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· Importance of situating psychoanalysis as one of the key domains of exploration of affectivity from the start of the seminar series: this is to be distinguished from many debates in which to address ‘affect’ demands superseding the constraining language-privileging framework of psychoanalysis.

· Richness of psychoanalytic traditions; some of those traditions (most notably those loosely identified as the relational school – one of whom, Lynne Layton, we were privileged to have as a speaker) have for several decades been involved in a deprioritization of the universalizing aspects of the classic Oedipus/drive framework. They have done so, the better to attend to the affective present of the psychoanalytic clinical encounter and to the constitution of the psychic space through ongoing intersubjective dynamics.

· However, this reference to an affective present, to the ebb and flow of what is being experienced in the here and now between say the analyst and the analysand or across the participants in a group, is both an enabling move and a stumbling block here. This is  because the psychoanalytic project in its different versions has, we would argue, at its most fundamental been about a practice of discernment, or listening for what is not of the present in the present. 

· While a lot of the directions engaging affect are about how best to attend to the lived the experienced in the now, psychoanalysis in its many reformulations still is preoccupied with how the now is inevitably constituted at least in part by embedded patterns, traumatic eruptions held STILL within the body. 

· In the context of these difficulties, then, how do we move anew psychoanalysis outside the clinic and in particular within the domain of the social sciences and the humanities with an ear for specific empirical data? In doing so, how do we avoid the pitfalls of earlier interdisciplinary crossings (notably uses of Lacan in film theory and of Klein in some of British psychosocial studies). Some of the attendant difficulties are being engaged in methods developed by contributors to this research network (including Wendy Hollway, Lynn Froggett, Valerie Walkerdine and others)

· What we’re gesturing towards here can be formulated as a question: How do we negotiate psychoanalytically-informed affective encounters in a non-analytic space? What we mean here is not simply about doing intersubjective work without the couch, or outside the controlled environment of the clinical dyadic space. 

· Certainly, such a space would depend on a mode of listening in which affective dynamics can be heard and not closed down. But although the capacity for empathic listening (feeling with) is central to psychoanalytic practice, at the same time, such practice is also about interrupting this listening in its immersive and resonating dimensions. 

· Psa practice is about listening with a cocked ear. This means listening for sound and rhythm (affective contours) of what is being said and opening up to those dimensions – to the embodiment of speech as Susie Orbach, discussed in her paper. However, this listening also involves discerning how for each analysand, a different temporality occupies the present. How in other words particular patterns of relatedness are carried into the present and re-enacted with the other. The present of an encounter is shot through with repetition – the dimension of enactment. In this sense, the cocked ear listening is about both tolerating this enactment but also opening up a place from which it is possible to shift it and in this sense creating a distance from its particular dynamic.  In other words it is about introducing a break, an interruption into the dyadic relationships that the analysand keeps alive or perhaps ‘undead’ in their affective patterns. A different way of talking about this break is to say that the analytic encounter (of different orientations pace Layton) aims to bring thirdness into the space of the dyadic engagement. In fact, for psychoanalysis, the very possibility of a relational space, in the sense of an intersubjective exchange in the present, depends on the constitution of this thirdness. 

· What we are suggesting here really is that while in different psychoanalytic traditions, affect may name the dimension of embodied experience one works with, at the same time psy listening is a process of intervention on that embodiment and on the investments it carries with it, rather than a collusion with it – an interruption of what another analyst, Jean Laplanche, has called ‘the destiny of affect’.

· ‘What is essential for the individual, both in life and in the treatment, is the destiny of affect’, but ‘the analytic method begins with the discovery that, ultimately, it is not by seeking to play on affect that one will best intervene in the destiny of the affect’.
 Laplanche.



In light of these brief conceptual comments, we want in finishing to touch on the spaces and contours of the workshops themselves.  There were strung across the course of the year, with several weeks between each one, and with a more or less stable core of participants.  They undoubtedly acted as a crucible in which what was brought to life were the very material and affective processes that were the focus of our theoretical and methodological inquiries.  By this we mean that the workshops were a performative and experimental space in which to experience and reflect on the transmission of affect and on its consolidating as well as fracturing force in the (de)constitution of the group.

That this was frequently an affectively fraught space was not in question.  Lynne Layton’s talk precipitated dizziness and nausea in several participants, as well as a tense exchange, ostensibly focused over the absent figure of the patient whose case history and interactions with Layton were the focus of Layton’s talk.  The participatory session on movement and affect led by Maxine Sheets-Johnston was characterized by moments of refusal and anger on the part of several participants, as well as by delight and pleasure on the part of others. (RIFF: intense refusal when asked to dance our name.)  A discussion centred on Guattari and his relation to 68 and its legacy set in motion a complex and spatially patterned looping of affect, manifestations and exchanges of frustration and anger were received or pushed back from other parts of the room in a seesawing motion in which the axes of generational difference, gender and intellectual commitments seemed to operate in an intricate dance.

Affect was, then, to make a flat-footed comment, everywhere. But how might we approach – let alone transmit to others – these moments of blocking and of heightened ‘affect’? What was in the present of these movements that was not, in fact, of the present?  To what extent were these moments of affective transfer inflected by individuals’ patterns of repetition, or by processes of identification and projection?


We are not sure.  And we do not in any way wish to present ourselves as the arbiters or interpreters of an experimental group of which we were a part.  But in closing, let us return to Layton’s use of the concept of thirdness.  At times, it felt as though the group qua group did establish a space of thirdness in which it was possible to intervene – to use Laplanche’s phrase –  in the destiny of affect.  But as it is with the psychoanalytic clinical encounter, such a position is fragile and frequently closes down again.  We were, as an experimental group, always too at the risk of seduction by the surface patterns of rhythmic, affective movement. 

· (by counter transference / not being able to tolerate being said) [how does it differ from interview techniques]

· Implications for method: What does it mean to present ‘data’ to others?  What does it mean for non-clinicians to do it?  

· Lynne Layton produced nausea/dizziness in the listeners – the going through, the processing.  Can produce anxiety in the listeners.  How do you make that public communication – will produce anxiety in listeners.  

· Articulation between the creativity of the patterns and intersubjective exchanges versus the stuckness of repetition.
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