
Primary control as a concept of wholeness 
An unedited lecture by Walter Carrington
The separation of the organism into parts by the anatomists and physiologists is very significant, because it has prevented them from recognizing the importance of trying to gain a knowledge of the normal as well as the abnormal working of the postural mechanisms.  Had they done this they would have seen that the psycho=physical controlling part is inseparable from the working of the other parts, and is responsible for the misguided use of the specific muscles and tendons or groups of muscles as it is for that coordinated working of the postural mechanisms as a whole necessary to the normal use of these mechanisms. 
They do vaguely recognize that if somebody is very nervous and frightened that they will stiffen.  For example when they try to teach someone to use crutches they find those people who are less nervous and frightened will take to the crutches more readily.
But really and truly, the teaching of the use of crutches is so limited, so terribly restrictive that of course practically everybody who has to use them will use them very badly and hinder themselves almost as much as help themselves.  It is quite incredible, of course naturally, and one of the things is that physiotherapists don’t have time. Nobody in the hospitals or anywhere ever has any time, so they don’t have time for things like that.  And the lack of time is all bound up with the same thing of separation. It is all the same attitude of mind that leads to separation.
Because as I was emphasizing last time, I think this is very important that when we talk about separating, people are inclined to take for granted that we are talking about separating the mind and the body.  But it is not just separating the mind and the body.  It is separating bits of the mind, the conscious from the subconscious, or bits of the body, the arm from the shoulder.  The principle of separation goes all throughout.  It is the reverse; it is the principle of integration which is the practical thing needed all the way through.
This demands a recognition of a central (primary) control which influences indirectly the manner of the working of the postural mechanisms, both in the person enjoying satisfactory use as well as those who do not.  This influence varies for good or ill according to the trustworthiness or otherwise of the motor-sensory controlling and co-coordinating functioning in all activity. Unfortunately, the influence of misdirection of the central (primary) control upon the working of the psycho-physical mechanisms has not been recognized, and therefore there has not been due recognition of the harmful influence of this misdirection on the working of mechanisms responsible for the normal position as a given time of the head relationship to the neck, and the head and neck in relation to the torso etc., upon which the integrated (normal) working of the postural mechanisms depends. Furthermore, in this whole matter of the employment of the central (primary) control the work done by the anatomists and physiologists has not been comprehensive enough to enable them to gain the practical experience .  .  .  
Well, first of all of course this business of using the term primary control.  Even Alexander people think habitually in terms of separation.  It is extremely difficult to get people to think in terms of unity rather than in terms of separation.  I always think that it is rather ironic and a nice paradox that people who are supposed to work on the principle of unity and integration, when you talk to them about primary control, they want to look around and find some specific mechanism, some little box of tricks so that they can put their finger on it and say “That’s the primary control”.
And because of that way of thinking and carrying on is of course exactly the way of separation.  If you say that’s the primary control, then this or that aren’t the primary control, then you are separating out as this little bit out of the organism. By saying that’s the primary control, you are by implication you are saying that all the other things aren’t the primary control.  Well, you can identify all sorts of bits and pieces.  You can say this is and elbow joint, this is a femur, this is your eye, and so on and so forth.  But you can’t possibly find what Alexander is talking about when he is talking about the primary control in those terms.
Because the only way you can identify primary control is by looking at yourself, looking at the living organism in an integrated way, from the standpoint of wholeness.  And when you look at it from this standpoint of wholeness, you say indeed that it works as a whole.  And since all the part in their separate workings influence the workings of all the other parts, we come in the end to the question of where are you, or where am I in the middle of all this.  It is an old philosophical question; the thing philosophers have argued about and speculated on since goodness knows when.  What is the essential “I”, the essential “me”?  Where is the essence of a person to be found?  And as I say, in the process of looking, mostly they look be separation rather than integration.
The practical experience that the anatomist and physiologist really need . . . . they don’t get the experience that is necessary to enable them to decide
1) when the central control of the mechanism is working normally or abnormally, so that they can estimate the influence of this control upon the postural mechanism;
2) what constitutes a normal or abnormal employment of the central (primary) control  relative to an integrated use of the psycho-physical mechanism as a whole, and consequently
3) what constitutes normal or abnormal working of the postural mechanisms.
Well fortunately the work has been done on the postural mechanism since this work was written, you can say that there is a certain body of information available which will enable you to distinguish between the normal and the abnormal working of the postural mechanisms.  Because it is fairly clear that the primary function of the postural mechanism is to stop you falling over, to stop you tumbling down.  And the normal working of the postural mechanism is when you don’t fall over, don’t tumble down.  You manage to get around lightly and freely with an absolute minimum of effort.
On the other hand, when you don’t tumble over and fall down but you are achieving this by enormous muscular effort to hold yourself up, it can be seen quite clearly that this abnormal of the postural mechanism.  So if you think in terms of falling and not falling, balance or imbalance, then the workings of the postural mechanism is not too difficult to understand.
But this still leaves the question of something which is lager and more central.  That is to say what is it that really influences the working of the postural mechanisms?  And the way you influence those depends very much on all your thoughts and feeling and emotions and all the rest of it.  It depends on all the various contributing things to your life.
If you are really having a hard time, or giving yourself a very hard time from an emotional point of view, then in turn you do give your postural mechanism and lots of the rest of the machinery a very hard time.  And indeed, these things do tend to work in vicious circles.   That is to say if you’re are desperately anxious and worried about something, that will tend to make you interfere with your postural mechanisms, so that you then have something else to be desperately anxious and worried about, i.e. falling over into the bargain.
If indeed you are in a state of physical insecurity, this greatly adds to your emotional insecurity.  If you can improve your physical security, that will help your emotional security, but of course obviously not completely so.  If you can manage to improve your emotional security, then that will have some beneficial effects on your physical insecurity.  But unfortunately it doesn’t do anything so to speak about your physical habits, so you can get things emotionally and psychologically sorted out and really feel relieved of great burdens there, but your habits will still lead you to behave very much in the same way as you did before, and that will continue to have a damaging effect on the works.
So that although it is important to deal with all the psychological and emotional side, you in no case can ever afford to neglect the physical aspect as well.
I have already pointed out that the opportunity for acquiring the knowledge implicit in the above is nor given by orthodox medical training.  Consequently, the body of knowledge hitherto known as physiology cannot be said to constitute a “clinical physiology of the human being.”  Physiology, it is true, does indicate the function of particular muscles, say of the inner or outer intercostal muscles, but it does not and cannot indicate the means whereby these muscles are operated relative to the individual’s use of his mechanisms as an indivisible unity, so as to ensure that integrated workings of the organism which wee always find associated with the standard of functioning  present in a person in whom the way of employing the primary control is a constant influence for good.
Hence in attempting to solve their problems, the anatomist and physiologist put their faith in the comparatively limited knowledge to be gained from a study of nature and relative position of the bony structures and specific working of the muscles, tendons and the like, which are only the means of  motivating the postural mechanisms.
My experience as a teacher of the technique is derived from demonstrating daily to everyone of my pupils that there is a primary control of the use of the postural mechanisms of the self, and that in taking full advantage of the influences for good in correctly employing this primary control we hold the key to the bringing about of the “normal working of the postural mechanisms” as a whole.
Further more, the gradual influence for good exerted by the correct employment of the primary control on the general functioning throughout the organism can be readily appreciated by the least attentive observer, and orthodox tests of such functioning have never failed to verify the observer’s findings.
In other words, quite shortly where you want to look for the primary control is not in the nerves, muscles and bones but in the process of thought.  The primary control consist in the way we think, in which our thought processes work, and it is this thought process that lies at the heart of the whole matter.
Like all aspects of life really are largely a matter of response to stimulus.  So much response to stimulus is automatic, so much is habitual and so much of what is habitual is wrong.  It is only through the thought process that you have got the possibility of exercising any choice and saying “No I wont do that, I don’t want to do that” and thereby avoiding to do it.  And by the avoidance of doing the wrong thing, naturally you influence the whole situation in an absolutely fundamental, not to say primary way.  But in order to do that, you have got to have quite a lot working for you on the psychological side, that is to say that you have got to want to, for instance.
We talk dismissively of habit and reflex response and all that sort of thing as though that’s all rather poor.  But I have many pupils say to me the words in effect of something one expressed beautifully.  He said “A groove is a very comfortable thing”.  And there are lots and lots of people who quite understandable so feel that they don’t want their habit disturbed, they don’t want to depart from their reflex response.  Their life from their point of view will be easier and much more comfortable if they are allowed to continue on as they are. So they very definitely don’t want to exercise control or choice. They would rather choices and decisions were taken for them.  And all that has to be faced and dealt with, before you can establish what we would call a proper working of the primary control.
So it is very much mind rather than body, but of course mind in the sense that we look out of the window and we see this aspect of the house opposite, but we know that if we took a walk around we’d be able to stand in the garden and we could see the back of the house which we can see now.  We can’t see both the back and the front at the same time. We are forced to look at one or the other.  But we don’t therefore separate in our minds and say “well of course, I can only see the front of the house and therefore there isn’t any back or visa versa, or the back has nothing to so with the front or the front nothing to do with the back because I can see them separately”
We are not really as stupid as all that.  We are fairly stupid, but not quite as stupid as all that.  When we speak of a thing being mental in that sense, we mean that we are looking and we are looking at the aspect labeled mental, but all the other aspects naturally exit as well.
But that is what unity and wholeness means, and primary control isn’t a slam box of tricks, as I said.  Primary control is a concept of wholeness.

