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Notes on Penelope Easten’s The Alexander
Technique – Twelve Fundamentals of Integrated
Movement
– A review of a revised history of the Alexander
Technique
Easten’s book1 postulates the existence of an “original”
Alexander Technique, arguing that Alexander prior to 1915
taught a different technique, which he kept a secret later on
and which became “lost” to modern mainstream Alexander
Technique teachers. The existence of this “initial” technique is
predicated on a large number of unsubstantiated claims, some
of which are examined below, and hence this paper only examines Easten’s revised history of the Alexander Technique (AT),
not her interpretations of the Technique itself.
The page numbers given in the main text refer to Easten’s
book. This paper is based on the first edition of Easten’s book.
All other references are given in the footnotes. I have used
abbreviations for Alexander’s books.2
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1. The claims that Alexander changed his technique several times
Easten claims that Alexander changed his teaching method several times
(pp. xiii, 8), based on what Alexander wrote in his books. “Before he
started the first training course in 1931, he changed his teaching several
times – around 1912, again in the early 1920s, and then in 1925.” (p. 8)
There is no reference for these postulates,3 but a couple of arguments
may be inferred. Of course, the 1925 date might refer to Alexander
coining the term “primary control”, but such appelation does not in itself
mean a new technique. There are several references to the importance of
the the head–neck–back relationship before the term “primary control”.4
He had discovered a more appropriate phrasing for something he was
already teaching.
It is contrived to assume that a new wording is proof of a new method.
For example, Alexander used the phrasing “relax” the neck5 and later
“free” the neck and later advised not to mention the neck,6 but no teacher
(that I know of) has suggested or is suggesting that this signifies a change
of technique. The fundamentals have not changed. Easten acknowledges
that Alexander continued to develop his technique throughout his life
(she postulates five stages, pp. 127–130), but she does not consider
his mature experiences of any significance, and is instead searching for
some primordial technique which, however, is not supported by any of
Alexander’s early writings.
In support of her argument that in “twenty-two years [between 1910
and 1932], the head/neck balance has gone from being the last to get
involved to apparently being the leader” (p. 277), Easten quotes a sentence
she attributes to the 1910 edition of MSI.7 However, this sentence does
not appear in 1910, but in the 1918 and subsequent editions of MSI.
However, the 1910 MSI does state: “The desire to stiffen the neck
muscles should be inhibited as a preliminary”.8 And: “The teacher, having
decided upon the orders necessary for securing the elongation of the
spine, the freedom of the neck (i.e. requisite natural laxness) and other
conditions desirable to the particular case in hand, . . .”9 And in the MSI
Addenda (1911), Alexander writes that, after having studied the means
and not the end, and prepared the correct position, then:
. . . order the neck to relax, and at the same time order the head forward
and up.10

How are these descriptions not indicating that the head–neck–back
(neck–spine) relationship is primary?
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Alexander was always keen to communicate principles, not specifics,
and the principles did not change (if they did, nobody has given a reference
for it). Alexander changed his wording and used different examples of
pupils and of teaching in his books to illustrate the principles. A change
of wording does not necessarily signify a change of method. Alexander
developed his vocabulary over years in his ongoing attempts to find the
most appropriate words which would convey his meaning.
2. The alleged changes to the Technique in 1914
Easten claims that hands-on work really only started in 1914, the subtitle to this discussion being “Stage 3: 1914–25. Hands-on work begins.”
(p. 128). She writes:
“Alexander’s discovery circa 1914 was that he could use his hands to bring
about profound postural changes in his pupil without verbal communication.” (p. 333).

This contradicts all available evidence.
In CCC, in the chapter “Illustration”, Alexander very clearly states what
orders the teacher needs to communicate to the pupil for the purpose of
the pupil giving him- or herself these orders. See also the chapter “The
Stutterer” in UoS11 (referred to in more detail below).
Easten also writes:
“About 1914, Alexander realized that his hands conveyed his own use to
the pupil. Now the focus changed: pupils recited their orders while he gave
them the new sensory experiences that they could then bring about for
themselves at home.” (p. 128).

This is an inventive interpretation of a remark Jones made in Freedom to
Change, where he wrote, “FM told me that in 1914 he was just beginning
to find a new way of using his hands in teaching. By applying the inhibitory
control (which had proved so effective in breathing and speaking) to the
use of his hands he was learning to make changes in a pupil that were
different from ordinary manipulation or postural adjustment”. This says
nothing about whether or not the pupils were reciting their orders, or
whether this could be done without verbal communication. The inclusion
of “new” in “a new way” indicates that Alexander had already been using
hands-on work before. Easten is reading her own agenda into Jones’
writings.12
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On Easten’s website she is more blunt as to her claim that hands-on
work was a late development: “For the first twenty years of his work, he
worked by verbal directions alone.”13
Alexander had clearly used hands-on before 1914. He refers to it in
1908.14 15
Alexander several times describes in his books what the teacher needs
to communicate (verbally) to his or her pupil. In his 1912 CC he stated
not only that he used hands in teaching, but that he could teach others to
use their hands for the purpose of his technique:
“(3) I am able to manipulate, and to teach others to manipulate the human
machine with the hands; and with an open-minded pupil it is possible to
remove many defects in a few minutes, for example, to change entirely the
production of a voice, its quality and power.”16

We know that Alexander had taught his brother (A.R.), his sister
(Amy), his friend Robert Young, and one of his students (Lilian Twycross)
to teach his work in Australia.17 Of course, people may argue they were
not taught to use hands-on work, but why would Alexander write that he
could teach others to use hands-on work unless he had already done so?
Both Marjory Barlow and Walter Carrington said that Alexander used
hands-on work already in Australia.18, 19 Both Barlow and Carrington were
clear that the hands are there to give meaning to the words.20
3. The claims that Alexander rewrote his books
In order to support the supposition that Alexander fundamentally changed
his teaching method, Easten makes at least two claims:
“He rewrote MSI (1918) emphasizing that you need a teacher – you cannot
do it for yourself.” (p. 128).

[Easten seems not quite sure about this since she also writes that in MSI
the pupil “is doing the brainwork to bring about change for themselves.”
(p. 128).]
“The emphasis of the work now [around 1918?] shifted to being purely
educational, and “clients” were now “pupils”. (p. 128).

This again contradicts available evidence. Alexander in his 1910 MSI,
1911 MSI Addenda, and 1912 CC, refers to “pupils”, not “clients”.21, 22 If
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Easten has evidence to the contrary she is not giving the reference.
It is true that Alexander in his 1910 MSI, 1911 MSI Addenda, and
1912 CC did not “emphasize” the need of a teacher, but neither did any of
these publications state or indicate that the reader could do it for himself.
“He later rewrote MSI once again (1946) and also CCC (1955) to include
the new concepts.” (p. 129).

This is a peculiar statement; again it is not clear what is meant by
the “new concepts”. Possibly the term “primary control”, which is
mentioned once in the new introduction to the 1946 edition of MSI.
A new introduction hardly qualifies as a rewrite. Again, references are
needed to support this claim.
As for CCC, Easten refers to a 1955 edition, but Easten’s bibliography
does not contain a 1955 edition. She may be referring to the 1987
Gollancz edition which states that the preface to the new edition is from
the 1955 edition. However, the 1955 CCC edition is merely a reprint of
the 1946 edition in which the preface to the new edition first appeared.
The new preface mentions The Use of the Self and the concepts of “the
known” and “the unknown” which first appeared in UoS. This does not
constitute a rewrite.
As for the 1946 CCC itself a few, minor changes were made between
the 1923 (first) and the 1946 edition, and they are all listed on p. xxxix
of the 2004 edition.23 The changes are mainly grammatical with small
changes in the style of writing. Certainly none of these changes alter the
meaning.
Easten is not concerned with actual changes to the MSI editions,
which have been listed in the 1996 edition. Nor is she concerned with
a fundamental change of the definition of “primary control” between
the first edition (1931) and later (1946) editions of UoS. These are real
changes, already documented, but somehow these do not fit with Easten’s
narrative and so are ignored.
Easten clearly wishes to indicate that Alexander deliberately suppressed
earlier material, and she implies that the technique presented in UoS
(1931) became the modern AT and “the rest was forgotten”. Alexander,
however, was keen that all his books remained in print so that there was
a record available of the evolution of his thinking, and the 1918 MSI
(incorporating a 1907 article), CCC, UoS, and UCL remained in print all
his life. Alexander was also keen that people read his books.24
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4. The claim that teachers were “angry” with Alexander’s
“change” of technique
“This coincided with the first training course and became the modern AT;
the rest was forgotten, and Goldie, Whittaker, and others were angry at
this.” (p. 129).

This is a complete surprise to all historians of the Alexander Technique
as this version of events has not been suggested before. No source is
provided for this statement, and so the reader is left in the dark. Who
exactly was “angry” and what are the sources for them being “angry”?
Easten goes on to quote John Skinner, but Skinner was not on the first
training course; he only started training in 1946. How is that an argument
for changes taking place with the first training course in 1931? – and for
people being “angry” with this?
5. The claim that Alexander falsified his account of his development of his technique
I have addressed this accusation elsewhere and do not wish to repeat the
rebuttal here.25
However, as an illustration of Easten’s selective quoting, it is worth
examining. For example, Easten writes that Alexander claimed “he sorted
these problems [voice problems] unaided, as if the colonies were a cultural
desert” (p. 127), and cites five authors which purport to show what “a
wealth of ideas was available alongside Delsarte work”. Despite the fact
that we know more about the voice and elocution teachers Alexander
had read, or might have read, we also know that none of this material
contains the principles of Alexander’s technique, and certainly none of
this material refers to inhibition and direction and the importance of the
head–neck–back relationship.
Easten also writes that “John Skinner said that UoS is ‘a terrible book,
falsifying what happened’” (p. 129).
The source for this information is a document – “Edward Owen
Interview Notes 1961–62” – which I published as a PDF.26 I specifically
made it clear in my introduction (page 1) that “these were interview
notes, originally done in shorthand, and later typed out. As the biography
project was aborted these notes were not shared and consequently the
interviewees did not have the opportunity to read these notes and make
corrections. Note that some people’s recollections are at variance with
other sources.”
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In other words, we cannot be sure that John Skinner is quoted correctly,
nor can we be sure what exactly he is referring to. Not only is this piece of
evidence – highlighted as unreliable in the source she quotes – selected by
Easten, but evidence to the contrary is ignored.
This is not befitting behaviour of someone impartially seeking to
uncover the truth. A historian would naturally weigh a number of sources
and evidences before reaching a conclusion.
Easten does not acknowledge the existence of alternative evidence
such as – everybody else! No one, in Alexander’s family (Barlow, Evans),
of the teachers he trained (Tasker, Westfeldt, Barstow, Whittaker, Barlow,
Carrington, Macdonald), of his distinguished pupils (Dewey, and many
others) doubted or ever had reason to doubt the story presented by
Alexander in “Evolution of a Technique” in UoS.27 In the South African
libel case (1948)28 the people who attacked Alexander for a wide variety
of reasons never brought up the issue as to whether Alexander lied in
UoS. John Skinner only started training as a teacher with Alexander in
1946, and later became a secretary at Ashley Place. It is not obvious why
Skinner should have some special insight into Alexander and his history
which would have escaped everybody else.29
As I met and spoke with Edward Owen about these interviews, it is
disquieting to see John Skinner being so selectively quoted without any
qualification.
6. The claim that Alexander created a “self-made man” myth
Easten is fundamentally claiming that Alexander’s success is all due to a
lie:
“Alexander prospered with his ‘self-made man’ myth. How else would such
an uneducated man from the colonies have made such a splash in Edwardian England?” (p. 129, see also p. 128.)

Easten also writes that Australia “was not a cultural backwater” (p.
127), but she suggests that if you are from the colonies, you could not
possibly succeed in Edwardian England unless you created a “self-made
man” myth.
Any historian will be astounded at the implied assumption that you
could not succeed in Edwardian or any other times unless you lied
and created a “self-made man” myth. People from a wide variety of
poor backgrounds (and “uneducated”) have risen to fame and fortune
throughout human history, in all countries and all civilisations, from the
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dawn of time, and continue to do so to this day, without creating a “selfmade man” myth or having to prevaricate about their past. Examples are
numerous.30
It is up to the reader to decide whether Alexander made “a splash” or
not, but he never achieved riches and fame. He achieved a comfortable
middle-class life, nothing more.
7. The claim that Alexander covered up that his grandparents
were transported to Australia as convicts
Easten writes, “He [Alexander] covered up his family convict background,
. . .” (p. 129)
No reference or evidence is given for this.
For the record: Alexander’s grandfather and his brother took part in
the “Swing Riots” of the 1830s, protesting against the hardship brought
about by the declining conditions for farm labourers; the introduction of
new agricultural machinery meant fewer workers were needed. Matthias
and Joseph Alexander took part in destroying some threshing machines in
November 1830.31 Today this would be called a violent demonstration or
political activism, but Easten does not mention the actual details because
she wants to build up a picture of a criminal family. (In 1831 Matthias
and Joseph Alexander were sentenced to “transportation” for seven years
and were sent to Tasmania, but received an amnesty as part of a general
amnesty of all such rioters. They chose however to stay in Tasmania.) Or
is Easten referring to Alexander’s grandmother, Mary Redden, an Irish
Catholic, who had been transported in 1832, ageed sixteen, for stealing a
dress worth five shillings?32 Or the grandmother on Alexander’s mother’s
side who was convicted at aged sixteen of receiving stolen silver?33 These
are the crimes of Alexander’s grandparents which “he covered up”. (Actually, we have no evidence that he covered it up. Perhaps he did go around
and tell everybody all the time. We don’t know. Absence of evidence is not
evidence of absence.)
When Easten writes “family” she can only mean the grandparents:
there are no reports of his parents having been in trouble with the law. The
F. M. Alexander biographer, Michael Bloch, suggests that Alexander’s
grandfather, like other people of their time, did not tell his children of
their past. Matthias Alexander, the grandfather, died before Alexander
was born. In other words, Alexander may not have even known that his
grandparents were convicts.
In a private letter, late in his life (1940), Alexander describes himself as
a “half-Scot”.34 As Alexander’s grandparents on his father’s side were from
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Wiltshire and his grandmother on his mother’s side was from London (it
is not certain where the grandfather was from but possibly also London),
it may indicate that Alexander was misinformed as to his family origins.
It seems unlikely he should have invented a new ancestry for himself as
there would be nothing to gain from such a deceit.
Alexander did not hide he came from Australia.35 That fact alone would
have revealed to people in London that he was likely to have had at least
one convict ancestor.
8. The claim that Alexander and his family were co-conspirators
In order to support the view that Alexander covered up his “family convict background, the sources he had studied, and the progressive stages
of his work” (p. 129) despite lack of evidence, Easten impugns not only
Alexander but his entire family:
“His family must have been loyal co-conspirators all the way through.”
(p. 129).

To bolster the argument that the whole family was in on a deception,
Easten writes, “Today we see family secrets as shameful, but the Victorians
saw them as the glue that bonded a family (research cited in Stephen Fry’s
Victorian Secrets, www.audible.co.uk).” (p. 129).
The only “research” cited in Stephen Fry’s audio book is a book,
Family Secrets: The Things We Tried to Hide by Deborah Cohen.36 Cohen,
a historian, cites various examples of secrets kept by families in the
period 1780s–1970s, but these examples all refer to avoiding social
embarrassement and shame: they include hiding or covering up affairs,
illegitimate children,37 instances of homesexuality, of insanity, or of
bankruptcy in the family. These are secrets kept to avoid disgrace and
social exclusion. None of the examples given in Cohen’s book pertain
to what Easten is suggesting: a deceit for the purpose of making money.
Cohen’s book also suggests that lies might alternatively put strain and stress
on families, not universally securing bonding, and provides examples of
family members who did not keep secrets.38 Cohen gives examples which
illustrate the changing social mores between the 19th and 20th centuries as
to what constitutes acceptable behaviour, as to what is “private” and as to
what custom suggests should be public knowledge.
9. Was Alexander a liar?
Having cast a lot of aspersions on Alexander, Easten writes about Alex-
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ander’s development of his technique as described in UoS that “we now
know it was not the path he took” (for this issue see point 5.), but “This
is not to call him a liar” (p. 129).
Such a statement sits uneasily with the above points about Alexander
having “falsified” his development of his technique, that his “self-made”
man story was a myth (and therefore not true), and that the whole family
were “co-conspirators” in these deceits. It is very difficult to avoid the
conclusion that Easten is portraying Alexander as a liar.
10. The alleged influence of Delsarte
There have been insinuations by Jeando Masoero that Alexander derived
his technique predominantly from Delsarte’s method.39 No firm evidence
has been provided in support of this supposition. Easten refers to Masoero many times, for example:
“...he [Jeando] has hypothesized some origins of the technique.” (p. 125).
“Whether or not this is exactly what Alexander was doing, Masoero has
given us a missing link.” (p. 126).
“Hidden in Delsarte’s writings, Masoero has found many elements of Alexander technique” (p. 126).

However, as Masoero does not feature in the references (perhaps there
are no written evidence or arguments?40), it is not possible to investigate
Masoero’s claims, and we must therefore rely solely on the information
provided by Easten.
Easten claims that “Alexander was hugely influenced by the Delsarte
system” (p. 9), but fails to support this claim by any sources.That Alexander
knew of Delsarte has been known for years.41 Alexander mentions the
“Delsarte system” in a letterhead (about 1900),42 in his prospectus for
his Sydney Dramatic and Operatic Conservatorium,43 and sometimes
(not often) in advertisements in connection with the Conservatorium.44
Alexander did not mention it later (except acknowledging his knowledge
of the Delsarte method for acting45, 46) probably because it was of no
significance as far as his technique was concerned.
Easten writes, “In 1918, Alexander told the philospher Horace Kallen
that William James and Delsarte were sources of his technique.” (p. 128).
This is not true: Kallen only refers to James in the 1958 conversations
on Dewey (in which he is speaking from memory) regarding his 1918
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meeting with Alexander.47 Easten’s source, Alex Murray,48 is mistaken.
To show that Alexander was influenced by Delsarte, Easten writes:
“Delsarte’s central ideas include the concept of faulty sensory perception,
the law of opposition and the law of extension. He saw the body as only
an instrument of the mind. Only lengthening can be trusted, and this is
brought about by constructive conscious control. To bring about change
you were to understand and memorize directions, and work industriously
in front of two-way mirrors with strong physical work brought about with
thinking, until you saw the desired results.” (p. 126).

There is no evidence – to the best of my knowledge – that Delsarte
used mirrors extensively and that it involved “strong physical work”. I
am unable to find such information in Franck Waille’s biography and
description of Delsarte’s method.49 50 I would be grateful to have actual
references for this proposition.
At the same time – hedging her bets – Easten admits, “However, we do
not know Delsarte’s actual methods that Alexander might have learned”
(p. 126), and, “We do not know Delsarte’s precise method to achieve this
balance [alignment of the bones with gravity]” (p. 130).Yet she implies that
Masoero has discovered what Alexander “must have” taught originally,
based on supposed similarities between Delsarte and Alexander, and that
several important concepts of the Alexander Technique, such as “faulty
sensory appreciation” and “constructive conscious control”, originated
from Delsarte’s teaching (p. 126). References are again lacking for these
claims.
As an argument for Alexander having been inspired by Delsarte’s
method to use mirrors Easten refers to a 1885 book by Stebbins’ book,
Delsarte System of Expression51: “It [Stebbins’ book] instructs the reader to
spend long hours in front of mirrors, which we know Alexander did, so
some have assumed this is what he read.” (p. 125). But we don’t know.
Alexander turned to the mirror for a solution to his loss of voice.
Stebbins’ book is a list of exercises and “laws” in order to learn the
Delsarte system of expression. 52 Stebbins advises the reader to use a mirror: “I wish you to buy a mirror large enough to reflect your entire figure,
and faithfully to practice many hours a day if you wish rapid results.”53
There is nothing about self-observation or about the influence of the
head–neck–back relationship on the whole. It is very difficult to find anything in the book which has any bearing or relevance to the Alexander
Technique. And we don’t know if Alexander read Stebbins.54
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Why would Alexander as an actor have to be prompted to use a mirror?
Actors use mirrors all the time; for their make-up, for checking their dress,
perhaps for checking how certain facial expressions and gestures look.
The use of a mirror comes naturally to a performer for observing yourself.
If Alexander was so influenced by Delsarte why did he not refer to
Delsarte already in 1894? Why did he only refer to Delsarte in about
1900–01 in the context of training actors? And never before or since in
his writings?
Easten writes that “Masoero has also uncovered that Delsarte had
trained his brother Camille (1817–77) who then emigrated to Tasmania
and Australia in 1851. He presumably taught many of the stage community
of the day with whom Alexander would then mingle and learn, possibly
including Edith – Alexander’s future wife.” (p. 126). There is no source for
the suggestion that Delsarte had trained his brother Camille. In Australia
Camille advertised himself as a “Professor of Singing and Teacher of the
Piano”. Graeme Skinner has collected newspaper references to Camille in
Australia.55 They relate mainly to Camille’s performances as a singer and
composer. There are only a couple of references indicating that Camille
also taught singing and piano (and in one case, acting as it applies to the
singer). There is no mention of the Delsarte system. References please?
As Edith Page was born 1865 and Camille died in 1877, she would
have to have had lessons at a very early age in order to been taught by
Camille. The link to Alexander is tenuous.
Easten and/or Masoero are attributing so many aspects of the Alexander
Technique to Delsarte that it amounts to insinuating that Delsarte is the
progenitor of the Technique. Given the many books now in existence on
Delsarte and his system, if there are any direct connections to Delsarte
why are these not quoted and referenced?56, 57
11. The claim that the Alexander Technique is not a self-help
method
“If Masoero is correct, the Alexander technique really did start as a selfhelp method, but quickly became a method of teachers working on pupils.
This original material was perhaps even suppressed by Alexander, as it was
gone by 1915 or earlier, once he discovered he could communicate the
work through his hands.” (p. 9).

Easten later contradicts this by writing, “About 1914, Alexander
realized that his hands conveyed his own use to the pupil. Now the focus
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changed: pupils recited their orders while he gave them the new sensory
experiences that they could then bring about for themselves at home.”
(p. 128). So, if the purpose of Alexander’s teaching is that the pupil can
bring it about themselves, how is this not a self-help method?
Alexander wrote a number of articles and letters on his technique
between 1895 and 1910 which have been available in various forms,58
and the known collection of papers was published in 1995.59 There is no
evidence that this material was “suppressed by Alexander” or that there is
other material which has been suppressed.
There is no evidence that Alexander did not always consider his
technique a self-help method. The Alexander Technique has – unlike a
treatment – always been a self-help method in that the teacher, through
examples such as an everyday activity, demonstrates how to apply the
principles of the Technique, so that the pupil learns how to put these
principles into practice, and so can apply these principles to his or her
own life. Alexander made it very clear that his technique was an education
(or re-education), and not a cure; that it required active conscious
participation; that it was a learning process for the purpose of the pupil
gaining independence from the teacher.60
An example of how Alexander taught, what he told his pupils, how he
dealt with a specific difficulty, and how he engaged them in the process
of learning is given in the chapter “The Stutterer” in UoS (first published
in 1931).61 It is a good example of how the Alexander Technique helps
pupils to help themselves, and it emphasizes that the active participation
of the pupil is required throughout: it is not done by hands-on work alone.
12. The appropriation of Margaret Goldie
Easten repeatedly refers to Goldie and was obviously influenced by her
teaching. For the purpose of attributing Goldie with special insights into
the Alexander Technique, Easten elevates her status. There are various
misleading phrasings to indicate that Goldie somehow knew more than
other teachers. For example, Easten writes, “Goldie predated the training course” (p. 9), that is, had lessons before the start of the course, and
thereby implying that therefore she had a special insight. However, all the
first training course students had lessons before the first training course
started and so they all “predated” the training course. Irene Tasker “predated” the first training course by some 18 or 19 years, and she never
referred to any fundamental changes in Alexander’s teaching or approach.
She wrote and lectured on the Technique.62 Because Goldie wrote so little and only very generally on the Technique, we know very little about
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Goldie’s views.63
I had lessons with Margaret Goldie (five lessons in 1988), and unlike
Easten who experienced Goldie applying “strong pulls” (p. 126), I did
not experience any “pulls”, “strong” or otherwise. Fiona Robb’s book of
her lessons with Margaret Goldie also gives a different impression from
Easten’s interpretation of Goldie’s teaching,64 as does Ted MacNamara65
(a teacher who also wrote of experiences of his lessons with Margaret
Goldie). Easten appears to be appropriating Goldie’s style of teaching,
based solely on her own individual lessons. Teachers already know how
different interpretations teachers may make of the teacher training course
where they trained – and that is after spending five days a week for three
years with a teacher – and so to generalise so liberally from individual
lessons is a rash undertaking.
13. Conclusion
Given the many inconsistencies, contradictions and suppositions, the
overall impression of Alexander’s development of his technique presented
in Easten’s book is confusing. However, for a reader who is new to the
Alexander Technique, Alexander comes across as unreliable and a knave.
Easten presents Alexander as dishonest. She writes that he did
not develop the Technique as he said he did and as he described in
UoS and UCL, but instead invented or borrowed from other sources,
turning Alexander’s story of the development of his technique into an
unrealiable pastiche of plagiarism and fancy. By portraying Alexander as
a sly character, keeping the “real” or “original” Alexander Technique to
himself, Easten–Masoero can then claim to have uncovered and revealed
for the first time this “initial” technique.
Only arguments which undermine Alexander’s story are considered
and given an airing, the net effect being to besmirch Alexander’s character
and that of his family, and to question the validity of what Easten calls
“mainstream” Alexander Technique. The implication is also that modern
mainstream Alexander Technique is not a self-help technique but based
on a development (hands-on work) by Alexander which was only done
for financial gain.
To reach this conclusion Easten’s book contains a pile of conjectures.
Apart from those mentioned above, Easten at times suggests that
Alexander “must have” this or that when she cannot cite any evidence.
Given all the “must have” (three times on p. 129, then p. 135, and p. 141)
and the unsubstantiated claims (referred to above) in Easten’s story, it
requires less credulity to believe that Alexander, his family, his pupils, and
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the teachers of his training course were truthful.
There is a key question with Easten’s book: the Easten–Masoero
method presented in the book is based on the premise that it includes
Alexander’s secret technique and therefore, if this premise is false, the
whole Easten-Masoero method is a fantasy, based on a large amount
of conjectural interpretations. Why rest the entire method on such a
speculative foundation? If Easten-Masoero have discovered an alternative
version of the Alexander Technique which they like, why not just present
it and let people find out for themselves to what extent it works? Why
create what amounts to a conspiracy theory in order to promote a new
method?
I would recommend the author to re-examine her sources and consider
other sources in order to be able to present a more accurate history of
Alexander and of the Alexander Technique, and to incorporate a more
balanced view in any future editions of her book.
Jean M. O. Fischer
Graz, November 2021
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