How to Use Generous Movement
in your Rolfing Practice

Movement Teaching Is a Natural
Companion to Rolfing

Probably in one way or another most
Rolfersteach theirclientsaboutmove-
ment. The situation itself, the relation-
ship between practitioner and client,
almost demands that clients be en-
couraged to take the responsibility for
examining and changing their move-
mentbehavior. Rolfersand other prac-
titioners of structural integration—
thosewhoalready haveaskilled grasp
of Rolfing principles-were much in
our minds during the writing of Gen-
erous Movement, with the hope of as-
sisting in the development of move-
mentteachingasa dimensionof struc-
tural integration.

IdaRolf’s statement that “Rolfing
isnota manipulative technique, itisa
system of education,” plays on the
ambiguity of the word “Rolfing,”
whichhas different meanings on vari-
ous levels of generality or specificity.
We speak of Rolfing (at level 1) as a
background of principles about how
the human organism relates to grav-
ity, and also (at level 2) as a manual
technique for applying those prin-
ciples and, even more specifically (at
level 3), as a 10-session recipe. The
principles areideas which, being gen-
eral, find expression in more specific
forms. Those who have lived by Rolf
principles—the “system of education”
Ida was talking about-know them to
bepowerful, inspiring, and true to the
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human condition. Since they are gen-
eral, they are a source for creative
interpretation, suitable to many dif-
ferent foreground techniques.

Rolfing as a manual technique
(level 2) is only one of the possible
ways in which the principles can be
carried out. And the 10-sessionrecipe
is only one of the possible forms of
Rolfing. Itisimportant that these lev-
els of generality / specificity be distin-
guished, as Ida was pointing out in
her ironic way.! Otherwise we lose
the creative possibilities inherent in
the principlesby tying them toasingle
form. They deservetobeexplored not
only as structural integration and
movement education, but, say, as
dance style, or kindergarten peda-
gogy, or furniture design, to mention
only some obvious possibilities.

Like the 10-session Rolfing se-
quence, Generous Movementisarecipe.
It begins with balance (sitting and
standing) and the release of weight
intobalanced self-support, then takes
up walking, a simple stretching rou-
tine, the reverberative flow of spinal
flexibility, core support and finally
reaching, whichintegrateseverything
that has gone before. Generous Move-
ment can also serve in a less system-
atic, more occasional or supportive
way.?

Movement teaching is a complex
affair. It calls for a range of diagnostic
and pedagogic skills and a sensitivity
to the psychological challenges pre-

sented toclientsas they becomeaware
of their movement behavior. Sus-
tained, systematic training is the obvi-
ous path for those who want to edu-
cate themselvesfor professional teach-
ing. But if enrolling in the movement
training program is not immediately
practical, there is much to be gained
by plunging into teaching without it.
Unlike Rolfing, which works from the
background of principles only by a
full-scale, multi-session, integrated
series, movement can profitably be
taught to clients in a momentary and
freehand way. A little bit is much
betterthan none. Rolferscan, asteach-
ers, experiment, grow, and develop
skills out of their knowledge of the
informing principles.

Generous Movement can serveasa
second technique alongside Rolfing,
and be used in a free-swinging way
thatadaptsitself toeach practitioner’s
skillsand interestsand tothe demands
of a particular Rolfing practice. If you
study the book carefully and do the
processes until you have internalized
them, you are ready to teach them to
your clients. If you wish, you can go
fartherand absorb Generous Movement
as a coherent overall recipe.

My Own Experience
I have been teaching movement as a
part of structural integration sessions

for over 15 years. (Sessions are 1-1/2
hours long, with about a half hour for
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movement and an hour for structural
integration.) Here are some of the
benefits.

1. Working from the Rolf principles
(level 1) with two different tech-
niques-structural integration and
movement teaching (both level 2)-
has deepened my understanding of
the principles. Ida used to badger
students not to mix Rolfingwithother
practices until they were thoroughly
experienced, because she feared they
would never get clear what the prin-
ciples were. In our culture those prin-
ciples live a precarious life, being out
of step with so much that is taken for
granted. I am glad that I followed Ida
in this for several years.

But movement teaching is not
“mixing.” It refers back to the same
principles. The more experimenting
we do on the level of technique-of
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Generous Movement

applying the principles in practical
ways-the more we will learn about
them. We acquire synoptic vision,
perspective, two lines converging on
asinglebackground point.Iwish there
wereby nowa hundred ora thousand
disciplines or techniques and their
spawned recipes all converging on
that samebackground of understand-

ing.

2. Teaching movement has given me
a steadier awareness of my own
movement behavior, something of
fundamental importance to people in
our profession. I don’t mean that I
match the ideal, though I have made
and still make progress in that direc-
tion, but that my care for the prin-
ciples, my faith in their value and
effectiveness, expresses itself consis-
tently in this personal way.

An insidious inside voice says,
“who are you, with all your move-
ment sins, to represent this work-
and, worse yet, to dare teach it to
others?” This voice needs to be faced
resolutely. The fact is, you will never
be perfect. What you can effectively
model for others is not the ideal itself
but the fact that you are in the process
of transforming yourself under its
guidance, and that awareness of
movement enhances your life and
does not tear down your self-esteem-
the resultis humility, not humiliation.

3. Teaching movement has made my
workingrelationship withclientsin-
creasinglyrich. Atthe 1991 RolfInsti-
tute annual meeting in Boulder, Gael
Ohlgren commented that Rolfers live
under the stress of expectation that
their work will always produce mag-
nificent and startling results. This
faulty perspective may arise in part
from enthusiasm and advertising
hype, but also from the initial as-
sumption of most clients-and per-
haps of many Rolfers-that this is fix-
it work, like automobile repair.

If the behavioral, habituated as-
pects of the clients” problems never
get any attention, then the responsi-
bility for the incompleteness of suc-
cess continues to rest on the practitio-
ner. And this is a sure source of stress,
because you as practitionerdon’thold
all the cards. Movement teachingisa
sharing of responsibility and it puts
Rolfing into a context where, how-
evermiraculousachange mightoccur
in some respects, alonger and slower
process, embedded in life’s activities,
can go on indefinitely.?

4. Teaching movement as part of a
structural integration session has
over the years transformed the style
of work that my hands and elbows
do, making it both deeperand gentler
and easing the stressonmyownbody.
Movement teaching keeps alive the



hallenge to practice what I preach. If,
swe claim, following our principles
an change the quality of life, if they
ire spiritual, if they apply in a practi-
alwaytoeverything thatwe do, then
wrely they belong above all in our
novements as we work.

Movement awareness, applied by
ind to yourself as you work at the
fable, can be a form of meditation, a
state of consciousness that becomes,
with practice, deep and calming.* To
be more precise about my own expe-
rience, this “arranging” of myself-to
establish core support, open breath-
ing, balance the head, allow an easy
flexionin thejointsof handsand arms,
and release along the spine-finds its
focus in awareness of the client’s tis-
sue. It ceases to be self-conscious and
becomes functional.

The benefits to me of movement
teaching have been, not surprisingly,
an intensified and more sustained
versionof what they havebeen formy
clients: an internalizing of the prin-
cples and an application of them to
the significant or trivial details of life
asit is actually lived.

Some Examples

I'd like to illustrate the flexibility of
Generous Movement by showing it in
action with a variety of clients. The
firstisa client for whom the sequence
in Generous Movement (from balanced
stature to supported weight throws)
was just right.

Ellen

Ellen, a clinical psychologist in pri-
vate practice, 53 years old, was in
excellent health and had no chronic
neuromuscular problems. Of a holis-
ticturn of mind, she had been hearing
about the benefits of Rolfing formany
years, but did notlike theidea of being
changed by someone else without
herself fully understanding and es-
pousing the choices being made.

Generous Movement

When she came across a copy of
Expressive Movement ® in the library,
shewasfascinated by its discussion of
how movementembodies settled atti-
tudes and values. She called me in
order to set up a series of movement
lessons, discovered that I was also a
practitioner of structural integration,
and decided to do a series of sessions
that brought together the two disci-
plines.

Sincesittingwas somucha partof
Ellen’slife, SITTING BALANCEWasa natu-
ral beginning point for hermovement
education, as it is for a majority of
clients. She easily mastered the basic
outlineof the processby going through
it with the music a couple of times,
and she noticed an immediate im-
provement in respiration. Then we
experimented withssittingona dining
room chair, a soft chair like the onein
her office, a sofa, and a car seat. She
was alert to the psychological dimen-
sions of different postures-how her
relationship to me (asa mock patient)
changed as she slouched orarched or
balanced-and she noticed that she
could maintain a keener awareness of
heremotional state by keeping an eye
on her postural responses, and that
observing the movement of clients
could become a valuable diagnostic
tool.

This had been a suggestive half-
hour, and it put the structural integra-
tion session into a context where she
was encouraged to be an active par-
ticipant. The non-verbal aspects of the
session’s touching work linked up
withherconsciousunderstanding. We
were launched into a good working
relationship.

During the following week, Ellen
did Sitring BALANCE with the music
once or twice daily and actively ex-
perimented with her sitting during
therapy sessions. She read the intro-
duction to Generous Movement and the
chapter on sitting, and these added a
level of detail that there had been no

time for in the session.

Weadded usually one, sometimes
two, new processes from Generous
Movement each week, and she looked
forward toa few minutes of quiet self-
exploration each day as she moved to
the music.

Annie

Annie was a “difficult” movement
client. The book and the tape were
inappropriate, and it seemed best not
to present too much material. A 13-
year-old, she had been referred by an
optometrist for 4 structural integra-
tion sessionsasanadjunct to develop-
mental eye therapy. She had no idea
what the purpose of the work was or
how it related to her eye problems.
She came to me as she would go to the
dentistor the television repairman, to
have something taken care of.

Annie spent an amazing portion
of her day sitting—in school, in front of
TV, talking on the telephone with her
friends. As she told me about it, she
sat on the edge of the table on her
tailbone, her organs compressed by
the extreme curve of the spine, and
her occiput pinched into the back of
herneck-notan uncommon picture of
a teenager.

The teaching problem with Annie
wastoestablisha sensibleand appeal-
ing reason for her to experiment with
her movement behavior. She gave the
impression at first of being a little
sullen,and lacked curiosity aboutwhat
lay behind whatever I was going to
do. Given her age, I could reasonably
expect touchiness about anything in-
volving self-image, reluctance to de-
viate from the behavior of her peers,
resistance to authority, impatience
withexplanation. Daunting obstacles!
My hope was to give her a distinct
sensory experience on which to build
understanding and the impulse to
experiment with her movement.

I asked Annie to close her eyes
and coached her to focus attention on
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breathing, and then to try different
sitting postures for their effect on her
breathing. The lesson lasted about ten
minutes and succeeded in showing
her what she called the “opening”
effect of balance on her breathing. As
we chatted during the structural inte-
gration session,  wasable to establish
a connection between sitting posture,
respiration and eye therapy.

In our three subsequent sessions,
I essentially repeated the sitting les-
son. Annie’s interest was fitful, and
the idea that she might herself take
responsibility seemed best reinforced
by simplicity and repetition. I made
sure that the mechanics of balanced
sitting were clear and encouraged
other sensory experiences-thetension
inheratlanto-occipitaljointand in her
face and eyes, for example, when she
slouched, and which was released by
“sitting up.” This was a perception
which I could then discuss as we
worked on the table. We talked about
peer pressure and I suggested she
could choose freely between slouch-
ing and balance, depending on the
particular situation. She was encour-
aged to feel the learning as an expan-
sion of possibilities, not the imposi-
tion of yet another adult constraint.

GiventhelimitationsasIfeltthem,
I was satisfied with the results of our
4 sessions. A seed of interest had been
planted, Annie had been treated as a
responsible person, and the
optometrist’s objective had been ad-
dressed in both structural integration
and movement education. Another
practitioner might, with the same bag
of tricks, have taken quite a different
tack with Annie. Thiscall foradaptive
creativity is one of the rewards of
including movement teaching with
structural integration sessions.

Jerry
Jerry is presented here as an example
of a client for whom the Generous
Movement recipe was generally ap-
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propriate, but who needed to begin
somewhere other than with Sirring
BALANCE.

Hewas37yearsold, ateacherand
counselor in a school for the deaf. He
had been severely injured in an auto-
mobile crash 15 years before, had had
multiple spinal surgeries,.and had
suffered lumbar and cervical pain
more orless constantly since then. He
moved cautiously. Within three or
foursessions he realized that thework
was inducing a profound change in
his life, and being the strong-minded,
energetic person he was, he pursued
it enthusiastically.

Because of his pain, we began the
movement learning with stretching
(Six SPINAL MOVEMENTS), at first with-
out music so that he could deepen the
stretches slowly enough to suit the
delicate state of his back. Later the
music was helpful, in this and the
other processes, for pacing and for
maintaining focus.

Jerry’'s movement learning cen-
tered around spinal flexibility, as does
Generous Movement itself. Afterstretch-
ing we took several sessions for him to
learn the balancing and weight-re-
leasing processes, and thenwenton to
SwAYING. This was a therapeuticactiv-
ity, softening the rigidity that had
developed in response to his years of
pain and habituating him to the play
of reverberative movementthat would
heal the stressed tissues, and it helped
establisha sensory recognition of what
his spine felt like as it expanded into
movement. GrRaclous CURVE (reach-
ing) integrated spinal flexibility with
the movements of limbs and encour-

- aged him to allow it into a multitude

of daily actions.

Jerry passed what we both came
to see as a significant milestone of his
series of sessions when he had a re-
lapse. He had been “carried away” in
a basketball game, had twisted sud-
denly on a jump shot, and had re-
gressed-as he put it to me on the

telephone-"back to square one.” He
was terribly discouraged. With some
persuasion he agreed not to come in
for an immediate first aid session but
to see what he-could do for himself
with stretching and swaying. He was
successful with these simple and ob-
vious strategies, and learned that he
was no longer simply the victim of his
disabilities-that he could take healing
actionhimselfand with timeand prac-
tice become increasingly skilled at it.

Using Generous Movement and his
movement experiences in and out of
sessions, Jerry began to teach move-
ment himself, as part of his work with
deaf children. He is grateful for what
we did together, including, of course,
the work on the table, but he has not
felt it necessary to come back for fur-
ther sessions. He is on his own. Nei-
ther of us could say which part of his
sessions-structural integration or
movement education-accomplished
what.

Ron

Ron, like Annie, needed a particularly
loose and undogmatic approach to
movement learning-a readiness on
my part to respond to his particular
needs and capacities. He was 27 years
old and worked in a medical labora-
tory. He had suffered ideopathic
scoliosis as a child and teenager, and
a Harrington rod had been implanted
in his back when he was about 12
years old. Ten years later he had had
itremoved. The scoliosis was not pro-
gressive,

I began by teaching Ron the Sit-
TING BALANCE process and suggesting
that he practiceit daily. My reasoning
was that he needed a regular, steadily
applied program that would focus
around spinal flexibility, and I in-
tended to teach the processes one or
so at a time, session by session, in the
sequence followed by Generous Move-
ment and the tape.

Athissecond session, Ron seemed



tohaveabsorbed little of the previous
week’s teaching. He did sit with a
little more spontaneous balance but
he showed no particular evidence of
being aware of his sitting or of having
an interested, experimental attitude
toward it. He had not practiced SiT-
TING BALANCEat home-he had “forgot-
ten.” He had tried reading Generous
Movement but had found it difficult.
We agreed to drop the book and
the tape from his movement learning
and to focus instead on the move-
ments that were most on his mind.
Ron brought up lifting. At work he
loaded 10-gallon bottles into a ma-
chine, and the strain worried him.
Also, he took a program of weight
lifting very seriously asa way of main-
taining the health of his back. And so
we began again, this time on core
support, counterbalancing, and mo-
bilizing the pelvic girdle, not general-
izing too much but keeping the work
specificto hisimmediateinterest. Ron
came to the next session with a num-
ber of questions that showed he had
beenactively working with his move-
ment. By the time we finished his
series of sessions, we had been over
nearly all the particularactivities cov-
ered by Generous Movement. Ron had
an unsystematic but useful grasp of
principles.

Al

Al was a client whose movement in-
terest was so specific that we focused
everything around his one passion,
golf. His wife, a pianist, had had a
series of sessions some time before.
Shehad been relieved of chronicshoul-
der pain and had found new ways to
approach rehearsal and performance.
Aldecided tosee what sessions would
do for his golf game. He was a dedi-
cated and successful amateur on the
national circuit.

He was not much interested in
generalizingabout hismovementlife.
Otherthanin golf, he was notinclined

Generous Movement

to discipline it. We did, in the course
of our work, some extrapolating to
other situations, usually in the con-
text of the game.

We were both clear that I was no
golf pro(Ihad played oncewhenlwas
eleven years old), but that general
principlesof movementwould never-
theless be relevant. Because golf is so
full of lore backed by authority, it was
important for me to stay out of con-
flict with what Al took to be the gos-
pel. I was not shy about inquiring-Al
probably did as much teaching as I
did-and Iconstantlyadapted my sug-
gestionstowhatwasalready working
for him or what he was unwilling to
give up. The result pleased us both.
His game improved, and looked as
though it would go on improving,
and there was an overflow into other
realms of Al’s life.

in Conclusion

Movement teaching is a natural
complement to Rolfing whenit works
from the same background of prin-
ciples. In my practice the two disci-
plines have supported one another in
helping clients and in developing my
own skills. Generous Movement can be
used by a Rolfer as an integrated se-
ries, as a source for occasional teach-
ingasneed arises, orasa self-learning
guide for clients to use.

Ordering and Discount

Generous Movement and Expressive
Movement are both available from the
Boulder office of the Rolf Institute or
directly from The Center of Balance
Press, 126 East Fern Avenue, Redlands
CA 92373.

For orders to the Center of Bal-
ance Press, send $18 (includes tape)
for each copy of Generous Movement,
plus $2 per order for shipping. If you
livein California,add 7-1/2% for sales
tax ($1.35 perbookunless discounted).

You can also order Expressive Move-
ment for $20. (California sales tax is
$1.50.)

Toencourage you touse thebooks
with clients, we offer a 15% discount
on orders that total 4 or more books.

Our telephone number is (714)
792-8134, and the address is the same
as for the Center of Balance Press. |
would be pleased to hear from you if
you have questions or would like to
talk about any of these things.

Footnotes

'Ironicbecause she of all people could
have clarified the situation by giving
different names to different levels of
generality. The title of her book amal-
gamates two levels, if we take The
Integration of Human Structures to re-
fertothe principles (whichiswhatthe
book is about) and Rolfing to refer to
the manual technique, which thebook
is deliberately not about.

*What are the ingredients of a good

recipe?

1. It reflects its underlying principles
directly, clearly, consistently, and
logically.

2. Itworks, itis practical, it brings the
principles to realization in life.

3. It is interesting, attracting, inspir-
ing.

4. It teaches the person who uses it. A
major motive with Ida in design-
ing the Rolfing recipe was for it to
play the role of teacher after the
all-too-short Rolfing classes were
over.

5.1t provides a safe haven for a prac-
titioner. It is a structure, a set of
limitations within which learning
can happen. Background prin-
ciples are broad and suggestive,
they present a wilderness of possi-
bilities. A recipe is a pathway
through the wilderness.

Continued page 24
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Generous Movement

Continued from page 17

6. A good recipe contains the seeds of
itsownself-transformation. It does
notfreezeintoa dogmabut contin-
ues to grow. Five years later, it
won'’t be the same any more.

7.1t promotes a questioning and puri-
fying of the underlying principles
themselves-so that like recipes
they are not sacred cows but con-
tinue to be life-giving stimuli.

1 am reminded of an essay by
Hellmuth Kaiser, “The Problem of
Responsibility in Psychotherapy.”
Kaiser argues that a therapist must
“take all the responsibility for the
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outcome of the analysis-all one hun-
dred percent of it.” Any other as-
sumption “would be as devious as to
say that an obsessional patient could
not be cured because he behaved ob-
sessively.”

In the professional world of struc-
tural integration, “resistance” is a fa-
vorite buck-passing term. When my
work is less than fully successful, it
seems most stimulating tomy analyti-
cal powers to begin from the position
thatif [ had done differently the result
might have been different.

Kaiserrecognizes that the success
of psychotherapy involves-in a sense

is—the taking of responsibility by the
patient. And itis precisely in the shar-
ing of responsibility that he sees the
need for the therapist to take respon-
sibility. “Where does the patient’s re-
sponsibility come in? The correct an-
swer is nowhere. The analyst’s behav-
ior should induce in the patient a
sense of responsibility for what he
says and does, but this principle does
notatall mean that the patient should
be held responsible to any extent for
the outcome of treatment. This prin-
ciple contains a prescription for the
analyst, not for the patient. It pre-
scribesabehaviorfor theanalystwhich
will producea certain desirable effect:
a feeling in the patient that his words
and actions are really and wholly his
own.”

We might use the word respect for
the therapeuticattitude Kaiseristalk-
ing about. It can come into play
strongly as part of movement teach-
ing (or of Rolfing for that matter)-not
as psychologizing, but as empathy
with the process through which a cli-
ent is passing. Being actively “in pro-
cess” with one’s own movement be-
havior is a basic ingredient.

Kaiser’s article was published in
Psychiatry, 18, 1955, 205-211 and re-
printed in Effective Psychotherapy: The
Contribution of Hellmuth Kaiser, edited
by Louis B. Fierman, Allen J. Enelow
and LetaMcKinney Adler (New York:
The free Press, 1965), 1-13. The book
has long been out of print. If you
would like me to mail you a copy of
Kaiser’s article, send a self-addressed
stamped envelopeand $1 tomeatThe
Center of Balance, 126 East Fern Av-
enue, Redlands, CA 92373.

*This line of thought is developed
morefullyinmyarticle, “Doing Body-
work as a Spiritual Discipline,” Rolf
Lines Vol. XVIII, No. 4, Sept/ Oct 1990.
For a copy, send a self-addressed
stamped envelope and $1.

®Alexandra and Roger Pierce, Expres-
stve Movement: Posture and Action in
Daily Life, Sports, and the Performing
Arts (New York: Plenum, 1989). O



