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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,
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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.
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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.
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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



9

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
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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.
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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
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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
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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
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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)
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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
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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).
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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)



18

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 
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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.

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?
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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)
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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
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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)
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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
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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.

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”)
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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)
 
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
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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:
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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.

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
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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)
 
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
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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
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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
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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:
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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.

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
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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)
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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
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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).
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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
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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).
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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):
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“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.

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
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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)
 
Edensor, Tim. “Haunting in the Ruins: Matter and
Immateriality.” Spatial Hauntings, special issue of  Space & Culture,
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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,
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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.

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
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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)
 
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
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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.

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

explicitly
uses

implicitly
uses

explicitly
discusses

implicitly
discusses

other:
uses
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haunting as
a
methodology

haunting as
a
methodology

haunting as
a
methodology

haunting as
a
methodology

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)
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source: personal experience or history (including
autoethnography)
source: the everyday

source: memorial(s), commemoration(s)
 
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
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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).

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

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



52

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.

To what extent does this text use haunting as a methodology?
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In what ways does this text use or discuss haunting as a
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advances a new way of conceiving of the ghost and/or haunting
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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)
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source: people (interviews, focus groups, talking to people
during ethnography, etc.)
source: works with archive(s)

source: works with theory/theories
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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)
 
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
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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.

To what extent does this text use haunting as a methodology?
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In what ways does this text use or discuss haunting as a
methodology?
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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)
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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
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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.

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)
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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)

 
 
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,
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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
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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).

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)
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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. “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
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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).

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.)
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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)
 
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
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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).
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“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.

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:
puts
haunting
and
trauma
studies
together

 
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”
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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)
 
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”)
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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.

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

 
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):
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“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).

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
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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)
 
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.
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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).

To what extent does this text use haunting as a methodology?
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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
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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)
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):
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“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.”

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

explicitly
uses

implicitly
uses

explicitly
discusses

implicitly
discusses

other:
implicitly
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haunting as
a
methodology

haunting as
a
methodology

haunting as
a
methodology

haunting as
a
methodology

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
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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)
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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
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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
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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
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“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,
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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
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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
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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:
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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.

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)
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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)
 
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.).



88

“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.

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:
explicitly
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)
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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)

 
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
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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:
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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).

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.)
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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)
 
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
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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.).

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)
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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. “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
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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.

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
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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)

 
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.
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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.

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
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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)
 
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):
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“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.

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:
explicitly
uses
Gordon’s
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notion of re-
memory

 
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
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source: memorial(s), commemoration(s)
 
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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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)



103

source: personal experience or history (including
autoethnography)
source: the everyday

source: memorial(s), commemoration(s)
 
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
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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).

To what extent does this text use haunting as a methodology?
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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)
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source: personal experience or history (including
autoethnography)
source: the everyday

source: memorial(s), commemoration(s)
 
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
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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).

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.)
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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)
 
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
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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,
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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.

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

explicitly
uses

implicitly
uses

explicitly
discusses

implicitly
discusses

other
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haunting as a
methodology

haunting as a
methodology

haunting as a
methodology

haunting as a
methodology

 
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







https://journals-sagepub-com.libaccess.lib.mcmaster.ca/doi/full/10.1177/1474474013480121

























































































































































































































































	NOTE TO THE READER
	ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY
	The 1990s: The Politics of the Ghost
	Gordon, Avery. “Feminism, Writing, and Ghosts.”
	Derrida, Jacques. Spectres of Marx
	Gibson-Graham, J. K. “Haunting Capitalism…in the Spirit of Marx and Derrida.”
	Gordon, Avery. Ghostly Matters: Haunting and the Sociological Imagination
	Bell, Michael Mayerfeld. “The Ghosts of Place.”
	Rajagopalan, Kanavillil. “Between Marx and Derrida: An Exercise in Literary Semantics.”
	Kuftinec, Sonja. “[Walking Through A] Ghost Town: Cultural Hauntologie in Mostar, Bosnia-Herzegovina or Mostar: A Performance Review.”
	Motz, Marilyn. “The Practice of Belief.”
	Gordon, Avery. “Making Pictures of Ghosts: The Art of Gary Simmons.”

	The 2000s: Spectral Time and Ghostly Places
	Hetherington, Kevin. “Phantasmagoria/Phantasm Agora: Materialities, Spatialities and Ghosts.”
	Edensor, Tim. “Haunting in the Ruins: Matter and Immateriality.”
	Wolfreys, Julian. “Citations’ Haunt: Specters of Derrida.”
	Hesford, Victoria. “Feminism and Its Ghosts: The Spectre of the Feminist-as-Lesbian.”
	Richardson, Judith. Possessions: The History and Uses of Haunting in the Hudson Valley.
	Handley, Sasha. Visions of an Unseen World: Ghost Beliefs and Ghost Stories in Eighteenth Century England.
	Wylie, John. “The Spectral Geographies of W.G. Sebald.”
	O’Riley, Michael F. “Postcolonial Haunting: Anxiety, Affect, and the Situated Encounter.”
	Edensor, Tim. “Mundane Hauntings: Commuting through the Phantasmagoric Working-class Spaces of Manchester, England.”
	Gordon, Avery. “Introduction to the New Edition.”
	Cho, Grace M. Haunting the Korean Diaspora: Shame, Secrecy, and the Forgotten War.
	Holloway, Julian and James Kneale. “Locating Haunting: A Ghost-hunter’s Guide.”
	Cameron, Emilie. “Indigenous Spectrality and the Politics of Postcolonial Ghost Stories.”
	Kanost, Laura M. “Translating Ghosts: Reading “Cambio De Armas” and “Other Weapons” as Haunted Texts.”
	Gordillo, Gastón. “Places that Frighten: Residues of Wealth and Violence on the Argentine Chaco Frontier.”

	The 2010s: On Spectral Studies (Being Haunted and Writing It Down)
	Armstrong, Justin. “On the Possibility of Spectral Ethnography.”
	Granger, Dené. “A Tribute to My Dyslexic Body, As I Travel in the Form of a Ghost.”
	Hanscombe, Elisabeth. “A Plea for Doubt in the Subjectivity of Method.”
	Ferreday, Debra, and Adi Kuntsman. “Haunted Futurities.”
	Gordon, Avery. “Some Thoughts on Haunting and Futurity.”
	Back, Les. “Haunted Futures: A Response to Avery Gordon.”
	Keshet, Yehudit Kirstein. “Of Ghosts and Dybbuks: The Haunting of the Israeli Imagination.”
	Treacher Kabesh, Amal. “On Being Haunted by the Present.”
	Boyd, Colleen E., and Coll Thrush, editors. Phantom Past, Indigenous Presence: Native Ghosts in North American Culture and History.
	Wood, Sarah. “Some Thing, Some One, Some Ghost (about the Fires of Writing).”
	Tuck, Eve, and C. Ree. “A Glossary of Haunting.”
	del Pilar Blanco, María, and Esther Peeren, editors. The Spectralities Reader : Ghosts and Haunting in Contemporary Cultural Theory.
	Hill, Lisa. “Archaeologies and Geographies of the Post-Industrial Past: Landscape, Memory and the Spectral.”
	Frers, Lars. “The Matter of Absence.”
	Langford, Jean M. Consoling Ghosts: Stories of Medicine and Mourning from Southeast Asians in Exile.
	Hoag, Trevor L. “Ghosts of Memory: Mournful Performance and the Rhetorical Event of Haunting (Or: Specters of Occupy).”
	Dziuban, Zuzanna. “Memory as Haunting.”
	Kilroy-Marac, Katie. “Speaking with Revenants: Haunting and the Ethnographic Enterprise.”
	Lewis, Abram J. “I am 64 and Paul McCartney Doesn’t Care’: The Haunting of the Transgender Archive and the Challenges of Queer History.”
	Saleh-Hanna, Viviane. “Black Feminist Hauntology: Rememory the Ghosts of Abolition?”
	Lincoln, Martha, and Bruce Lincoln. “Toward a Critical Hauntology: Bare Afterlife and the Ghosts of Ba Chúc.”
	Busbridge, Rachel. “On Haunted Geography: Writing Nation and Contesting Claims in the Ghost Village of Lifta.”
	Dean, Amber. Remembering Vancouver’s Disappeared Women: Settler Colonialism and the Difficulty of Inheritance.
	Medak-Saltzman, Danika. “Empire’s Haunted Logics: Comparative Colonialisms and the Challenges of Incorporating Indigeneity.”
	Morrill, Angie. “Time Traveling Dogs (and Other Native Feminist Ways to Defy Dislocations).”
	Jones, Janna. “Consumed With the Past: Nostalgia, Memory, and Ghostly Encounters at the Picture Palace.”
	Powell, Kashif Jerome. “Making #BlackLivesMatter: Michael Brown, Eric Garner, and the Specters of Black Life—Toward a Hauntology of Blackness.”
	Morrill, Angie, Eve Tuck, and the Super Futures Haunt Qollective. “Before Dispossession, or Surviving It.”
	Granzow, Kara, and Amber Dean. “Ghosts and Their Analysts: Writing and Reading Toward Something Like Justice for Murdered or Missing Indigenous Women.”
	Martinez, Shantel. “(Re)Animated Pasts: Diasporic Visions of Longing and Belonging.”
	Fukushima, Annie Isabel. “An American Haunting: Unsettling Witnessing in Transnational Migration, the Ghost Case, and Human Trafficking.”
	Lee, Christina, editor. Spectral Spaces and Hauntings: The Affects of Absence
	Fitzpatrick, Esther. “A Story of Becoming: Entanglement, Settler Ghosts, and Postcolonial Counterstories.”
	Tuck, Eve, and Karyn Recollet. “Visitations (You Are Not Alone).”
	Gordon, Avery. “The Scandal of the Qualitative Difference.”
	Pinto, Sarah. “Finding and Conjuring.”
	Murphy, Fiona. “The Whisperings of Ghosts: Loss, Longing, and the Return in Stolen Generations Stories.”
	Ellard, Donna Beth. “OED. ‘Anglo-Saxonist, n.’: Professional Scholar or Anonymous Person.”
	Keep, Christopher. “Evidence in Matters Extraordinary: Numbers, Narratives, and the Census of Hallucinations.”
	Yoon, Irene H. “Hauntings of a Korean American Woman Researcher in the Field.”
	Brennan-Moran, Emily. “Ghosted (I went looking for a haunting).”
	Hollan, Douglas. “Who is Haunted by Whom? Steps to an Ecology of Haunting.”

	The 2020s (present): Haunted Affects, Things that Matter, and Other Materials
	Rhee, Jeong-eun. Decolonial Feminist Research: Haunting, Rememory and Mothers
	Prügl, Elisabeth. “Feminist Methodology Between Theory and Praxis.”
	Khoo, Su-ming, and Anique Vered. “Including the ‘Invisible Middle’ of Decoloniality.”
	Surface-Evans, Sarah L., Amanda E. Garrison, and Kisha Supernant, editors. Blurring Timescapes, Subverting Erasure: Remembering Ghosts on the Margins of History
	Good, Byron J. “Hauntology: Theorizing the Spectral in Psychological Anthropology.”
	Lovelace, Vanessa Lynn. “The Rememory and Re-membering of Nat Turner: Black Feminist Hauntology in the Geography of Southampton County, VA.”
	Florence, Eloise. “Entangled Memories: Complicating the Memory of Area Bombing Through the Haunted Ruins of Anhalter Bahnhof.”
	Rashid, Mariam, and Korina M. Jocson. “Postcolonial M/Othering: Poetics of Remembering and Writing as an Invitation to Rememory.”
	Harris, Verne. Ghosts of Archive: Deconstructive Intersectionality and Praxis.
	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.
	Santo, Diana Espírito. Spirited Histories: Technologies, Media, and Trauma in Paranormal Chile.
	Cerankowski, KJ. “My Autobiography of Reed Erickson, or, How to Re-member a Ghost.”



