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We joined to form this panel because we have a genuine interest in the process of training the new generations of Alexander teachers. We are committed to the notion that directors
 of training courses should start a dialogue with each other about issues at the heart of training. In this paper, we will not summarize everything that took place in the panel, but we will provide the introductory comments, as well as highlights from each of our perspectives 
. We also want to take a moment to thank all those in the audience who are also interested in these questions and have contributed their thoughts on these issues.


The leading question for the panel was: What are the challenges and strengths of the current model for teacher-training used by STAT and all the affiliated societies? Does the traditional curriculum provide trainees with the full set of tools required to become successful Alexander Technique teachers? What is missing and what ought to be added?

Laying the foundation for a new dialogue for teacher-training: Gabriella Minnes Brandes


The introductory comments began with descriptions of the first training courses run by F. M. Alexander gathered from textbooks and memoirs. Then I integrated current educational research pertinent to the education of Alexander teachers. About teaching, Alexander wrote, ‘We are forced in our teaching at every point to translate theories into concrete processes’ (Articles & Lectures, 1995, p. 198). 

First generation teachers reflect on teacher-training


In a diary, Sir George Trevelyan described his training with Alexander between 1933 and 1934. Excerpts from this diary were published in The Alexander Journal. Trevelyan wrote, ‘We must work into the unknown, not knowing what we are working for, and this is what makes our work revolutionary’ (1992, p. 22). He remembered F. M. Alexander saying, ‘I have made myself a teacher by refusing to know what I was working for’ (p. 22). Trevelyan summarised what Alexander told him was required of a teacher of this work: ‘to be able to put your own head forward and up and to make less and less tension in hands arms and what you do. You must think more of what you are doing with yourself than what you are doing with your pupil. If you “know” beforehand what you are going to get you will never get the unknown. You can never foretell when a thing will come to you. The experiences come mysteriously. But change must be to the unknown. We must work into the unknown not knowing what we are working for, and this is what makes our work revolutionary for we will in the ordinary way demand to know. But you must know the inhibition and direction to the primary control’ (p. 22). Lulie Westefeldt (1964, 1986) participated in the first teacher-training course, and she recorded her memories from that training. Reflecting on teacher-training she said, ‘Training of this sort takes time, it cannot be achieved [only] by verbal information. Words make it easier to get an experience doing away with intellectual barriers, but they are never the equivalent of the experience itself’ (p. 87).


During the Second International Congress in 1988, senior teachers participated in a question and answer session, during which they were invited to reflect on teacher training. Marjory Barlow recalled: ‘F. M. used to say about training: I want you to watch what I do. Try to understand why I do it, and each of you will develop your own way of teaching; (p. 81). Marjorie Barstow held a different view: ‘I’ve helped you to understand and you’re capable of making use of that information yourself and if you want to start [teaching] that is entirely up to you’ (p. 76).


Recalling his experience from his training course with Alexander, Frank Pierce Jones (1979) reported that it was ‘unstructured and informal’ (p. 78). He remembered that both F. M. and A. R. did not allow anyone to put hands on until their use was good enough. Walter Carrington stated that teaching Alexander Technique ‘involves judgments in finding the right mix of theory and practice according to the student’s needs’ (cited in Fitzgerald, 2007, p. 66). Carrington also argued that, since our focus is on prevention, we cannot articulate outcomes in terms other than prevention (cited in Fitzgerald, 2007 p. 51). Patrick MacDonald remembered Alexander saying, ‘Stop doing what you know to be wrong. The right, aided by my hands, will come about of itself’ (1989, p. 1). The question for Alexander teachers – and even more so for trainers is how to use the hands in ways that will bring about a better use of the self and new understandings for pupils and trainees.

Connecting Alexander Technique Teacher-Training to Current Educational Discussions


The elements of current educational theories that hold promise and relevance to Alexander Technique teacher-training discuss the education of reflective practitioners
 and performance-based assessment. F. M. Alexander discussed at length the role of conscious control, which refers to thinking in activity. He proposed that constructive conscious control was the method that allowed for inhibition, direction and with that, choice and change. Alexander described this reflective process in connection with his ability to change his practice: ’I concluded that if I were ever to be able to react satisfactorily to the stimulus to use my voice, I must replace my old instinctive (unreasoned) direction of myself by a new conscious (reasoned) direction’ (1985, 1932, p. 17). Alexander further elaborated on this reflective process: ‘The process I have just described is an example of what Professor John Dewey has called " thinking in activity," and anyone who carries it out faithfully while trying to gain an end will find that he is acquiring a new experience in what he calls " thinking"’ (p. 19).


Similar to Alexander, Donald Schon (1983, 1987), a prominent educational thinker, was intrigued by the kind of thinking that experts use in solving problems. He asked experts in various fields to share their methods of thinking and explicitly articulate what they are thinking as they approach a particular problem in their area of expertise. Schon found that experts did not often verbalize how they reached a solution and what they based their solutions on. However, he saw that if he documented conversations between experts and novices, these conversations provided the structure for experts to articulate their professional knowledge.  Through question and answer they revealed how they thought in activity, as they approached specific problems.. Like Dewey, Schon supported the notion that we learn through doing and that our activity provides a lens into how we think while performing activities within our fields of expertise. In Schon’s words, ‘Competency and artistry are embedded in skillful practice’ (1987, p. xi). Schon defines the reflective practitioner as one who thinks while acting and can therefore respond to the uncertainty, uniqueness and conflict involved in a variety of situations. As I see it, Schon provides Alexander teachers with descriptions of what Alexander might have referred to as constructive conscious control, Alexander’s way of describing our thoughtfulness as we act. Schon’s discussion defines reflection-in (within an activity) and on-action (after an activity); Alexander’s notion of constructive conscious control highlights the human ability to rely on past experience, to use professional repertoire and develop new choices for action (or non-action) at any given moment. Carolyn Nicholls (2003) discusses reflective practice and its relevance to Alexander teaching. She proposes that Alexander Technique be taught with a ‘reflective, learning-by-doing approach’ (p. 83). 


 Susan Adler (1991) explores possible methods for educating reflective teachers. She suggests that, in a teacher-education context, students who are teachers in training [be called upon to learn by doing as well as through coaching that focuses on reflection. She emphasizes the role of conversation between a coach ( a trainer) and trainees In the practicum, teachers-in-training are involved in experiences that simulate practice, but with the pressures, distractions and risks of the real world removed (Schon, 1987, p. 37). Teachers-in-training learn to recognize good practice, build images of competence, and think in the midst of acting. They learn by doing under the tutelage of experienced practitioners (Schon, 1987, p. 16). Through reflection, ‘[w]hat has been taught is recontextualised in practical actions, while at the same time, practical experiences mediate new understanding of what is taught’ (Ottesen, 2007, p. 34). This growing professional reflection is a rigorous, systematic and disciplined way of thinking that requires individual growth as well as a community of other practitioners (Rodgers, 2002, p. 845). Systematic reflection must be an integral part of Alexander Technique training programs.


One of the key challenges in educating teachers is assessment. How do teacher-trainers know when a trainee is ready to graduate and start teaching? Experienced Alexander teachers and trainers are called upon to articulate ‘What a beginning teacher is expected to be able to do’. Currently the most commonly held criterion in Alexander training courses is a set number of hours in training that must be met or exceeded. Clearly, when our goal is to educate reflective practitioners, we ought to discuss how to assess readiness to teach, looking beyond the number of hours spent in a training course. A discussion of standards of assessment makes education transparent (McClure, 2005) for trainers and trainees. Shared, the standards become a tool that can be used to educate the Alexander community, practitioners of other modalities and the general public. In performance-based assessment, we consider skills, attitudes and dispositions as they are translated into activity (Adler, 1991). Trainees should be able to demonstrate that they can perform various tasks and not just talk about them. Fitzgerald (2007) calls for a discussion of competency-based standards that could be made publicly available and shared among training courses.


In order to educate reflective practitioners who teach the Alexander Technique, trainers are called upon to facilitate and structure moments of reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action in the training courses. Trainers ought to facilitate processes for trainees to discuss their growing observation, verbal and kinaesthetic skills. Trainers should take on the role of a coach, showing good practice, posing critical questions, providing instructions, and critiquing the practice of trainees through the use of dialogue. Trainers also ought to teach how to observe and approach a problem in a safe environment, instruct trainees to recognize good practice, help to build images of competence, and practice thinking in activity (Adler, 1991). Fitzgerald (2007) lists important competencies of Alexander Technique trainers: thorough knowledge of Alexander’s work and writings; ‘hands-on’ skills; pedagogical understanding of teaching and learning theories and practice, especially with adult learners; observation skills; communication skills; emotional intelligence; political sophistication; and business and financial skills, (pp. 145-150, 158). Needless to say, teacher-trainers need to be able to demonstrate their practical skills and abilities in modelling the practice of the Technique. The Alexander community must consider ways to train and support teacher-trainers so that they can successfully train the next generations of Alexander teachers. Perhaps the dialogue that has started with this panel is a step towards that.


An Alexander Technique teacher-training program involves the acquisition of knowledge as well as teaching skills. The training course serves as the basis for this knowledge as well as the development of the craft of teaching. The content includes individual processes of change that often take time. Clearly, these processes occur at different rates, and trainees come to them with varied backgrounds. The teacher-training course should be flexible and allow for differences between trainees. We ought to acknowledge that adult learners come with varied prior knowledge and experiences, but should not give in to the demand for a shorter training program. 


Learning is an individual journey; at the same time, learning occurs within social contexts. In order to become an Alexander teacher, each trainee goes through an individual learning process as well as learning through working with others, practicing giving and receiving feedback. Trainees also learn from observing the journeys of others. This gives them a basic repertoire that will help them to make sense of what their pupils will experience. One role of teacher-training courses is to create a community of peers who learn to examine their own learning and that of their fellows. They learn to be open in exploring their own practice, first as trainees and, later, as teachers. Polly Waterfield describes her first year after graduation and reflects on the transition from trainee to beginning teacher. Her most significant decision following graduation was to treat the next year as a ‘postgraduate year’, ‘a gentle extension of my training and a transitional time in which I would try (not very successfully) not to have too high expectations of myself” (2007, p. 16). Waterfield describes what she did to help her transition, including visiting the training course from which she graduated, visiting other schools, creating opportunities to practice her new teaching skills in varied contexts, and taking action to find students. Echoing policies adopted by STAT and AmSAT, I think it is important for training courses and Alexander Technique societies to establish and sustain diverse mechanisms for professional development and to provide ongoing support for teachers. 

Teaching is often done in isolation. When teachers want to improve their skills, they must have structures that will be safe and will call on teachers to share their practice, examine and analyze it, reflect and make conscious decisions about change. Since Alexander teaching is intrinsically interwoven with the ways that we use ourselves, and since we cannot teach without continuously working on ourselves and honing our observation skills (looking both inward and outward), we need structures and opportunities for working with peers, giving and receiving feedback in safe environments. 


As trainers, we acknowledge the commitment and the key role of first-generation teachers in maintaining the Technique. We also call for the current generation of trainers to navigate a new route. As we ‘maintain a critical stance towards teacher education practices… [we should] remain open to continuous transformation as a profession while staying grounded in the principles of the AT [Alexander Technique] itself’ (Fitzgerald, 2007, p. 201). Chris Stevens emphasized the role of research, formal and informal, that is a part of teaching – especially within training courses, with students in our training courses and as we work with colleagues ‘where ideas can be tested and compared with greater precision’ (1989, p. 173). Our work in educating new teachers of the Technique must draw on the ways in which we, the trainers work on ourselves. It must create opportunities for safe explorations and experimentation, and on-going dialogue with other teachers, so experienced and beginning teachers can hone the skills and understandings of the Technique and its applications in teaching. 
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Panelists’ responses to the question about models for teacher-training:

What follows are brief summaries of each panelist’s thoughts about the question we posed.

Gabriella Minnes Brandes: 

The strengths in the current model of training inherited from STAT and shared with affiliated societies: 
Time is a key element in learning and in facilitating change that is not superficial. The amount of time trainees  spend in training (a minimum of 1600 hours) provides opportunities for intensive work on themselves . The current model of three-year training courses allows trainees to take the time they need to learn to work on themselves before their attention turns to the teaching of the Technique. Another advantage of uniformity between schools that operate under the same umbrella (STAT and affiliated societies) is the sense (common to Alexander teachers and the public) that there are overriding principles shared amongst schools regardless of their location. Because of this common ground, trainees can transfer from one school to another, or can train in one place and practice in another.

Challenges of the current model: I see two key current challenges. 

The first is a lack of flexibility in attending to the needs of trainees. As trainers, we should approach this challenge in new and creative ways, giving due consideration to the strengths and challenges of our current uniform model. 

The second is the lack of conversation about shared criteria for key parts of training. At present, we have shared criteria only for the minimum number of hours in training and how those hours are divided within a teaching week. We do not have shared criteria for acceptance and graduation, teaching hands-on, supervising trainees in a practicum/internship and, most importantly, how we assess and know when a trainee is ready to leave the school and start teaching. We need to standardize performance-based competencies and create ways to gauge whether these competencies have been achieved. We need to develop a shared language about teaching the Technique and not just about applying its principles. We need to consider pedagogy as well as the content of the training courses, as we clarify what beginning teachers ought to know and be able to do as they start teaching. As part of considering these questions, we need to create opportunities for conversations about pedagogy and devise workshops to support directors and trainers. This panel has served as a great starting point and I hope this dialogue continues. 

Nili Bassan:

The strength of the current model is that it gives the students enough time to learn and to internalize the changes in their attitude, understanding of the principles, and physicality. It also gives trainees time to develop ways of working with their students, explaining the theory clearly to new trainees and working practically with their hands, so that these new students will learn how to use the tool of the Technique in everyday life.

The challenge with the current model is that it needs to have wider horizons, suitable for the 21st century. As trainers, we need to give teachers-in-training more professional tools to promote the Alexander Technique in our society. Our graduates need to be able to communicate with scientists, medical professionals, teachers and counselors.  If we do not attend to the interests of the larger society, I think that the Technique will slowly fade away. We, the directors of training courses, have to support all graduates and have active postgraduate programs on an ongoing basis, so that all Alexander teachers, no matter where they studied, will be encouraged to participate in.

David Moore:

The great strength in the current model of training inherited from STAT and shared with the affiliated societies is that it mandates a good period of time to allow for the learning and changes required to take place. This allows trainees to develop their own use and to learn the skills of teaching the technique. We know that graduates from a STAT or an affiliated society school have completed a minimum number of hours of study and work on themselves. Students prefer to choose a training course whose qualification will be accepted internationally, and this makes the courses recognized by STAT or its affiliated societies preferable for those wishing to train.

Challenges of the current model: The current model has been in place for over sixty years. In that time, educational practices in all other areas have changed markedly. There is now much more emphasis on lifelong learning, and many people will have two or even several different careers over their life span. In Alexander’s time the maximum age at which people would be considered for entry to the training course was 35. Now more people study whilst honouring commitments to work and family. Universities and other training providers long ago met this challenge, providing flexibility for adult students. In order for our work to continue and develop, we need to make it possible for high-performing individuals to train. These are often the very people who have busy lives, and are frequently in occupations where they can profitably take the Technique and where the Technique can influence practice (education, training, academia, science, health, sports, human services, performing arts, etc.).

In fact, I understand that both Walter Carrington and Patrick Macdonald were prepared to ignore the letter of the rules in order to provide a level of flexibility for trainees who, for reasons of work, finance, health or family, were unable to meet inflexible time requirements mandated by STAT and societies affiliated to STAT (i.e. no less than 12 and no more than 20 hours per week, no less than four days a week over a three year period). At this Congress, during the question and answer session about training schools, Ruth Murray from the Constructive Teaching Centre declared that the policy of sensibly ignoring these time requirements continued after Walter’s death. Further, it would appear that an unofficial flouting of the time requirements is, if not widespread, then at least common. This issue has caused a good deal of dissention both within several national affiliated societies and between the affiliated societies – some years ago AUSTAT was threatened with disaffiliation over this issue. It seems to me that the tide has turned on this issue and that a sensible measure of flexibility must be written into the training guidelines, sooner rather than later

The lack of any clear or published criteria for graduating students is a serious issue, one that makes it difficult to hold conversations with other educators and people from other disciplines. It also makes recognition of an Alexander Technique qualification by educational organizations, health funds and rehabilitation insurance companies more difficult. The fact that teachers have done 1,600 hours of training is meaningless to them. They are interested in what skills and knowledge those teachers have. 

The School for F. M. Alexander Studies   has overcome this difficulty by writing up our course in a language that outsiders can understand and by gaining recognition within the Australian Qualifications Framework. We are, at the moment, in conversation with universities to get credit for our graduates toward a B.Ed or BA. Being in the Australian Qualifications Framework means that we are able to explore the possibility of entering the student loan system, which will remove the financial impediments that prevent many potential pupils from have taking an Alexander Technique teacher-training course. If we are successful, this would considerably reduce the relative difficulty of studying to be an Alexander teacher (in comparison with other options). Alexander refers to this financial problem when he talks of training teachers to work with children in schools and the way in which it limits the pool of potential trainees: ‘we need to establish a school for the education of teachers. Such a plan, however, is not without its difficulties, if the right type of man or woman is to be induced to take up the work. A number of people in England and America have been working with me to the end of establishing such a school. We are all aware of the harm we can do to the cause if we attempt to gain this end quickly, at the cost of training only those people who are able to bear the financial burden involved during the necessary years of training, irrespective of the standard to which those psycho-physical potentialities, which go to the making of a teacher, have been developed in their case. Such an attempt could end only in comparative failure, and in the long run do much to delay the wide acceptance of the principles involved.’ (Alexander CCCI Pub Integral Press 1955) p.60 (my italics)

In a profession whose raison d’être is change, we have proven to be remarkably resistant to examining, let alone changing, our own practices. I think that it has to be admitted that, on the whole, the potential inherent in the Technique has not been widely realized as a force for change. I believe that much of the reason for that lies in the insularity of our community in general and training schools in particular, and their isolation from emerging pedagogical, scientific and intellectual trends and discoveries. This has affected our ability to be influenced by them and for them to be influenced by us. I believe that training schools need to provide lead to their trainees and the Alexander Technique community in identifying, creating and developing these links. Our experience is that prospective students want these connections. Our school, which is based on a philosophy and practice of openness and engagement along with rigorous application of the principles of the Technique, has consistently had increasing enrolments over the past eleven years.

Judy C. Stern:

Strengths of the current training model:
I see the STAT-approved 1600-hour teacher-training model in use as an educational format for training inherited from years long past and used consistently in trainings worldwide. It has created a consistent format that allows trainees to study in other countries and to move from one training course to another when needed. It allows for simple calculations in regard to when trainees have completed their training. The model is explicit concerning trainer–trainee ratios and time frames that address the intensity of the work required to change habits and create new patterns of ‘use’. The present STAT-approved teacher-training model emphasizes the need for consistent hands-on Alexander work ‘over time’ to develop an Alexander teacher with the ability to give new sensory experiences which lead to new patterns of ‘use’. That ‘kinaesthetic experience’ allows a trainee to discover for himself the power of thinking that, in turn, creates the possibility for change. These are the positive elements I note in the present model.

The issues that the current 1600 hour model for Alexander Technique training does not address include: 

1. Criteria that is qualitative rather than quantitative in assessing the readiness of a trainee to become a teacher is missing in our present trainings. Qualitative assessment is strictly subjective in our educational design. There are models for this in the greater Alexander community that can and should be explored. I strongly recommend training directors with experience explore these models. 

2. Teaching the Conversation of Teaching:

I perceive a need for teaching pedagogy. This is needed to support a teacher as he or she ventures out into the world to share this work and earn a living. We talk a great deal about meeting pupils where they are and teaching the principles from that place. This requires a skill that one can develop if exposed to educational concepts during training. The need in Alexander trainings for this kind of learning and teaching is primary and should also include both supervised teaching during training and mentoring after a trainee has graduated. 

Much has been said about the need for postgraduate work, which can also address these educational issues. The ability to coherently teach the principles to each individual pupil is developed over time and through experience. A guided experience with sound pedagogy would ease the process, which could then be shared with the whole community.

This panel opened a dialogue that I believe deserves exploration by our community in greater depth with a common intention to support and develop the dissemination of the AT internationally. 

I appreciated the opportunity to share my ideas with others thinking about these issues, and to explore possibilities with Alexander colleagues who attended the panel.
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� In this paper we refer to Alexander teachers who teach and run training courses as directors or trainers; those who are learning to become Alexander teachers are trainees; and the people who take Alexander lessons are pupils. 


� Ruth Kilroy did not provide a summary of her contribution to the panel.


� A detailed discussion of reflective practice follows








