time focusing on Namibia. However, I have not included Fumanti’s essay in this annotated bibliography because haunting, in Fumanti’s essay, seemed to be more of a theoretical framework than a methodology. That being said, the fact that Fumanti’s essay exists and is explicitly reflexive in its approach suggests an openness in the scholarship around this time to consider how whiteness might haunt particular societies and spaces (rather than to assume, as much work does, that ghosts are spirits of subaltern entities).
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	Shefer, Tamara, and Vivienne Bozalek. “Wild Swimming Methodologies for Decolonial Feminist Justice-to-Come Scholarship.” Feminist Review, vol. 130, no. 1, 2022, pp. 26-43.

	In this article, feminist scholars Tamara Shefer and Vivienne Bozalek argue that swimming in the sea is a useful methodology for justice (or justice-to-come) scholarship. To do so, Shefer and Bozalek begin by briefly review relevant literature (e.g., scholarship on the sea and swimming, feminist work on water and wilderness). Then, they explain their methodology (i.e., precisely what they did in and with the ocean, in South Africa, where, as they explain, they grew up and teach). Next, Shefer and Bozalek offer “ways in which the practice of swimming in oceans may speak to decolonial and feminist new materialist scholarship” (32), of which there which are three (and here, I am abbreviating them): (1) sea swimming as a hauntological, (2) sea swimming as eco-critical feminist scholarship; and (3) sea swimming as Slow, wild scholarship. The next section of the essay reviews these three propositions. Shefer and Bozalek conclude by advocating for “[s]taying with the trouble by swimming in troubled waters and troubling our waters” (39).

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“Over the last decade or so, a groundswell of overlapping new feminist materialist, posthumanist and decolonial thinking has been brought to bear on earlier strands of thinking, thereby ‘troubling’ hegemonic forms of scholarship, rethinking and experimenting with different ways of knowledge-making and reimagining and revaluing what counts as knowledge and what might make a difference in the world. While there is a strong recognition of the racist, patriarchal and exclusionary nature of higher education, as well as the abuses of normative scholarly practices, embedded in a long history of colonial research, there is still not much consideration regarding how to actually do academia differently. Justice scholarship, however, including research and pedagogical practices, is increasingly engaging in novel, creative, experimental ways of doing and making knowledge differently, sparking postqualitative, embodied, affective and mobile methodologies” (28).

		“Hauntology may be deployed within a wild swimming methodology as a valuable lens, inviting us to dialogue with ghosts of the past and spectres of the future towards alternative imaginaries (McKittrick, 2006; Gordon, 2008; Sharpe, 2016; Shefer and Bozalek, 2019; Shefer, 2021). Swimming in the sea arguably opens up ghostly knowledges about the multiple histories, both local and transnational, that shape our presents and futures, allowing us to think with these bodies of water, through our immersion in them” (32-33).



	Notes:

	
		Shefer and Bozalek invent the neologism Oceana nullius (off of terra nullius).

		Shefer and Bozalek also discuss entanglement in this paper, which appears to be a trend in early 2020s literature. 
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	Santo, Diana Espírito. Spirited Histories: Technologies, Media, and Trauma in Paranormal Chile. Routledge, 2022.

	In this book, anthropologist Diana Espírito Santo argues that the affects of the ghostly cannot be sufficiently described as merely ‘absent presences,’ ghosts, or general senses of being haunted. Instead, focussing on Chilean history, Santo argues that these affects and sensations leave distinct and material traces, unique to their moment—and, for Santo, discernable via paranormalist technologies and activities. Drawing on three years of ethnographic data (participant observation, interviews) from what Santo calls “Chilean history’s B side” (13), Santo reframes what it means to ask the question—Are ghosts real?—by tethering them to affect, plasticity, material, and paranormal technologies. At the same time, then, Santo brings together the popular discourse questions about ghosts (e.g., Are ghosts real? Do you believe in ghosts?) with academic discourse of haunting, history-making (including public tours of haunted spaces), and, to some degree, matter. The book is comprised of five chapters: “Machines,” “Noise,” “Affect,” “Aliens,” and “Play”.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“the ghost isn’t what’s missing, only the means to tease it out” (6).

		“On the one hand, with Avery Gordon, I argue that the ghost makes itself known or apparent by pulling us into a “structure of feeling,” which we then experience as recognition (1997: 63). On the other hand, I argue that all kinds of excesses operate within this domain, ones that cannot just be seen in terms of “absent presences” or ghosts. Rather, I will argue paranormalist activities draw on a plastic reading of history, or alternately invisible or unapprehendable but not destructible. This plasticity also implies an “excess” of history, an undeletable spectrality,” the unsilenceability of its actors and their affective presences. According to the paranormalists in my study, this excess is pliable enough to be evoked as fragments of sound and images in their apparatuses” (12).



	Notes:

	
		Interestingly, Indigenous ghosts do not appear in Santo’s research: “A necessary caeat: I exclude from this formulation an analysis of the B Side of Chile’s indigenous populations (pueblos originarios) – which include Mapuche, Aymara, the two main population groups, and Quechua, Diaguita, Atacameño, Rapanui, and many other smaller groups. While these communities have certainly been victimized throughout Chile’s history, they are strikingly absent as historical cosmologies in the paranormal activities I proceed to describe” (23).
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	Cerankowski, KJ. “My Autobiography of Reed Erickson, or, How to Re-member a Ghost.” Memory Studies, vol. 16, no. 1, 2023, pp. 126-133.

	In this article, interdisciplinary scholar KJ Cerankowski argues that he (Cerankowski) experienced a kind of transposed materiality with trans activist Reed Erickson, via an archival encounter with some marginalia in Reed Erickson’s family bible (which reads Who did this?). To make this argument, Cerankowski recounts his experience of the archival encounter with the marginalia in Erickson’s family bible. Drawing on queer and trans theory as well as scholarship on materiality and matter (e.g., Cerankowski often turns to Karen Barad), Cerankowski tells the story of how he found Erickson in the first place (since he was originally looking for records of Charley Parkhurst). Through this telling, Cerankowski illustrates how for him, remembering and working with ghosts is not so different from being in love with and/or loving ghosts. Next, Cerankowski inscribes his memory of his own childhood, including interactions with his own family bible. Cerankowski concludes by highlighting the transformative power of this archival moment with Erickson’s family bible.

	 

	Highlight(s):

	
		“In my desire, in the prick of the photograph which is always already haunted (Barthes, 1980), I transpose myself onto Reed and Reed onto myself.1 Who was he and who am I? Who was I and who is he? We are together across time. We are together out of time” (127).



	Notes:

	
		While this article reads as more of a contribution to queer and trans studies (rather than spectral studies), I include it here because it is still a contribution to spectral studies, and all the more importantly so in light of other scholars’ work in the 2020s thus far to rethink haunting in material ways.

		Like Avery Gordon’s (1990) paper about her encounter with the absence of Sabina Spielrein (“Feminism, Writing, and Ghosts”) and Verne Harris’ book about working with, in, and through histories as a white South African archivist (Ghosts of Archive), Cerankowski offers a first-person narration of the experience of being in, with, and intimately connected to the archive.
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Notes

		[←1]
	 For examples of scholarship from the 1990s that explore the figure of the ghost as an image and/or haunting as a theme, see Barbara Walker, Out of the Ordinary: Folklore and the Supernatural (Utah State University Press, 1995); Teresa A. Goddu, Gothic America: Narrative, History, and Nation (Columbia University Press, 1997); Karen Brogan, Cultural Haunting: Ghosts and Ethnicity in Recent American Literature (University of Virginia Press, 1998); Erin Manning, “The Haunted Home: Colour Spectrums in Robert Lepage’s Le Confessional,” Canadian Journal of Film Studies, vol. 7, no. 2, 1998, pp. 49-65; and Gillian Bennett, Alas, Poor Ghost: Traditions of Belief in Story and Discourse (Utah State University Press, 1999). For adjacent discussions of history and its production, see Michel de Certeau, The Writing of History (Columbia University Press, 1988) and Michel-Rolph Trouillot, Silencing the Past: Power and the Production of History (Beacon Press, 1995).




	[←2]
	 See, for example, Renée Bergland, The National Uncanny: Indian Ghosts and American Subjects (University Press of New England, 2000); Jenny Sharpe, Ghosts of Slavery: A Literary Archaeology of Black Women’s Lives (University of Minnesota Press, 2002); Jeffrey Andrew Weinstock, editor. Spectral America: Phantoms and the National Imagination (University of Wisconsin Press, 2004); Tom Ruffles, Ghost Images: Cinema of the Afterlife (McFarland & Co., 2004); Diane E. Goldstein, Sylvia Ann Grider, and Jeannie Banks Thomas, Haunting Experiences: Ghosts in Contemporary Folklore (Utah State University Press, 2007); Robert Nellis, Haunting Inquiry: Classic NFB Documentary, Jacques Derrida, and the Curricular Otherwise (Brill – Sense, 2009); and Mai Lan Gustafsson, War and Shadows: The Haunting of Vietnam (Cornell University Press, 2009).




	[←3]
	 While it is important to recognize Hetherington’s and Edensor’s work as contributions to scholarship on haunting, it is also important to understand their work as contributing to adjacent conversations, such as those focussed on ruins and ruination. Though distinct, scholarship on haunting and scholarship on ruins are bound up with one another in crucial ways. Both, for instance, question assumptions about modern progress, often overlapping specifically in their investigations of urban development and renewal schemes (which began in earnest in the latter decades of the twentieth century). Scholars started to use the language of ruins to describe these problems by at least the 1990s. See Gray Brechin, Imperial San Francisco: Urban Power, Earthly Ruin (University of California Press, 1999). For work on ruins and urban development from 2000-2009, see Antoine Picon, “Anxious Landscapes: From the Ruin to Rust,” translated by Karen Bates, Grey Room, no. 1, 2000, pp. 64-83; Gregory Stroud, “The Past is Common: Modern Ruins as a Shared Urban Experience of Revolution-Era Moscow and Petersburg,” Slavic Review, vol. 65, no. 4, 2006, pp. 712-735; Scott McQuire and Nikos Papastergiadis, editors, Empires, Ruins, + Networks: The Transcultural Agenda (Rivers Oram Press, 2006); Mandana E. Limbert, “In the Ruins of Bahla: Reconstructed Forts and Crumbling Walls in an Omani Town,” Social Text, vol. 26, no. 2, 2008, pp. 83-103; Edin Hajdarpašić, “Out of the Ruins of the Ottoman Empire: Reflections on the Ottoman Legacy in South-eastern Europe,” Middle Eastern Studies, vol. 44, no. 5, 2008, pp. 715-734. See also Ann Laura Stoler, editor, Imperial Debris: On Ruins and Ruination (Duke University Press, 2013) for a pivotal example of how scholarship on ruins continued into the 2010s.




	[←4]
	 In some cases, this scholarship examines memory more than haunting, but the fields overlap so significantly that it is worth paying attention to the role of place in both conversations. See, for example, Steve Pile, Real Cities: Modernity, Space, and the Phatasmagorias of City Life (SAGE, 2005); Karen E. Till, The New Berlin: Memory, Politics, Place (University of Minnesota Press, 2005); Katherine McKittrick, Demonic Grounds: Black Women and the Cartographies of Struggle (University of Minnesota Press, 2006); Joshua Comaroff, Joshua. “Ghostly Topographies: Landscape and Biopower in Modern Singapore.” Cultural Geographies, vol. 14, no. 1, 2007, pp. 56-73; and Heidi Grunebaum, “Unburying the Dead in the “Mother City”: Urban Topographies of Erasure.” Cities, special issue of Publications of the Modern Language Association, vol. 122, no. 1, 2007, pp. 210-219.




	[←5]
	 Much popular storytelling and public scholarship during this period focussed on ghost stories in a spectacular sense. See, for example, John Robert Colombo, Ghost Stories of Canada (Dundurn Press, 2000); Megan Long, Ghosts of the Great Lakes: More than Mere Legend (Thunder Bay Press, 2003); Andrew Joynes, editor, Medieval Ghost Stories: An Anthology of Miracles, Marvels, and Prodigies (Boydell Press, 2006); and Beth Scott and Michael Norman, Canadian Hauntings: A Haunted Canada Book (Scholastic Canada, 2009).




	[←6]
	 Here, I call the field “spectral studies” here, as do other scholars, but it is not always described this way. Many texts simply refer to “studies of haunting,” “research on ghosts,” or even “the new hauntology,” etc. While these kinds of phrases were sometimes used prior to 2010, it wasn’t until the 2010s that their usage seemed to demarcate a *field*. (Prior to 2010 or so, it seems to me that although there was a lot of scholarship and research on ghosts, it was mostly understood as just that: a lot of scholarship and research on ghosts.)




	[←7]
	 There is another essay that seems relevant to spectral studies as a field: Jason Edward Lewis’s “Preparations for a Haunting: Notes Toward an Indigenous Future Imaginary,” which is included in a book called The Participatory Condition in the Digital Age, edited by Darin Barney, Gabriella Coleman, Christine Ross, Jonathan Sterne, and Tamar Tembeck (University of Minnesota Press, 2016). I have not been able to access this book. I submitted a request via OMNI to York University, but I haven’t heard back.




	[←8]
	 The thinkers who attempted to do so did not do so in the way that Hollan calls for, necessarily. Drawing on the ideas of Hans Loewald, Hollan calls for those writing about experiences of being haunted to pursue a particular kind of psychological exploration of their unconscious.




	[←9]
	 Insert literary examples here.s




	[←10]
	 Explain what the stolen generation is.
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