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THE BACKBONE
OF STRUCTURAL
INTEGRATION

BY JEFFREY MAMTLARD, FHL.,
CERTIFIED ADYANCED ROLFLE

Robert Schleip’s arlicle "Lecture
Notes on Psoas and Adductors™ is
very inleresting and helptul. T espe-
ciallv appreciate how he has allowed
us e sharpen our evalualive skills
through explicating the very impor-
Lant work of Viadimir landa and 1
want to acknow ledge hime foe bring-
ing this work tooour attention. I have
sonne critical remarks that are aimaed
nut at Schleip’s central ideas, bal al
his parenthetical comments aboult
Frevette's Taws of spinal motion, It
may appear overly fussy to criticize
remarks that are tangential 1o an
article’s central ideas. But 1 don't
think so since the parenthetical
remarks are inaccurate ina way that
could support unwarranted conclu-
sions about the usefulness of
Frevelte's laws and our understand-

ing of scolivsis.

In the body of his test Schleip dis-
cusses the relation of the psoas Lo
scoliosis and says, “In terms of side-
bending one would then suspect the
lumbar spine Lo sidebend toward the
side of the shorter psoas, In terms of
rotation one would suspect the psoas
fibers altaching at the laleral sides of
the vertebrae to rotale this side more
anteriorly, which would result in a
general rodation of those vertebrae
away from the side of the short psoas,
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Yet, according to the generally
accepted ‘Frevelie's First Law” the
lumbar vertebrae tend fo rotale as a
group in the epposite direction...this
rotation i alse how just about all
sciobiolic spines appear in X-rays.™ [n
a foolnote o this assertion he savs,
“Freyelle’s Sccond Law is not gener-
ally aecepted™ and cites Basmajian
and Nvberg's anthology, Ratiseal
Manual Thevapy,” as his source. Schleip
seems confused about these laws. Just
s0 we know clearly what these so-
called laws are, let me begin by
stating the two under discussion: the
first law savs that in neadral,
sidebending and rotation are coupled
o the opposite side and the second
law savs that in pon-nendral
thepertlesion or hy perexension),
sidebending and rotation are coupled
to the same side. 1 read Rationai
Munual Therapy a number of vears
ago, and apart from Schleip’s misun-
derstanding of Freyelte's laws,
something clse aboul his interpreta-
tion of the article didnt ring true. So
checked the reference and discovered
the cause of my misgivings.

Lel's look at Schleip’s misunder-
slanding ot these laws first. When
Schleip savs that the fibers of the
short psoas rotate the "vertebrae
more anteriorly” and that the verte-
brae rotate “away from (he side of the
short psoas” he is using a different
convention for describing rotation
than the one laid down by Frevette.
However, contrary to what Schleip
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believes, he is describing the very
same situation described by
Freyette's tirst law. Let's imagine that
the lumbar spine is being sidebent
leit by a left shorl psoas. According to
Schilvip’s descriplion the vertebrae
are being rotated anteriorly on the
side of the lelt shorl psoas and away
trom the side of the left short psoas,
This description is just another way
of saving that the vertebrae arc
rotating right. If the vertebrae are
rotating right and the lumbar spine

is sidebending left, then sidebending
and rotation are being coupled
appositely in this case. But this is
exactly what Frevette's first law
states. By not following the conven-
tion laid down by the osteapaths
absosut how Lo deseribe rolation,
Schlvip thinks that he has described
the opposite of what Frevelte's first
law says when in fact he is describing
the very same situation.

Let's look next at how Schleip
understands the article he cites. The
article was written by the well-known
asteopath, Dr. Fred Milchell, Jr. Here
is what he actually said: “Unfortu-
nately, it is quite difficult to demon-
strate the validity of the first two
Taws.” Obscure radiographic “evi-
dence” has cropped up from time to
lime, bul the concepts have not been
renerally accepted.” 5o according to
Mitchell, it is not true that the first is
generally accepted and the second is
not as Schleip maintains = both
roncepts are nol generally accepted!



In our advanced classes we teach
these “laws" as well as the tesls
developed by the osteopaths for
determining which facets are dys-
functional. We also teach Rolfing®
sofl tissue techniques designed to
release facet dvsfunctions in the
service of our holistic goal of struc-
tural integration. With no further
discussion, if Mitchell's idea is left in
the incomplete form in which Schleip
rendered it, you might question the
usefulness of Frevetie's laws and the
wisdom of what we are doing. You
might suppose that we are simply
wasting our time teaching something
that has no real value. But if you were
to read Mitchell's complete idea, vou
would not be misled in this way by
Schleip’s article. What Mitchell savs
next, in fact, is rather interesting:
“Mevertheless, as a model for joint
dusfunction there is no other theory
with the predictive power of

am not
suggesting that there are no problems
in learning how to use Frevelte's laws
in a clinical setting or that they are
true in all cases. But that admission
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Frevette's formulation.

should not lead anyone to suppose
that they are not useful. Because these
laws have the predictive power
Mitchell indicates, with proper
instruction, practice, and clinical
experience thev can guide us toward
becoming very effective in handling
vertebral joint dysiunction, It is
important that the wrong conclusion
not be drawn from an improperly
quoted source,

50 how does it work? If your client is
in neutral position (for example,
sitting comfortably straight) and vou
find a vertebra that is rotated and
sidebent to the same side, then you
know that something is amiss. In
neutral position vertebrae don’t
normally exhibit sidebending and
rotation to the same side; if they do,
there is a facet restriction involved.
Even though it is very difficult in the

beginning for many students to learn
how to palpate rotation, palpating for
sidebending is next to impossible,
even for many experienced clinicians.
The osteopaths developed a forward
and backward bending test that helps
you determine not enly that the
vertebra is sidebent and rotated to the
same side, but also which facets are
fised and whether they are fixed in
extension (closed) or flexion (open).
For these tests to work vou must lirst
determine rotation and then wateh
how the rotated vertebra behaves in
forward and backward bending -
whether it appears to derotate or get
waorse, From how the vertebra
behaves you can deduce whether the
facets are fixed closed or open, Onee
you know how the facets are fixed, it
is a simple maltter to release them.
The Rolfing soft tissue technigues [
developed to deal with these prob-
lems take advantage of this under-
standing of how facets become fixed.

Now here is where things get sticky.
Even though these tests give vou a
way o find a loss of tunction through
a kind of motion test (forward and
backward bending), their use requires
vou to palpate rotation first. Anyvone
who has taught or tried to learn
spinal biomechanics knows that
palpating rotation is notoriously
difficult for many beginning students,
Positional palpation is a highly
developed perceptual skill that some
people never master. A chiropractor
friend of mine tells me that most ol
his colleagues can’t even do it well -
it at all! And if that were not discon-
certing enough, just consider this: a
vertebra can be rotated without
showing joint dysfunclion and joint
fivation can exist without rotation.
Some time ago | discovered that
facets actually can be fixed in more
planes than the osteopath’s forward/
backward bending and translation
tests reveal. Also vertebrae can be
bilaterally fixed in extension or
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flexion, and, of course, when they are
fixed in this way, they do not show
rotation. But the most troublesome
feature about palpating for rotation is
the fact that {acels can maintain their
fixation even after your manipulation
has derotated the vertebra. This sorl
of occurrence is especially common in
the neck, So if vou rely on palpating
rotation to delermine whether your
manipulation is successtul, you could
be misled. You could palpate a
vertebra, successfully determine that
you derotated it, and then conclude
that you released the fixed facets
when in fact you may not have.
When you add all of this together vou
can certainly understand why some
of the concepts of biomechanics may
not be generally accepted.

There are some important lessons Lo
be learned from these tacts. The
reason | am wriling this rather
lengthy response to Schleip’s tangen-
tial and parenthetical remarks is
because I do not want anyone to
think the lesson to be learned is that
understanding Frevette's law is a
hopeless waste of time. One of the
important lessons is that we should
study and practice until we gain a
high degree of confidence in our
ability to evaluate joint dysfunction
and a high degree of palpatory
accuracy, If we do, we will help a lot
mare people and our ability to
achieve our geal of structural infegra-
tion will increase significantly.

The other important lesson is thal il
you only know how to test for juint
restriction by palpating rotation, then
yvou will not only miss a lot of the
other ways facets can be rostricted,
vou will also pass over those cases
whoere vou In;‘umged to derotate the
vertebra but didn’t release its fixa-
tion. 5o we need know how to use
another more reliable and accurate
form of palpation known as motion
palpation. Due o the very real
limitations in position palpation (for
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enample, palpating for rotation to
evaluate lixalion or ils release),
maotion palpation (melion lesting for
joint fixalion or its release) is almost
always superior. If vou have spent
any time palpating necks, vou know
how difficull it can be. Since it is
difficult for many Lo feel rotation and
since cervical vertebrae are especially
prone to both showing some rolation
without fixation and showing no
rotation with fixation, moton testing
the cervical spine by using the
translation test (developed by the
osteopaths) is clearly superior te
palpating for rotation. Also, since the
spine can exhibil more facet restric-
tions than the lorward Sbackward
bonding lest is capable of revealing, if
you can motion test facets, you will
be more successful in finding and
releasing joint fixations, Therefore, |
niww use and teach a variety of
motion palpation tests for locating
facet fixations throughout the entire
spine. sl use the forward and
backward bending tesls because they
work. But T have added a variety of
motion palpation lesls that make my
manipulations more accurale and
hence more effective,

Even though Freyette's "laws™ may
not be generally accepted, are not
always true, and often miss other
planes of facet restriction, their
predictive power makes them a greal
pedagogical device for teaching how
to understand and analyze vertebral
joint dysfunction. They provide you
with a good place to begin your
learning, and from them you can
expand your understanding of and
ability to release vertebral joint
dysfunctions. If you build on this
understanding by adding motion
palpation to how you lest joints, your
palpatory accuracy will increase, and
vou will be even more effective in
helping your clients to find integra-
tion in gravity.

Since this article began as a comunen-
Roll
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lary on parenthetical remarks, allow
me Lo close with a parenthetical
remark not altogether unrelated to
my main points. Michael Salveson
and Jan Sultan began our investiga-
tions into understanding the spine
and how to release its restrictions.
From their inspiration and on the
basis of reading osleopathic texis 1
discovered and experimented with
using the osteopath’s forward and
backward bending test to explore
facel restrictions. With a little more
uxporil'm:'nlnlinn, I was able to create
a number of soft tissue techniques
that were capable of releasing facet
restrictions in the spine and sacrum
without resorting to high velocity low
amplitude technigues, muscle energy
technigues, or techniques developed
in other syslems, Since we are Rolfers
and not esteopaths or chiropractors,
the teachers agree that it is important
that we do not use or teach tech-
niques from these other disciplines to
release facet restrictions, [ mention
this point because it is important to
uncleestand that even though we are
teaching how to understand joint
dysfunction and use evaluation tests
from other disciplines, we are not
also teaching the techniques devel-
oped by these other disciplines. Also
wa are not teaching “fix-it” work, as
il is improperly called, in the place of
the holistic goals of Rolfing,.

1 Roll Linas, November, 1363, Vol XXV,
Mo, §, pp. 12.24

2 Ibid, pp. 21-22.
3 i, Iooinote #2, p. 24

4 John ¥, Basmajian and Rich MNyberg,
Aational Manual Tharapy, (Ballimore,
1993}, p. 295,

£ lid., p. 295, Mitchell's italics,
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WALKING ON SOLID
AND LESS 50LID
GROUNDS: REPLY
TO JEFF MAITLAND
BEY ROBERT SCHLEIP,

CERTIFIED ADVANCED ROLFER

Amazing how much a little tangential
footnote can trigger. Dear Jeff, here is
an illustration of the spine in a typical
S-shaped scoliosis, as scen from
pasierior. I it the description of side
bending and rotation of scoliosis in
my article and shows how the
explanatory theory of an unilateral
psovas shortness (e.g. on the left here)
would be partly in conflict with the
direction of rotation shown, Yes, there
are also other options — for example
in the less frequent thoracolumbar C-
curve scoliosis < which would il
more vour descriplion. My lext had
the below piclure in mind, which is
based on an x-ray photo of the most
common scoliosis type in a standard
orthopedic textbook. Don't think |
gob Freyette's First Law wrong here,

I have a fairly good overview of the
literature on “seoliosis’, which de-
scribes the Bbehavior of a group of
verlebrae which are side bent and
rotated. At least for the very common
type of idiopathic scoliosis all the
books seem o support Freyette's
First Law, i.c. that the vertebral
bodies tend to rotate towards the
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convexity of their side bending
curvature, And very clear and
unpressive: most of these books
include x-ray pictures which alse
show this very convincingly. These
two things — and not Milchell's article
= lead me to the statement that this
feature of Freyetle's laws scems to be
“wenerally accepted.”

Yot regrarding the specific assump-
tions of Freyette's Second Law, 1 have
only been aware of ils acceptance
within the osteopathic literature, not
in the much larger field of manual
medicine in general’. I don’t know
why there seems o be general
acceptance of the basic features of
Frovette's First Law, whereas such
agreement is still lacking for his
second law?. Mavbe this is due to the
fact that no real life images have been
published in its support vet, despite
the popularity and relative precision
of moderm imaging procedures like
biplantar x-rays, cat scan, vte®

It is true that Freyvetle's Second Law
allows its believers to make somoe
simple and easy predictions about the
most likely behavior of a vertebrae.
Or as Mitchell says, “There is o otlier
theory with e prediclive power of
Frevetfe's formudation.” Hopefully that
is not the same situation as in meteo-
relogy where traditional weather
forecasters often used some handwy
theories with an appealingly high
‘predictive power” and precision’;
whereas the forecasts of modemn
meteorologists tend Lo be less simple
and precise, yeton average a bil more
accurate. So my statement was not
referring to how handy and useful
Frevette's Second Law's prediction is
for the mind of the belicving practi-
lioner, but on making us aware that
the scientific justification of ils

accuracy” is shll missing.

Yes, [ have seen some peer reviewed
seientific studies on the short term
therapeutic success of osteopathic
treatments — with pretty identical

success rates as those from chiroprac-
tors (which often work with different
assumptions about the vertebra
position), from McKenzie practitio-
ners, from various exercise modali-
ties, and from acupuncture. Thera-
peutic success of a modality is nol
identical with accuracy of its theo-
retical assumptions.” My little
tootnoete only related to this second
aspect. | am not criticizing the
inclusion ol these esteapathic con-
cepls in our Rolfing classes.” As an
structor | do ask my students to
become knowledgeable and tamiliar
with lots of contemporary concepls
tor which we stll do not have sound
scientitic approval and acceplance.
Wi wouldn't be very effective if we
limited oursclves lo teach and
practice only those few features of
our work which have already gained
general worldwide acceptance.,

Yot while walking forward it is useful
for us to be aware of when we are
moving on rock solid ground and
when we are practicing the fine art of
“walking en shifting sand” as Ida Rolf
called it. A wise practitioner -1
suggest - still steps down and
continues moving on less solid
terrain, yet less loudly and more with
the modesty of what Ida Folt called
“the wisdom of insecnrity.” The
purpose of my little tootnote was to
invite us to be aware of these two
different adequate walking styles, by
indicating that Freyette's Firsl Law
seems pretty “rock solid,” whereas
his second law appears as yel a bit
more sandy. [ think little tootnotes
like mine should be tolerated as liny
but helpful ‘reminder posts” on the
maore sandy portions of our path
while we continue walking,

1 Alired M.Debrunnear, Orthopédie, Bernd
Switzerland. 1995, p. 416

L]

2 which includes the different kind of
chiropractic schools, the academic fields
of arthapedics and physiotherapy, as well
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as several wall established schools {each
usually muzh largar than ours) like
MoKenzie, Cyrin/Das Winkal, Geofiry
Maitland, Kalteniorn, Ackermann, Dorn.
Mulligan and several olher approaches.

3 The French osteopath Bienfait at-
lempled o prove Frayetie’s prediction
with thearelical biamechanical reasoning.
Untortunately his whole argumentation
depended an the assumplion that the
rucleus pulposus of a digc doas not slide
away from its exact cenlar position during
side bending. Yet according 1o other
authors thal is & very questionable
assumption (e.q. LA Kapandji, The
Phiysiology of the Joints, Vol 3, p.41)

4 Unforunately yaur insistence, Jei, 1o
have this discussion published in ROLF
LINES and tha wvery shorl ime 12ft for me
o respond doss net allow me to ground
this statement with additional literatura
sources besides Ihe sentence by
Mitchell, Yal | have followed 25 an avid
reader several seientilically oriented
manual medicineg journals during the last
vears, which shaped and supported my
above impression. If any of the readers
kniows indeed about a clear soiznbific
imaging study in support of Frayatte’s
Second Law, pleasa let us all know,

5 For example the cld Bavarian ruls hat
il wou count howe many hours of sun you
gel on a cerfain day in sprng, that is
exactly how many sunmy weeks you will
gel al the rest of the season.

o What would we neaded her2 iz o
dascriplive study showing that the
pradictions ol Freyaite are accurate in
rore than random fraguancy within in a
graup of clignts when compared with -
ray or clher imaging analysis,

7 See for axampls he impressive
litzralure on Andan Massmes, whose work
urinlentionally became a major ol for
the davelopmeant of the clinical field of
psychology several decades laler. Or see
the recant acupuncture research af EL.
Kowacs which showed an analgesic
effect aven when the therapaulic skin
Fritations wore dong on non-acupunciurs
poinls within the same dermalomes,

2 Ses my detailed didactic teaching
scripl on "Spinal Mechanics' al hitpff
wevnwe somatics. o= My original articls
{putlished in ROLF LINES, Hov 98, litls
“Leciure Motes on Psoas & Adductors”)
whizh containad Ihat tangential foctnote
which unintentionally triggered this public
dabatz, is also available af thal sie. d
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