"We need to talk about Kevin": an unusual, unconventional film

Some reflections on 'bad boys', between transgenerational projections and socio-cultural influences 

Introduction

     May we postulate that there is a so-called innate aggression in some children, particularly tyrannical from a very young age? Or should we assume a mother-child relationship prematurely scarred, despite appearances, by unconscious communications of hate and a sense of death, almost “a direct admission of death (Meotti, 1997)? Furthermore, the cultural environment, social pressures, to what extent do they influence and intertwine in determining a future teen murderer?

It is to these and many other questions that the disturbing and, in my opinion poignant We need to talk about Kevin (2011) by the Scottish director Lynne Ramsay opens, based on the novel of the same name by Lionel Shriver. The film remains largely faithful to the text of the novel (which has been the most successful of all of Shriver’s books and has been translated into various languages
), the only change being to transform the epistolary form of the novel in which the protagonist Eva (Tilda Swinton) writes imaginary letters to her husband Franklin, into a story which still has Eva as the I-narrator central to the story, beginning with her visits to her son Kevin in prison, and then progressively going back with numerous returns and flashbacks. The plot is simple: out of the marriage between Eva Khatchadourian, a brilliant Armenian professional who emigrated to the United States and the American Franklin (John C. Reilly), Kevin is born. Desired by his parents, at least on a conscious level, he immediately reveals himself to be difficult, rejecting, exceptionally complex and particularly violent towards his mother, but who later on extends his attacks to his schoolmates and to the significant figures of his environment culminating in, as a 16 year old adolescent, a massacre in the school gymnasium in which he kills nine children, in addition to his sister and his father. Condemned and imprisoned first in a juvenile prison and then in an adult one, he only receives visits from his mother, heartbroken and painful meetings from which, as mentioned, the work of reconstructing the memories and the story begins through the sole voice of Eva.

What strikes one at first sight, is the content of a very unusual and unconventional narrative (terribly honest, is how the New York Times defined the novel), where the usual cinema stereotypes are overturned: a mother’s unconditional love, the natural goodness or at least the pleasantness of young children, their innate beauty and even when aggressive and unruly. Kevin, on the contrary (played by three different actors as the young child, from 6-8 years of age, then the talented Ezra Miller in the teenage role) from a very small child, immediately appears to be an nasty, unpleasant child, who arouses no feelings of tenderness, preposterously bad and oppositional, as if he were possessed by an evil spirit who uglifies expressions and features, transforming his child’s face into a sort of precocious mask of Evil, distorted by grimaces and face makings which are almost too unbearable to look at. The audience is led, at least almost to the final scenes in which they glimpse a flicker of humanity, to empathise with Eva’s point of view, with her huge weariness as a rejected mother, with her loneliness and ostracism which, in addition to all the damage and losses incurred, the community has imposed on her. Here the usual emotional registers which we are used to feeling when we see a child in a film are brilliantly overturned  and revisited; We need to talk about Kevin forces us  (something we need), as viewers and as psychoanalysts, to talk about nasty children and of the future teenage murderer without prejudice, without taking anything for granted.

   In this work (looking at the film and the novel together), I will try to reflect on some of the many ideas that the film has aroused in me, examining four points of view: aggression in a brief and necessarily incomplete psychoanalytic excursus; the trauma of unconscious transgenerational transmission; the final massacre (the Thursday); the role of contemporary Kultur in the idealisation of motherhood and in the negation of ambivalence.

   The ages of Kevin: can we talk about an original Evil?

     "Kevin was two weeks late – we read Eva’s words - He was the least curious little boy I have ever encountered. I saw no one and rarely got out because Kevin's rages, in public, were not socially accepted (...). Kevin' s silence had an oppressive quality (..) it was inert...he did not play". Little Kevin is furiously oppositional to everything, he rejects the television, any kind of game, any kind of food ('Kevin, do you want a cookie?' 'I hate cookies'), he withdraws into interminable silences which Eva perceives as charged with hostility, refuses to say her name ('Kevin, can you say Mommy?'..the predictable answer was 'no'), alternating these mutisms which cause his paediatrician to suspect autism (a hypothesis which is subsequently abandoned)
 interminable and unexpected crying, apparently without motives and irrepressible ('NYEEEEE, nyeee, nyeeee..'), cries which are shouts which shatter any moment of intimacy, or walks, make going out impossible, cause the babysitters to flee. In restaurants the child Kevin destroys the other children’s seats, mushes up the food in his hands, without tasting it and turns it into a gory red pulp (note the colour red, which often comes up symbolically in the film); when he starts to go to school, the meetings with teachers about his worrying aggressiveness towards the other children; at home, he shows no interest in anything, frustrates any attempt by Eva to involve him, ruins work things which are dear to Eva, replies with a blank 'no, I don't like that. Turn it out' to any type of proposal or request. Kevin’s development, which, as I have said is clearly personified by all three of the young actors, proceeds with a stubborn consistency to what I would call a ‘loyalty to hatred’, almost as if Kevin has an inner destructive project which he will not give up even for a moment, and which will lead to the final massacre. The sardonic grimaces of disgust of the child (remember: one of the extremely rare unpleasant children in films) are followed by the blank look of eight year old Kevin ('Kevin remains a mystery for me.') and then the cold and enigmatic adolescent who scornfully follows what is going on around him causing the audience to constantly feel, from the film’s outset, that a catastrophe is imminent. Tension is high from the start (the films begins with Eva’s nightmare that everything is destroyed in blood), you know something is going to happen: you cannot survive for long in such a climate of hate.

"Do babies have feelings, even at zero hours?"- Eva asks herself - ...I believe they do"

     I will not go into detail here and look once again at the vast psychoanalytic theorization on aggression, I will briefly limit myself to recalling that, with Freud, it immediately assumes the value of instinct-drive (Freud 1905) until it was considered to be a manifestation of an autonomous death drive, an instinct which is essentially innate and irreducible in man (1920). In Civilization and its Discontent (1929), Freud has no doubts when he pessimistically concludes "...that men are not gentle, friendly creatures wishing for love, who simply defend themselves if they are attacked, but that a powerful measure desire for aggression has to be reckoned as font of their instinct endowment"(p.24). Subsequently, M. Klein (1957) remains true to the path traced by Freud in considering the central role of sadistic primitive impulses on a child in his psychic development, which on the one hand contribute to the early formation of the Super Ego, and on the other hand need to be brought outside, a sort of original self-destructiveness which can rest on the frustrations and the shortcomings of the environment, but remains essentially innate and independent.  

Subsequent developments, as is known, have gradually privileged the role of the environment and the lack of maternal empathy (Winnicott 1971; Khout 1971,1977; Bion 1962), identifying in the failure of the first mirroring relationships the matrix of structuring settings (Ferruta, 2010), a position which today is more or less shared by most authors. Whilst in the field of infant research, I would draw attention to the original position of Lichtenberg (1989) who does not see an autonomous matrix in aggressiveness as an end in itself, but places it in a complex motivational system where it also has the function of reacting in opposition to the difficulties through antagonism and withdrawal (both present in Kevin); as in the personal theorization of (1994) which differentiates between a natural original violence, which he defines as “fundamental”, present in every human being and necessary for survival, an integral part of the life instinct and self preservation, that has nothing to do with the eroticised components of sadism and of hate which are present in aggression. To sum up, we can say that today the existence of an autonomous aggressive impulse whose role is to discharge has been relativised by most authors, as has the postulate of a death impulse, whilst the idea of a concept of aggression as an adaptive response to the shortcomings of the caregiver has prevailed. I do, however, believe that it cannot be denied that not all human beings are equal, each one of us emerges from an intricate, specific and extremely personal weave between innatism and environment (and here socio-cultural impose, something we will come to later). One or the other component will prevail, sometimes mysteriously.

      Kevin has a sole passion, a sole object of desire and interest acquired during a few days of illness, as a chid, in which he lets his mother care for him: Robin Hood and archery, which becomes a favourite activity. Identification with the anti-hero who robs the rich to give to the poor? A symbolic reminder of the arrow as a phallus which penetrating kills, full of power, to compensate a wounded narcissism? Identification with the poor, the deprived or with who needs to be compensated? Even this unique island of affection is human,  for play, and will be transformed into an instrument of death, as Kevin will carry out the massacre with a bow, almost as if to testify to the impossibility of keeping a good object in himself: everything has to serve destruction.

      Apparently, the primary environment of Kevin in the film does not seem to be marked by particular frustrations or deprivations, rather it presents as a typical modern family environment: a well off and educated couple, who seem united, a wanted first child despite the inevitable ambivalence and maternal fears  ('I was terrified of having a child' reflects Eva in the painful après-coup of reconstruction), a mild father, who tries to mediate between Eva e Kevin but substantially justifies his son and 'forgives him' after each violent action, so that he does not fulfil the role of a father, the 'third' person and separator in the dual mother-child relationship, who contributes to the set up of the typical situation of a contemporary western family. 

   But none of this assumes apparently traumatic tones. If there has been trauma, then, what sort of trauma is it?

The unconscious transgenerational transmission: from Eva to Kevin

    So we come to the heart of my reflections on We need to talk about Kevin. Kaes writes (1993) that in the psychic life between generations exists

 "a phenomenon which may be described as an urgency or as a sort of push to transmit under the effect of an incoercible psychic imperative (….). The transfer-transmit need always appears that cannot be maintained and hosted in the actual subject”. This unconscious transmission is characterised, however, by its character of negativity, in that “transmission is organised starting from not only that which is missing, but from that which has not happened, from that which is the absence of inscription and representation". They are "non-transformable objects" which are destined to remain "encysted, incorporated, inert. When they are transferable, they are chiefly so due to the mode of transfusion " (p. 23-29). 

In the first classic studies of Faimberg and Kaes (ibid), other precious elaborations on the subject follow (Odgen 1997; Herzog1991, 2004, 2005; Bohleber, 2007).

    But why does transgenerational unconscious transmission interest us? We may postulate the traces of the very first mother-child relationship, in the first unconscious interactions from pregnancy or even further back in prior fantasies, between Eva and Kevin? Let us take a step backwards in the story of Eva (we are much more in the dark about Franklin's). An Armenian immigrant, despite her good social level and appearance of perfect integration, Eva never stops feeling different in some way, a foreigner, homeless; the marriage to a real American (I married an American), the coveted destination of the United States do not fill the gap of her sense of loneliness and diversity that she carries within herself, to receive definitive confirmation and stigma following the massacre, when she becomes the bad mother, an outcast, rejected by the community. But from the film's outset we perceive Eva's diversity compared to the other inhabitants of the neighbourhood (thoroughly detailed in the book), in her cultural tastes and habits (Franklin calls her a radical chic, typically European, he cannot stand her love for red wine, for example, and her preference for Tribeca rather than the suburbs), in her style and in her perception of the world.
 This sense of alienation is heightened when they decide, after the birth of Kevin, to leave Manhattan and move to the suburbs; a decision taken, as we will see later, above all due to Franklin's insistence and which Eva accepts to comply with American conformism on how and where a good family should live, in the hope of feeling a greater belonging to the community, but frustrating her own needs in this way, Eva is not just an immigrant, but is forced to leave her own Country at war, where one and a half million Armenians, her friends and fellow citizens, have been killed by the Turks: including her own father. Eva too carries a massacre within her, a bloodbath: like the one that Kevin will carry out. Herzog writes (2005):

"The mind of a child develops reflecting the reality of her parents and that which they must fight against  (...). What remains unmetabolised often becomes fertile material for transmission and for a new enactment." And furthermore:

"Transmitted trauma and inflicted trauma weaken the structure of the Self, deform the capacity to modulate aggression and alter the ways in which a child can play”. He adds that “there is an old saying which says that a person can be happy only in how much his child is unhappy"(p. 538-561)
.

Various authors, above all German and Argentinian, have elaborated studies on the relationship between serious collective traumas, such as catastrophes and genocides, the impossibility of the survivors to mourn, and the unconscious transmission to successive generations of unelaborated nuclei (Bleger, 2010), which remain silent and split in the mind and which can be revealed in analysis or in enactment of daily life, still according to Herzog. A "colonization of the past" (Bohleber, 2007), which requires future generations to elaborate this mourning which has not happened before, work in après coup which Eva begins after the massacre by Kevin, inside herself and perhaps with Kevin, through the imaginary letters to Franklin (flashbacks in the film). The slaughter of the Armenians comes under the "catastrophes and extreme experiences that people underwent and suffered in the 20th century (that) turned trauma into its hallmark" (Bohleber, 2007,p.330). It can certainly be hypothesized that the outcome of this transmission depends on a set of factors, but above all on the intensity of the trauma itself and on the level of maturity and force of I in the receiving subject. So we find ourselves in a vicious circle: the trauma will be greater in a weak I, but it is the very unconscious transmission that weakens the Self structure and makes it  ineffective in modulating aggression or play. In fact Kevin was a child who was totally unable to play, apathetic and inert when he was not violent, and he becomes an adolescent who appears to be activated or rather energised only when faced with the fantasy of murder cultivated over the years within himself, or only when he hurts others (the children, his sister Celia), or when he humiliates (a teacher who he accuses of seducing him to get her sacked) and when he damages (Eva's study which he destroys). Only cruelty appears to give him a thrill and vitality.

   On this point, I find the hypothesis of Ogden (1997) illuminating, regarding the perverse person as a subject who unconsciously carries within herself the fantasy of a primal scene, sterile, dead, which causes the person to feel in turn inevitably without life, " that he has nothing to lose"(p. ), able to come to life solely through the excitement of violence and of perversion. I believe, together with Francesconi (2009) that this unconscious configuration can be legitimately applied to an adolescent who will become a murderer. In Ogden we read:

"The perverse individual of this type experiences a sense of inner deadness, a lack of a sense of being; at the same time they develop a set of concretely simplified defensive fantasies that life exists in the intercourse (both sexual and non-sexual) between the parents and that the only way to 'acquire' life is to enter into that intercourse (the source of life) from which the individual is excluded and left lifeless (....) (they) fantasize/experience the parental intercourse (in the broadest sense of word) to be an empty event and imagine that the lifelessness of the primal scene is the source of their own sense of inner deadness". So "particular to the perverse of the sort being discussed is the compulsive eroticisation of the void that is felt (.....) The excitement generated by this eroticisation is used as a substitution for a sense of own's human aliveness"(p. ).

Typically a challenger, the adolescent future murderer feels alive only when "flying closer to the flame", provoking danger and putting himself at risk as he feels he has nothing to lose "since the individual's psychological life has in a sense already been lost (or, more accurately, has never come into being)". And so we are in front of an "endless, futile effort to extract life from a primal scene that is experienced as dead"(p ). I believe that in the profound and precocious relationship between Eva and Kevin a complex source of factors come into play: the unconscious transgenerational trauma of a person who escapes from a massacre and survives it, associates with the unconscious phantasy of a primary death scene and non-productive. It is also important to stress the role of Franklin as a weak father, ineffective in becoming the “third” who at a certain point of development interposes in the mother-child couple allowing the child to detach herself; with Kevin this only appears to happen. Sure enough Franklin is a loving and affectionate father, but subtly in collusion with Kevin's aggressiveness for which he always finds an excuse; bonded to Eva, but at the same time hostile towards her history and her personality which we have seen as so diverse, so other; as a matter of fact it is he who gives Kevin that bow with the arrows that becomes his weapon, as if to represent his not knowing how to contain and contrast his son's aggressiveness but instead to have “gifted” it to him and put it in his hands for the rest of his life. The Meottis (ibid) hypothesize about this, that the impossibility to export aggressiveness onto a third, outside of the dual relationship, may force the mother to input death directly into her child, death in all its physical and psychic meanings.

   Trauma, in psychic life, is destined to repeat itself: even Eva has never seen love between her parents ('I never saw my mother kiss my father. I wish I had'), and during the sexual intercourse which results in Kevin's birth, she senses danger (be careful, she says to Franklin – it may be dangerous). Lastly, Eva would have liked a daughter, a desire that is satisfied only a few years later with Celia. As "we are formed by the desire of someone else before us" (Kaes, ibid), Kevin meets with a maternal desire which is conflictual and disappointed, as highlighted by a phrase which is central to the film when the teenage Kevin says to his mother "Just cause you get used to something doesn't mean you like it. You're used to me".  The short-lived postnatal depression which she suffers at Kevin's birth (once again this episode is better described in the novel)
, thus becomes a symptomatic expression of an attempt, not picked up by either the environment or the couple, to express pain and ambivalence. 

The massacre (the Thursday)

     The massacre is prepared in every detail, with extreme precision. In the school gymnasium, armed with his bow, Kevin kills nine schoolmates, after having got rid of Celia (already seriously wounded in one eye by an earlier attack) and his father. "A scene of carnage" write the newspapers, and the thoughts of all the members of the community and perhaps of the whole country turn to the memory of the Columbine massacre in Denver.
 The killing of Celia is no surprise: over and above sibling rivalry, Kevin has hated all children since kindergarten, and at high school has hated all his schoolmates too. The nine he chooses seem to have some traits in common (which I would not overestimate, however): they have all received awards from the school for some sort of merit despite them having some sort of 'defect', some sort of imperfection. 'I didn't like them, he says disgustedly to Eva during a meeting in prison, people got on my nerves; 'you don't like anybody is Eva's reply.

Who, what, does Kevin get rid of by killing his schoolmates, his father and Celia? The weak parts of Self, felt as imperfect, lacking and projected in others, so that only by eliminating the other who has become so intolerably defective can he delude himself that he has eliminated his shortcomings, his imperfection? To get rid of possible rivals to his exclusive relationship with his mother, all the other children, his sister, his father, despised and envied objects? At the same time, certain that Kevin is seeking that eroticised pleasure which we talked about above with Ogden, the illusion of a sense of vitality felt as being irredeemably missing. I believe that Kevin was aware of his tremendous sense of emptiness ('What personality?', he replies to Eva who one day mentions his personality). 

      During her prison visits in the final scenes, Eva goes over in her memory all the countless premonitory incidents of sadism: the serious attacks on other children, the destruction of objects, the refusal to play, the oppositional apathy, Celia's eye injury, the damage done to the teacher.........as if it were entirely predictable, inevitable.


Thus within the deep dynamic of the massacre on the one hand the triumph of the grandiose Self of Kevin
 (as if to say: I am not an imperfect weak Self, I possess Power-bow-phallus in my hand) to compensate for the serious narcissistic fragility which he carries, combines on the other hand with – and I believe it to be an essential point – an absolute need to have his mother all to himself. They remain alone, the two of them alone on the world stage, both imprisoned by their secret and by their unbreakable bond, strongly evoked in the end shots of the prison visits, where a possible way of a real coming to the truth gradually begins. Kevin finally gets what he wants most, his Mother. 

"Despite their living the object as essentially bad – writes Kapsambelis (2011) in an interesting work on the need of an object in some forms of so-called 'narcissistic fragility'  -  ....the object here is always considered also as the holder of a certain number of qualities, of a certain wealth; it hasn't lost them, but refused them to the subject. From there, the attitude of the subject faced with the object is jealousy and anger, (...) In general, this concept of an object is based on a sentiment of an unkept promise " (p.1107). 

Anger, jealousy and the need for revenge generate a further refusal of the object, in a vicious circle which so confirms its badness. The deep need is, however, the need of “repair”(ibid).

The final dialogue between Eva and Kevin in the film, after silent visits which however show a gradual coming together and a genuine attempt to understand and after the complete change in Eva's life (who, for example, to pay the lawyers has to sell her home and move elsewhere), gives us a glimpse of this possible path in Kevin, in Eva and in their relationship, as we will now see in the conclusion.

Idealisation of motherhood and  negation of ambivalence in contemporary Kultur

     In conclusion, we must ask ourselves what the role of culture is and how much social influences count, and what is their effect. Like many teenagers, Kevin too is the victim of a certain image worship (“you are what you seem” is another of his statements), and in the ‘massacre of the imperfect’ this type of cultural drive may have contributed. 

It seems to me, however, that the socio-cultural pressure on motherhood is more relevant, and also better described in both the novel and the film. As the French philosopher Elisabeth Badinter (2010) writes, in the Western world over the past twenty years at least, an underlying regression in the role of the woman has been going on, obliging her to live locked in a sort of paradoxical requirement: on the one hand to fulfil herself at all costs (both at work and in all sectors of life), on the other to be a perfect mother.
 The author gives a prevalently sociological reading of this: the preponderance of only children, often had late in life, brings motherhood to the forefront as the only sought-after child does not happen, it was chosen. This choice implicates a paradox, as the woman unconsciously feels she has more duties towards the child she chose to bear, as if to say: as I have chosen, now I cannot fail, I cannot be imperfect. The choice comes into the project for self fulfilment and so brings overwhelming responsibility, resulting in the negation of the physiological ambivalence present in each pregnancy and in each birth. Covered by this “illusory aura” (p.16), bombarded by the requests of the media and society, motherhood for a woman may become a painful experience of self-penalization and self-attack
. Indeed Eva gave up her beloved apartment in Tribeca to move to a house she hated ('I hated that house), in a social community which she feels to be different and hostile; but which she accepts “for the good of the child”. The signs of this early sentiment of ambivalence towards the child that will be born are denied for the most part, with the significant collusion of her husband, doctors and society as a whole. I think the other side to this idealisation of motherhood is a similar idealisation of the child: a perfect mother must correspond to a ‘supposedly good’ child who is perfect too. In contemporary Kultur, which makes every effort to negate the ambivalence of every feeling in human life, Eva and Kevin also represent the symbols of the reciprocal trap in which the mother-child relationship can find itself. "The celebration of maternal sublime" (p.52) – and I would add, of infantile sublime – often leaves postmodern men and women alone to face the pressing demands of the collective to which the majority of women try to conform to, and which, interweaving with the complexity of their internal world, worsens and charges with virulence their sense of guilt and inadequacy. 

   As Winnicott astutely pointed out already in 1949 when he convincingly stressed the need for the analyst working with seriously ill patients to recognise the authenticity of their own feelings and the hate they sometimes feel towards the patient, in the same way it is necessary that a mother "has to be able to tolerate hating her baby without doing anything (...). The most remarkable thing about the mother is her ability to be hurt by the baby and to hate so much without paying the child out, and her ability to wait for rewards that may or may not come at a later date” (p.73). With some patients we are indeed in the position of the mother of a child about to be born or just born, and it is the mother who "hates the baby before the baby hates the mother, and before the baby can know his mother hates him” (p.72). Kevin (as in psychotic patients, such as the adopted child in Winnicott’s example) needs to hear "the objective hate" of the mother, so that he can believe that an objective love towards him exists, that authentic feelings exist: he can believe he is loved only after having experimented with having felt hated. Only in this way can Kevin believe in the truth of Eva’s love for him ('just cause you get used to something doesn't mean you like it. You're used to me'). We can read the entire film as Kevin’s desperate attempt to provoke hate in his mother in order to trust that one day he will have love.

   The realization of this ambivalence and thus of hatred is a difficult path for Eva, even though she has always felt the sensation deep down; the role of a contemporary culture that tends to deny the ambivalence and tends to deny it above all in motherhood ('we don't like mothers who 'don't like' their own sons'), in addition to the personal role of the defence, who I think represent significant social conditioning which needs to be taken into account: the “good enough” mother today has been substituted by the idealized fantasy of an ‘all good mother’. 

   In the end, as said, a glimmer of truth begins appear, in the protected and finally contained prison confines, a process of recognition of true feelings begins in Eva, that ‘objective hate’ felt towards him which can no longer be tolerated, with patience, with no expectations "for rewards that may or may not come" (ibid). This access to a possible authenticity obviously has its parallel in Kevin who, in the last shot hints at the crumbling universe of his grandiose convictions: 

- You killed eleven people. My husband. My daughter. Look me in the eye, and tell me why - 

- I used to think I knew, now I am not so sure 

- Thank you
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�	 Lionel Shriver, We need to talk about Kevin, Harper Perennial, New York, 2003


�	 This aspect in Kevin of extreme apathy and inertia is more clearly brought out in the book than in the film. The uselessness and distance of psychiatric diagnoses is also evident (both as a young child and during his trial) as far as the understanding of the psychopathology of Kevin is concerned.


�	 The identification with Eva by Lionel Shriver, author of the novel, is obvious here; Shriver, born in North Carolina, is in fact a forty-five year old who calls herself a “gypsy”, has lived in various countries, restless, married without children and a 'feminist', who has chosen to stop travelling and live in London, a city which she nevertheless defines as closed and conventional.


�	  By J.M. Herzog see: Blood and love, Int J Psychoanal, 81, 263-272 (2000) and: Father hunger and narcissistic deformation, Psychoanalitic Q., 71, 4, 893-914





�	 The subject of cruelty also in the writings of Eric Bremman, Cruelty and narrow-mindedness, Int J Psychoanal, 66,p 278-281 (1985)


�	 Due to space and the chosen theme, I will not dwell on the role of Celia here and the jealousy that Kevin must have experienced, as I believe this to be an aspect which does not add much to what already existed in Kevin's world before Celia. 


�	 Which was the inspiration behind the wonderful Elephant (2003) by the director Gus Von Sant.


�	 Please refer to the already mentioned works by Kohut and by Self psychologists on narcissism. 


�	 On the paradoxical “need to feel fulfilled” as a fruit of liberty in a contemporary subject, look at de Gaullejac V:  L'injonction d'etre sujet dans la societé hypermoderne: la psychanalyse et l'ideologie de la réalisation de soi-meme ( Rev franc Psych, 2011, p995-1006)


�	 Only this aspect of the reflections of Badinter is dealt with here, even if the author recognises various causes which contribute to this ‘driftting’ of the female role, such as the new naturalism, economic factors, etc.







