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 “Forever I look back.”

A text about the trauma of the loss of a son, J. M. Coetzee’s The Master of Petersburg reads as a mourning text. Mourning as a theme of the novel has a biographical aspect as Coetzee’s son died in 1993 in an accident (in a mysterious fall from a high balcony) when he was twenty-three, not long before the writing of The Master of Petersburg. In this respect, Coetzee’s reason for choosing Dostoevsky as the protagonist of his novel can be the fact that Dostoevsky too lost his son, a death for which Dostoevsky reproached himself as his son had inherited his epilepsy, which was the cause of the child’s early death. The fact that both Coetzee and Dostoevsky lost their sons probably serves as an antecedent to the novel. In this sense, one could argue that The Master of Petersburg reads as a mourning text precisely because in this text—through Dostoevsky’s mourning—Coetzee is mourning his own son in a displaced manner. By setting his novel in the Petersburg of Dostoevsky’s age and occasionally “adopting” (imitating) Dostoevsky’s style, Coetzee performs a certain act of tribute to the much-admired author—“master,” as the title of the novel suggests—and, at the same time, an act of mourning for a certain 19th-century realist style, prosody and rhetoric. With this text, he partly tries (“tests”) 19th-century realism and partly “laments” and “buries” it. 

In my essay, I am interested in how this text speaks (about) mourning. I shall explore how Dostoevsky’s mourning is gradually saturated with certain mythological motifs and stories. It is as if the very state of mourning evoked mythological stories by its sheer archaic intensity. Reminiscences and traces of the myths of Daedalus, Penelope, and Orpheus are at play in the novel, informing Dostoevsky’s mourning and his “tale of Pavel.” These stories play a crucial role, as the fictional Dostoevsky himself remarks: “One by one, in fact, the old stories are coming back, stories he heard from his grandmother and did not know the meaning of, but stored up unwittingly like bones for the future. A great ossuary of stories from before history began, built up and tended by the people” (Coetzee 126, italics mine). The question to be answered then would be what the meaning of these stories is, why they are hidden behind the text and what their function is. I argue that these myths are there as subtexts to Dostoevsky’s mourning, their function being to aid the father’s work of mourning and help him embed the trauma of loss into stories.

There are basically two types of myths evoked by Dostoevsky’s mourning (or by his inability to mourn): on the one hand, myths that offer versions of the father-son relationship, including references to Chronos (Saturn), Daedalus-Icarus from Greek mythology, and the dyad God and Jesus from Christian mythology; and, on the other hand, myths involving the process of mourning and attempts to retrieve the lost person: the myths of Penelope, and Orpheus’s descent into the underworld. The two latter myths are combined in the figure of Anna Sergeyevna, who is both a Penelope figure, mourning for her dead husband and a Hermes figure, a psychopomp for Dostoevsky. 

Daedalus


Although overtly not present in the novel, the legend of Daedalus and Icarus is, in my view, an important subtext in Coetzee’s novel: the story of the loving and caring artist-artificer father and of his youthful, passionate and self-destructive son is echoed by the similar roles played by Dostoevsky and Pavel in the novel. Thus, this myth—together  with the Christian dyad—is a crucial ur-text of the ubiquitous and multiple father-son theme in the novel, particularly important as it features an artist and a son who prematurely, falling to his death from a great height, and is mourned by the father. This mythological story is also crucial in that it introduces what I consider to be a fundamental leitmotif in Coetzee’s novel: the motif of looking backward. Pondering over the death of his son, Dostoevsky observes: 
Not oblivion but the moment before oblivion, when I come panting up to you at the rim of the well and we look upon each other for a last time, knowing we are alive, sharing this one life, our only life. All that I am left to grasp for: the moment of that gaze, salutation and farewell in one, past all arguing, past all pleading: ‘Hello, old friend. Goodbye, old friend.’ Dry eyes. Tears turned to crystals.

I hold your head between my hands. I kiss your brow. I kiss your lips.  

The rule: one look, one only; no glancing back. But I look back. (Coetzee 53-4, italics mine)

One could suggest that mourning means looking backward instead of forward, an arresting of one’s “healthy” progress through time: by turning one’s gaze towards the past, what is behind, the present and the future are ignored. In this perspective, the act of looking backward as the central moment of Orpheus’s attempt to rescue his wife reads as the transgressive, impermissible act of mourning. Though primarily alluding to the Orpheus legend, the motif of looking backward is present in the Daedalus-Icarus legend as well, in relation to Daedalus the father, who looks back from his own flight to see how his son manages with his wings. The loving backward glance of Daedalus at his son is present in the novel in Dostoevsky’s caring concern and worry about Pavel’s involvement in the Nechaev case. Like Icarus, Pavel proves to be too youthful and zealous, his overambitiousness—which is in fact an attempt to imitate and follow the father—finally  being the cause of his fall. Interestingly, in Charles Paul Landon’s portrayal of the legend
, behind Daedalus’s act of “setting his son on wings” there hides a latent wish to push him into the deep. This ambiguity of the father-son relationship is very much behind the relationship of Dostoevsky and Pavel, as well.

Also related to the father’s care(ing) toward his son is the story and figure of the Triton, which is similarly recalled by Dostoevsky: “Sitting at the table, his eyes closed, his fists clenched, he wards the knowledge of death away from Pavel. He thinks of himself as the Triton on the Piazza in Rome, holding to his lips a conch from which jets a constant crystal fountain. All day and all night he breathes life into the water. The tendons of his neck, caught in bronze, are taut with effort” (Coetzee 21). The presence of the figure of the Triton in the novel (and the fact that he is recalled by Dostoevsky) is not incidental either, as the motif of mourning is partly associated with his figure as well, the Triton also having lost his daughter Pallas in a fight with Athene (Athene mortally wounds Pallas, her milk sister, accidentally in a fight and will adopt the name Pallas to her name as a sign of her mourning) (Graves 57). The image of the Triton neverendingly breathing life into the water reads as a metaphor for the father’s act of mourning—or rather his melancholia, clinging to the son, futilely willing to resurrect him and finding it impossible to let (him) go. 

Also related to the ambiguity and complexity of the father-son relationship is the myth of Chronos (Saturn) devouring his children, a story similarly evoked by Dostoevsky: “Fathers devouring children, raising them well in order to eat them like delicacies afterwards. Delikatessen” (Coetzee 125).
 A similar myth is that of Thyestes, who has his children murdered, cooked and then served to him by his twin brother Atreus
 (Graves 60). Another story likewise recalled by Dostoevsky is that of the two elder brothers conspiring and killing their younger brother, whose bones will sing to the father about the murder many years later: 
 “Piping on a bone. An old story comes back to him of a youth killed, mutilated, scattered, whose thigh-bone, when the wind blows, pipes a lament, and names his murderers. [. . .] Let Pavel find his way to my thigh-bone and pipe to me from there! Father why have you left me in the dark forest? Father, when will you come to save me?” (Coetzee 126). 
The story of the singing bone is particularly relevant because of the motif of fratricide: in the fictional Dostoevsky’s mind, the charismatic anarchist leader Nechaev gradually develops into an uncanny double of Pavel, whose role in the death of Dostoevsky’s foster son is never sufficiently clarified. The significance of these myths and legends in Dostoevsky’s coming to terms with the death of Pavel remains highly ambiguous throughout: some of them indicate the presence of an unconscious guilt, while others, conversely, suggest an unconscious desire to lay the blame for Pavel’s death on others, or simply to embed the unbearable loss in some context that will render the catastrophe meaningful. 

Even the guilt aspect is driven by ambiguities: if  Dostoyevky feels “guilty” in his son’s death, it also seems to be the case that he, at the same time, casts himself (and not Pavel only) as the victim of this ambiguous, often malfunctioning father-son relationship; he wants Pavel to sing his lament on “my thigh-bone,” casting himself, as well, as a victim and thus taking part of the blame off himself. It is as if he wanted Pavel to acknowledge that he couldn’t help being a “bad father” to him, he as well having been the victim of circumstances. 

One could say that it is in fact Dostoevsky’s arrival to Petersburg that kills Pavel (in the sense of accepting his death as a fact) as it is suggested in the novel (“Pavel’s murder [suicide] took place only to lure him from Dresden to Petersburg” [Coetzee 203]), an interpretation of their relationship which recalls in Dostoevsky the memory of a fellow-convict in Siberia, a father murdering his daughter—a story that he reads as an act of “love turned inside out” (Coetzee 125). Similarly, in the opening passage we learn that Dostoevsky came to Petersburg “unannounced” (Coetzee 2), just as (the news of) Pavel’s death came unannounced. This and the fact that Dostoevsky himself associates himself with the figure of “death the reaper” alludes to his “bringing” (about) Pavel’s death. Similarly, the biblical figure of Herod ordering the “Massacre of the Innocents”  is evoked by Dostoevsky as yet another mad father figure: “And Herod would agree: make sure—slay all the children without exception” (Coetzee 84). On another occasion Dostoevsky even likens himself to Herod: “If there were a newborn babe here at this moment, he would pluck it from its mother’s arms and dash it against a rock. Herod, he thinks: now I understand Herod!” (Coetzee 9-10). What lies behind all of these stories (the myths of Chronos, Thyestes, the Grimm tale, the story of Herod) is a powerful (reversed Oedipal) impulse of destroying or eliminating the rival son on the one hand, and an immense, excessive grief and underlying guilt of a father mourning his son, on the other hand. The imaginary relationship that Dostoevsky feels to exist between himself and Pavel, sometimes intense to the point of a delusion of total spiritual and physical identification, accommodates practically all versions of father-son relations, and the overarching myth into which all the other versions are embedded is clearly the figure of the Christian god sacrificing his son—and himself in/through his son.
What makes Dostoevsky’s mourning “exceptional” is precisely the father-son relationship: his is an “unnatural” mourning. The opposite, sons mourning their fathers is a “natural” phenomenon, a father mourning his son, however, is “impossible” and therefore, as Dostoevsky realizes, interminable: such a death is “against nature,” violating the normal order of things: as he claims, “Mourning for a dead child has no end” (Coetzee 77). 
Thus, the question arising at this point is not so much how Dostoevsky mourns his son, but rather why he cannot mourn Pavel at all. His inability to mourn and his resistance to working through the trauma of the loss of his son (“‘I have not lost him, he is not lost,’ he says through clenched teeth” [Coetzee141]) can be seen and interpreted as an instance of “fidelity to trauma, a feeling that one must somehow keep faith with it” (LaCapra 22) as working through might mean the betrayal of the beloved one.
 On the other hand, we need to ask how his inability to mourn is related to these mythological themes and stories.

Penelope

Dostoevsky seems to need the presence of others in working through the trauma of his loss, or (rather) the trauma of his inability to mourn his loss. He stays in Anna Sergeyevna’s house because he wants to enact his grief in the company and with the help of Anna and her daughter, both of whom had been close to Pavel. In a strange reversal of the Oedipal scenario, he wants to occupy his son’s (physical and symbolic) place in this “family” (Pavel had been a lodger, and somewhat more than a lodger, in Anna Sergeyevna’s flat). The reversed Oedipus scenario indicates the ambiguities of the Penelope subtext: on the one hand, Dostoevsky occupies the role of a displaced, homeless Odysseus figure, someone who returns “home” after a long journey, who, like the mythological hero, has to disguise his presence to avoid unpleasantness (he has to keep clear of his creditors), and who returns only to find that he is usurping a position occupied by his dead son. On the other hand, considering that Dostoevsky’s desire for the woman cannot be separated from his desire to get closer to his son through her and that he  “uses” Anna in order to get access to Pavel (as Anna remarks: “You are using me to get to someone else” [59]), he can be seen as occupying the role of the suitors in the Odysseus-Penelope story (the suitors “use” Penelope to get hold of the throne of Ithaka and plan to murder the heir Telemachus, Odysseus and Penelope’s son; they also appeal to Telemachus for help to persuade Penelope to choose between her suitors at last).

Anna is just the most important among those intermediary figures Dostoevsky seems to need, hoping that they might variously bring back Pavel, lead Dostoevsky (back) to his dead son, or at least  help him understand the death and life of his adopted son. Such figures include councillor Maximov, Nechaev, and, most importantly, Anna Sergeyevna, who becomes a Hermes figure, a psychopomp, leading Dostoevsky to Pavel. Like a psychopomp, a “guide of souls,” Anna—either portrayed as a spirit, an angel or as a (strongly eroticised) demon
—guides Dostoevsky on the “road to Pavel.” Anna is also the one who accompanies Dostoevsky on the ferryboat journey to Yelagin island, the cemetery island where Pavel is buried. Like a female Charon figure (a “ferrywoman”)—another psychopomp in Greek mythology—she accompanies Dostoevsky on this symbolic trip to the underworld. 

Both of them having lost a son, Dostoevsky is sharing his grief with Anna Sergeyevna, the two of them being united in sorrow (Anna has lost both her husband and her little son, Matryona’s brother). In this sense, Anna’s sewing bears symbolic significance, like the weaving of Penelope, which prefigures Dostoevsky’s impossible work of mourning as well, who day by day weaves and deludes himself with false fantasies (of Pavel being alive and living on (with)in him).
 Jean Laplanche sees sewing/weaving as the emblematic trope of mourning. Speaking of Penelope’s ruse, the famous cloth, Laplanche quotes from The Odyssey: “By day she wove a great fabric / And by night, she analysed (undid, untied, unwove) it” (251). Penelope’s work is a work that never advances, it is weaving “with the sole aim of unweaving, in other words to gain time (until her Ulysses returns).” Or, as Laplanche puts it, one can suppose the reverse with equal justification: “that perhaps she only unweaves in order to weave, to be able to weave a new tapestry. It would thus be a case of mourning, mourning for Ulysses. [. . .] She patiently unpicks [the threads], to be able to compose them in a different way” (251-52). Just like Penelope’s (un)weaving, Dostoevsky’s mourning work is a work stuck (in time), a repetitive work, which works by means of unworking.
Adopting the naïve and stubborn behavior of the child Matryona, the father claims, “He [Pavel] is not here [in the grave], he’s not dead” (10) and he often refuses to speak about Pavel, as if by not speaking (about) him he could delude himself about his death and negate his absence. Dostoevsky’s inability to mourn makes him a melancholic, as it is defined by LaCapra (who takes his cue from Freud’s well-known distinction between mourning and melancholia), for whom a melancholic is someone who, instead of working through his/her loss (which is LaCapra’s definition of mourning), acts out his grief in a “resistance to working through” (LaCapra 23): “an impasse of endless melancholy, impossible mourning, and interminable aporia [. . .]” (LaCapra 46). “Are you mourning for Pavel or for yourself?” (Coetzee 141), Dostoevsky asks himself. Gradually, his mourning seems to assume features of melancholia. “His world has contracted; his world is within his breast” (Coetzee 22), he remarks, then: “His son is inside him, a dead baby in an iron box in the frozen earth. He does not know how to resurrect the baby. [. . .] He is paralysed” (52).  It is here that the father assumes features of a sick(ly) melancholic mind; he has the illusion of “containing” Pavel, of having his corpse buried within himself as in a crypt (234) and then of becoming one with his son, merging with him: “I am he. He is I” (Coetzee 53), “Pavel is with you. You are his home” (129), he observes. According to Freud (and others), one of the symptoms of melancholia is identification with and interiorisation of the lost object.
 Similarly, Derrida points out the danger of narcissistic identification with the lost one and the danger of mourning oneself instead of the other, “in saying ‘we’ (or, worse, ‘me’) instead of ‘you’” (Brault and Naas 5-6). Discussing melancholia, Gillian Rose argues that “to incorporate the dead one into one’s body and soul is to refuse the work of mourning, to refuse to let go” (103). “I am the one who is dead, he thinks; or rather, I died but my death failed to arrive” (19), Dostoevsky says. With his son, he ponders, he died too: “At moments like this he cannot distinguish Pavel from himself. They are the same person” (21).
In my understanding, what the narrative aims but fails to do is precisely to close Pavel’s story, as Dostoevsky himself puts it: to pass through “the order of death, then mourning, then forgetting” (Coetzee 14) and finally to be able “to let go, to allow the other fully to depart” (Rose 35), so that—as Anna Sergeyevna puts it—“the story of the dead lodger could be closed” (Coetzee 4). It is precisely this double movement of the narrative that defines the working of this novel and Dostoevsky’s mourning: like Penelope’s two-directional weaving, he wants and does not want to be healed at the same time. The dynamism of Dostoevsky’s mental state and behaviour, thus, follows the ceaseless weaving and unweaving work of Penelope. Like Penelope’s work, Dostoevsky’s mourning is endless. 
Orpheus 

In the context of the novel, Yelagin Island, the island of the dead, plays the role of the place and space that sets off mourning. The river on the border of Petersburg separating the town from the cemetery on Yelagin Island literally and symbolically delimits/separates (the world of) the dead from (the world of) the living. Gillian Rose argues that mourning is impossible within the city walls, it can only take place outside the walls of the city. Rose also adds that without commemoration (the coming of) an ending is impossible (102).
 Performing the act of mourning (that of lamentation and crying) is (made) possible for Dostoevsky outside the walls of Petersburg. This is where he gives free rein to his feelings. Lying upon the mound, crying, he observes himself and ironically remarks: “what a Jewish performance” (Coetzee 9). The river that Dostoevsky crosses with Anna and Matryona to get to the cemetary on Yelagin island alludes to the river Styx. With their symbolic crossing through the river, Dostoevsky, Anna and Matryona walk neither among the dead, nor among the living; their crossing takes place in an in-between space and is an in-between state like that of mourning, “belonging” to two worlds at the same time. Also, the image of the dogs on the island “skulking among the trees waiting for the mourners to leave before they begin their digging” (Coetzee 7) evokes the figure of Cerberus, the hound of Hades, the monstrous three-headed dog. 

The text deliberately and repeatedly calls the Orpheus legend into play, by having Dostoevsky refer to himself as a (failing) Orphic figure. As he observes: “Poetry might bring back his son. But he is not a poet. [. . .] A gate has been closed behind his son, a gate bound sevenfold with bands of iron. To open that gate is the labour laid upon him” (Coetzee 17, 19, italics mine). In the novel the myth is unequivocally evoked: “He thinks of Orpheus walking backwards step by step, whispering the dead woman’s name, coaxing her out of the entrails of hell; of the wife in graveclothes with the blind, dead eyes following him, holding out limp hands before her like a sleepwalker” (Coetzee 5). “The rule: one look, one only; no glancing back. But I look back. [. . .] Forever I look back. Forever I am absorbed in your gaze” (Coetzee 54). According to the legend, Hades only showed mercy once; he allowed Orpheus to bring his wife Eurydice back to the land of the living as long as she walked behind him and he never tried to look at her face until they reached the surface. Orpheus agreed but failed, looking back at the very end to make sure his wife was following, and thus he lost Eurydice forever (Graves 159).
In Coetzee’s novel the Orpheus legend receives a totally new context. In the legend, the act of looking backwards is understood literally, while here it has a figurative sense. In fact, the logic of the presence of the Orpheus myth in the novel is analogous to the logic of mourning itself, mourning having a particularly strong figurative character. Like Orpheus his Eurydice, Dostoevsky—through (his) mourning—calls Pavel (almost) “back to life;” but, at the same time, it is Orpheus’s desire for the other—to look, not to resist looking backwards—that finally “kills” Eurydice; similarly, in the novel it is suggested that Dostoevsky is implicated in Pavel’s death. Allusions of his implication in Pavel’s death (and examples of his self-reproach for the son’s death), are not rare in the text, as shown above. Similarly, Dostoevsky reproaches himself for leaving his son and breaking his promise: “I will come back. The same promise he made when he took the boy to school for his first term. You will not be abandoned. And abandoned him” (Coetzee 5). Ironically, the novel opens with his already late arrival to Petersburg; his son is already dead.

Like in the Orpheus myth, desire plays an important role in Dostoevsky’s case, however, in his case it is his desire for women, including Anna Sergeyevna, that constantly “sends Pavel back” and kills him. As with Orpheus, the temptation of desire (to look), the seduction of the secret(ive), his inability to resist (to look, to desire) is what repeatedly kills the other and sends her/him back to death. In fact, it is the prevailing of Orpheus’s desire that kills Eurydice (and not the serpent that stung her). As Gillian Rose argues, Orpheus’s “mistake” consists in gazing at Eurydice and thus risking everything (110). Rose speaks of Orpheus’s “sacrifice of the work which makes the work; [. . .] it ruins and makes” (110, italics mine). It is the undoing (the failing and looking backward) which makes the work.
 The motif of looking backwards from the myth thus features as a primal image of Dostoevsky’s mourning, alluding to the repetitive, neverending nature of his melancholia: “Forever I look back” (italics mine), he says, thus transforming a movement—that of looking backwards and then turning and looking forward again—into an everlasting posture—that of forever looking backwards, the image at the same time well illustrating the “unnatural,” painful convulsiveness of the melancholic. The image, at the same time, evokes the biblical episode of a transgressive act of looking back: the story of Loth’s wife. Looking back turns the looker to a salt pillar, indicating the frozen, arrested temporality of melancholia, the inability to mourn and thus work through the loss. 

At the same time, Anna Sergeyevna could be seen as playing the role of Persephone in the Orpheus legend. In some versions of the myth, it is Persephone, as Queen of Hades, the goddess of the underworld, who, struck by the haunting sadness of Orpheus’ song, allows him to bring his wife back to the land of the living. On the one hand, in the novel it is with Anna’s help that Pavel is “conjured up” from death; on the other hand, she is the one who sets desire as the condition of “fulfillment.” In fact, Anna is set as the “owner” (knower) of Dostoyevsky’s desire. It is the desire of Dostoevsky that is tried; like Orpheus, Dostoevsky fails, both of them surrendering to desire. Or, in relation to Anna’s significance as a psychopomp figure mediating between the world of the dead and the world of the living, she can also be seen as occupying the role of Hermes in the Orpheus myth. Like in Rilke’s poem (“Orpheus. Eurydice. Hermes”), in some versions of the legend Eurydice was driven by Hermes upwards toward the land of the living behind Orpheus and after Orpheus failed and looked back, Hermes brought her back to Hades. Likewise, Anna occupies this intermediary role between father and son. 

Concerned with the trauma of the loss of the son, the novel is about the impossibility of Dostoevsky ever singing the Orphic mourning song that would be able to retrieve what is lost. Aiming—but constantly failing—to “sing the dead back to life,” to “resurrect” the dead, Dostoevsky incessantly performs a “double movement” (of mourning)—of letting and not letting the other go. It is like the literal double movement of Eurydice: walking upwards to the land of the living, and then moving backwards to the land of Hades. In this sense, again, Pavel comes to bear “the meaning of Eurydice” dying without end (Rose 109);
 he is constantly resurrected (remembered) and then “murdered” again. 

My argument was that The Master of Petersburg evokes the myths of Penelope, Orpheus, and Daedalus as underlying subtexts behind the story of the death of Dostoevsky’s son and of his mourning. These myths are there in place of. (They are there in place of what is not there.) Like in Rilke’s poem “Orpheus. Eurydice. Hermes,” in which it is not Orpheus who is crying but his lyre instead of him (“out of one lyre / more grief came than from all grieving women”), in this novel these myths bear a figurative logic and have a tropological function. Like Penelope, with these myths Dostoevsky weaves a new tapestry, composing his loss in different ways—into patterns. These stories are there to hide the painful “non-story” or “anti-story” of the son’s death, they function as a screen across Dostoevsky’s mourning, his mourning (Pavel’s death) becomes displaced through these stories, and the text, thus, follows a discourse of displacement. These myths are there to aid the father’s work of mourning and to “embed” (the impossible) loss of the son into stories, in fact, to “tame” this loss into stories, these stories, at the same time, functioning as “prostheses” for the father to work through his trauma.
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Charles Paul Landon, Icarus and Daedalus (1799)
� See painting attached. 


� Chronos is the Titan who, with the help of a sickle received from his mother Gaia, castrated his father Uranus and, thus, took power over from him. When he, however, was destined to be overcome by his own son, just as he had overthrown his father, he swallowed his children as soon as they were born to prevent the prophecy. The prophecy, however, comes true with Zeus, son of Chronos, who is hidden by his mother Rhea, who has Chronos swallow a stone instead of the child (Graves 49). 


� Thyestes quarelled with his twin brother Atreus for  the throne of Mycenae; as he was helped by Atreus’s wife,  Thyestes’ lover, to get the throne,  in his rage Atreus planned a plot against the adulterers: he killed Thyestes' sons, cooked them, and served Thyestes his own sons (Graves 60).


� “The Singing Bone” (“� HYPERLINK "http://www.gutenberg2000.de/grimm/maerchen/singknch.htm" �Der singende Knochen�”) by Jacob and Wilhelm Grimm, Kinder- und Hausmärchen (Grimms' Fairy Tales), no. 28. 1st ed. (Berlin, 1812). English translation available at http://www.pitt.edu/~dash/grimm028.html


� In this sense, LaCapra talks about “the investment of trauma with value” and an “unconscious desire to remain within trauma” (22).


� Anna’s hair is raven black. Psychopomps were often associated with ravens.


� Penelope’s name is close to the Greek word for duck, but is usually understood to be a combination of the Greek word for web or woof and the word for eye or face, very appropriate for a weaver of cunning whose motivation is hard to decipher. In modern times, her name has become associated with faithfulness. She waits twenty years for the eventual return of her husband from the � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trojan_War" \o "Trojan War" �Trojan War�; she devises tricks to delay her suitors, one of which is pretending to weave a burial shroud for Odysseus' elderly father � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Laertes" \o "Laertes" �Laertes� and claiming she will choose one suitor when she has finished. Every night for three years she undoes part of the shroud, until her maidens discover her deception and reveal it to the suitors (Graves 544).


� In “Mourning and Melancholia” Freud discusses the working and dynamics of melancholia as follows: after the loss, the free libido is not displaced onto another object but is withdrawn into the ego and the ego identifies with the lost object, which is then set up in the ego. The ego then assumes features of the object and thus it results in the ego’s object identification, the process resembling very much the formation of narcissism (where object libido is transformed into ego libido). For Freud melancholia is a process in which the depressed, traumatised self, locked in compulsive repetition, is possessed by the past and remains narcissistically identified with the lost object (confusing self and other). 


� “When completed, mourning returns the soul to the city, renewed and reinvigorated [. . .]. The mourner  returns to negotiate and challenge the changing inner and outer boundaries of the soul and of the city;” (Rose 36). 


� “If only he might / turn once more (if looking back / were not the ruin of all his work, / that first had to be accomplished).” – excerpt from Rainer Maria Rilke’s “Orpheus. Eurydice. Hermes.” (http://courses.washington.edu/art131dm/rilke.pdf)


� “Be ever dead in Eurydice” - excerpt from “Sonnet 13” of Rainer Maria Rilke’s Sonnets to Orpheus, translated by M. D. Herter Norton. (http://www.favoritepoem.org/poems/rilke/index.html)
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