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,Junktim' or Freud's package dedl

“In psychoanalysis there has existed from the very first
an inseparable bond between cure and research.
Knowledge brought therapeutic success. It was
Impossible to treat a patient without learning something
new; It was impossible to gain fresh insight without
perceiving its beneficent results.” (GW XIV, p. 293)

+Nothing is going on between analyst and patient but
an exchange of words. They are just talking®. (GW XIV,
p.213)



,Evenly hovering® attention

Freud recommends what is translated as ,,evenly
suspended attention'. However, the better franslation
for the German phrase (as above) is

~evenly hovering attention- there is a sense of
»Mmind/spirit hovering above the waters" in the German
ohrase which we want to maintain as it reproduces the
type of listening characterizing what happens in
osychoanalyfic sessions.




What about Time¢

LAffer the analyst has infroduced the patfient into
the analytical situation, explicit, symlbolic
communication begins. The analyst invites the
patient to talk to him, listens and, from fime to
time, he himself talks. When he talks, he talks noft fo
himself nor about himself qua himself but to the
patient about the patient. His purpose in talking is
to extend the patient’s awareness of himself [...]"
(Charles Rycroft, 1956)
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From the other's perspective...
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Why language at all if we have ...

» ... ,interbrain synchronisation during social
iIntferaction” (Dumas, Nadel, Soussignan et al.
2010) ¢

» ... ,inter-subject synchronization of brain
responses” (Abrams, Ryali, Chen et al. 2013) ¢

» ... ,brain-to-brain coupling" as ,,a mechanism for
creating and sharing a social world* (Hasson,
Ghanzanfar et al. 2012) ¢

» ... ,Empathy, mirror neurons and SYNC" (Praszkier
2014) ¢



Doing together to do
fogether

“The fact that there is a job that any
person could clearly do by themselves
(sic), provides a resource for memibers
for permitting them to show each other
that whatever it is they're doing
together, they're just doing together to
do together.”

(Sacks [1965] 1992, 147)




To Do Rhythm in Therapy

T: STATT des KampLfes
bls aufs Messer 1ns
<Kloster> (1S

P: °bitEcEn

T: statt des Kampiaes
bls aufs Messer=

B =ja=

"N =1NS
Kloster

EERNSEAD of fight to
EEEKN 1 fe 1n the
Bbe > (1) °to”°

B oardon?”
EERStead of fight to
the knife=

553 B —
e =1n the
abbey




Christoph RUhlemann (2007):

iInteractional fasks

» Shared context

» Co-construction

>
>
>

Discoursive presentation
Real-fime processing

Relation management

» Rhythm (1) = behavior in time

» For Gumperz: "prosody is not an
accidental or derivative addendum
fo the linguistic data [...] but an
essential part of inferaction*

» and the same holds for rhythm!



A New Rhythm in Conversation

» Talk as event between people thinking about
thinking people (Cacioppo et al. 2006)

» Rhythm (2) frames phonetic events while
constructing meaning.

>

» “What makes for an analytic mentality in the
study of conversational rnythme It is attention to
the auditory shape of utterances as objects
produced in and of fime” (Auer et al., 1999, p.

36)




First: GAT-2-Transcribing 152nd Session
of Amalie X

Second: Applying Conversation Analysis

TRANSCRIPT AMALIE 152ND SESSION 4 |ndependenT VOriObleS: Three
R conversational therapeutic practices

aber seit Sonntag °geht Uberhaupt® °°nichts mehr®®

Nur weil (.) seit offenbar ham Sie besonders sich

e iy el e Third: Rhythm Analysis of practices

kénnten mich dann schonen und h selbst (.)

Method

nicht? §iie

ich drauben 1 en und (2) Sie diarften

o » Dependent variables: three rhythm
o s s Pttt s 0 s e o codes (speechrate, density,

T: gh wh,

v reievance
P: Das stimmt! miikt Thnen auch nicht den Hals abreiBen

T:

Ja! Aber Sie wilrden dann auch nicht mit Ihren Dogmen meine
befruchten oder?

Nein! ( [War wieder so (..) wie der Feind [ Ich wyil;rde,
zwei Fronten

(1) meine (.)
[ersetzen meine ersetzen
haben! So: wie eben

mh, mh,

FrY | - Rhythmic alignments of practices

Ihren Eingriffen in meine Gedanken (-) in mein' Kopf
witrden=wiirden Sie ja was &ndern &h (2) wlg

. Ijsa:

n und k

comb mh°®

Ja: (1) es wAr wieder ein Davonlaufen? (1.5) Wissen Sie
ich muss Ihnen das nochmal grad sagen was da all noch
kommt

mm

oder was da alles immer noch kommt
mm

Egal ob ich im Bad steh oder am [Schreibtisch
—Lmh,

Ja

am Montag [dann



Three Rhythm Codes or Paths to Relevance
(Auer, Couper-Kuhlen & Muller 1999)

Speech rate: syllables
Per second

Density: ratio of stressed

To unstressed syllables

Relevance: Ratio of Low relevance
density to speech rate (fastly monotonous)




Perception of being perceived

Mutual monitoring:

‘persons must sense that they
are close enough to be

Are there e for perceived in whatever they are
rhythmic doing, including their
synchronization experiencing of others, and
o close enough to be perceived in
e this sensing of being perceived"

(Goffman, 1963: 17)



Mutual Monitoring

Th: es geht J (NN
wirklich auch (.) SO
>um um< Gedanken >und (.)
und< ah das was I SEEE -
[1m Kojeks

BEERRsE e rtainly about (.) err
RN E SO (.) so (.) much
EREEEEaDout< thoughts >and (.)
and< err what 1s i1n the head
[even 1s

';é_fﬁp A [yeah

TiE auch 1SN

A: [ JAha

E% [Ja ha

A R

Th: viel NEFNEslsERae -
Gedanken zu dem zu kommen was
Sle sl1nd  UricrrasEimmeNm

EREENOTEEeto get through

thoughts to who you are and who
I am



Bateman and Fonagy (2016)

'The patient has to find himself in the mind of the
clinician and, equally, the clinician has to understand
him/herself in the mind of the patient [...]. Both have o
experience a mind being changed by a mind."

Rhythm is if!




Three Types of
Conversational Therapeutic Practices

» Colloboratively Constructed Utterance (CCU)
» as , dancing together” (Buchholz and Reich, 2015)

» Agenda Transforming Utterance (ATU)

» as co-transformation

» Typical Problematic Situation (TPS)

» as potential break down of ,interaction machinery*



Collaboratively Constructed Utterance (CCU)

Joe: (cough) We were in an automobile

discussion=

Henry: =discussing the psychological
motives for =

Mel : =drag racing on the streets.

(Sacks, 1992, pp. 144-145)

1st phase: Enfrainment 2nd phase:

Mutual monitoring l

Jointly producing

utterances ,out of one
mouth' manifests ,,shared
infentionality*

B A

orepares a shared
,attentional space’ 1




CCU Entrainment; Shared attention

’-_-——-------

A:Cach, wissens’manchmal (1) S (ic:)}l—,--;/.(-);--];l’-léiﬁ sometimes
hab ich das Gefiah .. B [ ike (1) I had to
misste auf Sie ZUS BRI make a beeline for you and
Sie am Hals packen und ganz BRSOl neck and hold it
festhalten UNCECEIN. tight and then?
1Elg%:

~—Dann denke ich, deiciGIENs RN T think he won'‘t
der gar nicht, das RaiiEaciEsEuEE— cope with 1t, he won'‘'t stand
nieht aus it

T

an seh 1 chehicm=sNe a® <Zthen I see somehow how>
' ndwie (1.6) BRENNen BT c) BURN

» Shared attention: Amalie directs therapist's attention, and perceives therapist
as someone perceiving her and enters a ,metaphorical state’




CCU Entrainment: Overview of Rhythmic Process

Speechrate

f

2

OO — N W M O O~
|

1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15—

TIME Iin seconds

V“\\ i
Bl

» Speechrate oscillates
between fast and slow

» Seesaw technigue:
tension processing

high

Density Relevance
1,2 1,2
] 1
0.8 0.8
0.6 0,6
0.4 0,4
0,2 JAN V\_/\/\ / 0,2
N - NI

- G EEARR EM S5 17 19 21 23 B0 1] 13 15 17 19 21 23
Th: hm

» Density normal with » Relevance unfoldsin a

peaks low way
> Means of contrasting as  p High peak as rhythmic
expression of assertion — sign of shared

» ,,My mind is with you" attention



CCU Groove: Co-creafing we-intention

- en @» EP Eb Eb Eb @ e o
————

» -
- -
- oy —)

A% [YES

- G ;G ab a»
"--—— ------~ §~---

Thx7>nicht ertragen’ kKo SENEENERCEN Nt bear you</a::

-
-
il XX ———

ertragen kann<

A:
- dasishmiel RO 1d you strongly
Sie festhalt Th: mhm:

Th: s

» Shared intention: Therapist reformulates Amalie’s infention and Amalie co-
constructs this formulation by filing the ,slof

» We-intention is realised by ,speaking out of one mouth’



CCU Groove: Overview of Rhythmic Process

SPEECHRATE DENSITY RELEVANCE

7 0.8 0,25

) /\ 0.7 / 3 /

N : . /
SERVENEERSE

A e =
V4 o e

» Speechrate high with

PE > Density increasing » Relevance unfolds in
» High onset-tension level » Means of consistence a confinuously rising
with projected rhythmic s expression of way

expectations assertion
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Change Process from Enfrainment to Groove
SPEECHRATE

Mean
speechrate
sample

= 3,28

THERAPIST AMALIE - BOTH TALKING MEAN

Entrainment Groove
» Speechrate:

, , Increasing rhythmic
- Highest when both talking alignment from 40% to 80%

~ Amalie's constant




Change Process from Enfrainment to Groove
DENSITY

Mean
density
sample
= 0,20
THERAPIST AMALIE " BOTH TALKING MEAN
Enfrainment Groove
» Density: of assertion

Increasing

— Plus ~2x for Amalie and highest both talking > rhythmic alignment
~ Therapist‘s constant from 45% 10 79%




Change Process from Entrainment to Groove
RELEVANCE

Mean
relevance
sample

= 0,08

-
-t s
= -—

THERAPIST AMALIE BOTH TALKING MEAN

Enfrainment Groove

» Relevance: Increasing rhythmic
~ Therapist's halved, while Amalie‘s and alignment from

both talking is doubled 14% 10 46%







Agenda Transforming Utterance (ATU)

» Agenda transforming utterances (Stivers, 2007

» fransformation of former inferpretation of the other’s
agenda

» Powerful in therapeutic work

» ‘Cumulative set’ of agenda changes hold powerful
INsights

» Rooted learning principle “ratchetfing up the
ratchet” (Tomasello, 1993)

» Use ATU’s ‘leverage effect’ 1o mutually access
the other’'s mental scenario (Levinson)



Successful ATU: Use of Leverage Effect

Th: =was SHlcHE. mitnehmqui;fiﬁSw_Th: =what you (.) want to

mochten nicht wa ik | Ctake away with you;
A: wasShsls or allemf”' ﬁ*ﬁSpecially what I want to

) -

elndringen méchte= 3:
L =well! 1:n (.)

.

C1 3

Tl =naf§.

- R

A: [((}? Ich witlNees ((22 but I want 27?))

R L]
EE T -

R, N .
[OAE
E CE A

Thxcgzﬁdringen ek V*Til“ ;g{énetrate yes
» Transformation 1: » Transformation 2: » successful ATU as successful
Other-initiated other- Amalie‘s wording use of leverage effect of
repair to self-initiated spenetrate’ is cumulative co-

other-repair accepted by therapist transformations



Successful ATU: Overview of Rhythmic Process

SPEECHRATE DENSITY RELEVANCE
A 0,6 01553
ﬁ 0,5 0,25
\/ \— 0.4 / 0.2 /

S AN
LM Bl L

/l
v
=

=l

1 2 K 4 5 6 7 8 2 1 v 3 4 5 6 A 8 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

» Transformafion 1: » Transformation 2: » Conversational
decrease of Increase of density change goes along
speechrate (from 5->2) (from 0-2>0.5) as increase with rhythmical

as decrease of fension of assertion change



Failed ATU: No elaboration

A: Das stimmt (20 N A: thats right (2) >would not
auch nicht< dencllals abreiBen> have< to Snap<§f§:§0ur h§§§:>

e |

Th: ja! aber Sie w#lrden dann 5 - out thep‘yﬁh.also
. ml, — LI (j) (.) doqggg’mlne (.) >err< or?
Dogmen (.) 1ne (.) SciiEs

@ruchtin/ oder? A:
(1)
»: (Nl

(1)

» Goffman’s theory of face: “positive social  » Therapist's inferpretation as a
value” (1967) possible ,,face threatening

» Faces can be threatened (Brown and confirmation™ is not accepted
Levinson, 1987) by Amalie



Failed ATU: Overview of Rhythmic Process

SPEECHRATE

i)
\
\/

O —= N W M OO0 o N 00 o

1 2 3 4 i 6 7 8 9 10 11 TZNlSEiEinnS

» Transformation 1:
increase of speechrate
(from 2->7) as increase
of fension

DENSITY

\

1,20
1,00

0.80 \ /\
0,60 /
0,40

0.20 /

N

/

/‘\

N

N

0,00 Leteo—o
= 2. 3

~ —

CE IR OR[N T2 131415

1,20

1,00

0,80

0,60

0,40

0.20

0,00

RELEVANCE

!

UL

R,

1

2 3 45 67 8 91011

12131415

» No transformation 2: no » Transformation of
consistent change of

density (from 0->0.2) as

falled assertion

agenda goes a

long

with tension and

assertion assimil

ation




Typical Problematic Situations (TPS)

Mutual Monitoring includes:
» From sharing attention to we-intention
» Evaluation of each other's rhythmic gestalts

TPS are situative elements that lack some kind of such mutuadl
monitoring leading to antagonistic attentional foci

Types of TPS as antagonistic attentionables:

— Low density




TPS: ,,Anfagonistic projects”

Th: >oder siebzehn UhE
dreiRig<?=

A =mir egal
T: & EiEs
Ac: =wanns 1l1hnen passt.

T: <s::1ebzehn L —_——
>>siebzehn uhr dreilig
dann<<

A M
TR Ja

A ; INITSE

B 1 ve oclockk?=

L B cont
care

Th: e:rm=

S =at your pleasure

B ve oclock< (L)
ERERNT ve thirty<<

EET ;N
N b, S Y

I

‘___—----...............llIllllllll...........-—————_—f



TPS: ,,Anfagonistic projects”

i

A
(
A
(
A
(
A

0

U1

I«

(°stohnt®
)
hhhhhhhh.
9)
° i ®
07)
.hhhhhh

)

A
(
A
(
A
(
A

0

@)

1%

( (°moans
)
hhhhhhhh.
9)
° i ®
07)
.hhhhhh

"))

Interaction engine
breaks down:
Therapist and Amalie
have different
projects

No expression of
shared intentionality



TPS ,,slow": Overview of Rhythmic Process

SPEECHRATE DENSITY RELEVANCE

8 1,20 1,20

4 ) 1,00

6 W 1,00 A N

5 0.80 / 0,80

4 0,60 0,60

z \ /\ 0.40 /l A A 0,40

1 020 0,20 v

0 0,00 d \—v—v—v—v—v—v—v—+ 0,00 lj \—o—o—o—o—o—o—o—v
13 15 17 1 11 13 15 17 ] 9 11 13 15 17

Therapist ,sets"™ date m

» Speechrafe breaks down p Density with peak of  » Relevance highlightens
after high peak of therapist's prominent therapist's irritation, fime
therapist sefting the date detention noting and request




TPS: ,,The nervous therapist*

A: °glauben Sie daciEEEESE. BN OL yourself, believe
<dass> der Traum mir that <that> the dream helps
welterhilft?® = ISHICIEE. I DUt its still strange
fremd jetzt doch CEI. e~ °

(2) (2)

» Amalie's disconcerting question is epistemically not answerable

~————----..........llllllllllllll........----—————*



TPS: ,,The nervous therapist*
‘____-----..........l..ll.Illllllll..ll.......-—-———__—

Th: Ja:: es 1st [Ja elne=eilne

A [ ((?? ° ichmmesmN
hab Thn:°° ?2?2))

Th: &h ahm (=)
Reglosigkeni-ucubils

(1)

» Therapist's interactional display of
puzzlement

Th: ye::s 1t 1s [yes a=a

A [ ((?2? °°TI want
FEFERIE S 77))

SN e (—) m::h (1)

e a1 g :

(1)

» . Countertransference is when the
analysts gets nervous” (Gottman
and Levenson, 1985)



TPS ,low relevance®™: As Rhythmic Process

SPEECHRATE DENSITY RELEVANCE
Z A F i 1]
‘— A . ]
awiw
‘WAL A \/
2 \VI \\/ \/ \\ A V
; V’ ()_jx_ha_ﬁJ V i o_EX_ﬁﬂ_*J v =

1 2 3 4 5 6/ RCEN7 Rl NI ISR, S 9 1011 12 13 RS S5 67 8 9 10111213

Overlapping talk Therapist stutters

» Speechrate is » Density highly » Relevance highly
iInconsistent oscillates oscillates




Conclusion

» Rhythm is socially in
consequences

formative and has social

» Conversation analysis confributes to detailed insights how

“Yevenly hovering a:

tention” (Freud) Is done: rhythmically

» We build up expec

‘aftions of Informations surrounding Us

» Rhythm Analysis shows how ,,attention settles” (Thomao

and Kachele) in co

mmunicative expressions

» Subjective tension Is ,hearable’ as expressions (of
attentionables) that are rnythmical (dis)aligned



Thank you very much for your
evenly hovering attention!

...and many thanks for helpful comments to
~ne'Gang:
Marie-Luise Alder, Florian Dreyer, Franziska
Jahnert, Julian Tennstedt, Anikd Zeisler



CCU

Entrainment

Groove

»My mind is with My rhythm is with
you" you

Low rhythmic Increasing
alignment (33%) rhythmic

- : alignment (68%)
Mediating fension
Groove through

speaking out of
one mouth

Enfrainment of
attentfional space

Rhythmic trust in the other's next
steps of utterances

Stuttering or break
down of interaction
engine

Linguistic and rhytmic
alignment

Decreasing tension

Leverage effect as social
learning principle

Perceiving onself
through the other

Rhythmic vigilance




CCU Entfrainment: Overview of Mean Values

SPEECHRATE DENSITY RELEVANCE

Mean sample
=0,20
Mean sample

Rhythmic alignment: 40%

Amalie‘s speechrate Therapist's density ~ 2x higher Relevance highlightens
higher than therapist's fhan Amalie's different shares of speakers
Calming down rhythmic Assertion level very different 0 low relevance

tension when both overlap ~ With ,mediafion’ when both  Evenly hovering attention
overlap rhythmically visible



Change Process from Entrainment to Groove

Speechrate Density Relevance

‘r’ Enfrainment Groove

Therapist 3,00 3,39

| I e

Speaker Entrainment Groove

Speaker

Therapist 0,29

Therapist

Amalie 4,18 Amalie 0} 115 0,27 Amalie

Both 1,66 0,22 Both

Total 2,99 0,17 Total

] : -
&= : =Y
£ e T

“Rhythmic synchrony is funda ‘én_tl to human sociality” (Cross, 2006)

Mean rhythmic alignment increases from 33% to 68%

Mean Speechrate: » Mean Density: » Mean Relevance:

Rhythmic alignment: doubles —-  Rhythmic alignment: —  Rhythmic alignment: More than
from 40% to 80% increases from 45% to 79% triples from 14% to 46%



Overview of all ATUs' Mean Values

SPEECHRATE DENSITY RELEVANCE
0,20 0,08
3,28 ET T
S O & s
As A e iy A > S
2 N RS N R
O O
) )
» Speechrate increases » Density decreases » Relevance decreases
- Amalie faster than therapist, TAhrﬁgJ“gs’r 1eE SERERIEl —-  Therapist's relevance ~
highest when both are talking : : 36% higher than Amalie
—- Assertion level decreasing
- Tension level increasing Selgglelic)

Nelaglell=)



Overview Mean Values of TPS Type ,,low Relevance*”

and of Speakers
SPEECHRATE

Mean sample
= 3,28 3

5

THERAPIST AMALIE BOTH MEAN

TALKING "LOW R"

» Speechrate increases

- Amalie ~20% faster than
therapist

- Highest when both talking

DENSITY

‘Mean sample
=0,20

0,08 0,08

RELEVANCE

Mean sample
= 0,08
),0

THERAPIST AMALIE BOTH MEAN
TALKING "LOW R"

» Density highly decreases

- Therapist ~20% more dense
than Amalie

- Lowest when both talking

THERAPIST AMALIE BOTH MEAN

TALKING "LOW R"

Relevance highly decreases

Parficipants ~same
relevance

Lowest when both talking



Overview Mean Values of TPS Type ,,slow" and of Speakers

SPEECHRATE DENSITY RELEVANCE
I
Mean sample ’:\g;g sqmp S '
= 3,28 ' |
Mean sample
= 0,08
). 1 ,]
THERAPIST AMALIE BOTH MEAN THERAPIST AMALIE BOTH MEAN THERAPIST AMALIE BOTH MEAN
TALKING "LOW SR" TALKING "LOW SR" TALKING "LOW SR"
» Speechrate decreases » Density increases » Relevance increases
~ Absolute lowest for both -~ 30% higher than sample ~ ~59% higher than sample
falking - Therapist ~2x dense than _ Therapist ~2x higher than
Amalie Amalie

- Amalie slower



