ROSSROADS

An interdisciplinary journal for the study
of history, philosophy, religion and classics

SPECIAL ISSUE - 2008 RHIZOMES CONFERENCE

VOLUME 111 ISSUE II 2009
ISSN: 1833-878X
Pages 80-88

Andrew Leggett

Violence Against Civility and the Destruction of Fantasy: The Waning of the
Oedipus Complex in David Lynch’s ‘Blue Velvet’

ABSTRACT

This paper elaborates Michel Chion’s reading of David Lynch’s Blue Velvet as a fantasy
constructed by Jeffrey Beaumont in the wake of his father’s collapse. Chion’s critique of
the oneiric metaphor in this film is further developed as identifying the basis for a
diagesis that upholds civility, and a locus of the mimetic strategies that Lynch employs in
the service of the violent destruction of the fantasies that emanate from such civility. The
confusion that Lynch thus generates in critics is discussed, regarding the politics and
cultural impact of his work. The author suggests that the construction of Blue Velvet as
dream provides a field, and the narration and demonstration of dreams in Blue Velvet
serve as foci, for a transgenerational struggle in which civilisation is at risk. Thomas
Ogden’s reinterpretation of Hans Loewald’s watershed paper “The Waning of the
Oedipus Complex” is applied in the elucidation of this hypothesis, to which end Alessia
Ricciardi’s presentation of Pier Paolo Pasolini’s polyvalent spectropoetics is also brought
to bear. The poylvalence of symbolic parricide, and the dis-ease resulting from it, is
considered with respect to the co-existence of nostalgic traditionalism and the innovation
achieved through destructive transformation in Lynch’s Blue Velvet.
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VIOLENCE AGAINST CIVILITY AND THE DESTRUCTION OF FANTASY: THE WANING OF THE
OEDIPUS COMPLEX IN DAVID LYNCH’SBLUE VELVET

In The Universal ExceptigrSlavoj Zizek defines civility as ‘rules we arepexted to obey without being
ordered to do sd.The practice of civility involves ‘feigning thatwant to do what the other asks me to do, so
that my compliance with the other's demand doesexairt pressure on him or hérCivility mandates the
keeping up of appearances, a practice opposea@totithe child in Hans Christian Anderson’s “Thegeror’s
New Suit," the one who cries out that the Emperor is nakbd. Keepers of civility are those who silence such
a child, in the interests of the maintenance obmmon sense, a civil sense, of the sincerity ahehdpur of
the ruler as the incarnation of community. Davidntly’'s stance on violence and its relation to diyvils
polyvalent, and consistent with that argued by KiiteViolence Zizek identifies ‘a violence that sustains our
very efforts to fight violence and promote tolerarit In this paper | will discuss the ways in which ieas
authors have read the politics of Lynch’s fantastaly nostalgic constructions and the violencetlodir
destruction inBlue Velvet | will argue for the recognition of polyvalence the viewing of this film, and
advocate that the parricide that Lynch depictBlire Velvetfs a necessary violence against civility, not meeel
shocking morality tale serving conservative ide@abends. Such a reading of my argument dependsien
susceptibility of the reader to its violence and ths-ease that violence generates, opening thehidy of a
mourning that is less nostalgic.

Mindful that such blindness as that afflicting #odmirers of the Emperor will scotomatously stain attgmpts
to apply psychoanalytic methods to Lynch’s filmarh otherwise encouraged by Alessia Ricciardi’'s vibat
‘one of the most important challenges that liesaahef psychoanalysis is to find a way to give voicea
mournful ethical and political imagination that negends the aesthetics of nostalgid.’hope that the
application of such a stance to the psychoanatytticism of Lynch'’s film might ‘fulfil a politicaland critical
function, encompassing not only the horizon ofhst, but that of the future, critically dwelling & condition
of cultural belatednes$. This involves the adoption of a polyvalent standéh respect to the image as
repository of memory and keeper of tradition.

Riccardi attributes such a stance to Pier PaololPéswhose cinematic proclamations of heresy dnated in
the violences oBaloand in his own brutal murdét.Ben Lawton, in his preface téeretical Empiricismwrites

of Pasolini’s ‘sadomasochistic attack against @dhrfs of political correctness—those hegemonic ahations
which are most nefarious when they purport to défear most cherished hopes, dreams and aspirations.
Salomourns the death of the possibility of carnal piea.The film been widely misunderstood and is open to
misinterpretation as nostalgic mourning of the passf Fascism. It is with this potential problemmind that |
raise the spectre of Pasolini in the context dfitical response to David LynchBlue Velvet*

Riccardi examines Pasolini's work from a viewpostie constructs as a ‘spectropoetics of filnHer
spectropoetics, derives from the Friulian directostatement of cinema as ‘naturally poetic ... beedtss
dreamlike, because it is close to dreams, becad8m aequence is a sequence of memory or of andrfea
Pasolini continues: ‘things in themselves are profily poetic: ... a human face photographed is pdet@ause
the physical is poetic in itself, because it isagparition, because it is full of mystery, becaiisis full of
ambiguity, because it is full of polyvalent meanitig

Ricciardi cautions that psychoanalysis has oftdiuded with conservative political and cultural neonents.
This may be the cost of psychoanalysts’ attemptettenents of fantasies of respectable civility antural
authority. Similar criticisms have been levelledLanch—that he is not so much a cultural innovadsra
manipulator of nostalgia in the interest of supportthe kitsch Republican visions of Ronald Reagan

While investigating the place of dreams in the wofkDavid Lynch, | have found considerable confasio
prevailing in the critical literature regarding tpelitics of Lynch’s project. Is Lynch a keeperaifility, or is he
its incendiary opponent? Is Lynch’s work is theparation of serial assaults on such civility?

In Pervert in the PulpjtJeff Johnson argues that Lynch is the Manicheaagher and purveyor of a renewal of
Puritanism" According to Johnson, the wild ride on which Lyrtekes us is a pilgrim’s progress, in the course
of which we learn that, however great our scopolpleasure in the Lynchian extravagances of ciniensai
and death, we should follow the advice given todhe director by The Cowboy Mulholland Drive®" We
must fall into line with Ronald Reagan, acceptinghvas much grace as we can muster that it is oroud to
question our masters, those who enunciate for eisvith of the Other. Johnson’s judgement of Lynchisral
stance is certainly to cast him as a keeper ofityivand as a sinister conservative.
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By contrast, inThe Impossible David LynchTodd McGowan argues counter-intuitively that Lindy
saturating the viewer in fantasy, commits a radioal violence against the civil conventions of kwalood "

Nicholas Rombes also considers what he calls thst‘punk poetics” of Lynch’s Blue Velveto be radically
incendiary in nature, viewing the film as ‘a sutsiee expose of a kind of sham past, an exposé widagral

logic is similar to ‘Nick at Night' or other formsf ironic deconstructiorn."

Considering such contradictory positions, | am draw the view that Lynch’s art is ambivalently dfet
sustenance of civility, but also of its incendialgstruction. McGowan, in his latest publication latanian
film theory, seems to be coming around to sucheavwivhen he refers to Lynch’s work as arising inace of
collision of fantasy and desifé. Like Blake puzzling over the antics of the propBeekiel, | find myself
wondering of Lynch, ‘why he eat dung & lay so lomg his right & left side?" Why does Lynch so staunchly
lie to the right in his sustenance of civility, thaurn to the left in the most extreme acts of efmle against it,
juxtaposing one stance against the other in sutlmner that these conflicting ideologies appean¢et with
incendiary consequences? Nowhere in Lynch’s praject find this to be more so than Blue Velvetand
especially in Lynch’s exploration in that film ofteansgenerational struggle, and in his exploitgtto that end,
of the oneiric metaphor.

Michel Chion writes of Lynch’s films as though thesere dreams, but poses the question, ‘whose degarh
in?”* Of Blue Velvet he writes: ‘The film is a dream, but a structurede.” Jeffrey Beaumont (Kyle
MacLachlan) is called back from college when hithéa collapses on the front lawn of the family home
sleepy Lumberton. | read this town as metaphocidtity, and Tom Beaumont (Jack Harvey), gardeséan

hand, as its benign keeper.

As McGowan reminds us, ‘immediately after Tom Beautis collapse, the tone of the film undergoes a
dramatic change? Lynch signals this by offering his extreme cloge-view of the lawn, revealing its
underside teeming with brutal vitality. From thisimt on, the film could be understood to be Jefgdgntasy,
dreamed and conjured up to fill the hole that Tofal punches through the wall separating the ciwilrld
from its wild and violently desirous underside.

After visiting his stricken father at the hospitdkffrey finds a severed human ear lying in a fidleffrey
initiates his own investigation of the crime, irethrocess becoming dually enamoured with Sandyiafif
(Laura Dern), the daughter of a real detective,sitkd Dorothy Vallens (Isabella Rossellini), a niglub singer
whom he accurately intuits to be linked with théminals. In the absence of paternal restraint,rdg®
curiosity drives him to break into Dorothy’s apaemh where he hides in the closet, fascinated bysttage
and terrifying scene he witnesses as he peershonigh the slats in the door. He sees Frank Bdo#nié
Hopper) engaging in a violent stylised simulatidniraercourse with Dorothy, whose husband’s eads ithat
Frank has severed. The grunting, snarling Frandasas ‘Don’t look at me!’ and punctuates a seriebipdrre
movements with exclamations that ‘Daddy’s comingnbt and ‘Baby wants to fuck!” When Frank has gone,
Geoffrey in his hiding place is discovered by Dbgotand forced into further enactment of sadomastichi
fantasies. In the process, he falls for her, mdgihimself bewildered and unable to meet her eesir

Chion suggests that this primal scene that Lyndwshus is the kind of fantasy of parental interseuthat a
child might elaborate on the basis of what mighbberheard by an ear pressed against the distdittieigof an
intervening bedroom wall!' It is imbued with all the ambiguity of Freud's mal scene fantasy, a concept
derived in the process of his interpretation of pasient Sergei Pankeiev's wolf dream. The patrenbunted
this dream from early childhood: ‘Suddenly the windopened of its own accord, and | was terrifiedae that
some white wolves were sitting on the big walnaetm front of the window. There were six or seeéthem.
The wolves were quite white, and looked more likees or sheep-dogs, for they had big tails likeefoand
they had their ears pricked like dogs when they gi#gntion to something. In great terror, evidemdybeing
eaten up by the wolves, | screamed™".’

This dream presented challenges to Freud's thinkisgleveloped to that point in history, and it vias
guestion of historicity that was spotlighted by thélf Man’s dream. Freud’s initial hypothesis wdsatt
Pankeiev, at a much earlier age, had witnessedimtedrupted a ‘primal scene’ of doggy-style parénta
intercourse. Freud proposed that the dream wasitastéic reconstruction of these events, in whiah lttile
boy’s fascinated stare had locked with that of agrg, erect father staring back at him. Freud lateandons
this idea to postulate that the dream may be éntii@ntasy, arising out of something phylogenetical
constitutional, activated by the boy’s longing fitre attention of a virile father from whom he haeeb
separated. This longing was fulfilled in the dreama manner that Pankeiev as a four year old boydo
overwhelmingly terrifying. Freud oscillated betweese possibilities, in the process developingtimeept of
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the primal scene fantasy that holds its power dasdoosition of psychic centrality by means of thiry
ambiguity with respect to historicity.

The primal scene, the castration complex withritplicit terror of absence and lack, and the negafedipus
complex all are to be found represented in thisurdy those imaginative enough to be susceptibled¢ad’s
talent for the kind of biographical narration thatwrence Johnson, in his discussion of Freud'sticeiahip
with Pankeiev, has described as ‘improvisatiti."Sam Ishii-Gonzales has previously written of tivek |
between representations of the primal scene indsaase history of the Wolf Man and those in LysdBlue
Velvet™ Further improvisation is required to conceive ofiawpoint from which the trace of such primal
scenes might be followed in the film. The placéhia diegetic construction of Lynch’s film where paasion of
disbelief in such things is possible is the platdreams. In that place the eye of the viewer magta gaze in
the film that wakes up an awareness of what isamchwhat is lost in the process of primal comintg being.

Lynch’s place of dreams is a locus of traumaticagyegnents, loss and mourning; a place of alterndigween
intense involvement in fantasy and its dispass®mddliteration; a place where the viewer is expasethe
radically disorientating reality of the gaps betwd®nary opposites that become apparent when iegdesnhd
disinvested positions explode as they collide. lyadilm project is presented as one in which igtererational
succession comes as a result of incendiary encsur@eltural innovation is born of the traumatipture and
reconstitution of extant structures and forms, te expense of subjective fragmentation, decentand
destabilisation.

When Lynch depicts dreams in his films, they areally represented as the consequence of traumaasnd
harbingers of its imminent and relentlessly repmig catastrophic irruption. Lynch’s dream sequeneehile
sporadically represented, often function pivotatiyhis films, acting as disorienting catalysts tdarupt the
subjectivity of the viewer, cognitively and affeetly. In this regard they serve as a special exarapLynch’s
techniques of the evocation of shifts in visualeabjand focus, away from the personal subject, dsvéhe
impersonal environmental realities, both animatd aranimate, in such a way that the viewer's seofse
personal subjectivity is lost. Rather than beingesienced as a singular and personal event, swgh it
experienced as though it were originary. This loas a destructive effect on the fantasies into kvlignch
seduces the viewer's emotional investment, fardasimt serve to sure up illusions of unified peeon
subjectivity. The demolition of these fantasies #r&lr replacement with the painful dissonance eiased with
such loss is aided by Lynch’s use of affective dyxsition of image and soundtrack as describedigrC™"
evoking in the spectator the kind of viewing thaitek has described as ‘looking awf¥" as though looking
into the wake of the departure of the ephemeradatlgjf desire.

Within Lynch’s film, there are two dreams depicte8andy’s, diegetically drawing on the metaphor ctimg
robins as primal fantasy, and Jeffrey’s, mimeticalf a series of fragmentary images, spoken wordgearible
sounds, shown to the viewer from the viewpointhef tireamer as the dream is dreamed. Jeffrey's dagises
as the consequence of trauma, after he becomestieipaat observer in the sadomasochistic burlesofue
Lynch’s primal scene fantasy.

After Jeffrey leaves Dorothy's apartment, descegdiaveral flight of an external fire escape in otsauro
lighting, He steps out of the shadow, looks up tolsathe camera and is starkly flooded by light laes t
soundtrack builds to a loud monotonic dissonante. §tcene segues to a distorted image of the fadeffoéy’s
stricken father. The father groans something uHigitele, as though straining to communicate sorital \piece
of knowledge, something that causes the ear tmsdfter it lest it should be forever lost. His éadissolves into
an image of Frank Booth in profile, opening his mowshowing his teeth, with the soundtrack providan
roaring as though coming from a wild beast, butattietlly distorted in timbre. The scene flashewian
extreme close-up of a candle-flame, with the ragagontinuing—now more alien and inanimate. The #am
goes out. The words ‘It's dark’ are spoken. A prtiepresentation of Dorothy’'s face in extreme elap
appears, saying ‘Hit me!" Frank’s angry face appesgain. The sound of a fist meeting a face accorepa
Dorothy’'s scream as the scene cuts to Jeffrey wgakiom the dream in his bedroom at home. The camera
view tracks away from Jeffrey's troubled face upatditting on the wall, as Jeffrey (huskily) makése
utterance ‘Man, oh man!’

The waking from the dream is unambiguous, but teever is left afterwards to suffer considerable auiby
with respect to how much of that which has goneigehas been dream. After the dream, Jeffrey tSkesly
for a drive and tells her what he has learned efdinange world of Dorothy and Frank, but not af $exual
adventure. He emphasises the trouble that Frarmesepts. He offers her the anguished questionsy ‘#Wh
there people like Frank? Why is there so much teidbthe world?’ She responds, as the extradiegetian
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music wells into a romantic anthem, by telling rofrher optimistic dream of the robins returninglie Spring,
bringing with them hope and love. Sandy’s efforivipe away Jeffrey’s anguish, with such a repaeatissault
on the tear that violence of the primal scene less in Jeffrey sense the possibility of benignitgatakes
civility beyond the cliché and on to its epitomegaatic of Lynch’s that McGowan identifies with adicalising
saturation in fantasy and Zizek callse Art of the Ridiculous Sublirfi&"

In spite of his knowledge of Sandy’s hopes, dribgndesires that drag him along, away from suchickpy
stultification, Jeffrey visits Dorothy at her apagnt once again. Just as he is leaving, Frankesrnivith an
entourage of sycophantic henchmen. They take hirayate Ben's (Dean Stockwell’s) house, a place of
collision of fantasy and desire, of violence andlity. Ben—polite, effeminate, and suavely theedti—is the
captor of Dorothy's husband, and the caretaker @fohy’s son. Lynch uses the scenes at Ben's tw ghe
ambiguity of the relation of the keepers of civilto the symbolic and systemic violence upon whicich
civility depends. Jeffrey’s minor breach of theewlof civility at Ben’s results in a swift punchtime stomach
from Frank, who gives voice to the superegoic comrta ‘Be polite!’

What Freud shows us of Pankeiev's drawing and tellsf the wolf dream from which it was deriv&d,Lynch
imposes on the viewer of the scenes at Ben's avgktthat follow. It is in Ben’s place that mortglis realised.
Lynch makes us into vicariously traumatised witesssn “Beyond the Pleasure Principle” Freud sekimself

to have become such a witness as he describesamndspn’s efforts to come to terms with his motheleath
by means of d&ort-da game with a cotton-reel on a string pulled back famth behind a curtain. Lynch has the
henchman Raymond (Brad Dourif) violently demonstridite principles of this game when, holding Jeffaty
knifepoint then flicking the switch to retract likade, he says: ‘Here today, gone tomorrow!’

After Ben flicks on the stereo, picks up a stageétlito use as mock microphone, and lip-synchs Ridpyson’s
beautiful lullaby “In Dreams” the viewer is left with a new and terrible appmetien of this ‘candy-coloured
clown they call the Sandman,” and of what mightdoae when he visits the boy’'s room every nightst'jto
sprinkle stardust and to whisper: “Go to sleep!rgtreng will be all right.” With this effect achieed, Lynch
then has Frank and the henchmen leave Ben's toJefiteey on a wild ride into the countryside. Whbey
arrive at their destination, Frank ensures théte@é neighbourly presumptuousness with Dorothgusished
with a brutally dramatised beating, one that shioised to witness. As Roy Orbison’s song is bldresily
from the car’s sound system, Frank warns Jeffretheflove letter that he intends to send straightis heart

and announces that they (Jeffrey and Frank) wdlttmether forever in dreams.’

Lynch spotlights the civility thus violated in thisedipal theatre by soundtracking Jeffrey’s intiatidn,
feminisation and brutal beating with Roy Orbisost®thing lullaby. Frank punches the lyrics homddtrey,
brutally eroticising the union such violence bringevering his lips with candy-coloured kisses befputting
out his lights. Lynch seduces and punishes his efiswsaturating us with the sweet civility of hiaernatic
dream, then brutally blowing up the fantasy that&ve taken in. Lynch leaves us irrevocably trangdiby
our injuries, haunted by spectres of childlike io@ce and lost integrity.

In a later reckoning, in the only scene in all hisrk that Lynch acknowledges as inspired by an alctu
dream?™ when Frank and Jeffrey confront each other agaiDadrothy’s apartment, it is Jeffrey who raises a
gun through the slats of the closet, and when lis the trigger, it is Frank who falls down. Whem Yook into
the eyes of Frank staring Jeffrey down, we find &ye of psychoanalysis—with its primal scene fantas
castration complex and oedipal rivalry—embeddeldyimch’s film staring us right back as we take aim.

If we return now to consideration of Sandy’s dreafnthe robins nesting in springtime, the placehi$ dream
within the diegesis may be seen to a polyvalent and much more than that of the artifice of tretaeation of
surface. The expense of such nesting—of the lif¢ ithtakes away, and of the new life that it bergs now
obvious. Lynch also shows us that he is awaredivdity can bring sinister fruit, and that civiision may not
always be the worthy end served by the sacrificelesfire. When Dorothy intrudes naked on the Beatmon
lawn, Jeffrey’s choice of Sandy, with her cloyingpmise of maternal propriety, over Dorothy's appde
darker sensuality, does not come soon enough tid #we rupture of Sandy’s civility. Sandy slapsfdef's face
in an act of violence against her own civility, kikong him back into his with a slap that sounds jike that of
Frank’s fist against Jeffrey’s face, or the polyrdlsmack of Jeffrey’'s hand striking Dorothy. WHaaorothy
bursts out of Jeffrey’s fantasy and destructivelya Sandy’s, she ensures that Sandy will neveedseg able to
enjoy Jeffrey in accordance with the cliché of famtasy. Instead, Sandy’s robins will nest mechalhjicand
that the naive perfection of her love will be toso,that she turns to snap and tear at Jeffreyantlitch him
like the writhing bug that he’s become, tightlydhéletween the jaws that grind her beak.
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Dorothy points to Jeffrey and announces to Sartdg:put his disease in me!’ But it is her dis-edse she puts
into all who encounter her in this film. Lynch heast Isabella Rosellini in the role of whore-motherthe
process drawing as much flack from feminists oftthree as Estela Welldon drew praise kdother, Madonna,
Whore™" In doing so, Lynch has put his dis-ease into Rbsseand through the medium of her acting and
Denis Hopper's, he puts it into his viewers, sd tha shudder with excitement at the primal scenefath our
witnessing is the origin of our desirous discontefit.ynch’s dis-ease in us.

In this film, Dorothy is never slapped publicly,caso we are left to fear for how she will fare, witeffrey so
tightly in Sandy’s hold, and Frank soon to be dtrdown by Jeffrey’'s hand. Now that Dorothy has mied
Sandy to give Jeffrey the slap that he has longedtie kind of passionate response that he fails)agine that

his wooden mother could even conceive of, Jeffray o further need of Dorothy. By locating the disein
Dorothy, and allowing her to be taken away on angyr Lynch causes the civility of appearances to be
restored. Now that Dorothy has served her vitadigimction, her allure diminishes, and she is aldwo fade.
Jeffrey has taken Frank’s aggression into himselif] in the wake of the execution, Jeffrey and Fnaamkain
‘together, forever, in dreams.” Now it is Sandy alalfrey who must carry the dis-ease inside therd, lzear
whatever fruit will come of it. After a viewing @lue Velvetthe room that is left for speculative concernwgbo
what Dorothy now will do for kicks, and what it that Sandy and Jeffrey have become, stands somewhat
against Johnson'’s reduction of Lynch to a Puritarsader for the Right, and Blue Velveto a nostalgically
simple morality tale.

Chion has invoked the oneiric metaphor in his asialyf Blue Velvet with his proposition that the dream
begins as Jeffrey Beaumont’s response to his fatber's collapse. | side with McGowan in reading hém
meaning that the film is Lynch’s fantasy of whaighi arise in the mind of a young man in dangeiosirig his
father. Lynch writes Jeffrey into a fantasy thdtes him across the threshold into adulthood, onghith his
gentle ailing father is replaced by the fiercelyaliFrank Booth, whose presence is enough to gtesan
disruption of civility. Lynch’s conjuring of Dorothas sensual whore-mother enflamed and imbuedlifétivy
Frank’s exuberant violence contrasts with the aesed acquiescence of Jeffrey’'s mother. Lynch ghesk
and Dorothy to Jeffrey as substitute parents wée uip in his time of need for a father who can theree to
reckon with, and for a mother sensual enough toksibee desire required to keep the rivalry alivearfk and
Dorothy serve their purpose. Then they are dispkmsth, but something of them lives on inside Jaffand
Sandy, who have been changed by the encounterhligawes the future open, open to what fruit tiseied
will bring.

Thomas Ogden reads Hans Loewald’s paper “The Wanfitige Oedipus Complex” as crucial in the declfie
structuralist American ego psychology, opening thay to developments in psychoanalysis that more
adequately addressed the fragmentation and dedieites manifest by the patients presenting inetee1970s.
Loewald’s paper was written in response to Fresitislarly titled piece?™" Ogden argues that the decline of
the Oedipus complex is an active process, andsmabolic parricide is a necessity of generationakcession,

a mandatory right of passage into adulthood. Wéitephasising the necessity of parricide, Loewaldsctee
oedipal battle as one in which ‘opponents are requi®™" Ogden argues that ‘the felt presence of parental
authority makes it possible for the child to safelyrder his parents psychically (a fantasy thadneet be
repressed). Oedipal parricide does not requireesspon because it is ultimately a loving &¢t'that transforms
the assailant by means of what Loewald describe's gmssionate appropriation of what is experienasd
loveable and admirable in parent8* Neither Loewald nor Ogden view the Oedipus compisxa stage to be
negotiated, or a phase that gradually wanes oepassgay, but as a source of continuous regeneration

Loewald argued that Americans (after Freud's thési€ivilisation and its Discontent8""), had become
excessively civilised. Youth culture, at the timeatt Loewald was writing, was becoming increasingly
concerned with protest in the form of violence agacivility. Blue Velvetwas released just a few years after
Loewald’s paper, and its narrative and aestheRmsr(bes’ ‘Post-Punk Poetics’) are consistent witlewald’s
argument for the necessity that the children shasiup and kill the parents, at least symbolcatiking back
into themselves the fragmentation and destitutiesulting from this violence, but enabling a proce$s
continuous restructuring of a decentred and ddieadisubjectivities, those in which the rent ivereentirely
healed, and thence the impetus for creativity remaiadiating from the point where, repeatedly alvehys,
integration fails.

In contrast to Freud's Oedipus complex, which iscentrally dependent upon castration anxietieswadd's
oedipal narrative is one of the trangenerationaita@ioment of loving and hating as a creative precesth
emphasis on appropriation, challenge, relinquishiraad mourning. In this process, Ogden arguesQ#uipus
complex must not merely be repressed or supersdugdactually demolished and destroyed, in a way th
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significant psychic experiences never actually ban so it continues to generate a tension ‘notkanthe
experience of living with unresolved ... Oedipal damtf It unsettles everything it touches in a \italg
way.”" To demonstrate this tension and its creative aqumsgces, Loewald turns to the ancestors, invoking
Shakespeare in a psychoanalyst's self-consciougahfdp cultural authority. Citing Ariel's speech the
Tempest Loewald tells us that ‘nothing fades, “but dotbffer a sea-change into something rich and
strange.™"”

Lynch demonstrates to us the terrible nature ofctingices that confront Jeffrey and the transforomatn the
way he negotiates them, as well as the originatyraaf the loss he suffers and the mourning hekamsawhen
he kills off Frank, the mourning for a father falldown. When the prevalence of benign authoritgissupted
by Tom Beaumont's collapse, an opportunity opensléffrey to step outside the safety provided litality

that his father previously possessed. Jeffrey ged@n by the wooden deference the women of hisdtmid
show him in the wake of Tom’s invalidation, butgshplaces him in a rather frightening position. hHted$

himself at a loss and begins searching, knowindgerowhat. It is in from this void, in this staté deficit, that a
primal couple, Frank Booth and Dorothy Vallens rige respectively, as worthy opponent and as fdoze
which to challenge. Both are intensely passionatdike his real parents, but neither is safe orueingly

strong. Taking them on, Jeffrey must face his oxaiitf, and be left with the knowledge of theirshim.

Jeffrey's seduction and the subsequent parricideegperienced ambivalently, and cast by Lynch asssary
violences, both in the cause of, and against,igiviVhen Frank Booth falls down, Tom Beaumont sisgain
from his sick bed. Jeffrey is no longer a childt &auman who has been changed. The father haseuhtatid the
son has not taken the mother in his place. Thegbdsdiomplex, although it has been smashed in farigaot
actually destroyed. It remains in Lynch’s mind ahdt of his viewer as a source of civility and ord=ut also
as a structure of disquiet, disorder, or dis-efiea) whence a necessary violence is perpetualhyibig

The negotiation of the Oedipal situation, like Lgig narrative, can never be complete, but involaes
increasingly complex and ambivalent awareness oatwbgden calls ‘a multitude of evolving forever-
problematic aspects of the human conditfd.oewald dubs it ‘the troubling but rewarding rietss of life. '
The stultifying effect of civility and the necessitor a violent assault on it provide an answerJé&ffrey's
anguished question. Frank stands as the embodiphénth these things, and offers himself to thdlehger as
an opponent. When he is gone, Frank wakes up iwitter, who must bear the dis-ease put into hinthey
victory, and by the loss. Jeffrey mourns for hisdoence, and for his idealised parents and thew. |[dhe
political and cultural consequences of such a wctoay depend on the kind of mourning that folloasd the
extent to which the form of atonement chosen bypueicide constitutes an ossified return to tiaditor else
its spectropoetic reinterpretation.

While the potential for a conservatising effecttbe viewer is there iBlue Velvetthe activation of its other
valence, a potentially transformative one, depamum the extent to which the viewer is preparethi@ on,

and bear with, Lynch’s dis-ease. From such a pogifais-ease, it may be possible to respond tg#rdcide

with a mourning that is less nostalgic, one depetda what Ricciardi calls ‘greater openness and ca the

singularity of the past” Responding thus to Lynch’s film, and considerits) Viiolence against civility as
necessity rather than as morality tale, it is guedio speculate on, and to conceive of, a futaretfe parricide
beyond it. Lynch’s return, at the very end of thenfto the image of that animatronic robin clemahits beak

firmly around a writhing black beetle, provideswish a key signifier of such returns and such fegjrand of
the places of violence within them, of which mord e seen in the films to come.
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