OT BRIEFING COURSE

Now that the 1950s tapes are starting to hit the net in quantity, it seems worthwhile to discuss how one might approach the 1950s material in a sequence that would promote understanding and application.

This was never really possible at the orgs, at least for most people, because the material was too scarce or expensive.

This "OTBC" is not a replacement for the SHSBC, they are two different animals, each quite important, one being the 1950s tech and the other being the 1960s tech.

Of course one can just study whatever comes ones way.  In fact I encourage it.  But as more material reaches the net, it is going to get harder to decide what to study first, and intensive study for application is a different action from just casually reading things.

One of the amazing things is that people do that OT Doctorate Course at the orgs and with a few exceptions don't come out of it applying the processes or really using the tech.  Of course the org's fear of squirreling and discouragement of application have some part in this.  But another aspect is that the PDC gradient is extremely high.

Another approach is simply to start at the beginning and go through all 3000 tapes (if they were available).  That is something that a real researcher or tech finder should do eventually.  But it is an awfully long road.  It is best done after getting a good grounding in both 60s and 50s tech for

application.

And the actual gradient of material in terms of difficulty and "OTness" is not chronological.  The most advanced materials are those of 1952 to 1954.

The easiest gradient for real application is to begin with modern academy levels.  That is a small amount of tapes and bulletins and a chance to get one's feet wet with processes that do not require a lot of judgement.

Starting from there, how would one approach the huge mass of 1950s data?

In studying for use, one should go through an entire ACC as a course in sequence and use the techniques of that time period rather than simply studying a random collection of tapes pulled from various courses.

That doesn't mean that you mustn't look at tapes at random or study other stuff, what it means is that when you really buckle down to learn something, you take a set of materials and go through it A to Z in sequence, reviewing whatever of it you might have studied before and putting it all together.

In putting this together, my thought was to come up with a set of materials about equal in size to the the modern SHSBC. That means cutting the approximately 2300 tapes prior to the BC down to about 500 (approximately the number of BC tapes). As a result, there are a lot of omitted materials and many alternate choices given.  The idea is not to cover everything but to cover enough at each level of difficulty so as to bring one up to maximum ability in studying the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd ACCs which are the top of the bridge.

Section A: The Clearing Congress
As a start, it would seem best to begin with some orientation to the late 1950s philosophy of what is clear etc. 

Clearing Congress, 1958, July 4-5, Shoreham Hotel, Washigton, D.C., USA

NB: Also available as video. 

Tape 01: 5807C04 The Fact of Clearing 

Tape 02: 5807C04 The Factors of Clearing

Tape 03: 5807C04 The Freedoms of Clear

Tape 04: 5807C05 Prerequisites to Auditing

Tape 05: 5807C05 Clear Procedure, CCH-0, Help

Tape 06: 5807C05 Clear Procedure, Creativeness

Section B: An “easy” ACC
The 15th to 18th ACCs of 1956-7 are the lowest gradient ones. They make an excellent bridge in understanding between modern BC materials and 50s style data. Furthermore, the 16th to the 18th, which are known as the "CCH" ACCs attempted to do the entire bridge with "CCHs" and therefore have many applications in modern as well as 50s style processing.

But don't make the mistake of thinking that these just contain low level objective processing. They attempted to carry the CCH theory into upper level processing as well and so you will find facinating advanced processes such as "then and now solids".

And although these are "easy" in a 1950s frame of reference, they are advanced and hard hitting in comparison with academy level material. Remember that a graduate of any ACC was considered the equivallent of a Class VIII in those days.

Here I'm suggesting that you just do one of these in a thorough manner aimed at application.

Power of Somplicity, 15th ACC, 1956

Tape 01: 5610C15 Opening Lecture

Tape 02: 5610C16 Mimicry

Tape 03: 5610C17 Complexity

Tape 04: 5610C18 More on Mimicry

Tape 05: 5610C19 Mechanics

Tape 06: 5610C22 Scale of Reality

Tape 07: 5610C23 "C.R.A." Triangle

Tape 08: 5610C24 Cut Comm Lines (In and out)

Tape 09: 5610C25 Games versus No-Games

Tape 10: 5610C26 Learning Rates

Tape 11: 5610C29 The Mind

Tape 12: 5610C30 Education: Point of Agreement

Tape 13: 5610C31 Rest Points and Confusion

Tape 14: 5611C01 Coordination of Classes of Processes

Tape 15: 5611C02 Wind up on Stable Datum and Rest Points

Tape 16: 5611C05 Radiation

Tape 17: 5611C06 Time Track

Tape 18: 5611C08 Creation

Tape 19: 5611C08 Simplicity

Tape 20: 5611C09 Skull Gazing

Tape 21: 5611C12 Simplicity Versus Alter-Isness

Tape 22: 5611C13 Abberration and the Sixth Dynamic

Tape 23: 5611C14 Training Methods

Tape 24: 5611C15 Diagnosis: How to

Tape 25: 5611C16 Summary Lecture

Tape 26: 5611C23 Farewell Lecture
CLEARING CONGRESS LECTURES 

TRANSCRIBED FROM VIDEO TAPES SIX LECTURES

NOTE: The transcriptions of the above lectures haveomitted stumblings and hesitation ers and ahs. Parenthesis are used to note unspoken visual action and also words garbled on occasion, muttering, chuckling and laughing. (Transcriber)
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Number 1 of 6 The Clearing Congress Lectures

Shoreham Hotel, Washington, D.C. July 4, l958

THE FACT OF CLEARING

(LRH enters to resounding applause). Thank you very much. Now you've got me all discombobulated (laughing). Thank you. Welcome to the Clearing Congress! I'm glad you're here, too. This is really a rather memorable occasion. This is the first Congress where we can go straight down the line and say, „this is how it is done“; these are the important facts. These parts of Scientology cannot be done without, and the other parts we can sure forget about. At this Congress we can bury all of my crimes (chuckle) ... without even a headstone.

For eight years now we've been struggling along trying to make the grade. Trying to keep the show on the road, and trying to alter this thing called,(chuckle) called civilization. Civilization, that collection of gadgets which makes everybody helpless (laughing), and we have made an enormous amount of progress, and that progress is due as much to you, as to me. So, thank you.

Eight years ago it was a pretty thin look. Terrible facts arose and smacked us in the face. Yes, I have been able to handle some human beings in such a way as to produce a new human being. Otherwise I wouldn't have known about this state of being if I hadn't done it. But then I tried to explain how it was done. The people I explained it to were not stupid. That had nothing to do with it. It's just that the language and selection of importances had not yet been brought to bear to communicate the subject adequately. We had in Book One simply no more, no less, than a rather adequate description of the reactive mind, the mental image picture, the engram, secondary, and so forth. We had ways to run these things but those ways were not the ways used to Clear. Now, that's very interesting, that I could be guilty of an oversight to that degree. And only, having accomplished the fact again and communicated it successfully, can I bring up this much guilt. I have a guilt complex, of course (laughing).

And, here we have, here we have a state of affairs where all of these materials can be communicated. Where the elements are found to be rather simple; where the general state of affairs in telling somebody how to do it, is rather easy; and in addition to that, in addition to that, we have ways and means of changing a person's viewpoint sufficiently so that he can Clear somebody and that, that takes some doing. That's rather interesting because there are some people who start out to set somebody free - that is what they think. They think, „well, I'll set this fellow free“. Then half way through the intensive, they say, „well, I don't know, I'm not so sure. Should I set him free? or shouldn't I“. „Well, in view of the fact that I'm dead in my head yet“! „He might go buzzing around, or he might take over my wife or my body“. „Gee whiz, he might even get down to assuming my social security card and that would be terrible“, and „Therefore, therefore, I don't know“. And at that moment you get the introduction of a few minor, innocent flubs. Little flubs. They don't amount to much - knock an ashtray off the desk - inadvertently, running Help, you know. „Tell some way you couldn't possibly help anybody“ (laughing). We're all guilty of it, some time or another.

I found myself auditing somebody who has a criminal record, the like of which the FBI never dreamed of. The FBI thinks there's such a thing as a criminal mind. That's always a big joke to me. There's a criminal mind and there's a non-criminal mind. I could never figure this out. They've never shown me a non-criminal mind (laughing). It's a terrible thing to say, very uncharitable; but it's simply a comment on J. Edgar. J. Edgar's an awfully good guy,- stupid, but awfully good (laughing).

Now, where we have, where we have human beings, we have human beings (chuckle). Now that profound statement (chuckle) needs a little amplification. What do you mean by human being? Well, where everybody is so equal and where everybody has the idea that everybody's so crazy, we get a human being. Let's look this over, let's look this over carefully. Let's see, a society which is dedicated to the proposition that all men are equal. Jefferson didn't say that! He said, that all men are created equal under law, or with equal rights under law. He didn't say all men were equal. If you went up to Tom and said, „Tom, what's this I hear about you being equal?“ - he'd say, „To WHOM“ (laugh).

But this proposition of super-equality gets into the wheels when we get a super agreement going- an obsessive agreement. We all have to agree with some hidden mores that we know not what of and if we don't know what this hidden standard is that we're in agreement with, then the only thing we can do is go into agreement with all of the things we think exist, and if we think some of these things exist, whether they do or not, we still agree with them. And, we get the lowest order of philosophic concept, which is, everything is equal to everybody, - and you get the science of physics and modern civilization.

Now, where do we get the idea that anybody would be better off if he was changed. If we see everybody in a state of disability and super- agreement with criminality and a beautiful state of enturbulence, where we have a society that teaches people if you're a genius, you're crazy. How do you make a genius? Well, you drive somebody crazy, obviously - that's what it adds up to, doesn't it? We get this sort of a situation where everybody's idea of everybody else becomes himself. Let's look at that! Here's Mr. A - famous Mr. A - very famous fellow, almost as famous as Pat Pending (chuckle). Mr. A is certain that everybody around him is very evil and that they are gonna get him one way or the other. Now, Mr. A has no choice, if he is also saddled with super-agreement, obsessive agreement making equality a necessity, but to be this way himself.

Now, we ask this question, „does this evil character actually exist?“. That's one of the first things we have to ask in Clearing, „does this evil character exist?“. It seems like we have a synthetic personality in existence which isn't really anybody, but is simply everybody's idea of how bad the other fellow is. This is pretty complicated, see. He's got the idea that this other fellow is so bad that he cannot help but criticize him violently. But because he is equal to this fellow over here, then of course, he, himself, has to assume these characteristics of superlative evil. You see that? We get generals, admirals, politicians, all sorts of people, who have an idea that the enemy is so bad, or the fellow man is so bad, or something else is so bad, that they can't possibly live with it and they therefore got to cut it to pieces. It's a very tricky thing. It has a vast bearing on Clearing. They got to cut the evil being to pieces. Yes, but at the same time they have an equality complex. By communicating with him they, therefore, go into agreement with his evil characteristics and the only thing they have left is an evil synthetic personality which they, themselves, have to wear to be like everybody else and to be normal. This is one of the, one of the simplest and easiest tricks that is played in culture.

So what are you trying to do when you're Clearing people? You've got to find the fellow himself, and you also, as you go up the line, - not an attribute of Clear but an attribute of OT - have to give him a certainty on the other fellow. Now, unfortunately, an auditor is senior to a Clear because he already has to have an idea of what the other fellow is really like once he takes a scoop shovel and unburdens this personality that this fellow thinks he has to wear. So if everybody in the whole society was wearing a secondary synthetic , useless ... - you know, some people are not imaginative enough to be evil - quite remarkable (chuckle) - takes a little imagination. He's wearing this coat, you might say, that was never anybody and he says is everybody and all you have to do is get him to take off his coat, relax and be himself. How do you do that?

The auditor, let's say, he's dead in his head, case in terrible condition, sits there and picks up all the somatics of the preclear, goes to bed at night and says, „you know, he had a cognition there, I wonder if that's what's wrong with me?“ (laughing). He has to have some kind of an idea that the other fellow, that the other fellow is alright. Well, this is quite remarkable. And in the process of auditing him, he sometimes gets restimulated to the point where he says, „maybe this fellow isn't quite that alright - maybe I ought to keep him“. Dead dumb and pat him on the face with a shovel because maybe he is, maybe we're wrong about this. The odd part of it is that a person who's Cleared somebody, Clears people. Isn't that interesting - it's very easy. All you have to do in order to Clear people, is just Clear somebody and you'll be able to Clear people. Is there anything wrong with that? Yes - it's Clearing the first one (chuckle).

Therefore, a major break-through took place when somebody else cleared somebody but myself. That was an immediate major break-through because it showed other people that other people could do it and gave them a considerable confidence. Now auditors have to learn individually, each and every one of them, that they can do it then, and they'll just go on doing it. It becomes very simple, very simple once you've done it. Well, trying to build up a bridge to the point of where somebody would Clear the first one without much confidence, without much real concept of what the other fellow was really like, that was the trick.

And that's what we've done in eight years. It's taken eight years to do that. I apologize because that's a very long period of time, - eight years. A great many things have happened in these eight years. But I'll point out to you that it can't be too long a period of time because all during this period of time we've mostly had just one president in the United States - that is, if we've had one (laughing). The ... I think the beginning of this era, I don't think very much was added to the various sciences. I think they came out and made public the hydrogen bomb, and that was just a little more effective and efficient way of killing more people, faster - which I think is the basic goal of all science. It's at least the basic goal of governments. War is that condition where you can kill the mostest with the leastest, the fastest. Therefore the end goal of all wars is the depopulation of earth. So, therefore, we get the end product of any government which has an impulse toward war as having no people. You want to go over that logic again, slowly? You'll find out it's quite sound (chuckle). So, therefore, the basic activities of the government must consist of getting rid of people. Well now, that's not our activity. We are not interested in getting rid of people. We are interested in getting rid of synthetic people.

Ever see one of these? Of course you have. These APA graphs, these nice 8 1/2 by 11 sheets, graphs that shows a blue line, and so on. People have begun to build up a mystic quality concerning these graphs. They believe this graph is something very difficult. Well, they have to believe that because sometimes when they see their own, they say, „hey look, I'm not that bad“, and do you know it's perfectly true, they are not that bad. Do you know what that graph says - that graph says, this is what we call a valence. This is a synthetic personality. This is this man's belief of other men, worn by himself. And when it creeps along the bottom, then you have to get a special long-leaded pencil to get it up to the bottom line. You are merely reading a valence, but that valence really never existed. It is a picture of what this fellow thought the other fellow was like.

I'm not making any comment on that great, noble, triumphant subject of psychology. I'm making no comment on that subject at all. We'll leave that for the second hour (laughing). We'll ask the ladies to leave and I'll dig up my Marine Corps vocabulary and we'll work it over. Right now we'll be pure and we will merely say (chuckle) - psychology. What does it teach man, man consists of ... that he's an animal, that he's incapable of creation, that he has all sorts of hidden impulses which are liable to come to the surface at any moment. Along with that we got psychoanalysis. I pronounced it right that time (laugh). It's the first Congress I ever have. And, this says man is basically a beast. Below the level of the sensor, which is the only thing which keeps him on the straight and narrow path, we have this ravenous monster. And if you read the books of this particular subject you are struck with this fact: that the only normal sexual intercourse comes about through super education and threat of punishment (chuckle). And that all other sexual activities are really the order of the day and are down there in the super unconscious- reconscious mind. That's quite interesting, isn't it? What are these people doing? They are teaching people what coat they must wear to be equal. And they get this shoddy, messed up, smeared, torn, tattered, and battered jacket and they say, „Put this on son and you'll be normal“.

Then, we can't call these things sciences - we can call them operations. And, therefore, we are somewhat new on the face of earth in that we are actually trying to look at man without a pitch. We're trying to look at man without introducing into the interpretation a number of resistances to Clearing him. Without introducing a number of evil factors by which we can dam him. And so, perhaps, we succeed. But we'll only succeed if we carry it out across the whole broad face of earth and tear up all of these tattered, smeared ideas of the other fellow and that's quite a project. That's quite a project, includes the Chinese, the Russians, the Indonesians, the Ceylonese, and the colored races in Africa, and psychiatrists (chuckle). Includes all races, no matter how, because as long as you have priesthoods, as long as you have the racial concepts which seek to retain men into evil in order to make him good. Which is one of the more interesting propositions that anybody's ever heard of. You still have a barrier to a true civilization on earth.

So we're starting out at that point today. It's an interesting point to start on. It's a, it's an interesting thing to come out here and say to you, well, we're all out on top now - it's all finished. That's all! That's it! That's it! Here we are. You don't have to worry about it anymore. Oh no, no. This is the day we go to work. Do you think that the assembly of tools repairs cars? No, it certainly doesn't. Only, I seen some fellows, particularly plumbers, who can assemble tools for a very long time. Well, I've been assembling tools for an awful long time and we've finally gotten some cars fixed. But, but really the basic time has been spent on the assembly of tools and that's what we're covering here. This is quite remarkable to have achieved this point since it was not necessarily achieved through the field of science; it was not necessarily achieved solely through the field of religion; it was not achieved through the field of philosophy, ornithology, materialism, or any other particular field. This has been, this has been a proposition of hacking through an impenetrable jungle which was simply the accumulation of several thousand years of ignorance. (lecture continues in part 2/12)

And it was strictly a hacking job. You just took a machete and you went to it. And when we finally got down to a point where there was a path through the jungle and we reached a cliff on the other side and saw there a broad sea. It was interesting, but it was a very simple sea we were looking at. It didn't have monsters in it, or anything else. It was a sea, it was all very calm, it's all very nice. But every time for a while that we led somebody up, you leading your friends up to this and you say, „look, you see all that stuff, that's jungle. That doesn't have any real bearing on existence at all. It's just superstition and ignorance and stupidity and all that sort of thing and we're gonna ... we want you to walk up this line. Of course, I realize that this path is not well marked. You have to look at this tree for a half hour to find out whether or not there's a blaze on it - not a well marked path. But all we're asking you to do is walk up this path and go over there to look at the cliff and take a look at the sea“, and it's a beautiful sight. And they say, „oh no, oh no, not for me, not for me“. Very often they say this - why? Well, they know it's not for the personality that they're wearing. But did anybody ever wear the personality that they're wearing? No, it's totally an invented thing. Just as every barrier which exists between man and an ignorant, superstitious, ill, war-like, violent state is a series of shadows. These things are not real, even when you run into them head on. There's something wrong. They're made out of paper-maché or something like that. It's not a real view, but it's a symptom of our society that we would rather look at delusion than truth.

Oh, that's a very broad statement, isn't it? ... rather look at delusion than truth. There's no evidence to support this ... ooh yes, I'm afraid so. You can show people a great travelogue and they stay away from their television sets in droves - but show them Gunsmoke ... (chuckle). Dumas, senior, had the idea - he said he was gonna write all of history up in a novel so that it was totally palatable and everybody all would find out all about history. A very good idea. In other words, if you fed them fact through delusion, he'd have it made. It's an idea, but is it a workable idea - actually and essentially, is it a workable idea? No, I'm afraid, I'm afraid that truth doesn't have to be shepherded in by the ushers of superstition, fear, delusion, altered clause - ah, I'm going too far there (chuckle), chalices, incense, smoke, Latin, hymns, - truth doesn't have to come in this way.

It’s not absolutely necessary, but we garland truth with a tremendous amount of verbiage, because that's the only thing that happened to truth ... is, it became garlanded with a tremendous amount of verbiage - don't you see. And the person who drags in this poor shattered, tattered damsel called truth, you know, and thinks to get her on the stage at all, you have to pile her up with, with fir boughs, and pack sacks, and hula costumes, or ... (garbled). It isn't necessary. All you have to do is show people the possibility that truth exists and then ask them whether or not this item is true, and if they find that this item is true then they will recognize truth. People do recognize truth when they see it.

But another little factor enters in. Sometimes you only get the synthetic personality to look, and if only the synthetic personality is looking, it's primary characteristic is that it can't confront truth. These are the barriers we face in Clearing people. These are the barriers. They are not very formidable. Numbers of people are not very formidable. But tremendous piles of lies, fears, and terrors can become rather formidable, since I point out to you that man has not walked through these barriers for the last many thousands of years, if ever, in this universe. So we must consider these things to be quite formidable. I think it's his fear alone of these things which keeps him from being able to be happy. Now, is it possible that man is happy? If we look, if we look over any of the great seekers after truth, they were all driven in the direction of search by the unhappiness of man. They looked around and saw that man was not happy. They found out that a sick man was sick, - he hurt and he didn't want to hurt. They looked around and saw that people were starving when they didn't want to starve. And they were faced with this terrible puzzle. Why is it man has all these evil things and he doesn't want them.

Of course, in the Philadelphia Lectures I covered this many years ago, that which you want in the universe, you don't get, and that which you don't want, you, of course, you can have rather easily. One of the little rules that goes along, and you would be surprised where this rule enters in. I found out where that entered in, the other day - just why that was. To most people, affinity is a consideration of distance. Oh boy, that's a deep one, isn't it? - think it over. In other words, if you like something, and something is compatible and you think it's fine, you want it out there (LRH pointing to space outside himself). Well, if you don't want it at all - where do you put it? Well obviously, only one place you could put it would be right there (pointing to the top of his head) ... (laughing). So, the basic law of affinity is responsible for this condition, in this universe.

Man does not want to be unhappy, he does not want to be sick, and just why he is, is not logical. Man is not doing or being really, in the aggregate of things he wants to do or be. He's doing or being things that he must not or has to be. He is being prevented from being himself one way or the other. And all these shadow barriers, are to him, much more formidable, much more solid than anything else. I swear, some girl's idea of the evilness of marriage is much more solid to her than that wall. And a girl who has this idea of the terrific evilness of marriage - never get married, having nothing to do with marriage - and you start running her on 8-C. She can walk through 8-C. She can reach over and touch the wall. Why can she touch the wall? - because the wall's not there. And she could practically walk right straight through the wall. But this idea of marriage is something that someone should never commit. Boy, that's solid ... ugh, ugh. Interesting isn't it, how people make the solids of their own universe, the barriers of their own imprisonment.

Man has a right, man definitely has a right to a certain happiness. He isn't going to experience that right under the circumstances of his own past. He can't, he can't, he's too wound up in this and that. It's not the mores of the society that prevent him. It's all of these delusions about how bad the other fellow is. You have police because other people are so bad. I investigated the police one time. I became a cop. That's the best way to investigate something, become it for a while, you know. You can go too far with that sort of thing (laughing). But where do we have, where do we have, in essence here, a cave into the society ... what could cave society in? Well, all you have to do is have a police force and society would start caving in.

The police force constitute a constant reminder that men are evil; which is a constant reminder that we must agree with these evil men. You see how this would work? - neat little trick. Now, that doesn't say that we are so starry-eyed as to believe that at this time we could dispense with all police. Or could we? Now you have to make up your mind which way you are going to go with the society if you're thinking about a new society of one kind or another. And if you say, well this society would be totally unregulated, then we would be proposing an anarchy. And all the anarchists tell us that the only way a society would work, as a total freedom without the government, would be if everyone in it were perfect. I don't know whether we propose, when we talk about a Cleared society, whether we'd propose or not, to have an anarchy. That's beside the point. That's up to the people who get Cleared. But I don't think you'd wind up with an anarchy. I think you'd wind up with a much finer level of agreement and cooperation because, I think, you'd then be able to realize the rest of the dynamics. The cops are there only because the rest of the dynamics aren't there. So, if you put those back into society, then you'd get a society.

The idea of a police officer of the state of being of the criminal is one of the more interesting studies. You wouldn't believe this study unless you'd been a cop for a while. You wouldn't believe this. I had hardened criminals walk into a horrible bar crammed into the back between two cockroach dens. You know, hardened criminals - cop killers, you know. They come in, I pat 'em on the back, have a drink boys, mind the peace - they would. A cop yelling - a cop that's a fake ... I looked like a cop. I was wearing a cop's uniform - a little different. Cops see a couple of these guys come in and they say, „hmmm, evil beings“. „What are you people doing here?“. Next thing you know why the nightclub starts to whirl, chairs start to go down with a crash, the proprietor is very unhappy, and war has commenced.

Well I think there are certain things that you can appeal to in men, definitely certain things that you can appeal to in men which make them more or less revert to their basic selves. They take off their coats, in other words. That's a very thin principle; it has occasionally worked, and there's one religion which is based exclusively on that principle. That if you can reach the soul or being of a person, just ppanng. When he becomes well, you've got it made. That religion, I don't know if you've heard of them or not, it's called Christianity (chuckle). All you have to do is appeal to, as some of their various organizations have said, the Christ spirit of man. Oh, I don't know about the Christ spirit, but if you appeal to the basic man, why you get somewhere. And sometimes you have to appeal, and appeal, and appeal, and appeal (laughing) and after you've duplicated the auditing question enough times, you've gotten there. Quite amusing. Quite amusing to look over, look over the number of struggles we have had to find out the few things we have to know.

But I suppose when you're climbing over barricades why you're liable to get your clothes covered with creosote now and then, and when you're smashing down jungle plants, you're certainly going to get splattered with a little chlorophyll. And you carry it a long for a little while until you take a bath, and you say, „what do you know, I've gone all the way through this jungle and there's just one little piece of stuff here“. „That's the only piece of stuff and we went through eight miles of jungle and swamp and so forth, and we find only this little piece of stuff“ - Duplication, duplication, gee (chuckle) - you know - and then you promptly forget about the eight miles of swamp and jungle and so forth. You promptly forget all about that. Then you say to someone else, you see they haven't been through it, you come up to them and say to them, „Hey, look at this - duplication“, and they say „Yeah, what about it!“, you say „well, see all those eight miles of swamp, they're not true, they're not true“. They say, „they're not?“. They're in over their heads in quicksand. „Someone's lying to me - you say duplication is important but I say MUD is“ and so we get the birth of science - mud (chuckle).

Now, wherever we look in a society as it struggles along it picks up arbitraries with which to bolster up a hidden ideal that is never expressed. We get these arbitraries piling up, piling up - laws, customs. Everybody forgets what they're supposed to prevent and at last we have this mass which simply has one common denominator - prevent. And when you have a person totally prevented, you have a human being. But what would you really have if you had somebody who was totally prevented. You'd have somebody who couldn't help and who couldn't reach out on the rest of the dynamics and so couldn't have a civilization because you couldn't have a third dynamic, - could you? That's as easy as this. In other words, this system of preventing everything in order to bring out a good civilization succeeds in killing the thing it was supposed to bring out, - right?. So, there must be another way and a better way, and that way we have today in Scientology.

In our, in our walkings along the line we've gone through many vicissitudes. There's hardly a one of us present, myself included, who hasn't been human somewhere along these last right years. These were not lapses from grace however, these were repetitions of habit (chuckle) and it's a little bit hard to make it all the way. But the funny part of it is that somebody who simply starts along this road, would just get started along this road, and says, „look, there are a few truths“, had astonishing things happen to them. Remember the old article, „Dianetics, Evolution Of A Science“? If more people got a hold of that article and read it and all of a sudden got well - Boom. Here was an odd phenomenon. I know of three separate cases that got a hold of that article in a hospital bed, and read it, got up, called for their clothes, left, and haven't had a recurrence years afterwards. Now the simple idea that there is a way out, or that there is truth, or that truth can be realized, that itself is a tremendously potent force. So for those elements in a society which are trying to kill all truth, that would be the first thing to attack. The fact that there might be a road out - „ummm no - no road out, - there you are in the middle of the swamp jungle (chuckle), and there you're gonna stay“. Everybody who tells you, „there is a road out“, must perforce, by definition, be a faker and a quack. Which is almost a direct quote of the Better Business Bureau brochure on curing anything. They say, you always know a faker if he tells you he can cure something. Think that over for a moment. That's a direct quote out of the Better Business Bureau literature.

You get the State favoring, favoring very strongly, only those persons and elements which use, which we'll talk about later in this Congress, which use violence and which seeks to bury people in. They cannot ever believe that there is a road out. And you know the society is so sure of itself that it has everybody trapped, right there in the mud, that they've forgotten to pay the guards and they've all left. That's right, it's an amazing thing! There's no guards on the stockade any more. Only, everybody thinks there are, before you suddenly tell them to pick their head up a little bit and see if they see the glint on a rifle barrel any place, or reach out there and see if they really feel any barbed wire, or walk over this way to see if they really do fall in any quicksand, and it's with great amazement that somebody will take this delicate ... tiny step - „well I don't know“. And we get the phenomenon of „Dianetics, Evolution Of A Science“ yanking people out of hospital beds. We just made them look up and feel around here to see if there were any barriers anymore, if the guards were still on duty - and they aren't. In other words, nearly every barrier we have, and nearly every duress that man has experienced, that kept him in an aberrated state, is practically unenforced today. We have no more inquisition, we have sky ... (garbled), we have no more arrests because of religious beliefs in this country. You know it was amazing. First it went this way. Over in Europe for a while, all you had to do was have a bible read in your house to be burned at the stake. You know, it was just that bad, that's all you had to do. Or, you appeared in a field and listened to a preacher and (finger snap) you had it, right then, dragged the body right off and mounted it up. They were very interesting about this. We think of people being burned at the stake - they didn't just burn them at the stake, you know that. They very often took ice and packed in their heart and face so that they would live longer while they were burning. These were nice people, these were good people, they were painfully good. Now these people who were doing this sort of thing of course thought that this was the right thing to do, that they were being the best possible people in the best possible world, doing this sort of thing. And these fellows who were listening to a preacher in a field, or cracking a bible in the house, or something like that, they thought these people were being very, very evil because they were breaking through barriers, that they knew by experience, were tremendously necessary to the continued existence of the society at large and so they gave these punishments. But these sort of things aren't done anymore.

They do it in cruel little ways, little tiny ways. They take some industrialist, of some place or another, that was trying to get on fine with the politicos, you know, and this industrialist hardly reads or writes, but he's a good guy, he makes all sorts of things, and so on, and the politicos say, well he's harmless, and I exchanged a few presents and a few things like that. All of a sudden this becomes a major crime. Well, there's a great deal of hope for a country where that becomes a major crime (chuckle).

Now does this mean then that we are favored by the time and place of the emergence of Scientology. Yes, we are definitely favored. We only have to walk a slight tightrope. There are a few people around who say, oh no, no, no and there's some laws that say that you mustn't heal anybody of anything, and so on. People don't take them terribly seriously anymore and if you pay the least little bit of lip service to this sort of thing, why you go right straight through. England, by the way, is freer than the United States on this line. You can say you're gonna heal somebody, go ahead and heal somebody over there, and nobody screams. In the United States you say, „well, we're going to, we're going to prevent his being sick“, or something like that (chuckle).

But we're not up against a tremendously violent environment at this time and therefore, there is every reason to believe that what we know can bloom and grow and can spread and communicate. We are also favored by the fact that the world at no time previous has had more communication channels. There are tremendous communication channels in existence today. What they're being used for is quite something else, but that they exist is certainly the case. For instance, it's only been the last couple of decades, you can pick up the phone and call almost anybody you wanted to in the world and it certainly has only been in the last decade that most people in the western nations began to have television sets. I understand that more people have television sets in Russia, even than they have shoes. That might be some of John Foster Dulles's problem and the system, but there's some possibility of it being true.

Here's a rather favored time, here's a rather favored time for all this to happen because, although nobody's going to say keep 'em all in the mud, and nobody's going, tremendously, to object if you start lifting a few people out of the mire, and if you start lifting everybody out of the mire, nobody's really going to object, as I say, the police are off the stockade. Now is there any other thing that makes this a favored time? Well, it's the fact that man might cease to exist almost in his entirety. This factor operates however, not as a preventer, but as a catalyst to doing what we're trying to do. And this catalyst is, of course, the threatened presence of war, atomic fission, that sort of thing. Man can do such a thorough job on wiping out man now that we actually should put a little bit of speed on the ball. So I could say off hand that we're probably just a little bit late, maybe even eight years late.

People used to come romping into the Foundation and they used to say, „Where are all the Clears?“. I don't know what they expected. In truth, if I just point down to an empty space in the air of the hall and say, „There's one now“ (laughing), we probably would have started a great religious revival in America (chuckle) but it wouldn't have been based on any truth, so it wouldn't have been any good. Nevertheless, it is fitting here in this first hour of this Clearing Congress that we point up the fact that there is such a thing as a Clear. That we're doing this all over the world. There are as many or more Clears now in England than in the United States. Clears are appearing down in South Africa, the various, you might say, Field Offices are doing very, very fine, Los Angeles is doing a beautiful job, New York is just getting under way. I wish a few of you people up there around New York would go in and get yourself Clear, so we could say to all these Clears from New York. As a matter of fact, there are none at this time, but that should be expected, New York being New York (chuckle).

And the job that's being done on this is tremendous. It's a gorgeous piece of work that's being done the world around. And much of this work, now get that, is being done on indifferent communication lines. Somebody flew in the other day from New Zealand. He said, „we're doing something wrong, we're not getting any Clears“. Doing something wrong. He came all the way from New Zealand to spend the day and then go home again. And sure enough, they were doing something wrong. They were running Help something on the basis of, „Tell me a way people are never helped anywhere“, and they had an E-meter that they were trying to check people out on that didn't work. And they had to come all the way back here to find out the E-meter didn't work. But they got these points on Clearing technique straightened out, they got the E-meter straightened out, he got a little bit of subjective reality on a couple of the processes. He went back home and within sixty hours of his arrival at home, he sent me a cable, „Made my first Clear. New Zealand“.
Well, the point I'm making here, the point I'm making here is, this is happening all over the world. It is happening very successfully, and we do have Clears. We have got a show on the road and you are here and we also have a Congress! - DO WE ? Thank you.

(end of lecture)
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THE FACTORS OF CLEARING

You know, I've got some sort of idea that we have a Congress started here. What do you think? Alright! It's an awfully grand crowd. I don't know how many people are here but I think it's one of the largest Congresses we've had. Nobody's given me a report, everybody's in a flap (chuckle). One of the things that has made this Congress different than other Congresses is a long standing ambition of the organization, was to film one of these Congresses, and so that is happening during this. Of course, that sort of thing always introduces randomity in such things.

Now here first off, we have the usual lot of telegrams here of one kind or another. And here we have one from Frank Turnbull in New Zealand from the HASI staff in New Zealand, Australia, and Oceania. „Wishing you the Clearest and best Congress yet. Stop. We wish we were there in body as well as spirit“. Well, as a matter of fact, I'm sorry they're not here. I'm sorry they're not sitting right there. But that means, I'll have to pick up this mock-up one of these days, you know, pick up this mock-up and take it down, and put it down in New Zealand. Mock-ups are very hard to move around; have you ever noticed that?

And here's from the Scientologists up from the Pacific Northwest. „Dear Ron, staff, and Congress members. Congrats and have a wonderful Congress. All the best, Scientology Washington State“. And here is from the HASI staff and the Organization Secretary, John Fudge and HCO Secretary, Rona (garbled). „Best wishes for a bumper Clearing Congress“. And here's one from the HASI, South Africa, Maggie Skoltz down there. „Best wishes for a happy Congress“. We have sitting right down here, the Secretary of South Africa and his very charming lady - here is Jack Parkhouse and Allyson. Stand up. You see, they did come partially in body (chuckle). And here's one from California, „Here's wishing you the best Congress ever“. And also, we have the California office represented almost in totality, here in Julie and Ken. Stand up.

We have here a great many well-wishers from all parts of the world. From Oregon, from ----, every place but that part, that part of the world which has gone into a little bit of darkness. We have a part of the world that's gone slightly into darkness - The Russian-African, pardon me, the Russian- Asian sector of the world, which would love to sweep into Africa and other places. It's an interesting thing to me not to have any organizational offices in any of those countries. I wonder if there's any parallel at all between the adoption of a totally materialistic viewpoint and an evident inability to be communicated with. I wonder if that has any, any correlations whatsoever.

Well, let's get on with the Congress here - we've got one. How about bringing in my notes. You know I always have to have notes (laughing). (A large stack of books on a dolly is wheeled on to the stage). There we are, good, good. I always have to have notes, you know. It's a very hard thing to follow notes. I mean, to give an extemporaneous Congress and I don't want to establish some new principle here, being entirely extemporaneous, and so forth, and just giving you a Congress off the cuff, because it would be a bad precedent (Chuckle), you know. So I, this time I very carefully collected some notes and some materials and so on; and in view of the fact that we're dealing mainly and basically with the mind, why I've collected here most of the noteworthy books on the subject of mind.

And I'm very happy to, to (picking up a book) --- here, for instance, „A General Introduction To Psychoanalysis“, by professor Sigmund Freud, LLD - what's that LLD stand for? Well, that's beside the point. Anyway, we want to take this thing up thoroughly. We want to take the Mind up very thoroughly. (Leafing through book and reading) „The courtyard in which the sheet-metal lies spread out is not to be considered primarily as symbolical but refers to the father's place of business. I will add arbitrarily that going down, like the more usual going up, is meant to describe ...” Well, isn't that interesting! (Turning pages in book and reading) „I mean love rivalry with the emphasis on the sexual character. The son, even as a small child begins to develop a special tenderness for his mother“. Wouldn't it be strange if a small child didn't develop a tenderness for his mother (laugh). „But here we find the Oedipus complex entering in“. We now know why we're all aberrated, because we're fond of our mothers (chuckle). (Leafing through book) Well, I don't want to give you a Congress without a great deal of learned material in it and ... (reading) „to be sure, there are all kinds of objections possible to the declaration that neurotic symptoms are a substitute for sexual satisfaction“. You said it, there are objections, in fact, I can think of quite a few (laughing). Well, I just wanted to give you a very authoritative ... I guess we better forget that one.

Let's see if we haven't got something that's much more pertinent here. (Picking up another book) Oh, here's something, here’s a Dictionary of Psychology. Very good, very good. Now obviously, psychology should tell us a great many things which we should be well aware of. The first thing it should tell us about - there should be a definition ... this is a psychology dictionary - there should be some sort of definition for Life. (Reading) „lie detector „ - life? - „linen, linnet, linear perspective - there's no definition for Life”. Well, that's beside the point - there's undoubtedly here a definition ... I hate to give a Congress off the cuff, you know. I like to have authoritative material here, backing me up. Mind, mind, mind, mind, mind - there's no definition here for Mind (laughing). Well, there's a, there's a ... undoubtedly a definition for psychology. I'll look that up. Psychology, - hah! (Reading) „Though the very, though the era of definition in terms of the tenets of the various schools of psychology is past, there is no acceptable single sentence definition“. Now look, I was trying to give you an authoritative Congress here. Lets look up creativeness, shall we. (Leafing through book) Creation, creation, creativeness, creativeness ... I'm sure they have a definition for that. The various things you know you need to make something ... I'm getting very nervous here because I expected these fellows to give me a hand, you know. Creative thinking - no creation, but there's creative thinking, it's „the achievement of a new relationship among parts of an experience“ (laugh). Well hah (chuckle), I'm a little bit embarrassed here. I expected some of these boys to back us up, you know. There's some books there on Yogi but I know what they say. They say, if you sit still long enough, you'll have sat still (laugh). Well, I'm embarrassed - there go all my notes. You can take these away (pointing to dolly with books). You can take those things away. I hardly know what sort of Congress to give you now. I mean, here we got all of the former schools that were supposed to tell you all about the mind and so forth and they don't have definitions for the things that we consider the mind, you know, like Life and being alive ... „What'll you do with them“? (looking off stage) I don't care what you do with them, burn them - (muttering) what'll I do with them ... „ But you'd think they'd have definitions for things called the Mind, and definitions for things called Man or a Woman or Life”. You'd think there'd be objects. The other day I had a wonderful idea. I was going to write a bridge book between psychology and Scientology, and a bridge book between psychoanalysis and Scientology. Now don't you think that would be nice. We'd put them out in the book stores and people pick them up and they'd read all about psychoanalysis and then what ... (laughing). (Looking back stage at smoke) I hope the management doesn't find out about this. I didn't mean him to take me literally (laugh). Well, there goes psychoanalysis (laugh).

Well, in the fumes and flames of an expiring yesterday (laugh), we can begin a new tomorrow. One of the things that is quite amazing was to start from nowhere, and every time I thought, in dealing with the development of Scientology, that we were starting from somewhere, I found that we were pretty well side-tracked. A science has to have certain patterns, certain definitions, certain objects of study; and even if you only study thought, you are still studying an object if you say it is thought, you know. You say, we are going to study thought. Well, you have to find out what you are studying, in order to study it. It sounds awfully funny but it's a brand new discovery, I assure you (chuckle). As far as the field of the mind is concerned, the isolation of discovery - objects - have not been done. So, right away, quick like a bunny, let's just sail right in, and for the remainder of this Congress, I'm just gonna hit you left and right with all of the various isolated data which, grouped as a whole, make Clearing. Would you like that? Now some of you old timers will say, oh no, not again and some of you new comers, they'll say, about the same subject, WHAT? So, we'll take the middle course. I'll talk to those two nice little girls right down there.

There are essentially four parts of what we are talking about when we are talking about, when we are talking about the mind, when we are talking about Clearing. There are four parts and these things are very easily isolated, let me assure you. This first one doesn't have any mass. It's called a Thetan. A Thetan, by definition, is something without mass, without wavelength, and actually, without finite location. But a Thetan is our definition, or symbol use for what they used to call ghost, spirits, anything ... élan vital, any of these various items of yesteryear. We have to call it something new because all of these things meant special things. For instance, somebody the other day, a colored person, was discussing with me whether or not ghosts still existed and I settled the argument rather easily. I said, „well, have you ever been a ghost?“ and (feigning comm lag and shame), and I said, „well, I'm not ashamed of it - I have“. Well, that person doesn't work for us any more (laughing).

Here is a specialized meaning to spirit. Ghost is an evil spirit that is partially materialized evidently, that is found in various locations where they will do the real estate the most damage (chuckle). That's evidently a ghost. So, let's just take all of these things that people refer to as spirits or something of the sort and let's just cover that with this mathematical term. Thetan isn't an esoteric or magic term, it's simply mathematical. It is the Greek letter which stood for thought, but that is not quite precise either because thought is a product of a Thetan, not the Thetan. A Thetan is potentially able to produce thoughts, matter, energy, space, time and all the rest of it. So you get a basic production unit and therefore we are starting with an assumption.

We have a place of assumption in Scientology. This subject starts from somewhere. That's brand new. You don't realize it, that's brand new. It doesn't start from ... „well, the proclivities of the libido are very often introducable when you get a socio-economic libido theory“ ... it doesn't start from double-talk. It starts from a definable thing. We get Axiom One. Alright! We say, this thing called a Thetan is capable of producing all sorts of things, and we say, this is the person, so therefore we differ enormously from the Christian statements on the subject. They say, „you son, must save your soul“. The fellow says, „I don't have one“. So, therefore the Christian religion cannot possible be true, and they lose all kinds of converts that way. The fellow doesn't find his soul - not there. Somebody saving his soul is doing something very interesting. He evidently has something set up over here, that has probable mass, that he says is his soul. And then he goes about saving it and it turns out to be a demon circuit called mama or something. Now he expects this to go to Heaven. But this can't exist without continuous creation by that (pointing to Thetan symbol on his board), so he sends this to Heaven and he goes on elsewhere (laughing).

Very, very remarkable things go on. You'd be surprised how man gets tangled up in all these things, but this tangling is called identification. He begins to identify himself with things. He says, I am a thing. Well, that's all very well, you can be a thing if you want to. A person can be something - yes, that's true. But he shouldn't go whole hog and say, I am only that thing and nothing more and never will be anything else, because when it perishes, he loses his identity. Now the funny part of it is, a Thetan has already a basic personality and this is what we are trying to uncover in Scientology in order to make a Clear. Now, it's as easy as that and people keep forgetting that. They say, well, I got half-way through being Clear and I knew who I was, I knew I was nobody. Oh no, oh no! Half-way through a valence split, half- way through coming out from under the cloak of being somebody else, you have a terrible feeling of being exactly nobody, because that's the way you went down.

You walked in one day and you said, „I'm a seneschal“ and this knight with eight inch spurs, standing there - humph- and say, „I'm supposed to open the doors to this castle, I've been doing this for a long time and I'm a very trusted retainer“. „Well“, he says, „I don't know about that, I married the old man's daughter, and we've given him poison now and you're fired“. What's the fellow's beingness now? His beingness depended upon somebody else's saying he was something and he goes around still trying to say „I am necessary, somebody has to open these castle doors. I am really the seneschal“. Get that really, see. He's insisting he's the seneschal but nobody will pay him his wages, and so forth. He's become nobody, see. He has the feeling that he is nobody. But this doesn't reveal this fact. He was somebody before he became the seneschal. Now, as a seneschal, he became nobody - until he finally went out and got a begging pan on the highway and began to hold it out for fish and chips as people came along, you know, and people keep handing him something. Now he says, „I am something, I am a beggar“, but that's still something. Then the New York State police come along or somebody, and they say to him, I'm a little mixed up in my periods here, but they say to him, „do you realize you cannot beg upon the public road without licence number 603-F“ and he says, „where do I get this licence?“ and they say, „well, that bureau's been abolished“ (laughing). So, now he is again, nobody. So he starves to death and kicks the bucket and there he lies there. Now he's somebody, he's a corpse, but he's not dead, he's merely a corpse. And people come along and say, they don't ever say you are now a corpse, they say, „look at that corpse“, which is below his level of tolerance entirely. Nobody is giving him any attention at all, and so he jumps off and does something else. Get the idea? But he goes through sequences of becoming nobody - somebody, nobody, somebody, nobody, somebody, nobody, not necessarily on a dwindling spiral. Some people get up to the point of being a happy man. You know the old story of a happy man - I won't tell it - he didn't have a shirt (chuckle).

This chap, in other words, was somebody until he began to identify his beingness with a thing. In other words, he had a personality, a beingness, an aliveness and particularly, potentials and capabilities and then he decided to be something which had limited potentials and capabilities, don't you see. Well, he could keep going downhill for a long time or going out into other identities for a very long time and he would eventually, you might say, find a beingness which he was satisfied with, and which could go on for a long time. But none of these beingnesses are the person. The person IS the Thetan. That is the one identification that Scientology jumps off with.

Now, physics jumps off with an assumption and it has now blown the assumption sky wide and handsome, and that is, conservation of energy. In the first place, this thing called the conservation of energy is about the poorest name thing you would ever do. You could have said conservation of mass, if you please, but, conservation of energy? Now all somebody's got to do is come along and demonstrate that energy is an impulse, and isn't anything, and therefore, doesn't conserve. And the one thing that isn't conserved about energy is an impulse. Why didn't anybody ever think of this? They had this around for centuries, and they keep saying conservation of energy. There is no conservation of energy. There might be a conservation of potential motion. But they jump off from the point of conservation of energy and that is the stable datum on which the rest of it is built.

Now, if there is something wrong with this assumption of a Thetan, we have lost our stable data. So therefore, we have to proceed to demonstrate what this stable data consists of, it doesn't have length, breadth, and thickness, and so forth. In other words, can it be proven or demonstrated? Well, years ago we started exteriorizing people, we started kicking people out of their heads, it wasn't necessarily good for them, but it was fun (laughing). And we sure did have a good time kicking people out of their heads. As a matter of fact, they talked different, and acted different, go sailing around. Well, that was the Person. I even developed some electrical gimmicks to have somebody sail out of his head and go over and settle on the gimmick and have it register, and get out of the gimmick and go back in his head again.

Fantastic, you know, and so far this basic premise has not been shaken. Probably because nobody's had any real opportunity to shake it because the one thing that very materialistic people cannot possibly confront, is the Thetan. There's a process in Creation Of Human Ability called „Conceiving a static“. You say to somebody, you say, „alright, just get the idea there's a spirit up there, a nothing, a spirit, alright, confront it. Good“. They get sick to their stomachs, people who are having a bad time. Isn't that interesting - because it's too little mass for them to confront. So probably this thing is quite safe for years to come. Probably some time, some great controversy will rage as to how many Thetans there could be housed on the head of a pin (chuckle), or something of this sort. It is relatively unimportant. Let's just escape the TRUTH of this, for its workability, and let's examine it as a workable premise, and we find out that as long as we use this as a workable premise, we win in Clearing, and as soon as we desert this as a workable premise, we lose in Clearing. That is all there is to it.

If we consider a man to be a mass of circuits, and pictures and so on, flesh, blood, tobacco juice, 97 cents worth of chemistry, the army says. I think the price has gone up. I heard somebody say that in the army the other day, he said, it's odd that the army rescue teams and the air force rescue teams would go to so much work to rescue a man who was only worth 97 cents in terms of chemistry. I found objection to it because of inflation and so forth. It's now about $1.43 (chuckle). Well, if we say he is so many bits of chemistry, we say he's just chemistry, he's nothing but chemistry, oh boy! We can't cure him, we can't do anything but assume the things which the healing sciences today have assumed, which is, if you shoot him with enough gook and big enough needles, that are blunt enough, often enough, or enough electric shock and if you rearrange his chemistry somehow or another, you'll make him a well person. Well it has a very limited look. You can do just so much with a chemistry and all you've done is make the Thetan happier with the chemistry he has, that's all. Well, that's one way of making a Thetan happy but it's limited because it doesn't make all Thetans happy. Some don't like chemistry, I'm sure there's some people here who have flunked the subject (chuckle).

Well, the first thing we see, the first thing we see here as an object or an item to study in this subject of Scientology, is a Thetan. I say it doesn't matter whether you believe this or not, the point is, it's workable. Much more important is the fact that a result can be achieved which is desirable, evidently, by everybody it's worked on, by assuming this first assumption.

So we get out our next thing, which is the Mental Image Picture. Now, this stupid little bug (pointing to Thetan symbol on his board) makes pictures. He makes pictures all the time, he's just gotta make pictures, gotta make pictures, make some more pictures, he makes some more pictures, then he makes some more pictures, he makes some more pictures, he makes some more pictures, he makes some more pictures - and finally he says, you know, I don't know what to do with all these pictures I'm making. I'll just say they'll last forever and I'll put them out of sight or I'll say, Joe is doing them, and I'll put them out of sight - and we have a reactive mind and into that area he begins to collect every operation, every difficulty, everything he can't confront, and he makes a picture of it and shoves it behind him. That's how we get „Get thee behind me Satan“ (laughing).

Now the funny part of it is, everyone does this. Everybody does this and in psychology they said that only morons and little children did, because the psychologist himself, no longer could. But he was still doing it, but he was doing it somewhere else where it was not visible, and so forth; and he's making these pictures, pictures, and we get the Freudian unconscious, we get the Dianetic reactive mind, and so forth. It contained a record, evidently, of everything that had ever happened to the person, but the person was just making this record all the time. He was keeping it mocked up, and we had the nicest game running you ever saw.

He mocked up all of his experiences, mocked them up all the time, mocked them up any time he half-way thought about them, or became into restimulation, and then he'd mock up the whole thing and not look at it, which was pretty good, and you got your unconscious mind. Now these mental image pictures, of course, are very demonstrable. Anybody can do this. Sometimes they get into a valence that can't create and can't look, and although they can still make pictures, because obviously they're still creating this valence picture, they can't see other isolated pictures. So, they begin to believe they can't see pictures, and you ask them what they're looking at and they say, nothing and you say, come on, take a look. What are you looking at? Shut your eyes. What are you looking at? I see nothing but blackness everywhere.

Well, what is blackness but a picture. Did you ever see that kid stunt of the negro, the portrait of a negro hiding an a coal cellar at midnight. This black thing, still a picture, it doesn't have any features, a picture is not formed. A picture is simply a picture which would simply be a block of energy or mass existing in space, and you'd have this sort of thing. And after you get enough of these sort of things, the person is mocking up enough of them, he calls it experience. He wants to get experience. And how does he hold on to experience? He holds on to it with his ability to make stacks and stacks and stacks of pictures. Wonderful! Very, very wonderful to see the capability of a Thetan in lousing himself up. He's best at that. That's the one thing he's really good at.

What does he do here? He gets lazy about making pictures, so he adapts another beingness to himself which makes pictures, don't you see, and he starts making pictures on a via of one kind or another. We call these other selves, they're still merely collections of pictures, we call these other selves circuits or valences. And circuits and valences and that sort of thing is what we're looking at, and we get all kinds of oddities. These are all visible things you know. You can just take somebody and have him make a picture and get him to see the thing, and you'll see people with pictures. These valences are quite interesting. If you run down somebody's havingness, he's liable to have one of these valence or demon circuits move in on him and all of a sudden he'll say, „you know, something said something or other, but I didn't say it“. Well, he can tell the difference between himself and this circuit.

What is a circuit? A circuit is a picture of a personality, just like I was talking to you about. He's got the idea that grandma was like this, so he makes a composite picture called grandma, which then gives him the orders that grandma used to give him, and he knew was necessary for survival, such as wash your face, put on your rubbers, sit down at the table now, no, get up and wash your hands, you know. So he always does that, he sits down at the table, then he gets up and washes his hands, and then he goes back again. It's a series of orders.

Well, he doesn't have this around as long as he's got grandma, but then he gets a substitute grandma, but it's just a series of pictures. So you could say this mind is divisible into a simple picture and a complex picture. The complex picture simply delineates a personality and the simple picture delineates a scene. But they're all pictures and they are all created, and this is the one thing the world will never swallow and it's a secret just between ourselves - and can you keep a secret? The one thing we must not tell people is, that they are responsible for themselves, personally, for all the difficulties that ever occurred to them. That you must not tell them.

I well remember in 1952 when I wrote Advanced Procedures And Axioms, I put a section in it that said, „Responsibility“, and people used to pick this book up, with what airy confidence, you know, pick it up. „oh, oh, wonderful, wonderful - responsibility“. They look at the Chart of Attitudes that came out with Handbook For Preclears, and it said, „responsibility - full responsibility - mmmm ... - well, I used to study Yogi, I think I'll go back to that“ (laughing).

The best trick that a Thetan does is to make something and then say, „I didn't do it“. He starts moving off these responsibility zones, and responsibility in itself is a tremendous subject all by itself, but it's the one thing you must not tell people bluntly, quickly, unless of course you sort of want to give them the shock of their lives. You got a bad leg, you're mocking up a bad leg. You're in grandpa's valence, you're mocking up grandpa's valence. You really hang them with it, because that's what you have to assume when you Clear people. There's theoretically a one-shot Clear, which is „What part of existence could you be responsible for?“, and when a person has answered that, and taken all parts of existence and his own mind and everything else, and he's willing to be responsible for all those things, within and without, microcosm - macrocosm, he then would be Clear, if he could do it - long road.

The only place we use that thing today is solving a present time problem. You say, „What part of that problem could you be responsible for?“, and ordinarily, the problem just goes out, flickety flack, and solves itself up. But nevertheless, it is evidently true that willingness to be responsible for coordinates with sanity, and total unwillingness to be responsible for coordinates with aberration. So we get irresponsibility as the opposite number of aberration, neuroses, difficulty, upset, and so on. Well, why is it then that this individual gets all of this silly stuff if he'd only be well if he could be responsible for it. Why does he get all this stuff and become irresponsible for it. Well, part of its content is this, life and Thetans in general have rigged out one that is a super aberrative factor. You go and you shoot somebody, you know, it's a calm night, nothing much is happening, you go out and shoot somebody. The old days, the way the West is portrayed on TV, how they loved shooting somebody. Quite wonderful. Anyway, they shot somebody, „what happened here?“ „Well“, they said. „so I shot somebody“. Shooting people wasn't aberrative, probably dying wasn't either. But then somebody came along and said, „Oh, you shot him, eh - well, we're going to arrest you, and we're going to execute you and take your body away. You took somebody else's body away, we're gonna take your body away“.

They invented, in other words, overt act mechanisms and the guy didn't dare say he was responsible for killing somebody. He said (garbled), and bang. Then he had to go around and say, I didn't do it, I didn't do it, I didn't do it, clean hands, hey look the gun hasn't been fired, I didn't do it, and we get a way of life which is summed by, - „I didn't do it“. You realize, that's our modern way of life. You know, you say to somebody, „Did you put out the milk bottles?“, „Well, I don't know why you're asking me because you normally put them out every night, and you know very well ...” All you want to do is find out if the milk bottles got put out, and you're in a fight. You just want to know that. That's all you want to know, you don't want to know anything else. They got responsibility mixed up in this. Who's job it is. I'm sure, I'm sure that a lot of government officials have their job mixed up. Don't you think possibly they have? And the main thing they would tell you is, „this department is not responsible for that“. That's the main thing you hear. „Well, I couldn't report my income tax exactly last year because I hadn't received all of the income and I still owed quite a few bills, but I didn't know what the bills were because I didn't know how much I had incurred“. „Ha, ha“, the Internal Revenue says, „That's none of our responsibility, where is your income tax report?“, see.

This gag runs everywhere. I pulled a funny gag on some people. I don't get in many automobile accidents, as a matter of fact, I haven't been in one for years. Except the other day, I was running down past the State War and Navy building which is now, I guess, the presidential annex or something, and a guy started up at the light, and the light was red. He noticed that it was red, so he stopped, and the car behind him started up and hit the back of that front car, and I happened to be the third in line. That was very embarrassing. The only thing I could say, to keep from being responsible for it, is that there was a red-headed girl crossing the street (laughing). Now you think that is a gag, but it happens to be true, and Bonnie Turner can attest to it. I was actually looking in that direction for some reason or another, there must have been something else over there (laughing). So here I was, smashed into the back of this car and these drivers came around and they said, who did what - blah, blah, blah - they were all nervous and shaking and trying to get out their drivers licenses and so forth. I was standing there, and I was trying hard to get my car started and find out how much damage had been done, and I looked at all this nervousness, and I looked at them and I said, wow, I said it was my fault, I did that, and they both calmed down completely, put away the things, got in their car, and ... (laughing).

So here's this wonderful factor of irresponsibility versus responsibility. And, a Thetan uses irresponsibility to keep himself individuated thoroughly enough, as thoroughly as he thinks he needs to be, and he over does it, and you get aberration. That's about all there is to that. And, even though his creativeness becomes very impeded so he cannot consciously create, he nevertheless continues to unconsciously create, and evidently, the more you step on his ability to create consciously, the more he displays his ability to create unconsciously.

You can shove somebody clear on down into automatic poltergeist. I remember in 1950 some of the Dianeticists around there were very delighted with a young boy who could get on a rug and make it shoot underneath the table, and make it shoot all over the room. It was a very amusing situation. They got five or six priests in to demon exorcise him and so forth, of course they meant to chop out a few circuits. That kid was shooting rugs everywhere. Well, I'm sure everybody could shoot rugs everywhere if they wanted to be responsible for it, or if they were so irresponsible that it happened anyway. Well, people hang in between and so they can't shoot rugs around on floors, and that's why you don't have magic carpets anymore - that's why, why you have to buy Gulf gas (laugh).

Now here, here is this factor entering into this second part and this second part is a very clearly delineated part, which is Mind. Now what do we mean by mind? We mean, it is that product of a Thetan which compounds his experience, personalities, and the way he thinks it ought to be, and the way he hopes it isn't, and we get a mass, and that mass is actually composed of thoughts. The big mistake the Buddhists make is to consider themselves thoughts. They are not thoughts. Nobody ever thought them. They are not thoughts. They consider themselves masses of knowledge. Now, I don't consider myself any mass of knowledge. I don't try to remember anything, much to the despair of my staff most of the time, but there isn't any reason why you can't just create anything you want to know, at any time you want to know it, or go take a look. But instead of that, people get on a storage of knowledge basis, storage of experience. You can't get hired by the government unless you have just so much experience. It doesn't matter if you do anything or not, it's how much experience you've got, see. They expect that to be all kind of massed up in the mind, and it's this plus the personalities a person has known, pictures of, in other words, they take pictures of these personalities and they add all these things together, and then they may dream up some machinery and say, the machinery makes these pictures, only the machinery itself, is just another picture, you see. Or they say, I knew this person who did this obsessively and that person now haunts me. No, no, nothing is haunting them except a picture they are constantly making of that person. You have to understand that clearly if you're going to Clear anybody, because the person himself is doing all of this. Now I give you that simply as a technical factor, not as a factor to be told to people you're going to Clear, (chuckle) because they won't like it.

A fellow is sitting there, you know, a normal man (chuckle), he's sitting there and you say, „well“ - I tell you how not to audit somebody - you say, „when did you know somebody who was ... like that?“ The person might say and he might not say. You say, „well, just how are you making up that mock-up?“, and he says, „well, how I'm making it up? Oh, I got this way because of the terrible operations I've had. The doctors all did this to me“. Oh yea! Well, it did happen, but it persists on the equation that he takes no responsibility for mocking it up, and then it gets a persistence. I was auditing a Pc one day, it was a very, very wonderful example of this. The Pc was saying, „Well, itsa ...” - we'll alter the facts slightly so the Pc won't jump out of his skin because he's here - „well I can't help it being this way, I guess it's because of my father, you know my father was like this, my father did this all the time, and I had headaches, and he wished them off on me, just wished them off on me, and so I got this headache“. I said, „well now, lets go over this again slowly, where did this headache come from?“ „Well, my father wished them off on me and sexually he did it and he kicked me around“, and so forth, and we went over this for a few minutes and then all of a sudden it dawned on this Preclear, he said, „Well, my father isn't there, and I've been blaming my father for this, and it's my headache, and I've been blaming my fa ..”, and bam, the headache went, and it was a severe headache, see. Interesting, hey?

In other words, you can audit somebody the rest of their lives without ever introducing any gradient scale of responsibility, and you would never get a Clear. But, unfortunately, you cannot simply audit them directly at responsibility and get a Clear. Say, well you see that ceiling, see all the flaws in it, see the wall, see how badly those curtains are hung, look at how bad that cloth is over there in the curtain, see that, and get this thread that's loose here in my coat, you're responsible for all that (laughing). You're not going to get any Clears. So, somewhere in between these two courses you get Clearing. The person sooner or later has to, and does by the processes we use, abruptly cognite upon this magnificent fact and that is, he is mocking it all up himself, and has to mock it up consciously in order to have it there. Then the person becomes much happier because they've forgotten they were mocking it up. So we have this thing called Mind as the second part that we were studying.

And then the next part is very, very simple. There's hardly anything to it except Latin names and that's Body, and if you look over, if you look over corpus, look up corpus in the medical dictionary, why you will see thereafter that a body is a very easy thing to understand. It is merely a tremendous number of Latin names. They don't have to attach themselves to anything, they just are, you know, and you get all of these parts and they're all Latin names. As a matter of fact, that's unjust. That was the scholastic's method of teaching this subject, the subject of medicine. Of more recent years, they actually did start to cut up corpses and start looking at a body to find out what a body is. Well, a body is a machine, or it is a mock-up, but it definitely is a thing, it is something. It is a form, it has persistence, it runs a certain cycle of action from birth to death, it does have parts, it is ambulant, it has various recognizable factors, everybody has different fingerprints than everybody else, perhaps. People look different one to the next, and you get this thing called a body. Now from this we get the idea of ambulant matter or life injected or imbued matter existing in life created space, running on life exchanged or created energy and we get the whole class of things that we call bodies. And today, they are interestingly enough, buildingmachines which are almost indistinguishable from bodies. They depend, they never noticed this, utterly upon their operator. They don't depend so much upon the operator's body as the operator's thinkingness and ability to think. You take the Univac, the Eneac, some of these later thinking machines, they're quite wonderful. People stand around ... all science, evidently, today is being conducted on the basis of these Univacs and Eneacs which is one of the more gorgeous things you ever saw because they never noticed that somebody has to ask the question and somebody has to read the answer. The two things the machine will not do, and yet this current that runs there, everything is supervised by life, and you have an organism which moves and we get a sort of a thing that isn't really a body but is close to a body, you know. An automobile has this characteristic, it's a little bit further from it, but it's still life animated. And then we have the universe which is life animated. Well, I shouldn't have gone into that quite so quick.

But we get the next two parts, the first of which is a body, which is intimately life animated, biological organism as we understand it these days, each part of which is steeply and deeply invisibly imbued with life, and that is a body. Now, we have bodies of all kinds, whether dinosaurs or cockroaches, and they all more or less operate on the same basic principle. They have to be animated every instant by a Thetan, or they aren't.

Now we get something then, that endures a little more broadly and we call this thing, the Universe, and of course, it just runs, and nobody gives it any attention at all, does it? Yeah, well, we get up against this problem of who created the universe. I say you did it, and you say I did it and we get wonderful persistence (chuckle). It's a funny thing this stuff that goes along here with us in one level of time. If you start to investigate it a little bit, you'll find out that it has the most complex pieces. If you look into a piece of matter you find out it has various other elements than the one you thought it did. You think it's made out of sand and concrete and you find out it also has iron and copper and gold and all sorts of things in it. You just take a little chip out of one of those columns and you'll see at once that it has other things in it, many other things. It's only complicated by the idea that it's congealed chaos that is now regimented into a less chaotic form. Now whoever made it, whoever's running it, we still had it.

Now, there's no question about the fact that you are running your body, this is demonstrable. But that you are running the universe is a little harder to prove, no matter who you're trying to prove it to, it's a little harder to prove. You try to prove it to a certain class of priest in this particular society at this particular time, and they throw you in the booby-hatch. The psychiatrist, he knows that anybody who claims that he is making the universe, he knows what that person is, that person is crazy, but he doesn't know what crazy is.

I love some of these points of assumption. They announce grandly, so and so is insane because he thinks so and so and so and so but then they never tell you what insane means. Well, they say, well that's easy, he's not sane. You say fine, what is sane? (garbled) not playing the game right to ask questions like that (laugh), you've done us a great error here. Now, if we look at the body, we can, we can claim an ownership and a finite zone of control. We say, well we lift our hands and so on. Remember the old gag we used to do, flop, flop, flop, flop, flop, flop, and you say after a while, after the guy's flopped his hands a while, „who's doing that?“ and soon „I am“, very happy about it, he can do something with his hands. Well, now you say, „flop that building over there“. Well you've just run too steep a scale, that's all, that's the only thing wrong with it.

So we have to compartment these next two parts into body or bodies and then into universe or universes. Anybody who says this is the only universe there is, is probably lost. And we have these next two classes, and we actually only have four elements that we're studying, and any time you believe we're studying more that four elements, then you've gone astray and you won't Clear anybody.

Somebody comes up with a new hypertension idea that he has a ghost named Throgmagog that gives him orders and you suddenly say, well this is not part of his mental equipment, there actually is a ghost named Throgmagog and it does so and so and so and so and that is part of his mind and I will therefore have to treat him with witchcraft in order to separate him from the ghost Throgmagog - you're not going to Clear anybody. I know, because we've tried all these things. What do you think we've been doing for eight years but throwing stuff out the window. Right! Alright!

So when we get down to final analysis, there are just four elements and they are : Thetan, Mind, Bodies, Universe/Universes. Just those four elements and I tell you today, this is more important than it used to be, we just did this so you people could just view these four things. Well there wasn't any reason to just view these ... You've got to be able to look at life in small packages in order to Clear anybody, because ... you say, „alright, you're all involved in the middle of this chaos called life in this universe and it has 8,762 parts and you've got to memorize them all and just take a look at all those and realize you're responsible for all those. That's fine, you're Clear. Thank you“. That's not gonna work, not gonna work. You have to bring it down, so that he can focus his sights on it.

So you have these four parts. Now you've all heard of these four parts, they're part of Fundamentals Of Thought but they become very important today because all you are doing is asserting control over body and demonstrating creativeness of mind to make a Clear. That's all you have to do. The rest of it is OT - Operating Thetan - way upstairs. To make a Clear, all you have to do is show a fellow that he's mocking up his own mind, therefore his own difficulties, and that he is not completely adrift in and swamped by a body. And then, there he is, you've got a Clear. And, all the things that they learned about aberration, psychosis, neuroses, libido, scribido, bibido, all of these hocus pocus ... „the economic neural, binaural oral system that never matriculated ...” and so forth, endlessly. 8,762 medical terms, none of which relate to anything that would cure anybody. You can just forget the whole works, you see, because you just do these two things, you just take the first two items, the Thetan, and you get him to confront the fact that he has a body, and wipe out that mind, and you've got a Clear. That's all there is to it.

As far as the universe is concerned, we're talking about something which a person has to walk way upstairs about, just as I say wave your hand, okay, wave that building - and it's quite a jump. But Clear is a finite state. It does exist as a finite state. It is an ultimate, and it is an absolute. And those are very interesting things for me to say because I used to say they weren't, when I was trying to dodge away from people saying, „Where are all those Clears?“. Well, I'm not dodging now. Clear is a thing, it is stable, and it simply depends upon mastery of the mind in recognition of the body in universe. That's all there is to it. That's all the thing you're trying to do. You're not trying to get a person to take responsibility for everything on earth or anything of the sort. A Clear could be said to be basic personality revealed.

And, you have stood up, and I'm going to sit down now. Thank you.

(end of lecture)
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THE FREEDOMS OF CLEAR

Thank you! Well, do we have a Congress yet? Well, good! How are you making out? I have no doubt that what you will be making out better after you've had some seminars. You realize we have Upper Indocs for the seminar this time. It was my idea. The ... you know, just as an aside here, there's no real reason why we might not some day, some far-distant future, develop a group Clearing technique. It's possible, not very probable, but possible. The results which are obtained in a group intensive are quite excellent when very competent auditors are auditing, for instance, Nibs and Dick, and I think, Burk, and one other auditor, ... Hal, were in this last group intensive and they did a very fine job. They really got somewhere. I don't know if you can see this or not (showing an APA graph) but that blue line is where they was, and that red line is where they went. so they did go somewhere on one of these graphs by reason of group intensive. It's ... group processing shouldn't be undersold, undersold. It is an assist to Clearing but is not itself Clearing at this time. People only do a few thousand percent better after they've been through processes for a while, and we expect a more significant gain than that for Clearing.

Now, the whole idea of Clearing people, getting off into a run here, the whole idea of Clearing people is not making nothing out of them, and it really isn't setting them free. It's simply, making them more capable and more able and increasing in particular, watch this carefully, their creativeness, and increasing in particular, their tolerance.

There are four freedoms, we have been told from another decade, and these four freedoms were all very well, but they were not do-able. We have four freedoms today in Scientology that are very do-able. Clearing does not mean that the individual is free from this universe or its liabilities. It merely means, he can cope with them. That's a little bit different from a standpoint of average man, you know, you get somebody who can throw his shoulders back. In Clearing people we do achieve these four freedoms, and I'll enumerate them for you here. They're freedom froms, I'm afraid.

The first one is illness. Now that's quite remarkable since illness has been considered an indoor sport here for a number of years (laugh). If you can't do anything else to get attention from somebody, or to get out of something, you can always get sick. But medical science has been ending this rather rapidly and, as a matter of fact, even Dianetics put a large dent into it. Seventy percent of man's ills are psychosomatic, and a good auditor, auditing out the right engrams, got people well. People who are Clear don't get sick as often. That doesn't mean that if you, probably, inject them with a tremendous number of bacteria of one kind or another, and the body would get sick, but the person wouldn't. I've had more Clears say this to me, they say this to me, they say, they say the difficulties are very simple, the body is sick and I'm not. I say, how do you feel? The fellow's going around cough ... cough ... cough ... I say, how are you doing? How do you feel? I feel great ... cough ... cough ... cough ... (chuckle). I say, what's the matter? Well, the body has a touch of flu or something and I feel fine, and so on. Now this means that bodies continue to be subject to such things as trains running into them, and bacteria poured into them from the unwashed spoons of the cafe, and such things. But to this illness is not added the perpetuation of the person himself, see. He doesn't perpetuate the psychosomatic aspect. All illness has a psychosomatic aspect. I believe that in Operating Thetan, at that level, you'd be able to take a body and smash it up against the wall and it would bounce down in good shape, and it would be in perfect condition. That is a higher condition. We have not experienced that condition, and we are talking about Clearing. I remind you, we are not talking about anything that we don't know about, I can only tell you what happens. Now, the funny thing about it is, you Clear somebody and for about two, three months after that, the body tries to get used to not having to be sick, and the guy goes around and he starts shelving this and shelving that and one day he gets up in the morning and all of a sudden the pneumonia he had ten years ago, goes ffft ... He'd be perfectly alright but the body goes through a period of self-adjustment there for about, I don't know exactly what the period is on the average, but as reported, it's about ninety days. As the person himself gets Clear, then the body starts clearing, see, all by itself. I'm talking now, the body is clearing physiological aspects. It's straightening itself up physiologically, not mental physiologically, see.

I don't know then whether or not it would be an immediate truth to say that the physical universe, oh boy, am I telling you a lie now, I don't know if it would be true that the physical universe around the person would start to straighten up too (chuckle). I can only tell you that very aberrated people have very aberrated machinery. Their machinery breaks down. You get the famous case that we always speak about, Joe Blow. You give Joe Blow a brand new car, in perfect condition. It has been adjusted within an inch of its name plate on all factors and facets. He gets in the car, - starter - RRRRR ... RRRR ... RRow ... RRow - battery runs down. Batteries have never run down before on any new car that just came out of the plant but it ran down then, and he runs it for a few miles and all of a sudden it's developed torsion steering (laugh). You go down to a used car lot, you can actually take cars that have been owned by one owner, and you can diagnose the case state of their former owners.

Now, in some under privileged countries in the world that have been very badly beaten around, it is as much as your life's worth, to leave a piece of machinery lying around for anybody to get at, because it will go - Boom. It doesn't matter how many lend-lease tractors, it doesn't matter how much tonnage of equipment is poured into the country, it's going to break down. That's what you can say about it. During the war, during the war it was quite interesting that tons and tons of butter were shipped to starving Russia, taken up on the Mermansk run, at great expense of US corvettes and British corvettes and German submarines.

Remember, they were an expensive item too. And, when they arrived, why the Russians used it to grease the tanks with. That's quite interesting. I'm not telling you anything, now, I just dreamed up, they did. That's what they used our butter for - it tasted sweet, it didn't have any particular rancid flavor, and there were no hairs in it - and so they knew it wasn't butter (chuckle). But butter under heat is not a good lubricant; if you've ever tried to fry steak, or something like that, in butter in a skillet that's too hot, it burns and so did the tanks.

So, it isn't exactly a mental aura we're talking about. You know, they actually do odd things and one of the characteristics of aberration is to mis-use equipment. You use a fork, not to eat with or turn things in a frying pan with, but to hold the door open with. And, you go around some places, you'll find out that the equipment is all mis-used one way or the other - shoes are stored in the ice box - all kinds of things are occurring, but this is what you see in an under privileged country that is rather aberrated on the average, that's what you see.

But I'm not just talking about that when I talk about area of influence of a person. I'm actually talking about an esoteric, exotic, incomprehensible, not measurable sphere of calm that can surround somebody, or a sphere of confusion that can surround somebody, that actually affects the environment. I'm sure you've had a person who has come to see you ... you've had other people come to see you and everything was okay when you put the dinner on the table, and they sat down and everything, why, dinner got eaten and everybody got up after, you know, dishes got done, that sort of thing. You had a nice evening, you know, a nice dinner. This person we're discussing, however, comes to dinner, now they didn't even go near the stove, but for the first time in months, the rice boiled over, the soup burned, the best crockery fell on the floor, they weren't even near the kitchen, and they sit down at the table, you know, and half the things are missing or there's too many of them, and they don't hit the plates, they hit the tablecloth. You get the idea? and half way through dinner there's a tremendous emergency that requires that you not finish dinner. There's ... just things go wrong, the one thing we can say about these people, things go wrong, and it doesn't physically, evidently, take anything to make them go wrong, they just do. Now if we take the converse of this, there are people around whom things go right. A person moves in, things start going right. The person doesn't do anything, just things start going right. Get the idea?

I can give you an example of that. I knew a young officer ... I'm awfully hard on Ensigns because they cost me my life several times (laugh) and they ... these few tiny little grey hairs up there, each one of them's an Ensign ... failing to put ammunition aboard, failing to put the charts aboard, you know that sort of thing, telling the crew they could all have liberty one hour before sailing, you know this sort of thing. But this young man came from California of all things, you wouldn't expect it, but he did and he was a rather plump, calm young fellow, and up to that time the ship had never been able to get any supplies except if I, myself, would apply for them. But he walked aboard and all of a sudden we were wealthy. People just walked down the deck with five gallon cans of paint and hand them to us, you know. Over at the ammunition depot they'd say, you're sure you have enough ammunition? We were wealthy. This young man, I might as well say his name, his name was Ensign Dye. Very unlikely that he would have a name like that and would make things live to the degree that he did. But things lived around this person. There are other persons, you'd give him a plant, it would promptly go - zzzt (drooping). You give somebody else a plant, it would go - zzzoom (soaring up). You say, good god let's get rid of that before it fills the room, you know - just thrives.

Now when we're talking about those things, we're talking about sphere of influence, direct sphere of influence, not via mest. This person is actually influencing mest, events, matter, energy, space, and time, one way or another. I've known a person that could never be on time for anything even though they left two hours early. This person ordinarily left to take a train two hours early. He had the whole family sitting down in the waiting room at the depot for two hours before the train left, and then miss it. I said to this person once, I said, how do you manage this? and the person looked very thoughtful and then came out of it all of a sudden and realized that I was coming in a little too close. Now similarly there are people ... You see if we're talking about the physical universe and zone of enturbulation, a body of course is a close up area, and a body without much causation can simply get sick, by being in such a zone. I have known nurses, much as your life was worth to have one on the case, they walk in, the temperature soars. Harry Leon Wilson, Ruggles of Red Gap, one of, one of the better old time writers of novels and things, wrote one called „Oh Doctor“, I think the name of the thing was, and he had a Black Watch Mary, I think her name was, and she comes in on the case, picks up the thermometer along side of the bed, shoves it in the patient's mouth, takes it out - sneers- throws the thermometer in the waste basket. Takes out her own, whips it out, shoves it in his mouth, takes it out and reads it - 106 - ah, that's much better (laugh).

Now freedom from illness would then not consist of a running away from illness. It would just be a matter of no illness as a result of a enturbulated zone, an area of influence. It would simply be a negative gain that far, but then there is a positive thing. This society gets so sick that it forgets something, that there is a positive good. People think that evil is positive and only evil is positive. That's because you can kill a man so quick and you can mock him up so slowly. For instance, nations, which is no criteria, you can't even talk about the insane in a nation in the same breath. We'll have to sensor this film, destroy it some day. I realize, because the way the world's going, why a remark like that would be considered high treason. But if they manage to hide the master and bring it out a few years later, some nation will consider it a compliment, that it is not even insane, see, it's further off than that. I don't know why it is but nations do seem to demonstrate an individuality which comes close to insanity. You start to add up the characteristics of a nation, do it some time for sport - add up the characteristics of a nation, what it does, and then say, what would I think of an individual if it did these things. Well, I'd throw him in ... (garbled).

It takes twenty years to grow a young man so that you throw him away in a brief time in a war. That's an interesting thing, isn't it? Well, if a nation, as aberrated as it is, could mock him up - ping - you see, why it wouldn't have this disproportion of positive good and positive evil. So you get - this positive evil would not appear quite so authoritative or quite so forceful - but that you spent hours and hours making a cake and people come in and go - swish, swish - and then - gulp- no cake. That appears that evil has great authority and that you have to work very, very hard to be good. Now, the harder you have to work to produce something, the less creative you are. I love these authors who spend seven years writing a book. They tell you this, to impress you with the fact that this is a good book. That's not true, not true. I usually tell one of these fellows, if you could just mock up the manuscript paper with all the writing on it - pop - that would be the finest novel ever written. They think I'm being funny, it's not true, I am not being funny, it's an actual fact. That you were that good at creativeness, a little thing like a plot and characterizations and witty words certainly wouldn't bother you any. In other words, there's positive good, so we get this other factor here of a zone of influence where good takes place. In other words, there's positive good here, it isn't just absence of evil, and so we get freedom from illness. We also get proof up against illness by recreation of the body member which would become ill very rapidly where we get such a zone. You see, there's a double thing at work here and the modern world has lost sight of the positive aspect of good.

The next thing we put down just for the multitude because any Thetan in his right mind doesn't mind a little bit of pain. It is after all a sensation and if you don't believe this, run a little process on somebody sometime. Sit him down and then say, waste pain this way, waste pain that way, waste pain ... all of a sudden pain appears very valuable to him. You just have him go on a little further, have him run enforced pain for a little while and you could, until he gets to agreeing with the society again, take his loose skin and pinch it very, very hard and he would say, ah thanks. That's an interesting thing. But pain is defined a certain way, but if we defined it this way - an undesirable sensation - then we have truth here in saying freedom from pain. Which is saying, freedom from an undesirable sensation.

The next freedom that we could write down, that Scientology would carry with it, is ignorance. Ignorance contains, of course, a potential to know, doesn't it? We have the old first postulate idea - native state - in which the Thetan knows everything and then he has to not-know the whole lot of it so that he can know something. Then he has to know a whole bunch of particulars. See, here he is, he knows everything, he has a potentiality of total knowingness and then he has to say, I not-know all of these things. Then he comes down and knows a whole bunch of particulars and now, again, he not-knows these particulars. This we term forgetting, and after he's got all of that suppressed, we get ignorance. Ignorance goes along with obsessive making nothing out of everything.

If you don't believe this, talk someday to a stupid man. Stupid people are not dangerous to have around so much as unnecessary. Now a stupid person, a stupid person can do some of the weirdest things. The great revolutionaries of the world are the very, very bright and the very, very stupid. Now you take somebody who's very, very bright, he could see these various wrongs so he says, they ought to be overthrown, and then you get somebody else who's very, very stupid and he doesn't see any wrongs. He just fails to understand anything wrong or right. So he says, I can't understand it therefore it's evil and I will overthrow it, and we get a Hitlerian revolt. You know, we got to overthrow everything we do not understand.

Well, this doesn't carry with it the potentiality of everything being understandable. Don't ever make that mistake. You know how people convince people they're ignorant? They take something which cannot be understood (chuckle) and then they say, „you stupid jerk, why don't you understand this?“ Isaac Newton did this one time, he invented a thing called calculus (chuckle). Now people in colleges, people in colleges prove they're bright by knowing calculus. By knowing exactly what to do with it, exactly how to handle it, and everything about calculus, and prove other people are stupid because the other people say, this is interesting but does it have any real use, or can it be done some other way. You get the idea?

Now, calculus is not really a flagrant example. Let's go upstairs now, into something that is drawing big pay from the government at every side. Let's take psychology. These people say, „there is a subject here“, and then people rush in and say, „well teach me a little bit of it“ and they say, „oh well, it takes years and years and years to understand anything about it“, and of course, you're stupid because you don't understand anything about it; but it takes so many years to understand something about it, and this way nobody ever finds out there's nothing there. You get what a nice trick that is? It's an interesting trick.

The first thing a science of mind should be able to do is to change minds. A science should have a control of an area. The science of physics certainly can change a lot of things within its zone if it expects to be effective, and when we say a science, then we have some connotation of effectiveness. And I suppose, there can be an esoteric science which is not effective at all and which doesn't treat anything, but it would only be an honest one if it said so. Don't ever make the mistake of believing that you're ignorant simply because you do not understand a non- comprehensible, because that's the oldest trick in the universe.

When I’m talking about ignorance, I'm talking about a very mechanical thing. I'm talking about the fellow who refuses to know what he has already found out. Now he's ignorant, he's stupid. This fellow already knows that he only gets one body this lifetime. They're rationing them very thinly at this time. Have you noticed that? Very thin rations on bodies. You're supposed to make one last one whole lifetime. This fellow know this, he knows he isn't going to get another body, so he jumps into a car and goes tearing down the highway, drives on both sides of the road, comes to a dangerous intersection, times it so as to cross it at the same time with a truck; comes out of the hospital, jumps into a car, drives down the road, and times it so as to touch at the same time as a truck. He comes out of the hospital, gets into a car and drives down the road, crosses a dangerous intersection and times it to cross the same time as a truck. That fellow's stupid! Given the fact that he'll only get one body, and that he wants the body, given that fact, then we get stupidity. Now of course if he's merely after ... if his goal essentially is the destruction of all bodies, all cars, and all trucks, then he's being a howling success and in his own right, can be considered very intelligent. He knows how to make it intersect with a truck every time, and that takes some doing (laughing).

Now, wherever we have, wherever we have ignorance, we generally have the remainder of things that man considers bad. One of the first and foremost of them is ignorance. You have to have almost a willful ignorance before you have a hopeless case. Now, IQ is not necessarily intelligence, or brilliance, or smartness. Jan told me about a professor one day, who said this professor said that IQ is what the test measured, which I think is very good because essentially, in Dianetics ... it's the ... Original Thesis, it gives the purpose of the mind in there. A brief form of it is supposed to resolve problems relating to survival. We don't know what intelligence is, but we know what ignorance is, and we can put a test up here that says, he is not ignorant by so many points (chuckle). You get the idea? That's about all we can test; we can test his potential.

Now a Clear, of course, has to be out of this zone of ignorance. 135, I think is ... some people have told me lately that that's genius - although I used to consider it college average. I use to think that ought to be, then I met some college boys of this generation and I found out it wasn't college average any more - so, we'll say it's genius. I've been invalidated there. 135 is a pretty darn high IQ. Now I found something very peculiar about people who have 135 and above. I found out they don't have any real difficulty in communicating, that's because they are not in the dark about what we're communicating. But people who are below 80 have an awful lot of trouble trying to find out what you're talking about and most of your discussion with them concerns the definition of what you're discussing. You keep saying, the car needs washing and they say, „the car, the car, the car, the car, the car, the car“ and you say, „yes, the car, it's out there on the driveway and there it is“, and so on. You finally lock on conversation, so called, and you get this car out there alright - you got that located. And the you say, „there, you better get a bucket“ and they say, „why?“ You say, „well, the car needs washing“, and they say, „washing, washing, washing“. Here we go, see, so that your, quote, communication with these people is simply Voltair's „If you would argue with me you must define your terms“. Well, all you do with these people is define objects. You just go on endlessly talking about what you were talking about without ever talking about it. You never get anywhere beyond the point of that. Now, you've known such people.

Very often, very often a boy or girl in his or her teens will conceive this of the parents of the family. They conceive the parents to be very, very stupid, mostly because they can never hold a conversation. What they miss is this. The parents might have been stupid in their own sphere or they might have been smart, but they are certainly educated into one frame of reference and their powers of observation grasp certain values that apply to their age bracket, and the teenager has entirely different sets of values for the same apparent scenery. The parents look at a car, the boy looks at a hot rod, same vehicle. The boy never sees the car properly put together, he sees the thing properly stripped down with enough vitties in it and he says, why are you driving that old heap, and in view of the fact that it's comfortable, gets to work, gets back, it is what the neighbors also own, which makes it correct. The correct tie, the correct chapeau, the correct gown used to be society's basic discussion point and now it's the correct car, the correct ranch type, you know - they're wearing cars now - and you get different viewpoints. But a person who is very bright can shift his viewpoint with speed, he realizes he's talking to a teener. He picks it up at once that the teener is not talking about a car, the teener is talking about a hot rod, he's not talking about performance in terms of comfort, he's talking performance in terms of zing. He's not talking about smoothness of motor, he's talking about loudness of motor. I know, I ran into this the other day with Mary Sue. She was hoping they hadn't put a muffler on a new speed boat. It sounded so lovely. Now her idea that sounding lovely was, - crack, crack, crack, crack - the least it sounded like was the cannonade that preceded the battle of Waterloo. I thought it was a nice sound myself. But the boat people came down and put a muffler on it and now all the sound is inside the cockpit so it deafens you if you ride in it (chuckle).

But anyway, a person who is ... who is ... this word intelligent, this word smart, these words all have connotations. We really don't have a word to determine brilliance because it's not really defined. There haven't been enough bright people around for anybody to notice what brightness was, but it's a matter of being able to identify. This is one test of it - identify what's happening, what's going on, and what the objects are all about, and what they mean to the other fellow. Intelligence then, isn't something as the psychologists would have you believe, that it's innately implanted here, just a sixteenth of a millimeter on the other side of the medulla oblongata. It doesn't apply to just the person, it's a second party thing. In other words, it's the ability to know what the other fellow is thinking. You get the idea? In only that way can intelligence be demonstrated or a conversation or communication be held. It has to have some perception of what the rest of the world all is about. Well, this also then requires tolerance, requires perception, observation, requires an awful lot of things. A fellow has to be able to look and identify for himself, and look and identify for the other fellow, in order to communicate. That's just one factor of intelligence. It's not a first dynamic operation at all, it's a multiple dynamic operation. I suppose, if a fellow was smart enough, he would know what the Supreme Being was thinking about, but of course, if he was that smart he'd probably be excommunicated.

Anyway, the whole area here of ignorance would also be able to embrace the idea that somebody could not identify, so that you would then not keep on saying, „but it's car I'm talking about, washing the car, the car, you know ... the thing“. You get the idea? He wouldn't be going down scale on a toboggan trying to communicate, and that's partially freedom from ignorance, freedom also from the other fellow's ignorance. So he's stupid - so what! Here's a bucket of water and here's some wood, haul and hew feller (chuckle). But of course, the ignorant can't even draw water and chop wood. That's what's remarkable to me.

I went out one time, a very, very stupid fellow, that was hired in the woods to do woods work, and he was hired because he would work and because he was stupid, at least this is what the woodsman told me. And, I went out to where he was working and I found that the tree behind him had more felling axe marks than the tree in front of him, and every time he lifted this axe he hit something with it that he didn't intend. He was working there for a little while and he finally came up the house and he said to me, he said, „have you got a beach umbrella?“ and I said, „yes, yes I have a beach umbrella“, and he said, „can I borrow it?” I said, „alright, alright“. He borrowed it, he took it out, lugged it out into the woods. When he got it in the woods, he came back with the beach umbrella and he says, „well, the sun is so bright“, when there isn't any sun, „but it's not so bright out in the woods“, and I never have been able to figure that out to this day.

There's no reason to go on worrying about it, I abandoned it years ago (laughing). He made a little bit of chaos where I was concerned. I found out he had the rest of the crew on their ears, and the rest of the crew in that logging area kept begging the foreman to fire him before he killed somebody. They tell him to light up the boiler in the morning, you know, so he'd stuff it full of straw, and he'd stuff it full of straw, and he'd stuff it full of straw, and the next thing you know he had a small forest fire going. He didn't light the boiler, he lit the forest (laugh). This was an interesting case.

Now we go a little bit further when we talk about Clearing, and we get another zone which is very important. A person who is very bright, in the determination that I've been talking about brightness, who is very bright. A person who is very, very intelligent seems to make other people brighter. Now that's an interesting fact. So that you're pretty good, you're pretty good and you move in on this zone, this area, and there's some other people there and these other people are all enturbulated about some horrible puzzle and they can't seem to figure out which way to shift into low or something of the sort. You show up, you don't show them but they shift into low. Ever see anything like this? That's zone influence in terms of brightness. Well, I wouldn't go so far as to say that if more people were brighter, more people would be brighter, but it's true. If more people were brighter then more people than that would become mysteriously brighter.

I knew one girl one time, she was married to a writer. He was a very, very brilliant writer, he was a tremendous boy and he ... Oh you've seen one of his pictures, „Destination Moon“. This guy's real bright, Bob Heinlein. Anyway, Bob had the horrible effect upon people of making them very bright. They'd get around Bob, they'd talk to Bob for a little while and next thing you'd know' they'd be bright, you know. Young writers and so forth were always coming around to get rubbed off on them a little bit. And, he was married to a girl, boy was she bright, oh she was just sharper than a tack. And, then unfortunately, due to the fortunes of war and a few other things, he wasn't married to her any more. I ran into her and you talk about a stupid person, boy, was she stupid and she lived the rest of her life just that stupidly and she didn't live long either, but there was a fantastic little test of things. About the brightest person you ever met, was that girl, as long as she was in location of a very bright person. You see that?

Now that doesn't mean that everybody's bright because they're in the area of some bright person. God forbid! If you're not bright in your own right, you'll never be free from ignorance. But you can make a person bright in his own right by Clearing, rather easily. IQ on old time processing used to go up at the rate of one point per hour of processing, just as neat as you please. If you tested it and it was good processing, it went up at the rate of one point per hour. Now, there are some techniques which aren't necessarily part of Clearing at all, it had to do with withholding. Running various types of withholding, and running it in various ways, but you could shoot people's IQ up at about five points an hour. Rather fabulous. But this is their own brightness they're acquiring, not anybody else's, you see. But freedom from ignorance would be basically freedom from liability because of the ignorance of others. Therefore, you wouldn't have to totally depend upon the tolerance of the world you live in. It becomes very important.

The last part of these freedoms here is the most controversial of them all. This little thing I have not talked about for some years - death. I've just not talked about it very much. Scientologists though have developed a considerable awareness of what this is all about. They have a good grip on the situation. We aren't good enough yet so that we can overthrow this critter and dispense with it entirely or to pick up one of our friends after he's disappeared down this chute or route, but this phenomena depends totally upon fixation of identity in terms of bodies. If a body is an identity then death defeats us in costing us our friends, don't you see. Until we have overcome death, we will still lose friends. That's for sure!

There are many people ... not many, there are only about five, that I wish were here today in the flesh because I liked them, they were good people, and they've gone off to the four quarters of somewhere. Now, these people comprise a very low mortality rate for as many people as there are in Scientology, they comprise a very low mortality rate. But they nevertheless, they nevertheless have disappeared, about five of them over a long period of time here. Several of them very dear friends of mine and very, very missed. Now, the conquest with death is a personal thing. They had not developed the facility, and this is not really part of being Clear, but they had not developed the facility to perpetuate their identity in the absence of an identified body. That's the only trick.

Now we're really talking about something awfully esoteric, aren't we, when we're talking about this. We're talking about something exotic, we're talking about something that is magic, far beyond that sort of thing. One of the first things a fellow realizes with great clarity on the road up, is that he is not his body, and as he realizes this more and more we can see that a new thing would take place. I'll go into that in a moment. But all recognition and all freedom begins with the individual. That's a, that's a horrible thing to have to face because it tells us that the individual is the beginning point of any realization and after that there is no sense in talking about the masses. When people are really licked they talk about the masses. When they are whipped, when they don't know where they're going or what they're doing, they talk about the masses, they talk about people. I don't know any people - I know a person. But, I'll tell you this, when a person who fixates on the masses has failed to communicate somewhere along the line with one person and ever afterwards is putting out a generalized communication hoping it will reach that person. He failed to communicate to mama - every time he said, „mama can I?“ „Aw shut up“, you know, some lady-like rebuttal. Later on he decides that he's going to communicate to the masses. Why? He hopes in some circuitous fashion that the communication on a via will get around and get to the old lady after all. You got that?

You'll find that people who fixated on the masses cannot talk to the individual. Now, you wanna watch one of these boys, and you wanna watch yourself because you become a dangerous person when this happens to you. That when you can talk to many and also talk to one, now when you can sell somebody out of his eye-teeth individually, vis-a-vis, and you can also talk to a group, you become a dangerous person. The world at large recognizes this. The American government today likes nothing worse than people who are in charge of groups, leaders of groups. They think hmmmm ... However, they are usually victimizing only people who are talking to masses. They're not dangerous, they're not really dangerous at all because they never communicate to a person. I never saw a mass of people sit down to read a book. Have you? It's not happened at all. So therefore, we have to start with the one. We start with a basic unit of you-ness, a basic unit of you before we start anywhere.

I'd like to draw you this little picture of the dynamics (A large sketch pad is set up on an easel). We talked about these freedoms, we talked about freedom from death. Well, freedom from death depends, in a large degree, upon this graph. I never showed you this graph before. I talked about it in Los Angeles, I think, in the fall of '50, and then came right off of it. It's the eight dynamics. It's very easy to enumerate. They simply consist of - Self - which is the urge towards survival of one's self. Sex - the urge towards survival through sex, the second dynamic. the third dynamic - group. The fourth dynamic - mankind - the urge towards survival through. Fifth - the animal kingdom or the world of bodies, or bodies in general - the urge toward survival through bodies. Sixth, - the physical universe - the urge toward survival through the physical universe. Seventh, - which is the dynamic of the spirit - which is the urge towards survival through the spirit. and eighth, which is merely infinity, and we turn it right side up and we get eight. You can call that Supreme Being or anything else you have found out about it (laugh).

Now here's a peculiarity on the eight dynamics. They're a matter of ,reach, they are a matter of spirit influence. They're a matter of reach. Here is the first dynamic (drawing a tiny circle in center of pad). A person who would only be on the first dynamic, would have this area of reach, of merely self. But don't think that's a bad thing. You've been educated, some of you to believe, that the thought of self and awareness of self and that sort of thing is a bad thing. You should think of the other fellow, never of you, and that sort of thing. Now we're talking about below the line. Let's go on up here very rapidly. (Drawing concentric circles outward from the tiny center circle). Here's your second dynamic, third dynamic, fourth dynamic, fifth dynamic, sixth dynamic, seventh dynamic, and out here, of course, is your eighth. Now this is very fascinating. Your first dynamic, here (pointing to it on pad), has to be real. Now up above this line (drawing a horizontal line across the middle of the pad and through the center of the 1st dynamic), this is a matter of reach, don't you see, we're talking about reach, we're talking about how far an individual can go, not necessarily in terms of space, but how far his influence exists. When we talk about this first dynamic, we say well, he can influence himself pretty well - we probably mean body and so forth. Out here would be your second dynamic. Well, what about your second dynamic? Well, if he could control that pretty good, he'd really be something. The third up here, the handling of groups, this becomes a little more rare, but can be done; that is handling a number of first dynamics. We get up here to the fourth, we're merely talking about handling that species to which he belongs. If we were talking about the fourth dynamic of cockroaches, we'd be talking about all the cockroaches that are in this universe. We happen to be talking about physical bodies of human beings, so we're not talking about cockroaches. Now, this fourth dynamic merely means body of the species. Fifth dynamic would be all life forms. That's your combination of life plus material objects making body forms. This would be trees and grass and all the rest of that. Alright, there's your command there, and your sixth dynamic would be the physical universe. Here's your seventh dynamic and would be all of the spiritual world on this last circle, and then outside that you got an infinity.

(Pointing below center line and writing). And, you got two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight minus. We also got a minus one. Where does the average person sit in this community or this society today? You don't think for a moment that he's totally aware of himself, do you? If he did, he would be able to influence his whole history and everything else. He'd be a natural Clear and there aren't very darn many of them. His zone of influence and so forth, just around himself, he would become so darn notable ... that ... just ... oh gee - you know, so people are at least at minus one. „You know, well, I don't amount to much, I' m nobody“. You know how it is, erase, erase, “I know I want the trophy but I slipped ...” Negation of self. Alright now, let's walk down hill here and we see minus second. Well this individual is inhibited sexually. That's enough to put him on a minus second, that's enough. He read Freud once - finished (chuckle). Minus third, he thinks of groups as masses, not as firsts. He knows what a group is, it's a mass. That's the way he defines it. But how about this fellow at minus four who is talking about mankind. Little boy runs up to him and says, „daddy, can I have a nickel?“ „Get away, you little brat, mankind has got to be saved - get away from here“ (laughing). Get the idea? He's not upstairs on any of these dynamics above him, but Mankind ... This is a weird deal when you get to thinking this over. He's just going on an avoidance. The further we go south, the more he's avoiding the things just north of him, you see. These things up here to the north from the south are beyond his ken. And, as he goes down here to minus six, nuclear physicist, he never looks at it, but he says, „there's something in it, I know there's something in it. If I combine enough stuff this way ... (mumble) ... it'll go booom“ and there will be no fifth, no fourth, no third, no second - wheee!

So we actually have your divisions here of constructive and destructive. A person who is in very good shape can construct and destroy. But persons who can only destroy are certainly below this line, and persons who can construct, and gradually as we go up we get them to destroy too but they can do this at analytical choice, are above this line. Now, we get then, negative dynamics and this is the way they are laid out, and where do people normally exist on these negative dynamics? It's very interesting, but they're some where around there, anti-social. You have to get somebody up the line up here, at least get him sexually inhibited. Freud undoubtedly improved the whole society. You have to get enough of him there, so he can make nothing out of it before he can find himself.

Judgment, which is an OT subject which we'll be talking about in the next ACC, actually consists of ... I've been searching for years for what judgment is, it is how many and what side dynamics does a person compute on instantly. That's judgment. If an individual computes on the first dynamic only, he's got more judgment then most people. Now, if he can compute, when he thinks of a solution to an automobile accident or something like that, he thinks in terms of first, second, third, fourth, you know, and that's his solution, it embraces that many positive dynamics, okay, but if it embraces that many negative dynamics ... You can peg him about where he sits and then you can tell him after that what he ate, what he's trying to get rid of, what he's fleeing from, and so forth, where his obsessions lie, it's quite interesting. That is judgment. How many dynamics he can simultaneously compute on. But that is not really what we're covering here.

What we're trying to cover here is that as an individual goes up - here he is running away from the world (pointing below the center line) and up here he is reaching into the world (pointing above the center line) and the further an individual can reach, the more he can control. And, if an individual is totally aware of himself as an immortal being, he has not yet come up to a point where he can make somebody else aware that he of himself without a body is an immortal being. And then we get up here to the third dynamic on the subject of death. So death, perhaps, is just a little bit beyond the scope of Clear, but death is certainly at the first dynamic, and the individual would be free from death.

These are the four freedoms that we are talking about here today and, they actually do pose a new view of society and without anybody inventing a new society, if you look this over and thought of a society free from these things. You might ask yourself two questions. What'll we do for a game? I think we could dream that up if we were this good. And the other one is, what would a society look like, how much security would there be, and wouldn't people be a little bit happier in it? We can ask that question and whether you answered yes or no is beside the point because you have total freedom of choice to be as bad off as you want. What we're talking about here is that a person shouldn't be forced to be bad off. Now therefore, the gate opens and the gate opens, certainly, on these things and many, many more that we wouldn't really be able to embrace in a very fast rundown.

The next lectures that I'm going to give you are going to immediately concern the techniques of how you bring an auditor up to being able to run techniques and the techniques themselves with their present day auditing commands which do make Clear, and I do hope that you appreciate the information and that it has some slight value. Thank you.

(end of lecture)
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What did they do - where are you at with the upper indocs? Let me ask this question today. Has anybody arrived yet at the Congress? (laughing). Very good! Very good! Well, today's lectures are dry, uninteresting, extremely old, hardly anything in them that you want to know, so pay attention (laugh).

Today ... we've, by the way, heard from some more countries. You know, this is a country we've very often slighted a little bit you know because it's so close next door, but that's Canada, and we've heard from our old friend Johan Templehoff up in Toronto. „I know this will be the best Congress until the next one. Good listening“.

You know, Scientology is ... occupies the most space on this earth than practically anything. We're certainly occupying more space than several other things. We are in countries that haven't even heard of Christianity. That's pretty good. We're also, we're also to be found, I heard recently, inside the iron curtain. Some fellows telling me that this situation ... and I wanted to know which side was inside ... (garbled). (laugh)

Well, I promised you here in these early lectures that we were going to review this subject called Scientology, take a look at it and find out what are the essential parts that we had to have in order to Clear people, and I'm going to sail into it right now and talk about just that. It's a very good thing to summat importances. One of the first things you must know in the development of anything is that importance. The evaluation of a datum in comparison with other data is more important than an ocean of data. I hear every once in a while somebody saying that some student, he studied it, he just got all swamped with data, and so on. Well, I'll tell you what's wrong with that student, he couldn't evaluate importances. „Be on time at nine o'clock at the academy“, very important datum. „Always run a process so long as it produces change and no longer“, obviously of equal importance, aren't they. Actually the first one is slightly more important because Nibs said it (laughing).

The whole trick of developing an adequate and workable and practical science of life was connected with this evaluation of importances. I might let you in on a little secret. One of the things, one of the operating principles ... many of the operating principles by the way are in Dianetics, Evolution Of A Science, and we've never seen them since but they are still standing there as operating principles behind the organization of this particular subject. But I took such blocks of knowledge, such wide blocks of knowledge as religion, let us say yoga and examined it to find out whether or not it ever done anybody any good, and determined whether or not it had or hadn't, as I viewed it, and then set the whole block of knowledge aside and no further examination was given to it. In this way, I could weed out all the pieces of knowledge that hadn't gotten man anywhere and then this left a very few, this left a very few. It left such things as mathematics and the physical sciences as apparently something had done something for him but not too much. So this established a proper pattern of thinkingness in order to go about the development of the science. Now I assure you if yoga had worked everything out very beautifully and if we had a very nice result, we would have used a mystic pattern of thinkingness, but it hadn't apparently worked.

Now, that is what is meant by evaluation of importance. What were the important bodies of data into which one could look. I found out before I'd been on the road very long that even mathematics and the natural sciences weren't legitimate areas of examination. I found out there were some much more legitimate areas - life (laugh). It never occurred to anybody to look there before. Everybody had been studying this subject of livingness, you see, on a great many vias and it never occurred to them to look at the guy, and it never occurred to them that a mind was visible, and it is. It might not be to the practitioner but it's certainly visible to the person. He can see it, hear it, and smell it, and I've had people tell me, well I don't go into things that you can't see, feel, hear, experience, so I don't pay any attention to the mind. I had some physical scientists say this to me and of course it's rather deadly thing to say to an auditor, you know (laugh). You get into chanting it's a boy for a little while and he sees, feels, and experiences mind. Some of you people who were around with Dianetics and that of course throws them at once into birth, and birth engrams bite. I've seen people run out their noses and ears and sweat and strain and have head somatics and all the contractions of delivery and so forth, and this fellow says, I can't be being born, I'm 40 years old (chuckle). A Thetan certainly can mock up well.

Now if, if evaluation of importance is important, then what do we mean by one some thing more important than another thing, and let's just put it this way: something more real to you than another thing - and we get the basic study principle of Scientology, that which is real to you is real, and Scientology is that which is real to you, and if a part of Scientology isn't real to you, set it on the back burner. It'll boil over sooner or later (laugh). I had to explain one time to a fellow of rather limited education, what Para- Scientology was. This was a coined word we used to use that back in the days when we were ashamed of past lives, and I asked him some questions about what in Scientology was real to him. It was Para-Scientology. Well, what in Scientology was real to him - well, not very much. So I said, then the subject of Scientology, in the main, to you is Para-Scientology.

Here is the way we go about it. We have a fellow walking down the street, he knows nothing of Scientology. He's never even heard the word, therefore it's totally Para-Scientology, it's totally unreal to him - it doesn't exist. There is no existence. Now he hears of Scientology and hears that it did something good for a friend of his and he has a little hope that it might help him or somebody else that he knows. This little tiny bit of hope and the word which he's trying to pronounce correctly. That much is Scientology and all the remainder is Para-Scientology. And then one day he comes along and hears about such a thing as an overt act- motivator sequence. Oh what a formidable ... the difference between formidable words in Scientology and the formidable words in earlier bungled studies about the mind, the difference is that the words in Scientology are not there to confuse you, they are not there to obscure things, and they have a meaning. Now some of you may suspect that they're just there to booby-trap (chuckle) the subject for you. But the truth of the matter is, is they are rather carefully selected. There's been a whole system of nomenclature in which we have simply tried to pick the simplest word we could get hold of that would describe the thing and then describe it very precisely. There's a Scientology vocabulary, I think, of about 476 words which covers all of the words used in particular connotation in Dianetics and Scientology. That's not really a very large vocabulary in that it, that whole vocabulary describes life, the spirit, the physical universe, in like 476 words so almost anybody can learn this.

Alright, this fellow goes along and runs into, one day, the overt act-motivator sequence. You do something to somebody and you think it happened to you. He remembers vividly kicking his governess in the shins, you know, and getting his silly head knocked off and he says, you know, there's truth in that - overt act-motivator sequence. Now he has some ... he knows the word, he has some hope and although he's read a lot of Scientology, nothing had any reality to him except when you do something to somebody else, something happens to you, and he hasn't even got this right (laughing), you understand. But that's real, it's real to him. Therefore Scientology to this person, now consists of these parts - the word, the hope that it can do something, and his version of the overt act-motivator sequence, and that's the total of the subject, he's read eighteen books, but that's the total of the subject. That is now Scientology to him, you see. Now we move up the line a little bit further and one day he's reading a book and it says something about auditing and he, he hasn't read the auditor's code, he doesn't know very much about it, but he hears of something like straightwire, something like this. He runs into this fellow who can't remember a thing so he uses this process and he says, well ... The fellow's trying to remember what he said to somebody, so this fellow remembers this little process, so he says, „Can you recall a time when you communicated with someone?“ „Can you recall a time when you communicated with someone?“, and so help me this fellows memory opens up and he becomes very cheerful, very happy. Now he did some auditing before. His wife had an operation, was unconscious, he tried to do some auditing and nothing happened. The doctor standing right there kept saying, you know, the doctor was right because the doctor standing right there kept saying, well, nothing's going to happen if you do that (chuckle). And here this fellow, did though, run on his friend, a little bit of straightwire and his friend's memory opened up and all of a sudden he remembered some incidents that he'd totally forgotten, and suddenly remembered he was married and ... (laugh). After that, why his friend went around looking at this fellow that tried it, he'd say, „You know“. he said, „that's a smart man, I don't know what he can do but you know he's a smart man, he does psychotherapy or something of the sort“. The guy modestly walks around (demo's thumb in lapel-laughing). Now he has these parts real, Scientology, and the hope is something he's giving other people now. That's so real to him, he gets it up, as I showed you yesterday on the scale of dynamics, he got it up to the third dynamic, you know, and so, that's so real he takes that for granted.

Now that's part of believingness and he's got the overt act- motivator sequence, wrong version (laugh), that's real, and the fact that there is such a thing as auditing and that you can produce results with it, and he can do it. Of course there's only one process (laugh), and that's „Recall a time when you communicated with someone“. Here's an interesting state of affairs.

I'll let you in on something, there are actually students who have come and gone. Some of them don't have that much reality on Scientology because their idea of study is quite different. Their idea of study is not assimilation of the subject, but a regurgitation of it. They believe that study has one purpose only and that is to record on some superficial area. They all, when they're this way, they all are sure they have a part of the skull they write on in shorthand or something, that erases very easily and they take this and they read it in a book and they write it down on the inside of the skull, and then somebody is supposed to come along and say to them, „what did you study yesterday?“, suspiciously you know, and they're supposed to get off the hot seat simply by copying down what they wrote on this part of the skull on a piece of paper and handing it to them. That's an examination and they pass the subject - they got A, and now they're through with it, aren't they? Now, we're embarking on a new system of studying when we embark up on a study of Scientology. It's a new thing, it's a brand new thing. Nobody demands of you, in spite of what your instructors do sometimes when you go to school on it, nobody is really demanding of you that you swallow the whole thing and then spit it out and have done with it. That is not the system. It's the instructor's plea, more or less goes this way, please for God's sake understand it because you're not going to be able to do anything unless you grab hold of it. The instructor is trying to say, get some reality on it son or miss, get some reality on it. Now the best instruction would simply be on a basis of study all of it you please but pick out that on which you have some reality. Then get further reality on what you have picked out that was quite real and then study it again, and what do you know, another little iron door would have opened up and you've got some reality on something else, because the study of this subject is not the study of a subject, it's the study of life. The subject came from life, it applies to you. It isn't invented or created in any way, shape, or form. If it hadn't been for an agreement on what to have wrong with you, called the Axioms, if it hadn't been for this, you wouldn't be here.

I had somebody say to me sometime, you know, he looks at me through glasses that thick (demonstrating an inch with fingers), and back of that he's looking at me through a field that thick (demonstrating about 3 feet) and so forth, and he talks to me about your ideas on the mind and I say well, I said, you know my ideas on the mind are entirely different than Scientology and, yeah, he says, mine are too (laughing). Wonderful!

No, all we have traced here is that system of agreements which has brought about a condition of ... we call life. A condition of livingness, and unless we address these specific agreements, we get nowhere. Unless you know Scientology before you study Scientology, you couldn't study Scientology. You get the idea? You have to know it first and this is the only subject I know of that we can guarantee that you did it first. We don't find people without engrams unless we Clear them. We don't find people who have to wear an anchor on each ankle to be able to walk down the street because they haven't agreed to gravity. We just don't find people around who are disobeying all these things because if they were, they wouldn't be here. It's a process of elimination.

Now, somebody else in some other universe may have agreed to a number of other postulates, but the funny part of it is, they undoubtedly agreed to these postulates on the same pattern that they agreed to the postulates in this universe, and we could undo theirs too. Now, the point we're making here then is, it is a study of something, it is a study of life and the universe, and it is a study along certain patterns. But an individual can find life and all other things so terribly unreal that when they study some part of life they go and enroll in psychology class. That's about the most horrible thing that could happen to anyone, you know. Now there are people undoubtedly that hear about this and they'll think I'm being much, much too severe on past psychotherapy and it is professional jealousy, or something of the sort. I'm not. Probably the only reason I mention it is to sort of shake people a little bit loose from it, make them question it just a little bit, please. Because subjects which don't do anything for anybody except confuse them are always held in suspicion by me. I mean it's a peculiarity on my part. I know other people cherish subjects that do that. I'm peculiar, I like to see a subject effective and workable and usable, and that in essence, is what we have.

But how do we communicate this subject to a person who already knows it, to whom life is totally obscured. Now there's quite a trick, and the trick I was just showing you about, make them pick up that which is real to them and then something else that's real to them in the subject, and something else that's real to them. The possibility exists that they went over the whole subject on all it's literature and all it's tapes, and I assure you there's millions and millions of words on that subject. Picking out each time that thing which seemed absolutely true and real and which they could agree with, and so on, they would probably wind up at the end of a couple of centuries, Clear. Therefore, the knowledge that is being picked up isn't a second hand knowledge. When we say reality, or that which you agree with, we say when you find in Scientology something you already find in yourself, you got it. You see, it's there, therefore it's real, because you can own it and take responsibility for it, because you sense it's true.

You could never educate anybody in Scientology by making them sit down and grind through all the material and say, well I don't care what your opinions are, the truth of the matter is that Axiom 41 is Axiom 41 and if you don't get it, you're going to flunk and that of course means social ostracism, the father and mother won't like you anymore, the usual thing they do in public schools. The first thing you have to have to train somebody in Scientology is somebody who wants to know something about life. That immediately skims off of the human race, the upper few ten thousands. They want to know something about life, they really want to know.

Some people tell me sometime, well people in Scientology, you know ... (garbled) ... Of course, they get very short shrift from me because I know in actuality, having shopped around and looked under the stones, and back of the pillars, and a few things like that. I've looked around and I found people that did not want to know anything about life, didn't want to go anywhere, were in a total apathy of utterly sunk, and there is a limited number of people on earth who will suddenly up and volunteer to look over and study something. It's a limited number, They're the upper intelligentsia. I'm not telling you that for your ego's sake, out profiles prove it. People, when they come in, they're the smarter people. One of these days, why these people picking up other people, you see, will make another strata and when they can look, will want to know too, - when they can look.

Someday you will be processing cases, scraping the bottom of the barrel, so to speak, he didn't want to know, he didn't want to be there. All he wanted was to do was to keep on shooting people like he always did, you know, and he wanted to lead a normal life with his proper quota of anti-social diseases. You try to get him into the auditing room and he screams all the way down the hall, and the neighbors complain, and an auditor should be able to handle such a case, and you can actually do something for this case. It wasn't true yesterday but it certainly is true today, and when we get such a case, to be able to unwrap him and put him up into an ability, to see an ability to experience and feel and live again, why of course we will actually have done something.

The cases you are auditing by and large, are those cases that you have told enough to so that they volunteered. So of course, you're just skimming the upper cream of earth. In Clearing, we crack the person who didn't want anything to do with anything anyhow, he went all the way down. As a matter of fact, we went further south than that to a person who is normally psychotic, is now in a coma, and now we can process this person. The only person we can't process at this time, I will confess to you, clearly, is the person we can't find because he's left the body. Now, we can't process that person at this time (chuckle). In the next ACC we're taking that up (laughing).

So we've gotten it, we've gotten it pretty well, pretty well dusted off. We're a long way from Dianetics where we asked somebody to lie still at least, and pull an engram up and run it. He had to be willing to lie still and he had to be in good enough shape so that he would follow an order we could not inspect. I've had such cases as would not ... they would pretend to submit to auditing and I had such cases come around to me that say later - „boy, I sure fooled that auditor. I have been saying yes, yes, yes all week long and I haven't done a thing“. Of course he walks out the front door and falls flat on his face, he's been restim'd totally (laugh). But here's, here's a long look, in other words, we can process anybody, God help them.

Now processing a person today is an enforcement of reality, only for a short period of time. That is, when they are totally unwilling because the processes themselves then snap them up to a point where they can see there's some point in it, which is a good thing, a pretty good thing. Now you compare this to ... there's an old practice that the witch doctors in the Ubangi territory used to practice. I think the witch doctors were known as sukiryatrists (laugh). They had, they had electric shock machines that they pulsed against people's heads and they thought this made them well and when it didn't make them well, then they went in with drills and bits into the brain, you know, and did something or other in the brain and killed the Thetan. The psychiatrists ... er, sukiryatrists, excuse me, method of approach is totally enforced insanity under the guise of enforcing sanity. Well, it's only legitimate to enforce a reality on somebody when it is a reality which they then will find freedom by embracing.

There's a bunch of prisoners in the stockade and you know there's a door unlocked. So, you go to them and you say, „the south door is unlocked“ and they say, „you silly fool, you know the south door is never left unlocked and we're gonna stay right here“. It's perfectly legitimate, boy, to sock 'em on the jaw, drag 'em over, open up the south door and throw them out (laugh). As long as they're outside, it's legitimate (laugh). It's true, because when they wake up they say, „You know, I'm free, thanks bud“. You know, big difference! It's, evidently, not the way to play the game to throw them in a deep hole on an enforced reality and close the lid over on them. That's the way they've been playing the game so long, we've got to reverse the flow. There's no further flow in the direction of entrapment, see. That's a totally stuck flow.

Now the subject itself has advanced apparently in leaps and bounds, and most people believe that every time the subject advances, every thing that was known before is forgotten and lost. No! The only thing that happens to the stuff that went before is it's amplified. You can understand it a little better. The evaluation of importance makes some of it not quite so important, not quite so important as it was, but it's still there and still part of the subject.

Now the question comes up, what part of the subject is most important if we're going to Clear somebody. Well this subject is yours, it isn't my idea, this subject is yours. Nobody demands of you that you receive tremendous, arduous, formal training, and so forth, in order to use this subject or any part of it. We try to regulate it to keep people from getting their silly heads knocked off, something like playing with firecrackers occasionally, or pieces of dynamite, no, pieces of atom bombs, and there are certain things you should know and do in order to use the subject, providing you want to use it effectively. Now, if you don't want to use it effectively, of course just skip it. Skip anything you have to know and just pick up any old part of it and see whether or not it works, and kind of mess it up and chew up a preclear, and throw him in the ash can and get another one. You could do that. Nobody's going to interfere with you if you do that. However, you, by and large, are men of good will, and women of good will - you notice they omit that in the bible - I think it's possible (laughing), and as a person of good will, you have a right to know the proper approach in the use of the subject which has proven most effective, and the most effective levels of approach are those which increase reality on your part up to a point where you actually command the subject. When you yourself attain reality on the various parts, you know the subject no longer commands you.

Scientology is legitimate to this degree, that it undoes itself and therefore becomes the only legitimate mental study man has ever had. No other mental study undoes itself. In other words, anything you learn about Scientology or any restimulation that takes place by reason of Scientology, quite interestingly enough, can be undone by Scientology. Scientology can run itself out. That's a fascinating thing. It can even run me out (chuckle). People try it on me once in a while - a preclear gets down to the last ... no ... (garbled) (chuckle). I hear about this every once in a while and I'm immensely flattered. I tell them the reason, the fellow still must be awfully aberrated (chuckle) you see, on some other line, to want to hold on to any valence or any part of one.

The knowledge which we take up here, I've made a short, brief list here, I can read very rapidly. The essentials which you would have to have in order to Clear somebody, and the things which you would have to know in order to Clear somebody can be very swiftly related, maybe not so swiftly studied, but swiftly related here. Now, it's the knowledge, you see, your command of the subject that gives you the results. It isn't your ability to walk like an automaton through a number of paces. Your understanding must part of your auditing.

First thing is the Auditor's Code. The next, the Code of a Scientologist. The next is what we call the Training Drills. The next, not quite as important but you find yourself relieved if you know that this is all there are, the Axioms. Then you have to know the following scales: the ARC Triangle Emotional Scale, the old ARC Scale, the Know To Mystery Scale, and the Effect Scale. These are important scales. An auditor has to know something about these things otherwise the preclear's reactions don't make good sense to him.

Now the processes he must know before he runs Clear processes, and on which he should have a good reality, are as follows: what we use to call ARC Straightwire, Havingness, the old Subjective Havingness - „Mock it up and push it in“ - „Mock it up and throw it away“. He should know about this. He should know the objective version of Havingness, which is Trio. He should know a thinkingness process like, „Assign an intention to that chair“ - „Assign an intention to that wall“. Just see what this does to a preclear. He ought to know how to do Assists, how to make a sprained ankle go down, you know, you keep touching the ankle and tell somebody to look at your fingers. And, oddly enough, he should know how to, and should have done, Engram running. The running of Engrams and Secondaries. He should know this because he wouldn't possibly believe that anybody could be this butchered up by pictures and he wouldn't know how pictures act and sound and look like and so forth, unless he has really run a few of these heavy pictures. In other words, he should have some personal acquaintance with the Reactive Bank or he'll never know what he got rid of when he Clears somebody. Sort of like bailing for hours and hours and hours and not knowing whether you're bailing mud or quicksilver or water. After a while, the boat's empty and it's apparently alright, but what have you done? Hang you up on a mystery on every preclear you audited. You ask, why does this fellow feel so good? Can't understand it. You'd feel good too if you no longer had a sword going through you, a knitting needle going through your head, you know how it is (laugh). He should be able to handle Present Time Problems and that's done, of course, by problems of comparable magnitude and so forth. He should be able to do these things before he gets in to the subject of Clearing. Now, you say these are old processes and they apparently have no great bearing upon Clearing and so forth. Yeah, but you don't get reality on Clearing processes unless you already have reality on, you might say, bank processes. Now, you get reality on the processes I've just named. Can havingness, subjective havingness, old time subjective havingness, can it do anything for anybody? Oh boy! It sure can - it's rather easy to handle. Can Trio, what we call Trio, „Look around here and find something you can have“, and then its other two steps, which is why we call it Trio; can that do anything for anybody? Wow! If a person has just had any bad accident or something of the sort, it is easily the best process if they can be audited and are alert, you know, more or less awake. It's a better process than „notice that wall“ or, „where did the accident happen?“ or „where are you now?“ These knock out havingness, and if you can run this process, it's a wonderful process, but it's a very good process in it's own right. Now, it doesn't have any lasting place in the Clearing processes but it's something you should know how to do, because when a preclear starts to, quote, run out of havingness, he gets nervous, he gets upset, he gets a lot of things. You have to know what happened. You have to know what this thing is and the best way to know what it is, is know that process and know how to run it. Now actually, that's not very many things to know, that's not very many things to know. You'll find them in various text books - Scientology Eight Eight Thousand Eight - Dianetics, Modern Science Of Mental Health - you'll find it in the various text books that exist on Scientology. ARC Straightwire, the simplest thing you ever heard of. It's earliest version was rather complicated. It took some judgment, but the pattern version which appears in back of Self Analysis is ... oh, it's a killer. You can run it on a group. You'll have the group line-charging all over the place in about an hour or forty-five minutes of an hour. You just keep running ARC Straightwire on the group, „Recall something that's really real to you“ and all of its various bracket versions. If you've never run it on a group, have a ball sometime. Get a group of people and start running this, just back of the book, back of Self Analysis - ARC Straightwire. You'll have some interesting things happening. There will be three or four people there who'll just sit there. Of course that's to be expected. If you were running them on engrams, they'd just sit there. If you were running them on anything else but the very arduous physical processes, they would just sit there and there's no reason for you to worry about the fact they didn't participate in the group auditing. The truth of the matter is, they don't participate, which is their keynote. You can cure that too.

Now, you'd say then, an introduction to Scientology would be able to use some of its principles in life, but there's nothing short of a good command of auditing itself, nothing short of a good command of it, will produce good uniform results and it requires a very good command of it to produce Clears. So don't think that we now have some sort of a button whereby the auditor walks up to the preclear, presses this magic button, and we get Clear. Don't! The auditor has to have a great deal of understanding. He has to take this case apart. He has to know what this case is about. He can run it. There are auditors who actually had to be retrained a bit before they can start clearing somebody. Unfortunately, the most rapid Clearing requires judgment on the auditor's part. He has to have the ability to find out what is wrong with the preclear. We'll take that up later. But the point is that without a knowledge of preclears, and without knowledge of the mind, without knowledge of the bank, without a knowledge of all these things, he hasn't got a prayer. Think of handing Sigmund Freud, as good as he was as a practitioner, he was a pretty good practitioner, do all sorts of tricks with people, you just hand him the commands of Clear procedure to run on somebody. Whew! Freud's a pretty sharp boy. I tell you, he wouldn't have made it.

I well remember lecturing before a number of St. Elizabeth's psychiatrists many, many years ago. Some of you heard this story before. There were numerous stories came out of that particular incident. I lectured for a week and I gave the same lecture, which was the basic fundamentals of Dianetics and I told them about a time track. I told them ... (garbled) and then I'd say to them, now in the other room are some practitioners and they will show you how to audit people. The psychiatrists never went in the other room . They sat and listened to these fundamentals. There were patients in the other room to be audited, but they never went in there. They listened about the time track, they listened to, about Dianetic reverie. The fact that you could tell a person to go back in time, you see, you could tell these and they'd listen to this in theory, and one of them finally came to me at the end of the week, and he says, „Say, you got something there in Dianetics that we can really use“. I said, „So-o-o, hah!“, and he said, „Yes, I had a patient who's in terrible shape and I've been trying for years to get this patient to find something in his past that I could analyze“ (laugh). He started ranting down the track, the time when he was two tears old, he says, „Nobody can remember when they're two, you know the myelin sheathing isn't formed, and I got him back down there and there he was lying in a crib with his father cursing him for having dirty diapers. There it was - the father complex - right there“. He says, „I started right in and I told him what it was, yes, of course the information rather dazed him, but you've really got some things in Dianetics that we can use“, and I said to myself, yes Mister, but we can't use you as a practitioner (laugh).

One of the first things which old time psychotherapy didn't have, was the Auditor's Code. Every once in a while somebody who's been auditing for a couple or three years goes back and reads the auditor's code and finds a couple of points that if he'd just kept with, he would have had it made on a case or two. That one about not changing the process so long as it produced change, of course really tells you all you really need to know about how long to run a process. If Freud and other people practicing in that wise had, had a copy of the Auditor's Code, they would have made much more startling results because it isn't necessarily true that all their theories are totally wrong. Boy! Did you get the modifiers in that (chuckle)? It isn't necessarily true that all of their theories are totally wrong (chuckle), almost as covert as their psychotherapies (chuckle).

Now, every good HCA has this memorized (book in hand), I don't (laugh). The Auditor's Code is important enough to give a good look at here, because unless an auditor gets across this bridge or agrees with some part of this as an operating activity, horrible things happen that he doesn't want to have happen. We collected these things. The first auditor's code was when knighthood was in flower. I think it was taken directly from a chivalric code. The one thing we should have preserved out of it, an auditor has to have guts. I don't think that's the way the knight's said it but that's the way I would say it. He has to have guts - courage.

I was having preclear conferences with an auditor in another country over a long distance telephone. It was rather complicated because he was not in the capitol city of that country and its phones were indifferent and I didn't happen to be in Washington. I happened to be in a place down in Virginia and its phone connections were rather indifferent, and we actually got a case on the road just because of the fact that the auditor had stark nerve - just guts, that was all. He was in a household that spoke a foreign language, that was totally psychotic. He had the relatives, the local medicos, trained nurses, and so forth, screaming at him in all directions. He just kept on going to work on a psychotic girl and he got her back on her feet, squared around. That auditor, by the way, is a rare auditor. He is superlative in this particular line. I can tell you some stories about him - practically gruesome. He's one of the best auditor's in the country. (laughing) He was auditing a criminal one day, I must tell you, he was auditing a criminal one day and I said, „Well, the man is so combative, have him fight the wall“. This auditor, by the way, is Fernando Strata, and he called me up a few minutes later and he says, „He won't do it. Shall I Tone 40 it?“ So I said, „Oh sure, go ahead, Fernando“. (Laughing) After a while I heard the building shaking next door. I didn't pay very much attention to it. Finally the preclear comes in, his hands running raw, red blood. The building next door - one whole wall of a bedroom there that we were using - plaster, lathe, right straight on out to the brick, just totally wiped out. Fernando said, „Well, he was sort of unwilling to do it“ (laugh). Fernando had just taken his fist and made him fight the wall. The criminal, by the way, I don't think he's been up before the cops since - it was quite a long time ago. This took quite a bit of doing. Now, I don't say that all auditing should result in blood, but it was better that his hands bled a little bit than he spend the rest of his life in jail. That's just about what it amounted to because he was homicidal, but Fernando didn't care. Guts - that's the one thing we should have preserved that isn't in this code.

Here's the Code: Do not evaluate for the preclear. We call to your attention that psychoanalysis was total evaluation. The analyst was supposed to find out something and then analyze that fact into the person's head with his explanation. That was the way he went about it. Scientologists do not evaluate for the preclear. Sometimes we can stretch this a little bit too strongly and never tell the preclear that it's the end of session because that would be evaluating for him, you see (laugh).

2. Do not invalidate or correct the preclear's data. Preclear says, „You know, I remember I was out at that summer place, I must have been five or six“. If you’ve got somebody else in the room that knew him, „No John, that was when you were ten, you remember that, it's not when you were five or six, it's when you were ten“. If an auditor does something like this, the preclear comes up with a datum and he hasn't got it straight, and the auditor knows he hasn't got it straight, if the auditor points it out, well, you've just finished one session and not likely to get the next one started either. 3. Use the processes which improves the preclear's case. That's a dirty, snide remark (chuckle). Of course you don't know what processes improve the case until you've used some process on the case. Right? That of course gives you latitude never to use a process which improves the c ... No, it doesn't really (laughing).

Now, 4. Keep all appointments once made. That's the only one I find auditor's breaking once in a while. They say to the preclear, I'll be there at four o'clock, they appear at four-fifteen. Preclear says, he doesn't want to help me ... (garbled). They spend the remaining auditing period running this out as a Present Time Problem. Next day, auditor says he'll be there at four o'clock, doesn't appear till four-twenty. Preclear says he didn't want to help me and they spend the rest of the auditing session tuning this out as a Present Time Problem. I don't think that would get anywhere. Do you? Another one - Do not process a preclear after ten p.m. and do not process a preclear who is improperly fed. Very, very interesting pair of data. Every single datum in this auditor's code was developed the hard way by the early birds in Dianetics and Scientology, developed the hard way. We found out, every person who had ever spun under processing had been audited after ten p.m. and had been audited when he was improperly fed. That was enough to put this into the auditor's code. We cut that down to ribbons then. People don't ordinarily spin under processing and we haven't had anybody do it for so many years, I've almost forgotten how it is, mostly because of this auditor's code.

Do not permit a frequent change of auditors. Do not sympathize with the preclear. Now that, that of course is stretching it, that of course is stretching it too far. You should be able to sympathize with the poor fellow now and then. Shouldn't you? (chuckle) I've heard it said, that when you can no longer do something for a person, you can sympathize with him. Never permit the preclear to end the session on his own independent decision. When the preclear runs out the door, you go out the door, and you bring him back, and say end of session, of course (laugh). Never walk off from a preclear during a session. It's alright to threaten to, but never do it (laugh).

Never get angry with a preclear. That's another one that will spin one for a while. Half way through a session, all of a sudden the auditor is furiously angry with him. He just sits there and spins in; it takes him a few days to come out of it. Always reduce every communication lag encountered by continual use of the same question or process. Always continue a process as long as it produces change and no longer. Be willing to grant beingness to the preclear. Never mix the processes of Scientology with those of other practices. And number 16, which is: Always stay in two-way comm with the preclear.

Now, that code of practice is really more desirable in your kit of knowledge as an auditor, although no instructor will tell you this, I can, than a superficial knowledge the TRs, the Training Drills. In other words, it's more important to adhere to the Auditor's Code than it is to adhere to training drills. Training drills make it possible for you to tolerate the activities called for in the Auditor's Code. Do you see that? So it's actually the Auditor's Code that bring the training drills into existence and the training drills then make it possible to do so. A person studying Scientology, with the desire to help his fellow man, must enter on such a bridge otherwise he will start doing things that undo the good he is trying to do. Now, the training drills are part and parcel to it, and these other skills are part and parcel to it. All of this data can be found in the books, and I call to your attention that there are certain scales, the ARC Emotional scale, the Know to Mystery scale, the Effect scale, that these scales are still very valid and they are still very important. Now, that tells you there's a vast amount of data and a tremendous number of odds and ends of processes and types and so forth, that are not now considered vital even though they do good things, but are not vital, and it sort of narrows the look down a little bit, don’t you see? That doesn't omit these other things from Scientology and say they don't exist anymore, but it does say that these are absolutely essential, and anybody who's being trained, or who wants to know this subject, should enter it through this sort of a door.

Now, everybody's always asking for a fast way, you know, to hand a friend, to hand a friend a book. They want me to write a book - they can hand a friend a book, read it ... (garbled), very interested and then immediately becomes your friend ... (garbled) and so on, and that's all very nice, it's all very nice. I'm afraid that doesn't exist yet because, and I don't think it will ever exist., because it presupposes the ability on the part of your friend, 1. to read, and 2. to understand what he reads and I will write such a book providing you will audit all of your friends up to a point where they can get some reality on what I am saying (laugh). Thank you.

(end of lecture)
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Thank you. I've been informed we're having a Congress down at the Shoreham and I just found out about it, and I'm a little bit late, but I wanted to come down and tell you a couple of things I've learned lately, if you want to hear them. That's what's known as running the Effects scale (laugh). The next two hours are going to concern themselves, now that we have led up to it rather carefully, going to concern themselves with Clear Procedure and this I trust, if you're not Clear already in the next few months, this will concern you intimately. Okay? I want to give you the rundown, the exact processes, and the commands, in order to Clear homo-sap. Okay? Alright!

The first things are the conditions of auditing: First requisite - a preclear. Next requisite - an auditor. Next requisite - a place to audit. Even if you have to make the space, you have to have a little place to audit in. If you're doing this out in some other universe, why remember that. It might be a universe around with no space in it. The State Department, I think, has a universe with no space in it (laugh). They're in Germany all the time, or some place.

Now the auditor, as I have talked about in the last hour, should have a pretty good idea of this thing called the Auditor's Code and he should be pretty well drilled on his TRs. This is particularly so of Clear Procedure because you're using processes which have teeth. and if you flub on this one, why it's a little more important a flub than it is, „Well, recall a time you communicated with someone. That's fine. Recall a time you communicated with someone. Recall a time when ... er ... you talked to somebody ... ah ... er, oh I forgot to acknowledge you the last time, didn't I? Ahem ... well, recall a time, recall a time, let's see ... what's the command, recall a time when you said something“. You'll still get away with it, you'll still get away with it, running that process. „How could you help another? how could ... what was that command?“ ... ssssssst ... (hand rising up), PCs temperature (laugh).

Now the first process, of course, involves the session itself which is CCH-0. You must remember that there are some sub-processes that are sometimes necessary in Clearing someone. CCH-1, CCH-2, CCH-3, CCH-4, what are those processes? CCH-0 of course, simply opens the session. It's the various things that you ask. You say, „What goal do we have for this session?“, „Is it alright if I audit you?“. These various preliminaries such as start of session, you know a lot of people forget that. They forget to start a session that's been going on for three or four hours, and they all of a sudden say, say you know, I never started this session. Let's start the session now (laugh). Of course, you've never done this (chuckle). Some people talk and talk and talk and talk and never do start a session. But CCH-0 is merely the techniques involved in starting a session. That's the only thing that is involved in CCH-0 except one, and that is Present Time Problem.

Now we get right down to auditing a person to Clear and this one we have to confront and take up. All procedure being good, all agreements being established and everything, we take up this one, present time problem. We take it up at the beginning of every session, no matter how many sessions there are in Clearing. I'll tell you why. Because the one thing that can keep a profile from changing or IQ from rising is present time problem. Present time problem, by definition, is some disturbance viewed by the preclear, which is occurring in present time or the physical universe right now. Now, you say his present time problem is the fact that he has a birth engram in restimulation. Oh no, that is not a present time problem because he's not being born right now. You get the idea? You say, well the present time problem is he's been divorced several times and so forth, and this is his present time problem. This is what worries him. Well don't get the idea that what worries the preclear is a present time problem. Present time problem is a particular item. It's something that's going on in the physical universe right now. It has terminals, it has location, it's disturbances are actual, and the preclear can be so involved with it that he never gets into the auditing room and therefore he never gets any benefit from the auditing and you're wasting your time as an auditor because his profile, demonstrably, will stick right where it was until that present time problem is out of the room. A person has actually been audited for five consecutive intensives, without the auditor clearing a present time problem, with no slightest gain in processing. That is the chief reason why there is no gain on profiles because the preclear had a present time problem and it was constant, going on all the time auditing was happening, and the auditor never straightened it out. Well the preclear is out there at the oil factory or some place or another, he's not there in the auditing room. Now there's, there's an interesting fact, that you could absolutely stall Clearing an individual by not handling a present time problem. You might be able to break the Code here and there, you might be able to flub a process, you might be able to run a TR upside down and backwards, and never acknowledge, or something of the sort, you still might Clear somebody, but I'm guaranteeing, you will not Clear somebody if you leave a present time problem in restimulation. That's how serious that one is. It's right there and it's definitely a part of Clearing Procedure. Now, when you start to clear a present time problem on a preclear, very interesting, you say, „What are you worrying about?“, „What are you worrying about?“ or, „Is there anything worrying you?“, or any other statement you care to make or question you care to ask on this sort of thing, quite ordinarily will not be answered, on a serious present time problem, in the affirmative, the first answer. That was very interesting, so you say to the individual, „A present time problem, now, do you have a present time problem?“. „Is there anything worrying you?“. You say, „Well, that's fine, we can get on with the session can't we (chuckle)”. If he's really up to here (touching throat) in enturbulance in the physical universe, he'll say, „No, nothing worrying me, no. I'm all detached from it all. I'm above such things; of course I can go on being audited. I can put it out of my mind“. You say, „Well, what can you put out of your mind?“. „Well, my house burned down this morning, and my children are still there standing on the street, but that's alright, if I get audited, I can take care of it a little bit better, so let's get on with it.“ Aw! Sometimes you have to beg for fifteen minutes to find one of these problems and find out what it's all about. That's the truth! You have to sit right down and beg, as an auditor, to get this person to be honest enough to tell you that he's in trouble. A funny part of it is, the present time problem very often will not seem very important. He got a traffic ticket this morning; he's got to go down to court after the session. It isn't anything, so we could let it go, couldn't we? You start auditing it and you find out it's got bite to it and it will clear. But supposing you neglected it, then all during the session you keep asking the preclear what he's looking at now, and what he's thinking about, and so forth, and he says, oh nothing, of course, he says, I see a jail and policemen (laugh). Quite fascinating, quite fascinating.

An individual who gets then involved with plus randomity or minus randomity ... let's get real technical here. What's plus or minus randomity? Well, to people that weren't in the first ACC, that weren't at Philadelphia, you know, they have trouble with this, but it's very simple. Minus randomity is bored stiff with nothing to do and plus randomity is going around in small circles that nobody could possibly do the banks of (chuckle). In other words, there's too much going on or too little going on and the preclear considers it an abnormal state of motion. Either too little or too much, and either one of these things is a present time problem. There is something going to happen. Well, of course, there's something going to happen if he's going to have dinner that night, but he doesn't happen to consider that a problem. So, it's what the preclear considers it a problem after you've beaten his silly head in to get him to admit he got one, and it's better to be very careful and very insistent, much better to be very careful and very insistent than it is to just brush it off because the direction you can err is neglected. You can't err in the direction of beating it to death unless, as some auditor did the other day, and I'd be ashamed to say who it was. I told him there was probably a present time problem on the case that wasn't flat. So he ran it for five hours, four and a half hours after the preclear said it was totally flat, and wondered then why the preclear remained out of session for the next two days. In other words, the auditing session became a present time problem. That's a disobedience of the Auditor's Code. The process was no longer producing change and the auditor continued to audit it, ad nauseam. This is a PT problem run the wrong way.

A PT problem run right is run very simply. There are various ways to run a present time problem. How long do you run it? Until the preclear ... oh, this sounds very funny, sounds very funny to some practical get up and do individual ... until the preclear no longer has to do something about it. That's how long you run a PT problem.

I remember I was talking to you about spheres of influence in an earlier lecture. The great oddity is, if you flatten a present time problem, it quite often ceases to be a problem in the physical universe, not only does it cease to be a problem where the preclear is, but it ceases to be a problem over here. It is so much the case that we have one on record where the wife was a dipsomaniac, that's where they keep dipping into the old man's pocket book to run down to the liquor store, and the preclear was audited on present time problem. Why? Well definitely, it definitely was a present time problem because the wife, at the time the preclear was being audited, had just got through busting up most of the furniture and so, a bit of a PT problem. The pc was rather disturbed and the auditor sat down and beat this thing through, „On what part of that problem could you be responsible for?“ That is, by the way, the optimum technique to run a present time problem if it can be run on the preclear. Sometimes it's a little high for him. „What part of that problem could you be responsible for?“, is the exact auditing command and the only auditing command for clearing a present time problem. That's the optimum. Sometimes you have to get into, „Invent a problem worse than that problem“, or „Invent a problem of comparable magnitude to that problem“. But these, these are ... these are things ... sometimes you have to run merely locational processes, „Notice that wall“, „Notice the floor“, „Notice the ceiling“ to get the pc into the auditing room. They can't even audit this PT problem, it's so strong, it's so fabulous. But the optimum one, and this will work on practically any case your working on, if the person's conscious enough to talk to you, it usually works and that's „What part of that problem could you be responsible for?“ Well, in this particular case, the preclear was asked what part of that problem, his wife, could he be responsible for, and he was run until he no longer though he had to do anything about. to, or with his wife. Quite a little while, it took about three hours to get this one shaken out. A couple of days later the auditor asked him, „well, how's your wife getting along?“ „How are you getting along with your wife?“ „Wife? we're getting along alright, yes“. „Well, just how it going?“ You know, pots and pans had been flying out of the window, and furniture had been breaking up, and bottles crashing on cops heads, the last time we heard about this, you see. „Oh, she's doing alright, she's straightened up now.“ This was reported to me, so I became interested enough to check into it at regular intervals for the next three - four weeks. She stopped drinking. She wasn't audited - he was audited but she was in his sphere of influence and she stopped drinking.

You very often find this sort of thing taking place, so much so that we still have a little test running, running problems of comparable magnitude to hydrogen bombs. We haven't completed this process (chuckle) but we're running this one on some people and some day, why somebody will ask the Defense Department, „Where do you have the hydrogen bombs stored?“ and they'll say, „Hydrogen bombs, hydrogen bombs, what hydrogen bombs?“ See, there's some dim possibility that if you audited this on a couple of OTs, why atomic warfare would disappear. Now, I don't want to give you any ideas and I don't want you running on anybody ... (laughing).

Now here's, here's our, here's our ... we've, we've entered the field of magic and mystery right there as to how this sphere of influence can adjust around. But the reason you audit it is so that it won't keep banging at the pc. Now, you don't solve it, you simply get the pc disentangled from it and evidently, when he is no longer a party to it, it loses the power to bite him. In other words, every time you have died, I hate to go into that, I mean the undertakers already have, but every time something very bad has happened to you, you had to consent to it first. You had to consent to get getting a finger cut off before it could be amputated. Sounds very funny, but perfectly true. It requires anyone's participation and consent before anything can happen to anyone anywhere. That's why, when we say Clearing is freedom from, you certainly do get freedom from if you run out your consent to be shocked, maimed, diseased, and so forth. If you're no longer consenting to these things, they don't happen. Isn't this interesting?

An interesting broad look at life that we get out of something we've had for years and years and years, we've had this thing, PT problem. I don't think I've mentioned it very widely or very strongly. I don't think it's come up very often (chuckle) but a PT problem is something that has more to it than simply getting a session started. You've stopped some portion of the physical universe from banging at this pc, and it isn't so much that the pc would sit there and continue to worry about it, as the fact that this enturbulance still, evidently, has the strength and power of entering the auditing room, see, from elsewhere. If you get that, as well as the fact that the pc would continue to be worried about it and be out of session, you have more or less the truth of the condition that you would be trying to audit against, if you're trying to Clear somebody who had a present time problem. So, this one you must handle and as I say, the auditing command for it is, „What part of that problem could you be responsible for?“

The first part of the process, of course, involves isolating the problem, finding out what the problem is. What is this problem? Now that, that takes some doing. I had a fellow who was very nervous and very upset. I looked at him; I found his auditor; I said, hey, what goes on here? This person, this person seems to be quite upset, he isn't often that way. Well, the auditor said, I checked for present time problem. I had him on a meter and I checked for present time problem, I didn't get any registry at all. So I grabbed a hold of the preclear and I put him on a meter. Of course he didn't get any registry, the meter was totally stuck, just like it was frozen. You could reach over and kick the pc, which I did (chuckle), you got no wobble on the meter. Well I guarantee that if you can get no wobble on the meter, the meter isn't going to tell you anything because it is stuck on what it is stuck on, and you guess from there on out. The only real liability a meter has, is you know something is wrong if the needle is stuck, but the needle doesn't cooperate with you anymore to tell you what it is. It just sticks harder, but you can't see something that is motionless get more motionless (chuckle). Now, the pc didn't have much of a PT problem. He was merely going to be operated on the following morning and didn't want to tell anybody in the organization. It left me with the problem of sitting there and having to take thirty-five minutes of my valuable time and get rid of the necessity of an operation (laughing).

This ... Thank you. The, the situation with regard to a session then does require that one ... Now, there's another thing that creeps all the way through a session - it's a sneaker. I've had a rather experienced auditor argue with me on this one. The only thing that will make a preclear drop a profile ... it's a funny thing, I say the only thing, it's the only thing I know of though, that will make a profile drop during an intensive while you're trying to Clear somebody, is an ARC Break. There's been a break of communication. The preclear no longer believes the auditor is on his side. There's been a breakdown of their affinity, their reality, their communication, and when that breakdown exists, whether it's real or imaginary, the preclear believes it's real, and auditing continues long beyond that point, you get a depression of the profile. In other words, present time problem makes it stay the same, but the ARC break with the auditor, makes it sag. I had an auditor recently say, „Couldn't have been one, couldn't have been one, couldn't have been one, I checked it over carefully, thoroughly“. I said, check it again. The auditor checked it again and something on the order of four years ago, out of session, this auditor who was auditing the same pc that many years ago, had said something the pc considered at that time, an ARC break and auditing, subsequent to that time, was depressing the profile. That's how silly pcs are (chuckle), but it was there. This auditor being a careful auditor and a good auditor, of course checked it and checked it until it finally revealed itself and we had an advancing, I'm sure, an advancing profile after that.

The point is here, that you could do something or the pc could feel that you did something or said something which was hostile and it breaks up the ARC of the session. In The Original Thesis, the first book written on this particular subject, the first published book on this subject, 1947, it gives three equations, so called: The pc less than the reactive mind, that's number one, cannot solve or handle the reactive mind. The pc is less than the reactive mind. Number two: Auditor is less than the pc's reactive mind and therefore just can't solve it. Auditor plus pc is greater than the reactive mind and so they can unravel it. Get the idea? So, as soon as you drop the auditor out ... in a present time problem we drop the pc out as a participant, you see, and with an ARC break we drop out the auditor as a participant as far as the preclear's concerned, and the reactive bank, and so forth, does not get handled. That's elementary. So these two things must be maintained: The preclear's cooperation must continue and the auditor's ARC with the preclear must continue and when these things don't continue then we get the whole thing going to pot. The funny part of it is, it is more important really, if anything, to have the auditor continue in ARC with the pc than it is to have the preclear handling his own reactive bank because, evidently, the auditor can do it better than the preclear. Because, when you drop the auditor out of the session, and yet auditing continues, you get a reduction of profile, a reduction of the factors of capability of the case, but if you just drop the pc out with a present time problem, you just get the profile staying the same. Now that's fascinating. I consider it a considerable commentary upon the necessities of ARC in a session.

Now, another thing that you must do in auditing, of course, is flatten these processes. You have to flatten them for this reason: The universe and the people out there will sooner or later start flattening them or restimulate the unflattened process - see how that could be? - and we get an unstable gain. The pc was way up and then he went out and walked around in the society, about four or five blocks, and he went way down. What would cause that? The gain was unstable and it comes about because processes have been started on the case which have not been finished and the environment runs them, only the environment isn't a good auditor, and so we get a reduction of case. In other words, an unstable gain, a gain not holding up is apparently caused by just this one thing of unflattened processes on the case.

Only Scientology can undo Scientology. Quite interesting. A person has to be audited down scale to be pushed down scale, but when a process is half way finished, was dropped when in full restimulation in an auditing session, and then the preclear walked out into the environment and tried to do his job, tried to work when he went through all of these things, something clicked that process, and it will run it the wrong way too, and he gets bad auditing on the same process, you see, and the auditing is unintentional, and it can reduce the profile. It doesn't, however, go below where it was in the first place. Now, with these conditions existing, auditing can exist on Clear Procedure. Without these things well, there's no reason to get super-optimistic because just auditing won't happen. What does it take to make auditing happen? It, obviously, takes a good auditor and a preclear who still thinks the auditor is on his side.

Well, how do you repair an ARC break? I ran an interesting session once. This was the test session which established what havingness was in its manifestation. For half an hour I ran a process which was guaranteed to cut to pieces the mass and havingness of a pc. It was chosen with malice-a-fore-thought, as something that choked to pieces the preclears concept of mass, his concept of possession, his concept of being anything, anywhere, anyhow, and in view of the fact of being among friends, I can tell you what process this is, „Look around here and find something you could go out of communication with“. That's a guaranteed killer. Now listen, please promise me you'll only run this on psychiatrists (chuckle). Now this was guaranteed to just cut everything to ribbons but I ran it for half an hour on this basis. Every time the pc would twitch, or squirm, or start to go a little bit anaten, I would say, „What have I done wrong?“ The pc would say, „What have you done wrong?“. „You sure I didn't do something wrong?“. “As a matter of fact, a couple of minutes ago there, you, when you made that noise, it upset me.“ There had been no noise, but each time the pc could find something wrong, and the session would come back to battery, the pc would wake up, the nervousness would drop out, the twitchy feet would go. You see how this is? In other words, I was patching up havingness with just one auditing command, „What have I done wrong?“, and the pc was then permitted, little by little, to continue ARC with the auditor, even though the auditor, although the pc didn't realize it, was cutting the pc to ribbons. The auditor really was doing something wrong. The auditor was running a process guaranteed to kill anybody, and so, it becomes important then to keep the pc in session and one of the best ways of doing it is to ask the pc, when he appears to be upset, „Has something gone wrong with session?“ or „Have I done something wrong?“

Well now, there's something you don't do. You say, „What have I done wrong?“ and then the pc says, „Well a moment ago there when you said that command and made the mistake, and didn't give me an acknowledgement there, and dropped the book, when you did that it, why it upset me a little bit, it distracted me.“ I'll tell you what the auditor can do wrong at this point, what he can do wrong. He can fail to take responsibility for his action. He can say, „Well, actually the book was just teetering there and you put it there when you came in the auditing room (chuckle), and you've got a sort of an emanation coming off you that makes it very difficult for me to remember the auditing command, and it's totally natural that I would make that many mistakes“. In other words, the auditor starts to shift responsibility from himself to the preclear, removes himself from the session. The second he does that, why you got it. Now he can run, „What part of that problem could you be responsible for?“ The one shot command that doesn't work, by the way is, „What part of that bank could you be responsible for?“ Isn't that a nice command? Apparently worked like mad, „What part of that bank could you be responsible for?“, „What part of the physical universe, creation or destruction of, could you be responsible for?“ He just went unconscious for some reason or another (laugh). Obviously, it was the perfect command. Very often we have perfect commands originated, and then without checking them, of course, we can always be right. When we check them, we're sometimes wrong (chuckle). But, the auditor has to retain responsibility for the auditing session while the preclear recovers responsibility for his past, present, and future, and that's really what happens in this combination.

Now, given all these things, the auditor gets to the most important process ever developed in Scientology. Easily the most important process, and some of the sharpest auditors around have not heard all there is to know about this process by one awful long ways, and sitting right there, will be very surprised with this process. HELP - the most important process ever developed. Why? Because running this process - Help - will put into session, and make auditable, people who formerly weren't even vaguely auditable. Now that's just one test of it. It splits valances, it heals psychosomatic illnesses, it moves ridges out of heads, it exteriorizes preclears. It does almost anything as a single panacea process that you have ever asked of any process. Nobody's ever tried it that far. They think it's just something you audit in Clear Procedure to get it out of the road so that you can get on to something important, like step six.

Somebody said to me very, very recently, „I didn't have any idea help had that much breadth.“ It makes the most lovely assist you ever tried to assist anybody with. Lovely assist. A person comes in, in a normal state, homo sap, you know, got a terrible hangover - hives, you want to get him back to battery, something like that, run help. The test of help is that it shouldn't really be run on a condition, it should be run on terminals, but if you can get away with running it on a condition, which is quite interesting, gives you the command value of the process. It handles something like TNT. If you don't handle it right, your pc has had it, he's had it. Now, what are you trying to do for a pc, you're trying to help him, and the pc that never got a gain in auditing is simply wasting this commodity. That's the only thing he's doing. He came to you for help, didn't he? He said, „Oh, I'm so bad off you know, I have these horrible pains and these awful aches, and I can't see, and I can't smell, and I can't talk, and I want you to heal me all up, and so forth, and I'll pay you a lot of money if you will do this“ and get all this nonsense going on. You sit down and you audit him, he sneers, and does the very things he shouldn't do, and he fakes the process, and so on. What is he doing? He's just wasting help. He cannot be helped, and Herr Doctor, Sigmund Freud, at the end of his 28th lecture, I think it was, said, „And these by us cannot be helped.“ „And these by us cannot be helped“. This is the one thing that made him sad. There were several types of case that couldn't be helped by him - he included the sane, the insane, the ... (laugh) but he said, „These by us cannot be helped“. Now, that becomes fascinating, when you look this over carefully, because it tells us definitely, that the case that could not be helped, is the case of course, that can't be helped. So you run help on him. (chuckle) It's one of these horrible simplicities that is just painful in its stupid simplicity.

Now, the auditor who goes along and he audits somebody, you know, out of a book, and he says, „Now, what part of this problem could you be responsible for? Thank you“, „What part of this problem could you be responsible for? Thank you“, „What part of this problem could you be responsible for? Thank you“, and the pc says, „What did you say?“ „Oh you heard the command“ (laugh). So, we have an auditor who cannot help a pc, really. What's wrong with his auditing? He can't help preclears. Now in view of the fact that you run into an awful lot of preclears who are anxious for just one thing, to convince you that you can't help them, you are liable to get the idea, after a while, that you can't help them, and this is what gets wrong with your auditing. The only thing that gets wrong with your auditing, is you can't help people.

Now what about this help? Is it therapeutic to help people or is it aberrative? Is it right to help people or wrong to help people, or shouldn't you go along in your own little cocoon, sailing on the sea of idle dreams, and let the rest of all that silly nonsense going on in the world just take care of itself. Is that right, should you help it, or leave it alone, or what should you do about it? Well, these are moral and ethical questions that have to do with you. Whether it's right or wrong for you to help somebody or not help somebody should, however, have no bearing on the fact that you have an aberration on the subject of help. You see, there could be two different things, whether you should or shouldn't help does not at all influence this other factor, could or couldn't. „I can't help him“. The person who has a bad habit is always telling you, „I can't help it“ (laugh).

Help, you know, is forbidden, it's illegal to help several things. Did you know that? There are twenty-five illnesses that it is illegal to help in the State of California. They are listed by the legislature. Of course, nobody's ever asked this burning question, this frying question I should say, „Is the State legislature of California capable of helping anyone?“ That's the aberrative side of the question, don't you see? Capability of help is entirely independent of the duty or obligation to help. These two things should be entirely different things, and an individual cannot make up his mind on the rightfulness or wrongfulness of help so long as he himself is not totally clear on the subject of help.

Now then, fellows who run around and are criticized by their fellow man because they got to help everybody. They got to help this or they got to help that, they're always helping stray dogs, or they're always helping stray cats. I think some lady who can only help stray cats is still luckier than any policeman I ever met, who could never help anything till the end of his days. We are looking at the heart and soul of the upper dynamics when we are looking at help because this is the woof and warp of association. A man is alive so long as he can help things, and so long as he himself can be helped. If he can do this, he's alive and he's dead when he can no longer help anything, and nothing can help him. That is a new definition of death because, really, that is death when carried through to a total absolute. Definition of death, that would be the most absolute death there could be. That wouldn't be death of a body, you understand, just some light thing like that, that would really be dead.

The funny part of it is everybody responds somehow and increases on help if it is run in this right fashion. First you have to know about a bracket. What's a bracket? A bracket is the number of ways, or number of combinations that something can occur. For instance, A can give B a stick, B can give A a stick, A can hold a stick for himself, B can hold a stick for himself, B can hold a stick for somebody else other than A, this person over here, C can hold a stick for himself or for B. You get the number of combinations? You just had an idea of a stick being passed around and handed to one or another, you get the auditing command that this is run in a bracket. I think somebody added up brackets one time, and the highest series of bracket numbers I know about, I think, is 139, I think it's something like that, ways of running a bracket. What do we call a bracket? That means to cover all possible flows - artillery term - bracket. Throws the preclear out of the water. Now, help is run in that fashion and the auditing command, is again, a very simple command, and it is no other command. It isn't invent a way to help somebody, that's not right, it's an as-ising type of command. It's a command that really erases thoughts and old postulates, and things like this. You don't care whether you're draining somebody's bank or otherwise because every time you increase a potential to help, you increase havingness. So you don't care whether you drain the bank or not.

The optimum way to run this, there's just one way to run it. Funny thing when you say there's just one way to run it, I'm talking now about Clear Procedure. I know what I know about Clearing people. I know you can people to be three feet in back of their heads and they stay Clear for two days. I know you can run engrams until they can get used to running engrams, and handle their engrams, and to have, to that degree Clear, and I know definitely this procedure is producing results when it is used with the provisos which I'm giving you. And, the Help command is: „How could ____ help ____ ?“ Now, the blanks are filled in by the sides of the bracket. In other words, „How could you help mother?“, „How could mother help you?“, „How could mother help herself?“, „How could you help yourself?“, „How could another person help mother?“ How could mother help another person?“. There's another one out there, „How could another person help another person than mother ?“ We could keep on going out this way, don't you see, and we get these various commands. We get these enormous brackets. There's a five-way bracket, a nine-way bracket, it goes on up, as I said, there's 139 combinations ... (garbled). I think there are more than that. That was (a person's name) in England got that together for me, 139, which was page after page, page after page, and he says, „How many sides does a bracket have?“, „Shall I run all these on my preclear?“ (laugh). Five, five will produce adequate results. Nine is quite safe. You could get the listings of exactly what a bracket is from an HCO Bulletin.

Now, „How could ____ help ____?“ You understand, you didn't ask him to dream up a new way, you didn't ask him not to dream up a new way. You just asked him, more or less, to tell you a way. Now, if you're allergic to people talking while you're auditing, and it gets you upset too much, there is an alternate command, which is still workable providing you can police it and you've got him there on a E-meter good and solid, and you're watching the E-meter. You could say, „Think of a way to help mother“, „Think of a way mother could help you“. You could actually run „Think of a way ...”, but there's not any particular reason to because I don't think the preclear's conversation is going to aberrate you more than he ordinarily would be if you were worried about it (chuckle). If you were worried about it, it probably won't aberrate you any more than the (garbled). How could mother help you, this sort of thing that's a ... Now, how many ways, and different combinations, and so forth, how many things could we run this on? Well, you could say, „How could you help bacteria?“, „How could bacteria help you?“, „How could atomic particles help you?“, „How could you help atomic particles?“, „How could atomic particles help another person?“, „How could another person help atomic particles?“. You get the idea? „How could atomic particles help themselves?“ You can actually run that and get away with it, of course probably burn up the preclear, but you could get away with it. You get the idea? - Help. You have to settle this idea of help.

Now what happens, what gets wrong with help? Well, there are probably many other things get wrong with it, but the main one is, you tried to help somebody and failed, and after that you could think of only one thing to do, and that was kill him. Probably all savage impulses derive from a failure to have assisted. Anybody you want to kill, you couldn't help. In other words, something gets wrong with the balance of help. There is no hate so pure - not the hate of a woman scorned - but the hate of a woman who wouldn't let you be helped, or wouldn't help you, or you wouldn't permit to be helped. In other words, there's going to be something wrong with help for her to hate you. Now, maybe it was so wrong with the person in the first place, it was already wrong before they met, but certainly something happened to key it in. You wonder why you're having domestic troubles. Wife comes in, says „dear, wouldn't you like me to get your slippers?“, and you say, „boy! is she rubbing it in - get me my slippers, hah, I suppose this is a fast touch for a five spot“, something like that. You say, „well, wife shouldn't do that sort of thing, she's been busy all day, I feel self- conscious, the idea of her ...” In other words, you got an aberration on the subject of help. So you say, „no dear, no thank you“. „Well, couldn't I get you a drink“, she says. „No, no, not thirsty, don't bother yourself, you're tired and you've been working all day“, and so forth, „just go sit down some place, you're tired, and be quiet“. „Well, what would you like for dinner?“ „Oh anything, anything“. A few minutes later why you sit down at the table, and she throws this plate of food on the table and says, „Well, I don't know where you're going, but I'm going over to see mother for a little while“, and you say, „What's wrong?“ and then she and you are liable to figure out something else that's wrong, see, some other squabble. It has nothing to do with this other sequence. This other sequence was totally hidden, this causation, and you can remember that, that morning something or other happened and you refused to let her do something of the sort, or you accused her of something, you know. It will all build up on some tremendous Oedipus here that had nothing to do with the actual activity which began with a pair of slippers.

You watch it, you watch it. If you want to take your life in your hands, just as an experiment for any given twenty-four hours - make out your will, give us your next of kin - refuse every help offered you by everyone for the next twenty-four hours. Now that, that's pretty ... Wow! There's some stories about people doing other things for twenty- four hours, but this one would be suicidal. Everybody would be mad at you, if they didn't practically destroy you. You just refuse all help offered you. Actually it's one of the more, it's one of the more interesting things to do (laugh), and if you feel tired of life, why I advise it strongly.

I have, unfortunately, on two different occasions, not meaning to at all, having no understanding of what was going on, and not at that time having this process ... This process, by the way, was evolved for the HCA manual which was never published and probably never will be. I wrote the opening gun of it and I had to find the basic fundamental of auditing and the basic fundamental of auditing was, of course, Help. I wrote it down very glibly and wrote a nice little essay and got it all set up, and I got down to the end of the essay and I said, just a moment, let's look this over again. Oh, I said, it's not important and let it drift for three whole months before I really clamped on to it and made a thorough going test, and then, psychosomatics started flying off, and valences started breaking up, and all sorts of miraculous things started happening with the use of this thing - Help. I only had to work for about a week to find the command it should be run with. It was quite remarkable though, it developed out of auditing itself.

Now, the individual, the individual is evidently part and parcel of existence only so long as he can stay in an exchange of assistance with it, as long as he can be of use, as long as he can have a game, or goal, or something - common denominator of all these things is Help. Now, help goes over into something very interesting. You really don't have a dichotomy, it isn't that you have help is plus and destroy is minus. This is not true - help goes into destroy, you get a help / destroy interaction, and wherever you have destruction, you had a failure of help. That's just as invariable ... (garbled). Now this dichotomy works to this degree. A fascist regime comes in, of some kind or another, and they know how to make the populace help them - give up produce, and so forth - they threaten to destroy them. For instance, there's one country, I don't know, it's not very far from here, it used to be a great state ... (garbled) ... cave in. They have income tax, I think, there and this, this country, this country threatens to destroy you if you don't give it some taxes. See, your taxes will help that government, but their threat is to destroy you. That's the only way, they think, they can collect. They cannot help you. They're getting more and more laws forbidding them to help you. You used to be able, you could go in and lean across on the counter and say, fix up my return. Then they scribble on for a while and say, oh that's alright Joe, and so forth, and take a small amount of money, and that would be all there is to it. Now they're running Help / Destroy. Well, help/destroy goes just down to a point where it becomes destroy/destroy; and help/destroy will become destroy/destroy.

So that you get help/help; help begets help and then returns help. This is fairly sane and rather optimum. Then we get help/destroy and then help/destroy the other way, and then destroy/destroy, and clear down here we get a sub-order of insanity the like of which, well, you people in this world of course have never experienced - it's called war. Doesn't ever do anybody any good, any place, and for years afterwards, now a days, the victor is faced with the problem of helping the vanquished enough to wipe out the war, and all you win is the right to help. But that's all anybody ever wins. Now, isn't it silly for somebody to fight for the right to help when all he's got to do is to help somebody, and all he'd have to do to help somebody without liability, is to make up his mind that he was not necessarily destructible. If he assumes that he himself is relatively indestructible then he is capable of helping everybody no matter what they do. But there are people around that all you have to do is offer them some help and they cut your head off. I went into an institution and it happened. Two cases I've seen spin on this offered help proposition.

One girl walked up to me immediately after the first Phoenix Congress and she said, I've been told I should help you, and I said, well, there's nothing for you to do right now, and I just walked off and left. She went out on the street and spun in, was picked up by the police, put into a local spin bin ... (garbled). I wrote that down in the notebook as inexplicable, and only what was inexplicable, I thought for a long time, was there must have been some other event took place between my conversation with her and that spin. No, there wasn't. There is evidently no other thing necessary, I've known two such cases where it happened. They offered help, it was refused, and they spun right in. They're on such a delicate balance of being part of the human race that they spin right out of it when they get the least inkling of the fact that they can't be of assistance. Isn't that an interesting commentary? This is how much this means to a person. This is how much of a button this is. But to ... You walk up to a raving psycho and you say I want to help you. Well, be sure there are no axes or ice picks, or anything around, because he'll finish you. Just offering help to him is enough for him to decide that destruction is necessary. Now, you notice there wasn't a single word I said there applicable to a national government (laugh).

Now as we look over help/destroy we begin to understand, so much that for a while as we look over the universe and find instances of this, we tend to be overwhelmed; but it's a good thing to do because almost anything equates into this help/destroy curve, almost anything. It can be added up, some part of it fundamental, can be added up on help. A person gets up in a fairly good state, they can tolerate an enormous amount of help ... Did you ever see a little kid, little Suzette right now is going through a period of not wanting to be helped, she wants to be self-sufficient. That's a good thing, a good mechanism, nothing wrong with it, but I have eventually let her help things enough that I can now help her. I don't think anybody else in the family can help her, but I can help her. Why? Because I let her help me. I don't have to dream it up either, she's gotten awfully good at it. She gets bright and polite and dignified as long as I let her help something. And, of course, there isn't any coordination between America's refusal to let children work and juvenile delinquency - not much. If you forbid them to help for years, you wonder why then they destroy everything - it's inevitable. The way to get teeners and so forth into an awful state and get them to destroy everything, is to deny them the right to help.

So the biggest right there is, is not the right to vote, is not the right to freedom of speech, or press, or religion, or anything else. The biggest right there is in Human Rights, is the right to help. And now I just want to ask you one more question, looking at this, the index of willingness to help being the highest index in demonstration of Clearing, do you any longer doubt my statement that those people in Dianetics and Scientology are the upper tens of thousands of the population of Earth, because they volunteered to help, didn't they? Thank you!

(end of lecture)
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CLEAR PROCEDURE CREATIVENESS

Thank you. We have a lecture now on the remainder of Clear Procedure. We're going to wrap it all up, and these boring technical details to get over with, and we can have something interesting.

There are only two processes which Clear people, don't forget. If they don't work, they aren't being run right. We have to look that over as a fact because each time I found them not running, they were not being run right. That is to say, the various items which I have been taking up with you such as bad auditing, ARC breaks, present time problems in restimulation, not starting a session, you know, and skipping all of this and that, falling off of the chair and telling the preclear h did it. It takes something to make these things unworkable or some off beat command is being used or the command isn't being cleared and is never understood by the preclear in the first place, see. Those things could all happen.

Processes which Clear people are Help, and what we call Step Six. The reason we call it Step Six is that there was a book, „Clear Procedure“, and that's Step Six of that book. The whole first step of that first Clear Procedure, issue one, was devoted to participation of the preclear in the session and this oddly enough adds up to nothing more serious than Help. How do you secure his participation? Help, of course. Well, step six run subjectively, that is with mock ups, mental image pictures. Mock ups on the basis of keeping them from going away, holding them still and making them more solid, and if you will notice, this is devoted to making creation possible - I'll go into that in a moment, very few auditors understand that even yet - and this is devoted to creating. This makes creation by the pc possible and this is creation betterment, and you could run Help - Step six, Help - Step six, Help - Step six, Help - Step six and you'd eventually get somewhere, but that's the way you more or less do it. Run Help on some things and get it more or less flat and then run some Step six and get that in pretty good shape, and run some more Help and then run some more Step six, run some more Help, and somewhere up along the line you say, I just found out something, he probably doesn't know this, you better write Ron and tell him because you know, all those engrams and facsimiles, in fact I'm mocking all them up, ... all involved ... (laughing). You say, No kidding. If you wanna be, wanna be ... don't leave him with that one, you know. Telling the preclear what to think, do, believe, and cognite on is not part of the game of auditing, no matter how tempting it is. The time worn example of the fellow who sat there with a bad leg. I managed to audit him long enough so that he cognited on the fact that he had a bad leg, but it was obvious to me that he had a bad leg, but it wasn't obvious to him. If you start evaluating for the preclear and tell him what to cognite on, why ... if you find you must do this, you have two recourses. One, get audited, and if you can't or won't do that, take up hypnotism. If you have no success with that, you might as well go all the way south and take up psychoanalysis.

Now, Help and Step six, then, are the processes which Clear people and any other process is simply subsidiary, auxiliary, and makes auditing possible. All other processes make auditing possible. These processes Clear people. Got that? So, sometimes you have to run some other processes to make auditing possible, but don't think you're Clearing anybody because you're not. You're merely making Clearing possible when you get around to it because you can run the other processes we have some hundreds of thousands of hours without Clearing anybody. All you're doing is setting a preclear up to become able to run these two processes. Now, how would you ... what do I mean by setting them up? We have an old process, that had been demonstrated right here at a Congress, called SCS - Stop, Change ... Start, Change, and Stop. Now, SCS, in it's milder version, or it's more serious version - Stop CS, which is just emphasis on Stop, of course are the elements of control and these elements of control are very definitely a part and parcel to an auditing session. If you think the preclear is going to be uncontrollable, on a body process like 8-C, which is a good control process, - the only trouble with 8-C, when you start to run 8-C which is guiding him around the room, which is part of Upper Indoc training thing, you start guiding him around the room, feeling the walls and that sort of thing, if he turns on somatics or gets a restimulation because of it, you are saddled with flattening it, you have to flatten it. It might take you the next seventy- five hours. It's alright, it's a good process, but it doesn't Clear anybody. If you start it, you have to flatten it because the preclear will make no further advance because life itself goes on running the process. Every time he sees a wall, he gets a somatic. Get the idea? You've just thrown him up into being set up to be run by life. That's why we don't talk too much about 8-C these days, although it's a very valuable process. SCS is less susceptible to these somatics and does the thing we want to have happen.

It puts the preclear under the auditor's control and if you think that he's going to be a little bit difficult to control physically, think how difficult he will be to control when you can't see what he's doing. You say, „well he couldn't run any ... he didn't handle Stop CS, couldn't handle that at all; it annoyed him so I went immediately into Step six and I say, well mock up a small object in front of you and of course he did and so forth and we ran it for 872 hours; it didn't seem to do anything for him“. Now, why? He was doing something that we could not directly observe. If he couldn't be controlled in the body, believe me, he can't be controlled in the mind, and the auditor has to control his mental actions, and that's why you run SCS. It just tells the person to start the body and change the position of the body and stop the body on command after he's done that, these are the three elements of control. He, of course, has the idea that he can be controlled, he can be controlled and he's better off for it because he can control himself now, too. People who can't be controlled, can't themselves control. I don't know that the first lesson a person must learn in order to command, is to learn to obey. I don't know if that's true, but I certainly know that it's directly true if a person would control, he has to be capable of being controlled himself. You don't get a stuck flow on this to have it work out.

So, if a person is going to do something in a hidden way, you're going to say, „mock up a cat“ and he says, „uhuh“; but did he, or didn't he? If he can't be controlled, I will inform you, that maybe he did or maybe he didn't, but probably he didn't, and you would be running a mental image process, this Step six, you'd be running this thing without the preclear doing the process, you see, but then the preclear wouldn't be getting Clear on Clear Procedure because he isn't doing Clear Procedure.

The auditor is running Clear Procedure but the preclear isn't , and it would probably Clear the auditor but ... (laugh). Therefore, therefore SCS becomes an intimate part of Clear Procedure, but it's just an auxiliary process, it isn't going to do anything for him, but this can do (pointing to chart listing Clear Procedure), but it makes a possible running - called SCS. SCS, by the way, is a pretty good process all by itself, and the only trouble with running an auxiliary Scientology process today is that they're so good. The old ones, they worked well, they did well, and you can say, boy, am I making gains, you know, and you can just run that 8-C and run that 8-C and run that SCS and the pc is feeling better, he's more capable of taking care of life, he's just getting along splendidly, and you say, well, let's continue on this basis. No, it's practically a matter of why waste your time. They're just auxiliary to this (pointing to chart of Clear procedure), you can be trapped into the goodness of the thing.

Now, the other one is connectedness, and connectedness is the broad process which covers Havingness. It's, „You get the idea of making that wall connect with you“. It's NOT, you get the idea of connecting with that wall, you get the idea of connecting with the floor, you get the idea of connecting with the ceiling, you get the idea ... and the preclear goes dadada ... (moving hand downward) - Gone, because we have a valuable formula operating here, the formula for Operating Thetan, which we'll talk about later. Is the person capable of being at cause over life, matter, energy, space, and time, being at cause, and when in doubt always put the preclear at cause over the situation. He's being victimized by a circuit. The long way to do it is just have him cause circuits. See, he's being victimized by the circuit so he's being the effect of the circuit.

So, the thing to do is to turn him around and make him at cause over the circuit, put him at cause. Put the individual at cause and you will always advance him. Now, we said the individual, didn't we? We mean the Thetan. The funny part of the body is, and this is a total aside, it would much rather be at effect. How a body loves effect, „Oh, if someone would only hit me over the head with a sledge hammer“, a body thinks, „wouldn't that be nice, wouldn't it be kind of them“. If bodies could think, that's sort of the way that they would think about it, and the Thetan becomes deluded into believing that the ambitions of the body are the ambitions of the self. So, they go around and try to find varied and fancy effects, but the road out is cause, not effect.

In Scientology we have cause, distance, effect as being the most vital simplicity we have. What do we means by cause? We merely mean emanation point. What do we mean by effect? We mean receipt point. What do we mean by distance? We mean the space between. When cause and effect are on the same point, you have a nut. You get somebody saying, „Well, I don't know why I victimize myself this way“. Isn't that an interesting, interesting question for somebody to ask himself? Actually he's being another cause but he's also being the effect at the same time and he doesn't know whether he's the cause point or the effect point but probably he's both, but what's obvious to him is that somebody is doing something to something and they're both occurring at the same place. His sole effort to get to cause point in the thing is to say, „I wonder why I am victimizing myself“, and he'll make an actual effort to get to cause.

There are people who obsessively assume responsibility. There's nothing wrong with assuming all the responsibility in the world, so long as you are assuming the responsibility. When you are reactively taking over responsibility and you don't know that you're taking it over, you get an entirely different picture. You get something very amusing. A fellow gets hit by a railroad train out in California. The person commenting or hearing about it is in Rhode Island and they say, „I wonder why I let him go out that night.“ You say to the person, „You wonder why you let him go out, did you talk to him that night?“ „No, but I might have“ „Well, did you think you should have called him that night?“ „Well, no.“ „Have you called the person for years?“ „No.“ „Well, how could you have prevented him from going out that night?“ „Well, I just could have.“ You press it a little bit further, „Well, it's just my fault, I killed him.“ There are people actually walking around guilty of murders they never committed. That's obsessive responsibility. Responsibility going totally out of control. No longer able to define responsibility at all. They're being reactively responsible for all sorts of things.

By the way, when you run, „What part of that problem could you be responsible for?“, you are really merely erasing the reactive responsibilities for that part of the problem. The person eventually comes up to really taking some responsibility, but obsessively they will say, well, I'm responsible for the sun, the moon, the stars, the God, ... I'm sure there are a lot of ministers and preachers in the past who themselves, personally invented God. I'm sure this is the case because it's true. Anyway, nobody got that (chuckle) ... (garbled) ... comm lag ... Anyway, where we have, where we have cause, pc at, we have things running along fine. Where we have the preclear causing something over here, and thinking he's the effect over here (pointing in different directions), and then not taking any responsibility for the actual causing of the thing, we then get him into the vast mystery known as being an aberree, and he's in that mysterious state of not knowing where of, where for, „My mother is mocking up this facsimile and is punishing me with it“, „This mental image picture of birth is totally responsible for my horrible condition“, don't you see, and somebody else or something else is mocking it up.

It took us in Scientology, no reason to ask the people who are in this state, it took us in Dianetics and Scientology years to get around to the actual crux of the fact that the individual is mocking up his whole and entire bank. There is a crux, you want to know what the crux is? It might be interesting. When an individual's ability to mock up, to create mental image pictures, is improved, the bank improves proportionally. Isn't that cute? Isn't that interesting? So, we improve somebody's ability to create mental image pictures and his facsimiles get better. You say, well maybe we really improved his vision. No, the only thing we worked on was his ability to create. I'll show you another way this is done. By running Help on him we improved his ability to create. I'll tell you why that is in a moment. We improved his ability to create and we then get him to create for a very short time and then get him to look at a facsimile. It's much brighter, much brighter, the facsimile is much brighter. So then we further improve his ability to create and then we run a little bit more creativeness, and then we get him to look at the same facsimile. It's broader, it's bigger, and it's fatter, and it's solider. So we run some more Help and some more Step six on him and we get him to look at the same facsimile, this is an actual test that's been run many times, boy, is that the fattest, solidest engram you ever saw. Now, here is a place in a case in processing on Clearing where a person would rather be dead. All the facsimiles that he puts up are much more solid than they ever have been before, and much more real, with many more perceptions in them, only he doesn't yet know he's making them, so he becomes the victim of them and they are this tougher. So, somewhere along the line of Clearing, the preclear possibly had asthma or something. This isn't necessarily true because the smoothness of auditing takes the curse off of this. That's why you have to audit smoothly. So please listen, audit smoothly otherwise this hump cannot be passed. The pc will start up toward it and say, that's too much for me, fall off the ledge, and skip it. See, you just ruined him. You find another auditor. The auditor runs some more help on him, patches up auditing and so forth, and take him over the hump. This could happen, you see. But the reason it would happen is that the individual is ... can be victimized thoroughly. He gets so good at these engrams, locks, secondaries, these mental image pictures get so much bigger, and so much fatter, and his psychosomatics can get so much worse that only smooth auditing takes the curse off of it. Gets him over the hump and then all of a sudden he realizes, he's beginning to realize that he's mocking these things up himself. At that moment he had the smell of ether from the operation, you know, he could smell the ether. „You know that's funny, do you smell any ether in this room?“ Now if you were playing dirty pool, doing bad auditing or research work, something like that (chuckle), you'd say, „look up“ as he smelled the ether, you know. He says, „how did I get back in this operating room?“, because if he was stuck in a facsimile or an engram of an operation, he'll get the whole thing back again, twice as, twice as good as real. The usual thing is the pc doesn't flinch or wince or go into a bad condition because of this. He ordinarily perseveres and goes on through and smooth auditing doesn't really kick these engrams into restimulation.

Here's where, here's where you actually get the most wallop out of a case. You start separating valences and circuits with Help and half of the preclear's body falls off at the right side, and half falls off at the left side, and he finds himself in a totally strange body. He says, „Where did this body come from?“, you know. Hands, hands, he realizes he always thought of himself as having had talons or something. He says, „Where did I get this body?“ You know, it's just like coming into present time. He's been going around in that body that was so successful back there in 1710. Now, that's more spectacular, but this can become quite interesting. You start running it up and they get better and better and better. That's why you run Help - Step six, Help - Step six, Help - Step six, back and forth. That's one of the best reasons why you vary between the two because you'd never hit this hump head on.

Now, what is all this about create? What does creation have to do with Clearing? Boy, that's a stupid question. What does it have to do with Clearing? It has everything to do with Clearing, of course. The person is creating an aberrative state, creating an aberrative bank, he's creating a Freudian unconsc ... I knew a fellow, I ran across a fellow one time that was creating a Freudian subconscious. It was complete. He read about it in a book and after that, he created it. Anyway, (chuckle) complete, he was a perfect text book case. As soon as I ran where he read the textbook and where he was now, about eight or nine commands, he ceased to be a good Freudian case, so we got on and fixed him up.

Now where creation is unknown, unknowing, sub-rosa, preclear's here and some mysterious force is creating from over here, over which, of course, he has no control or responsibility for, we get a reactive bank. We actually get mental image pictures of one kind or another at which the preclear is not looking but which, which are really terrorizing him, doing all sorts of things to him. These things can contain anything, and do. Now, we have to get him to take over the responsibility for creation. So this is a little bit broader statement than saying, get him to create, see. We have to get him to take over the responsibility of his action of creations. Well, we do that by separating out all of the items, all the major items that he has used to assist himself to create. You got that? That's why you run Help and it's the only reason you run Help. Not to make him a better boy, he'll become a better boy, he's okay, but as long as he's in this aberrative, cross mock up, riff raff state, he's a mess. You don't even have to make a preclear better to Clear him. When he's Clear he will be much better because, fortunately, a Thetan is basically good. That stands in our favor. He might as well be basically evil but he doesn't happen to be. From our standards he's basically good. The better he gets, the more able he is to operate on an optimum solution which is the best that can be done for each one of the dynamics. In other words, an optimum solution's definition is simply this: The greatest good for the greatest number of dynamics - and a Thetan in good shape starts operating on that basis. So, right up to the point of his getting Clear, he could be a stinker and he'd suddenly be a saint. You get the idea? But he doesn't have to be a saint, after he'd lived for a little while he'd find out that was a bore, and he'd settle back to being a Scientologist (laugh).

Therefore we have to examine, if responsibility for creativeness is so important, then we have to examine the things that are impeding his creativeness, and we find out that the things which first helped him and then sought to destroy him are aberrative only so long as they impeded, or assisted and impeded his creativeness. The son who, the son who, for instance, who has a mother who was a painter and he goes along for years and he can't paint a lick, he can't do a thing with a paint brush. It's just a wonder to him, it's an utter marvel to him the fact that he can't paint anything. One fine day his mother dies and he can paint suddenly. Oh well, he says, competition's removed and so forth. No, it isn't quite that simple. Mother's valence was the one that could paint and mother's valence came in - snap! Only he wasn't himself any more. Mother also had bunions, so now he has bunions. Get the idea? He's not being himself. He's gotten a new beingness through the mechanism of life continuum or something of the sort, but his mother helped him paint when he was a little boy, see, also knocked his head off every time he spilled a paint pot. So, she was also creative and destructive but the creativeness tended to overwhelm him just a little bit, and you run Help on mother and you would get rid of this particular combination. Why would you run Help on mother? To make him feel better? - No. Because mother was a bad woman? - No. Because you want to make him sane? - No, none of those reasons at all. You're running Help on mother to increase his ability to create, himself, and so you run Help on mother and that gets mother off the case as a valence and you'll find out he can do a little bit better Step 6. But, I'm going to let you in on a terrible secret. For years now we've had to be careful. We haven't wanted to offend anybody with past lives. I know it's very hard for people to face the fact that they've lived before, I know it's very bad. As a matter of fact it's blasphemous because you know that when you're dead you go to heaven or you go to hell; and that's the end of you, isn't it? That gets rid of you complete. Well, unfortunately, no research has been able to discover the whereabouts of these two places, although I was in a place one time identified with the latter (chuckle). (lecture continues in part 12/12)

Now, what does a person do? Well, Clearing people is a path of truth, not falsity. It's a path of truth. If you don't have any reality on past lives, then get somebody to run you on how you could help a dead body. You will wonder how on earth you got so much stuff on dead bodies. You've only lost a couple of relatives, where did all these dead bodies come from. You could run that for quite a while. You could run it up to a point of where you had vivid recall. By the way, this is the way to turn on full track memory. Anybody who says, I don't believe in past lives; I won't have anything to do with past lives; I've never had any past lives; what's the idea of publishing something on the subject of past lives; past lives, that's terrible - brrr uhgg; you know we're all born from a mass of myelin sheathing and ... (laughing) and when we're dead, we're dead, that's that! Hey, you know, an old physics professor, I ran into recently, died a very short time ago, and he lived out his own prophesy. He said, well, he said, I'll die, he says, before they have an atomic war and then it won't make any difference to me. Get the horrible trap this lie puts out there for somebody. He says, I want to be ... (garbled) of it all. I want no responsibility for this civilization, I want to do nothing for it because when I'm dead, I'm dead from there on out, and I don't have to be victimized at all. Toward the end of his life, why, a fascism moves in, or they elect more Republicans (chuckle) or something, and you get the whole society sort of caving in at the edges and things falling apart, and somebody passes a law and he was right there in the assembly house, you see, and he had friends, and all he had to say, „Joe, for heavens sakes, an educational law that forces a child to go to school at six o'clock in the morning and study till ten-thirty at night so that he can become a scientist, Joe you know that's never going to make him a scientist“. He could have said that, but he didn't. So he gets born again, kicks the bucket, picks up a new mock up, gets born again, finds himself walking up the school steps at six o'clock in the morning (laugh). The horrible poetry of it all!

Well, where we, where we look over man's idiocies on this particular line, we discover that the person who says there can be no such thing, can run the least easily, „How could you help a dead body?“, „How could a dead body help you?“. Isn't that an interesting coordination? It's an immediate coordination. The person says, past lives ... bla bla, ask him, „now come on, right now, right here“, „How could a dead body help you?“ You put him in the nicest comm lag you ever heard of. That's the one thing he's trying to escape, is that dead body, and he thinks even if he thinks a thought about that life, he'll be dead again, and so he's busy mocking up this dead body all the time. He's creating a dead body all the time so that he can stay away from it, which is one way of doing it (laugh), but he's at the same time inhibiting the mock up and putting a cap on the mock up so that at no time will the mock up ever spring into his view while he mocks it up. So that nearly everything a Thetan isn't looking at in his own subjective universe actually has these two things going on: It's being mocked up and it's being blanked out; and sometimes a person is awfully hard put to blank out all the things he mocks up. He can get so hard put, they have to electric shock him; I don't know what it has to do with it at all, but they do it.

Now, the individual's ability to create, here's news, has not been impeded in the present lifetime. I'm sorry to have to tell you this because if it didn't make any difference I would skip it, but it happens to be the difference between Clearing people and not Clearing people. Nobody's forcing you to accept this as a concept, all you have to do is accept it intellectually and use it in Clearing. Yuk ... yuk ... yuk. Boy! That'll hang you with it (laugh). But the point is simply this: That if we, if we use only factors which he's met in his present lifetime, the only thing we'll achieve is an assist. He'll be alright for this environment, but that's all he'll be alright for. Now, we suddenly shift his environment, and what do we get? He spins in. Why? Honest, I'm afraid there's not ... I know you've been in terrible straits in this lifetime, I know it's been rough, but do you know there hasn’t anything happened in this present lifetime of sufficient magnitude to aberrate you. I'll tell you why - because you're alive, you're here, so it's obvious you're still sane. Why, you had lifetimes, when the lights finally went out, you were nuttier than a fruitcake, you know it. A lifetime that didn't ever make you stark staring mad is hardly any duress at all and we face this fact in Clearing, and those people who are attempting Clearing walking the nice little tight rope of one life, and I'm born into it, and I die out of it and that's it, aren't making the grade. They're just not getting anywhere.

You can't Clear a person by running Help on his wife Agnes. You get the idea? You have to run Help on -a- wife. You never have to brief preclears with past lives. All of a sudden he says, „What's this old hag doing here?“ (laugh). You have to run Help on a wife, a man, a woman, a husband, a baby. Don't mess around with this stuff of, run help on Joe and Bill and Pete and his wife Agnes or her husband Joe, see, just don't fool around with it because you've got the person pegged right here, and he'll be way up here on top. Remember basic basic on old Dianetics chains, huh? Well you're auditing way up here on top of a tremendous chain of events which have experiences by the tens of thousands preceding it and is, boy, it's as sticky as ... (garbled) as solid tar and you audit his wife Agnes for hours and hours and hours and hours and he feels a little bit better about his wife Agnes, he hopes. His wife Agnes only drinks and runs around with other men, nothing she does that's aberrative. How, how about the woman he married back in the Roman Empire? The fourth time she tried to murder him and he found out about it, he found out that also his worst enemy was in on it as her lover, and when he reported it to the Senate, he found out that the Master at Arms was also in on the plot, and about the time he was totally outraged, the emperor had him fed to the lions, and just as they swished him out the gate and into the maw of their largest and best black manned lion, he wasn't feeling well that day and it took two hours to kill him, we got a situation where the guard said, „that'll teach you to get married“. (laugh) So, the long and short of the situation is that people don't get aberrated in this lifetime. That's all there is to it, they just don't get aberrated in one lifetime. It takes longer than that.

Fortunately, it doesn't take longer than that to Clear them. Now that's news for you. If it took more than one lifetime to Clear somebody we'd have had it. It doesn't even take a lifetime, if you're a very good auditor it doesn't take a month, very good, and if the preclear is very cooperative and nothing odd happens in that month, like getting somebody shocked. The reason people go on and on and on and on and on with auditing toward Clear is because they're not auditing the vital points that should be audited.

Now we'll get on to this other mock up thing. Why can't this individual do mock ups? Why can't he do mock ups? That is to say, when you say cat, why can't he put a cat up in front of him easily? Why does he have a screen in front of him, or an invisibility, or a this or a that? What's the matter there? What's impeding his ability to mock up? He isn't doing it. He's doing it on a circuit, that's what is impeding him. He has somebody over here mock up something over here (pointing in two different places), and he's busy mocking up this person here. But, there's something else going on that's very important in Clearing. Remember we used to say, if you can get the mind to do what the mind is doing, the whole problem would come to pieces. Well, I finally found out what the mind is doing. It is obsessively mocking up a certain set of mock ups, and if you can get the mind to mock up what it is mocking up, you're preclear will have reality, but if you ask somebody to mock up something he isn't mocking up, he has no reality on it. Therefore you can take a very aberrated preclear and run Step six all the way around and so forth and mock up this and mock up that. Well, he isn't mocking those things up, so he doesn't mock those things up and he doesn't get very far. But we ask him to run 8-C and he walks around, he can do 8-C, you know, slaps this wall, nothing to it and so on. Totally unreal, everything is unreal, run concepts, totally unreal, straightwire, totally unreal. You got a preclear that week after week of auditing simply sits there and says, „yeah pleasant, nothing's happening, nothing's happening, nothing's happening, but it's alright“. Anytime you had that case where nothing's happening, you haven't asked him to mock up what he's mocking up, only it would be too catastrophic to do so. So, you run Help on it. You find out what he's mocking up obsessively. Now, every mock up that goes out there is being put up by this figure. Well, we try to find this figure in this lifetime; who is this personality, this valence that does his mock ups for him? Now who is that person? We try to find it in this lifetime, and this is why I tell you - past lives ... I'm afraid if you're going to Clear anybody, you have to recognize this fact and find some subjective reality on it because so far, we've never found a current lifetime personality guilty. It's always somebody back there eight planets ago, or something of the sort, with a bunch of half a billion personalities stacked up on top of it, and there's real duress and he just goes on obsessively mocking up this mock up and this mock up then does things for him. In other words it helps him. Basically, it helps him create things. He knows it's a winning mock up because it killed him, that's how he knows it's a winning mock up. It's the best test in the world. You see how that would be? We ask him to mock up or do anything else, but mock that thing up and he tells us it's all unreal and nothing is happening and he is auditing this mock up in some fashion while we're auditing him and if we don't get in there and figure out what kind of a mock up he's mocking up, we're not going to get very far. We should run help on it, „How could you help that?“ Now, you merely have to have a type of thing. You don't have to know where it is on the track. You don't have to know what it is. You don't have to know the name, rank, and serial number of the last Roman soldier that pierced his gullet after raping his wife. You don't have to know all these things in specific detail. It'll fall to pieces on helping soldiers, you know. „How would you help a soldier?“ Oh he thinks of soldiers known in this lifetime in the last war and so forth, he thinks of soldiers here or one soldier there ... (muttering) „sort of dim, rather unreal but it has to do with soldiers somewhere else sometime or another, must have read about it in a book“. Here he goes with soldier, soldier, soldiers of one kind or another, running help on them, and them helping him, and all of a sudden - WOW! Something happens, something starts to move out of his body. Something starts to go this way or that way and all of a sudden it's different, he's suddenly able to mock up something. A field, a whole black screen that he wore between himself and his mock ups and his bank and so on, disappears.

That requires judgment and it also requires the use of a generality. I found a person one time that was very , very certain that women were the most aberrated thing in the world because he went out every two weeks and found himself a new girl, would tear around for a couple weeks and find another girl, tear around for a couple weeks and find another girl, and when I got down to what he was stuck in and what he was obsessively mocking up, so help me, it was a house. He couldn't stay home (laugh). That's certainly a far cry from women, isn't it? I have a rule, whatever the preclear says it is, I use something else. If he knew that much about it, it wouldn't be aberrative.

Now, men and women are a method of creating new bodies, and his dependency on men and women for the creation of new bodies has rendered him incapable of mocking up a body that you or I could see. Now we're talking about OT - Operating Thetan. He doesn't any longer mock up a body whenever he needs to be recognized because men and women mock up bodies for him according to a certain set of rules which are laid down in this district obstetric code, and Freudian analysis if they don't know how. Now, here you have this thing though, this new proposition of creativeness, he's dependent on men and women to create. Well, a funny part of it is, you might run Help on men in brackets and run Help on women in brackets and not get any place, and all of a sudden hit a gold mine on a baby, you see, but this then cleared up and all of a sudden away he went. It requires a certain amount of judgment. You have to look for something on the case.

Now, an E-meter is of assistance, to a certain degree, on handling cases. It's greatest assistance, however, is not necessarily the location ... there's an E-meter (E-meter in hand) ... the location of a thing on the track or something like that can be spotted with an E- meter, and they have many uses, but it's main use is to know whether or not the preclear is still under control. Now, the manifestation on an E- meter when you strike one of these valences I'm talking about, obsessive mock up, you realize that an obsessive mock up is more mass on the person and therefore more resistance, more electrical resistance, not emotional but electrical resistance, and you get a stuck, the needle starts to stick, and the longer you guess, the more the needle sticks. You just start piling stuff up on the stuck spot, so, you better take the first thing you had that it got stuck on and run Help on it. The needle seemed to be nice and free until you started talking about young boys, and he's had it. The needle all of a sudden started to get stiff. You insisted on talking about it a little bit further and you mentioned young girls and got about the same, then you talked about men, and then you talked about women, then you talked about cheesecake, then you talked about houses, and then you talked about something else. The needle from there on out is going to get still and more and more still, it's going to stick - but it's s-t-u-c-k. The first time it stuck, and if you're a good auditor you noticed the first time it stuck, and you cleared Help on that. You see, you have to be very alert. The main use of the meter is making sure that the individual gets unstuck when you've stuck him.

Now, where an individual is demonstrating disabilities in creativeness, he has accepted too much help which has then betrayed him. Taking somebody into a universe to teach him how to write probably restimulates people who have tried to teach him how to write and tell stories, and have then dumped him in the river when he became too much competition. Get the idea? So that somebody tries to help him write in this life and he runs into a help-betrayal in some earlier situation which is quite brutal and violent. Don't you see? He wouldn't clear up at all by simply running the situation in this life, you know. Let's clear up his writing by running his university classes because obviously he could write before he went to university and when he came out, he couldn't. Standard situation, you see, somebody helped him create. Now, it's no good, actually, to blame that situation and try to audit it because it isn't going to go any place. What you've got to do is get this class of things, this class of things.

Truly, as you run into these things, adventure is with us again. You remember when we were running engrams and secondaries, we were running bloody adventure. We had preclears rolling around on the floor and rolled up in prenatal balls, you know, and screaming at high C that no human voice could possibly emit or tolerate. We had a situation there where we had lots of adventure, tremendous adventure. We got another one, because Help never gets upset this side of stark violence. You can't upset people's help by slapping them on the wrist. You can by ... they offer you something and you start cutting their fingers off one quarter inch at a time, they're liable to get a little upset, but the magnitude of violence required to aberrate a Thetan on the subject of creativeness escapes the modern imagination. I won't bother to give you any examples.

You start running, men, a man, which will take care of all things, a body, a woman, a baby, a mother, a house, a planet, a sun, anything that apparently is the case combination. Be willing to change your mind if you're wrong. Don't beat one to death that isn't producing results, it says right in the Auditor's Code, and all of a sudden you'll get some kind of an idea of what it takes to aberrate a Thetan. There's plenty of magnitude, there's plenty of betrayal, there's plenty of injustice. Large gobby doses of gore. For somebody to come along and say that some little girl met some little boy and they noticed things and then ever afterwards the little boy was aberrated and later on became a homosexual. For anybody to put this out as fact showed him to be a very bad investigator or a dam liar or both. Sex, you say, is one of the primary factors of creative aberration. To create an aberration by sex you would think is dead easy. No, the guy is at least creating something with sex even if it's only a, even if it's only trouble (chuckle) here to some degree on creativeness. It's not nearly as aberrative as a whole group of ... oh, sexual incidents of great magnitude would not be as aberrative as a great group of people, they get together to build a building, the preclear is part of the group, and he's building the building too, and they're all building along ... (garbled) ... going along fine. One day the rest of the group turns around to him and says, „Get out of here“ and they ejected him. They wouldn't have anything to do with him anymore and he could never find out what he did. I'm afraid that sort of thing, a third dynamic aberration, would be much stronger. A fellow who was going along quite happily, he was being a man and all of a sudden grew great alligator scales all the way down his back. That would be worse than any sexual aberration. He'd be ejected from the human race in some fashion, or he'd become such a tremendous curiosity and become so wealthy exhibiting these scales. He's be such a loser, or such a successful boy on the subject, that the thing would aberrate his normal ideas. More importantly, some individual has been able to make it for years, generations, millennia as, let's say, an officer of police. Always been able to make it, all the way up the line. Always been able to make it, made better societies, made people stand in line, created things, everybody respected him, you know. Boy, he's just going along fine. One day he's the emperor's captain of body guards, something of the sort, and they ... he didn't do any treason, so they arrest him for treason because they want to get him out of the road or something of the sort, and then they garotte him, but then they decide not to garotte him at the last moment, and put him on public display (garbled), and he finds out his wife did it all in the first place, and that's the end of that life. He went on for years, generations, millennia as a terrific success to create a society from this viewpoint, so it's obviously a successful mock up. Now he's taught not just once, but maybe the next sixteen times he tries it, that when you be come a police officer, or a captain of police, or a chief of body guard, or something like that, you get executed, that's the first thing that happens. Now he has two data that cannot compute, and we get the basis of every obsessive mock up and computational situation on a case. The situation cannot be computed.

One day, one day he runs into a friend who is a cop who's been guilty of killing a wife and we find him, as an auditor, we find him in the valence of the cop who killed his wife and we say, good heavens, what is all this about, what is all this about. We say well, obviously wife killing. No, he's just being a cop. Run Help on cops. That's all you have to do. All of a sudden the case will fall apart, he'd be able to mock up. He'd be able to get the show on the road in all directions, but if you were unlucky, you could go for a long time without finding out that it was a cop valence he was up against. You'd be running mothers and mothers-in-law and babies and houses and parambulators and bicycles and mayors and politicians and soldiers and sailors and cows and almost everything. Then, „Nothing's happening, it's alright, I'm getting along alright, I enjoy auditing, I'm enjoying being audited“. Then one day, when you get smart and you start to get interested in the preclear and you talk to him a little bit and find out, the one thing he has never mentioned was that he went to the university and roomed with, afterwards, a fellow who was a police officer, killed his wife, and who was executed. He'll tell you at first that he didn't even know the guy, but this is gone. Get the idea, you suddenly get this type of person. You run that type of person on Help, not that individual, but that type of individual, and you run Help on it in brackets. The case falls apart and he can do Step six like a startled gazelle. He can really do Step six, I've audited him.

Now, the point I'm making is then, the actual commands of Step six are relatively simple. They are the subject of publications. All you're doing when you're running Step six is getting the individual practice in simple form mock up. You have him mock up something in front of his body and keep it from going away, mock it up behind his body and keep it from going away, below his body, above his body, the right of the body, the left of the body, each time keeping it from going away. Each time asking if he did so and thanking him for it, and then you run simple mock ups, in front, behind, left, right, above, below the body on holding them still, and then simple mock ups again, a lot of auditors miss on this. They just have him mock up anything you want him to mock up. Simple mock ups - cubes, circles, little things, and you run the same type of thing on „Make it a little more solid“ and ask him if he did, and you get then an individuality improving, improving, showing up being more and more able to create and at the same time getting more and more confidence in creating.

So, you'd say, Help makes it possible for him to create and Step six gives him the confidence and practice of actual creation. This is Clearing. He eventually winds up without a reactive bank, and he's happy about it because he can mock up one any time he wants to but he doesn't have to now. The fact of Clearing was for many years barred from our knowledge by the simple fact that we could not, ourselves, believe the horrible truth that people through irresponsibility mocked up all of their own difficulties. There's no good to merely challenge them, they got to assume all these responsibilities. You've got to sneak up on them much more quietly than that, and we can do so now with Clear Procedure. Therefore, Clearing is a fact. Clearing can be done, and you can do it. Thank you.

(end of lecture) (end of Clearing Congress Tapes) 

Power of Somplicity, 15th ACC
OPENING LECTURE

A lecture given on 15 October 1956

[Start of Lecture]

Well now, going to be seeing a lot of you people.

Well, thank all of you for being here.

Don't be surprised if you feel tired at the end of this week. 

Don't be surprised.

We have a situation in this ACC which requires a considerable 

amount of application of thee to the grindstone. SLP 8 has been 

formulated; it's a fait accompli.

The situation is here that this particular series of processes, 

numbering twenty-six, must be known inside out, because there 

isn't a case it can't crack unless the case be dead. And that's 

only a case, then, of knowing how to whistle back the thetan so 

that you can process him into making an embalmed corpse walk up 

and down streets.

But I'm telling you this quite factually and without 

reservations. I've been at work now for over a year trying to 

bring up to date these various factors that were loose and 

rattling around in Scientology. And it amounts to a gradient 

scale of about twenty-six processes which we're going to call SLP 

8, for no reason at all except that it is the eighth in line. And 

it has been in formulation for about a year.

Now, you're going to do more than twenty-six processes on people 

-- several more than twenty-six processes. The processes you're 

going to do start, very bluntly, with the fundamental process 

used as an auditing process of Indoctrination Course: 

Indoctrination 1. Dummy Session 1 will be the first process 

you're to use on your preclear. Got that?

Audience: Yeah.

Well, we'll just go upstairs from Dummy Session 1. Now, Dummy 

Session 1 is run sitting down, and also can be run standing up. 

And you will run it both ways.

You understand that the techniques you're going to run are going 

to be a graduated series of techniques, one to the next; you're 

going to flatten each one and go on to the next one. And as soon 

as you've flattened one, why, check it off, you see; that's done 

as far as you're concerned. You're trying to get this many 

techniques done. If you try to do them too rapidly, you will 

immediately overreach your case and find your case capable of 

doing the next technique very easily, but with no change. That's 

always the symptom of overreaching a case. All right.

Of course, at the end of this six weeks I expect you to be able 

to handle individuals and groups on a basis of just postulate 

placement. You want to know what my goal is for this unit?

Audience: Sure. Uh-huh.

I want every person here to be able to take over in his area or 

in his auditing, individuals and groups, on a sufficient command 

level, you might be able to say, and control level, that there'll 

never be any particular question but what everything is running 

right in that particular area. That's my goal for this unit. Have 

to teach you how to reach, teach you how to start, stop and 

change, and teach you how to make people confront things.

Now, we've accumulated quite a bit of experience in handling PE 

Courses, Advanced Courses, and so forth. And for weeks one, two 

and three, in the evening you're simply going to attend something 

that will serve as a model on the PE and the two stages of the 

Advanced Course. And then we will go on from there for the 

remainder of this, and we will knock in the remaining types of 

courses that you may be called upon to teach. You got that? 

There's a special method of teaching which is used; their method 

is contact, and so forth.

Now, you're going to find something amazing in taking this 

course. You're going to be taught the most fundamental 

fundamentals that you ever fundamentaled with, in a way which 

brings them home fairly close and lets you re-rationalize them. 

We discover rather uniformly that when a person is unable to 

adapt a new technique, it is ordinarily because his fundamentals 

are somehow or other awry. So although we will be teaching you 

how to teach these courses -- because we expect you to be able to 

teach these courses well -- privately, on a 1.1 level, we're 

giving your fundamentals the most thorough overhaul we know how 

to give them. You got it?

Our mission, to a large degree, is an educational mission. And we 

have just recently learned that we have, contained in our 

subjects, the entirety of education -- the entirety is there. And 

you know how long it's been there? This is a shame to me. How 

long has it been there?

Male voice: Always.

How long has it been there actually, in Dianetics and 

Scientology? AP&A. It's the Logics, John.

John: Yeah.

Weirdly enough, you just yank the Logics aside, put a new name on 

them called "creative education," and you've got it made. We've 

had it all this time, and the authorities in general around the 

world are becoming very, very interested in our role in 

education. This is what they're buying, our ability to educate.

All right. So therefore, in this Advanced Course we have to teach 

you how to educate. That is why you will be given these courses 

routinely, just routinely, just as they are given. And I will 

drop out, occasionally, an hour out of your evening schedule and 

talk to you about giving that particular course, how it's given 

and why it's given. As soon as we've got these three courses out 

of the way, I'll get in there and pitch with you, and I will 

teach you this thing called creative education, which is 

Scientology. I'll teach you this thing, show you how it shapes 

up.

Now, this is the first ACC -- I hate to tell you this, but this 

is the first ACC that we haven't had to start in and teach an HCA 

Course. Let that soak up. This is the first one. Now, that's 

terrific. That's terrific. All we've ever been able to teach in 

an ACC Course prior to this time is a modified or improved HCA 

Course, as best we could.

Why? Because we had, always, in the ACCs, people who were 

sufficiently shaky in their fundamentals, sufficiently shaky in 

their auditing and command of the subject that we certainly would 

have been shooting way over the heads of over half the class 

every time we tried to teach them an upper-echelon subject.

And so we're signalizing this by teaching you an exact, precise 

auditing procedure -- SLP 8 -- which is simply the good parts and 

the workable pieces of six years of Dianetics and Scientology, 

aligned on their own gradient scale. We'll teach you the whys and 

wherefores about this particular SLP 8 and show you how it 

includes any of the phenomena that you have encountered. It 

actually simply subdivides in half, the subject does. There are 

two separate compartments of theory and action, and these are 

laid out rather easily.

Now, we're terribly interested, we're fascinated, I might say, by 

the fact that Scientology goes as well as it works. This is so 

true, You never saw this thing blowing out in all directions 

wider than it is at this moment. It isn't going out because it's 

advertised. We do not advertise Scientology. And from here on, we 

will never advertise it as such in periodicals. We will also 

discourage the press from writing any kind of a story about it, 

good, bad or indifferent. Why? Because we don't need it, we don't 

want it, and we're putting factors on our comm line that don't 

belong there. Scientology goes by word of mouth. And it goes by 

word of mouth as well as it works.

Therefore, part of the dissemination of Scientology, and the most 

essential part of it, is the expertness of its personnel -- 

particularly the expertness of its key personnel. And when these 

people are good, both in making Scientology work and in handling 

and controlling people, individuals and groups, then you have 

Scientology at a high roar. That is the way it disseminates.

Now, wherever you have seen an area sort of caved in on itself or 

upset, there's a horrible fact goes along with that: Scientology 

hasn't been working in that area. It hasn't been working well in 

that area. That's all. That's the only explanation that we need.

Now, part of the workability of Scientology included its existing 

state of codification, its technique, you see? That was part of 

the picture.

Now, I don't know now how we could really not crack a case. I 

really don't know this. I'd have to figure out some way to go 

about it. You know, I'd have to probably be run on this. Figure 

some way to not crack a case.

But do you know you could take the finest processes in the world 

and if they are not understood -- they're not understood -- you 

have a diminishment of their value and use. More important than 

this, if the person who is using them does not have a subjective 

reality upon their usefulness, you might as well let him stand 

there and throw ham omelets at the preclear. You got it? Takes a 

subjective reality and then it takes an objective reality. And it 

takes both realities. And when a person has both of those 

realities there's no stopping him.

You can take a poor technique on which an auditor has a high 

certainty and a good technique on which he has a low certainty, 

and give him the two to audit on a preclear, and the techniques 

reverse in their value. The one that he has a good reality on 

works on the preclear well, and the one he has no reality on, 

even though it's a better technique, works more woodenly. That's 

quite remarkable. So it takes both of these things, then, doesn't 

it?

Well, as we look back across all of these years of training and 

practice, we see certain data and certain factors which loom up 

and become more important than other data and factors; they 

become much more important. And that is one of them. A person 

doesn't have a reality on a technique, you might as well as give 

him crowbars to use on the preclear or something of the sort. 

It'll at least produce a more observable effect, any day.

So your role as a preclear here is not to get good or hot, or 

anything else. You people are good people and you're in good 

shape. We're not worried about you. Your role as a preclear is 

just get audited. Now, don't get into a confused role about the 

preclear just because I've said that you should have a reality on 

the technique. There's no reason for you to stand back three feet 

alongside of the technique and watch whether or not it's working. 

Who's being audited? You are. So the responsibility of you as an 

auditor, while you're auditing a preclear, is to make sure he 

gets a good reality on the technique. You got it? That's the 

auditor's responsibility. It's not the preclear's responsibility.

Now, many of you guys are very obliging about being audited. 

You're very well educated preclears in that you will make an 

improperly stated technique work. An improperly expressed and an 

improperly run technique, you will sit there and Hobson-Jobson 

the thing around until it works, just to be obliging. Just 

because you're a good preclear.

Well, I'll tell you why it is all but impossible for an auditor 

to foul me up in an auditing session: because I'm the most 

obliging preclear you ever ran into. Anybody can tell you, 

whoever audits me, I audit very easily. Unless I'm audited in 

unworkable processes. And then I don't audit easily. Why? Let me

give you an example, just exactly what I'm talking to you about 

here:

Fellow tells me, "Can you see that wall over there?"

And I say, "Yes."

And he sits there and looks rather -- just get the mock-up of the 

fellow sitting there, and he's auditing me, and he says, "Can you 

see that wall over there?"

And I say, "Yes."

And he says, "Well? Well? Well? Well? Well? Can you see the wall 

over there?"

I say, "Yes. Yes, I can see the wall over there."

He says, "Why don't you look at it?"

"Because you never asked me to!" Now, you got that?

All right. How many of you people would obligingly look at the 

wall when asked "Can you see that wall over there?" Well now, 

you're taking enormous responsibility for the session that isn't 

yours to take. That's not your responsibility. Your 

responsibility is to obey the auditing command and not do 

anything else!

So the fellow looks at you, and he says, "Can you recall a time 

when you were unhappy?"

And you say, "Yes."

And he says, "What was it?"

And you say, "What was what?"

Now, I'm not trying to build you up into belligerent attitudes as 

preclears. I'm trying to show you that an expert Scientologist 

only makes a bad preclear when he is too intensely willing to 

make the subject work even though it isn't being audited on him 

as such. You got it?

Male voice: Yeah.

Now, there's other types of preclearing which are quite 

interesting, is one of them, auditor tells you to look at the 

wall -- "Can you see it?"

"Yes, I can. Yeah, fine." Did you just look at a wall? Or did you 

do twelve other things too? You got it? Now, that's not your 

responsibility to monitor as a preclear. Go ahead. Look at the 

wall and think of twelve other things. If your auditor isn't hot 

enough to spot that, to hell with him. You're not trying to fool 

your auditor; you're actually just smoothly in session.

But the only real bug that we run into in auditing Scientologists 

is their enormous willingness to be audited and to make an 

unworkable, unobeyable auditing command function.

Now, this doesn't mean you're supposed to be very literal-minded 

people. But this does not then permit your auditor to sort 

himself out. So he goes on in his auditing career saying, "Can 

you recall an unhappy moment?" And sometimes people say, "Yes, I 

well recall when my Aunt Agatha caught her neck in the wringer 

and..."  -- what are you laughing about? Somebody has been living 

in farm belts, I can tell. And the person goes on, does that.

The next one is "Can you recall an unhappy moment?"

And the fellow says "Mmmmm... er... um..."

He says, "Well," he says, "that technique doesn't work on him.

Well, the funny part of it is, is that technique doesn't work. 

The diffident auditing command -- the unobeyable auditing command 

-- never works. Except you as Scientologists get very obliging 

and work it around so that the fellow said, "Can you recall an 

unhappy moment?" and you work it around so that he really said, 

"Would you please recall an unhappy moment?" See, you work that 

around, make it workable, and so you're altering the session all 

over the place. You as auditors ought to be able to catch that up 

in yourself. That's the first lesson you've got to learn, is 

communicate.

I'm going to give you a lesson right now. Right now. A very 

important thing. Wherever you have a discrepancy in results from 

one preclear to the next, the discrepancy is not the technique 

you're using. That's news to you, most of you. You think of 

techniques as some harder to run than others. The discrepancy is 

not the technique used. The discrepancy is the communication 

employed to utilize the technique.

Where you have preclear 1, preclear 2, preclear 3, and we run 

some corny process like ARC Straightwire on them and it works on 

1, it doesn't work on 2, and it works mediumly on 3, the only 

difference was not the case level of 1, 2 or 3, but... That's too 

broad a statement, you see? You say case level -- what's that? 

The communication factor involved in the delivery of the 

technique is the only variable. That's all the variable there is 

in auditing. And until it's pinned down it can be a very wild 

variable.

To one person or to another person it is less difficult or more 

difficult to communicate. In other words, you have a varying 

degree of communication. This fits on a scale which we call the 

Tone Scale. But that is the variability in technique. If you 

could communicate -- if you could communicate and communicate 

only the highest technique we have to the lowest preclear we 

have, he could do it and it'd work. Do you understand this?

Let me go over that again. Let's say we have a technique which we 

call "Zed Opera" gobbledygook title here, "Zed Opera" -- and we 

know that Zed Opera only works, we say, on people who are 

exteriorized and who have excellent perception in present time, 

while exteriorized, of everything in sight. That would work on a 

wild, spinning psycho -- inside, outside or upside down -- if you 

could communicate it to the psycho in such a way that it was the 

only thing communicated to the psycho at that time. Are we 

getting there? That's the only thing communicated to the psycho 

at that time. That's the trick.

And that's why we have different techniques. Because they're what 

communicate most easily to the psycho at that level. But the 

whole stunt is the communication of the technique. That is the 

stunt. And you do that by varying A and R. And boy, are we back 

in kindergarten. We vary A and R, and so we can raise or lower 

the reachable level of communication -- A, R, C.

C is the most important corner of it, and we vary it, and we have 

to match scale with it, and the techniques match scale -- their 

R. And the degree of affinity -- space, and so forth -- employed, 

is the affinity, which of course also monitors the C. There are 

people around you have to scream at to get them to do anything.

I'm not saying it's good to stand around and scream at a 

preclear. There are other ways to communicate with them. If you 

have to scream at them there are better ways of communicating 

with them.

So the variability in techniques is actually the variability of 

their communicability. The sorting out of this factor and the 

understanding of this factor will be the foremost considerations 

stressed in this ACC. The variabilities of communication.

Now, here's a fantastic little thing. In London we got awfully 

pushed. We got things straightened out organizationally a short 

time ago, and accidentally opened the front door (the right way 

to for a change), and so many preclears rushed in -- they'd been 

carefully keeping that one closed, you see -- and so many 

preclears rushed in so suddenly that we were reaching in all 

directions for auditors. We were really scrabbling.

We reached into course and took out a five-week -- it's HPA in 

London -- a five-week HPA student. And the moment that the 

Director of Training discovered who we'd taken out of there, he 

went straight up and a mile west. "Oh, no!" he said, "Anything 

but that," knowing this person would undoubtedly ruin all of us. 

She'd ruin the preclear, she'd ruin everything.

"Oh," I said, "I don't think so. After all, she's alive. She can 

sit in the chair without being propped up."

And the first day in auditor's conference I found out she wasn't 

doing so well: She had no basic training, the Instructor had 

undoubtedly expected her to repeat on the course two or three 

times, and she just had the longest, most involved, significant 

report you ever listened to. Brother, that was involved. It 

seemed that there was a tremendous amount of significance in the 

way the preclear got his shoes flat on the floor -- the flatness 

of his shoes, and so on. She just couldn't isolate anything.

On top of that, because the mix-up had been sudden and quick, 

what do you think happened during the assignment period? The 

worst, spinniest preclear, the most queasy case we had, was 

assigned to her. It was a boo-boo. It was an error.

Well, I had to make this error good. And I was running the 

auditing conferences. So after listening to this terribly 

involved report, which I cut short after about fifteen minutes -- 

not because I was bored; I was fascinated. But I saw the other 

auditors in there getting restive, and they wanted to get on 

their way and so forth, so I fixated her attention very carefully 

by getting in front of her, and I said to her, "Now, what session 

did you run well in Indoctrination Course?"

"Oh! None of them."

"Well," I said, "do you remember Dummy Session 1?"

"Oh, which one was that?"

I said, "The one where you moved your hands."

"Oh, I... I remember that," she says. "I remember that."

I said, "Well, that's called Mimicry-Dummy Session 1 Mimicry." 

And I said, "Now, I want you to get the Indoctrination Course 

mimeo, and I want you to read over how that's done exactly. And 

that's it." And I sent her forth at that moment to get that. And 

the next day at auditor's conference she had the most involved, 

significant Auditor's Report you ever saw. So I fixated her 

attention very carefully, and I said, "Now, did you read that on 

Mimicry?"

"Yes."

I said, "Have you tried it on the preclear yet?"

"Well, not yet."

I said, "Well, now, listen. You'll have to start it out now... 

You know, first thing in the morning, you just start running 

Dummy Session Number 1."

So the next day she came into auditor's conference, and she 

started to give me another half-hour report that was full of 

significances, and so on, and I said, "Have you started on Dummy 

Session 1 yet?"

She says, "Well, I've read that, and I've studied it very 

carefully, and as a matter of fact I got the Indoctrination 

Instructor to show me how it was done again. But I have to 

flatten the present time problem, and I have to do this and I 

have to do that..." She'd heard this word somewhere. As much as 

she knew about it.

And I said, "Now, listen. Listen. Tomorrow morning you are going 

to run Dummy Session 1 on the preclear." I said, "Is that right? 

Dummy Session 1 on this preclear." The preclear by this time was 

practically spinning in, see?

"Well," she says, "Oh! I must run that."

I said, "Ahhh! Ahhh!"

Well, the next day she did. She ran it all day. She didn't have 

anything to say at the auditor's conference. She just sat there 

and she was stonied. She just sat there.

"How are you getting on?"

She said, "I... all right."

Well, this person not only had been the spinniest case we had, 

given to the youngest, least experienced and most out-of-present-

time auditor we had, but had also bought 50 hours and was going 

to get another week.

Well, as time went on, by Tuesday of the following week, she all 

of a sudden became an authority on Mimicry. It was the darnedest 

thing you ever saw. Now, just what she's done with Mimicry I 

don't know. I tell you that factually. I don't know. The reason I 

don't know is because -- I wish I could remember this verbatim -- 

she said on Auditor's Report: "We're getting along fine with it. 

By the way, we've run Dummy Session..." See, she'd run Dummy 

Session Number 1 by this time for about 25 hours, see -- Dummy 

Session 1! -- with gains all the way. And she said, "There's 

something about this." She said, "You know that it doesn't work 

as well with the preclear's eyes closed?" "But," she said, "we're 

getting there." Preclear came out of the psychotic band. If we'd 

had those sessions being observed -- had we had a spare 

Instructor to observe a few of those sessions -- we probably 

would have learned plenty.

The next week she was given another preclear, who was a routine, 

easy case. She was told to run 8-C, Part A as the easy thing to 

do. She came in that night having run the afternoon on Dummy 

Session 1. Now nobody can get her off of it. I'm afraid I've 

established a career there which will be totally Dummy Session 

Number 1.

Now, this was a fascinating experience, but the auditor who 

doesn't have a comparable reality, by the way, to the accuracy 

and gain of the technique just has an awful time with his 

preclears, that's all. And the time with the preclear always 

comes out of communication. It always comes out of communication. 

The extraordinary upsets, all the variables -- the wild ones. 

You're talking to him -- so are twenty-nine circuits. He's also 

afraid of car motors and there's one two blocks away that you 

haven't heard, but he has extended hearing.

Wow. How many communication lines are entering there? It's your 

job to get one to enter there so that you can get two to enter 

there. One, from you to the preclear, and two, from the preclear 

to the environment. That's two sets of communication lines. 

That's all you want. That's why we called it Straightwire back in 

1950: it was stringing a straight line past all of the vias. Got 

it? When you can do that you've really got it made.

There are some techniques that do it easily on low-level cases, 

and would just be ignored by a high-level case as being too 

elementary. But the high-level cases still gain on them. As we 

make the techniques more complex and handle the greater number of 

factors, we then get into an upper strata of auditing only 

because we've gotten into an upper strata of communication. Got 

it?

We'll learn all about that before we're through; we really will. 

I'll probably learn more than you will. These ACCs always manage 

to teach me an awful lot. He's over there thinking, "An awful lot 

I shouldn't know." And some of the things they manage to teach us 

lowers our trust in human nature. And one of the things it 

manages to teach us every time is something that you will, 

somehow or other, sooner or later in this unit, suffer from.

It has taught us that on an educational basis the communication 

of Scientology may sometimes be acknowledged but is not always 

received. And therefore, we have a tendency to plug things, have 

a tendency to go over things. We sound much more kindergartenish 

in an ACC, actually, a lot of the time, on some stupid point, 

than anybody ever did in HCA. People are young, bright and 

hopeful. Even HCA students and even HCA Instructors are young, 

bright, hopeful, optimistic, filled with trust, filled with the 

love of human kindness.

But you get to an ACC; by that time you're embittered, sour, and 

you've too many times said, "Jones, get your preclear to really 

touch a wall." See, you've said this several times -- twenty or

thirty -- and you go in and he's running 8-C on him. After all

that instruction to get his preclear to really touch a wall, he's

still running 8-C. Is there anything wrong with that? He's run

his total knowledge of Scientology in front of your statement.

You've told him to get his preclear to touch a wall, and he has

bent it around a via, which goes this way: "The best way to get

a preclear to touch a wall is to run 8-C, Part A on him," so

therefore he's doing it. So therefore he's obeying your Instructor

command, isn't he? He must be obeying it perfectly. But you don't

want him to do that at all. You just want him to get the preclear

to knock his head against the wall, to kick the wall, to feel the

wall, to beat his fists against the wall, to go around and look

at the opposite side of the wall, and inspect the wall, to lean

on it, until he's actually sure a wall is there! And that's what

you ask him to do, and he's running 8-C, Part A. Got the

difference? We're awfully literal-minded people, then, in ACCs.

The reason we have 8-C, Part A is because it's a terrific 

process. It's just terrific. And one of the things it does is 

eventually introduce somebody to a wall. That's one of the things 

it does. If this were all that it did, that would be all right. 

It does so much more than that, it goes in so many different 

directions, it includes so many hidden processes, it's one of the 

most complicated processes in Scientology! And this was put on as 

a via to get your preclear to really feel a wall. So you see how 

stupidly literal-minded we are?

So you just develop the habit of asking, "Do you really mean 

that?" Because it may sound a little outrageous to you; it may 

sound a little complicated, but usually it'll sound too simple. 

And if we can just cut this thing through to fundamental 

fundamentals, we've made it in the shade. You got it?

What educates on an HCA level? A complicated process, of course. 

But you, you're older and smarter. We can communicate a simple 

one to you, we hope. Got it?

Well, if I were sitting here looking ahead at the next six weeks, 

such as you are, I'd feel qualms. You know why I'd feel qualms? 

Because the difficulties attendant on being fundamental are such 

a terrible strain. It's a case of how simple can you get. Well, 

if you could get simple enough you could mock up a whole MEST 

universe, solid.

Even the stupid subject of quantum mechanics says -- a law, by 

the way, which we evolved and then I found it in the textbook. 

Isn't that horrible? They're stealing our stuff a year before we 

wrote it. Usually doesn't happen. And that is, as mass approaches 

infinity the force required to move it approaches zero.

Male voice: Oh, no. Really? That was in the textbook?

It was in a textbook, yeah.

Male voice: And we thought we...

As mass approaches infinity the force required to move it 

approaches zero.

Male voice: I thought we were so smart.

The funny part of it is, is we explained it satisfactorily, and 

they had no explanation for it. We tested it and they never had. 

It's in a German textbook.

Male voice: Which one?

Now, that's right in quantum mechanics. That's a fine subject: 

Nobody understands it, and it isn't used for anything. It's the 

most complicated subject in the world. But we evolved a little 

basic mechanism there. We said as mass approaches infinity the 

force required to move it approaches zero. In other words, if you 

had an automobile an infinity big it would require, to run its 

engine, zero gasoline. That's the reductio ad absurdum of this. 

You got it?

Now, as you shed complexities, you're able to achieve with 

simplicities. Do you know the greatest contribution in 

jurisprudence in the last two years was this single statement, 

and it was accepted resoundingly by all of the bar associations 

across the United States: When you have a tort or a brief to 

write, you say quickly what you want to say and then put the seal 

on it and let it go. And this hit the world of law like a 

whirlwind. Everybody took this up everywhere. Great, resounding 

lectures of the most complicated nature you ever heard of have 

been given on this subject. But attorneys are now writing out -- 

writing out a brief somewhat in this fashion. They're saying, 

"The plaintiff is owed three thousand dollars by the defendant." 

Sealed. That's the total filing. That's become the custom.

Now, what kind of a force was it could overcome to this degree 

the entirety of jurisprudence in the United States, which nothing 

has ever overcome? What force was it that could overcome this? It 

was just a whisper about simplicity. And that overcame the 

entirety of jurisprudence so they're all clicking into line at 

the maddest rate you ever saw. Now you get what I'm talking 

about?

Of course, this is literally true: The less force a thetan 

employs in handling objects, the more objects he can handle.

I was quite amazed one day to find out that I had lost my 

proficiency at weaving -- as a thetan. Made me very sad, very 

sad. I don't know why, but I evidently was startled once too 

often while I was busy weaving things together -- baskets and 

junk, you know -- by people coming along and being terribly 

amazed that a basket was being weaved there with nobody weaving 

it. So I began to have other purposes for doing this nonsense. 

Second I got enough purposes and enough methods, trrrrr! I 

couldn't weave baskets anymore while standing in thin air. See, 

all I needed was a few more methods.

Now, in view of the fact that a person is only auditable in the 

direction of more methods and more game, getting him back to a 

simplicity becomes the biggest trick that has been pulled since 

the construction of this universe. Ordinarily, if you just try to 

pull him back toward a simplicity straightly, you cost him all 

his game, and he collapses. And that's the end of the case, 

practically. Got it?

So just how you do this, and how you do this easily and well, to 

the benefit of the auditor and the preclear and so on, is our 

study in this ACC. And I'm very glad to have you here.

[End of Lecture]

MIMICRY

A lecture given on 16 October 1956

[Start of Lecture]

I want to talk to you today concerning the scales of processes 

which could be developed and actually which have been developed 

in such a way that more could be developed with rather 

considerable ease.

We have today in Scientology, here in the middle of October of 

1956, carried the fort as far as cases are concerned. Of course, 

in many of these cases it is a matter of more persistence that 

you would care to apply to a particular case, to bring him all 

the way out of the woods. But the order of magnitude of time is 

still within reason. Perhaps you would not like to apply two 

hundred hours to a bad case to get them into very smooth 

operating condition. That would be why you would not attempt it.

This tells you, then, there is evidently room for improvement. 

There's still room for improvement in terms of folding the time 

up. But as far as reaching a case is concerned, as far as giving 

a case an assist is concerned, as far as breaking a very abnormal 

incapability, this is not the same thing I'm talking about when I 

say two hundred hours to bring the fellow up into wonderful 

condition. You see? And that is elementary. Elementary. So 

elementary that you will be quite interested even amused, with 

the simplicity.

I'm going to give you an example of this. The HASI, London, is 

now officially coaching the British Pentathlon Olympic Team. We 

are coaching the Olympic Team. This, of course, is quite 

significant. Quite significant. The only reason I mention this -- 

we're doing some other things too -- is I want to use it as an 

example.

This is pretty touchy business -- pretty touchy business. You 

take the headline athletes -- amateur athletes -- of a nation and 

you put them over the hurdles with modern processing, if you 

don't really know where you're going and know how certain it is, 

you're going to have some bad moments. You're going to have some 

real bad moments -- such as nine tenths of the team suddenly 

unable to shoot at anything with anything. How would you like to 

be in that spot as an auditor? Here a great nation, about to 

contest with every other nation on Earth of any civilized 

impulses, trusts you with its most precious bodies and you ruin 

them! Quite obviously. Quite obviously. Give you a bad moment.

Well, team member number one is of great interest since team 

member number one was given ten hours of processing. He was an 

athlete in very good condition. I'm not going to give you this 

very -- at very great length, but he was an athlete of magnitude; 

he was a national champion. All right. He had always done pretty 

well; done better than anybody else. And he was given three 

hours, and he went through various phases of this and that. 

Finally, being a British soldier, he became curious as to what 

was going on, because his auditor had instructed him in how to 

hold the body still so that he could hold a gun still. "Oh," he 

says, "You mean that! You mean like when I really sometimes 

manage to get in a don't-care thing myself, you see, and I make 

the body lie down there on the sandbags and hold the gun and just 

fire, and I'm not particularly worried about it, and I keep 

getting bull--. You mean that kind of a condition?"

"Yes, yes, yes. That kind of a condition," says the auditor.

All right.

Now, here is something fascinating: This fellow took Creation of 

Human Ability, at the end of about five hours of processing, more 

or less, and after a couple more hours of processing, he really 

wanted to know about this now. And so the auditor simply gave him 

a copy of it. So he went through the Axioms, zip-zip. "Oh, that's 

what... Oh, yeah. Then that means... Uh-huh. I got that. Um-hm." 

Cognite. Cognite. Cognite. "Co... um-hm-hm-hm. Yeah, that's fine. 

Yeah. Of course. Um-hm. Right. Now, wa... now, wait a minute... 

Oh, yes, yes, got that, so on." Zoom. Make an HCA student look 

like he was standing in the mud, you know? Got it taped. He 

assimilated game conditions and no-game conditions and so on. 

Remember this was an athlete in top form who, although he had 

never realized it, was exterior already.

Well, he got his ten hours finally. And he went back on the 

range, and he promptly broke the British national record. Now, 

I'm not giving you a very lengthy account of all this with all of 

the particulars and so forth. But just for your own interest, his 

shooting ability had leaped from 120 to 190. Nobody had ever shot 

that before. That was that.

Of course, the general staff and other people like this were at 

once stonied.

A week later, with only two or three hours apiece of processing 

under their own belts, the rest of the team suddenly couldn't 

shoot at all. Nobody could shoot, except this first guy. It was 

quite remarkable. These other fellows would stand there in the 

best of form and plink away at the target, and their bullets 

would go everywhere, even through the brigadier's hat, see?

But this fellow, without much form, would simply stand there 

holding his gun real floppy and bow, bang, bang, bang, bang, 

bang, bang, bang, bang, bang, bang, bang, everything through the 

bull. It didn't matter whether he was riding a horse, it didn't 

matter whether he was doing anything; he still just -- bullets 

went through the bull's-eye. That was that. Perfect.

Well, how about these other guys? How about these other guys? 

Some randomity developed about there which I might as well 

mention, is one of them was thrown from a horse and was sent to 

the auditor, and the auditor said, "This man has a broken 

shoulder," and sent him over to the medico. Medico took a 

picture, sent him back to the auditor. The coach was just going 

mad because this was one of their brightest hopes. And the 

auditor gave him some auditing and got the shoulder from an inch 

and a half out of line to half an inch out of line (the break) -- 

collar bone; inch and a half out of place to half an inch out of 

place -- by having him keep it there and so forth. "Keep it from 

going away," and so on; other minor processes. Did this in a 

relatively short time.

Harley Street specialist was called in by the British Army, who 

were very alert concerning this. And the Harley Street specialist 

came in, took a look at this -- a lot more randomity about this 

than I'm giving you -- and says, "This is impossible. The man 

must at once go into a cast, and he will not be able to be of any 

use to anyone for many months to come."

The auditor, by that time, finished up his processing, and I 

think, if I remember rightly, my last report was that his 

shoulder was in perfect condition. Well, they developed, then, 

the sets of X-rays, and the first one shows the shoulder this 

way, and the next set shows the shoulder somewhere else, and the 

next one doesn't show any break. This really had people going in 

circles, but incidentally were listening to this auditor in high 

places. He is being called into conferences about all sorts of 

things, not just this sort of thing.

Well anyway, what about these other chaps that couldn't shoot? 

What had happened? What had happened to these other chaps that 

suddenly couldn't shoot? Why could they shoot and then not shoot?

Well, obviously, their marksmanship was on total automatic. And 

they ran it halfway out. And having run it halfway out, they of 

course had not yet faced up to the fact that they had to shoot 

and their machinery couldn't anymore.

Now, their machinery could never shoot a perfect score. Machinery 

can't. So halfway through, or a third of the way through a course 

of processing, what would you expect? No ability to shoot.

Well, these chaps not only couldn't shoot, they couldn't ride, 

they couldn't swim, everything went by the boards -- gone. Team 

shot.

Well, that was the state it was in when I left England! Anyway...

You never saw a less worried auditor, however. He had that all 

taped. Everything was going along swimmingly.

The upshot of this sort of thing, though, happened in this wise: 

Wherever they had a disability, they had been carefully taught 

that no duplication was possible. And that's the point I'm 

bringing up. Wherever they couldn't do something, they had been 

taught that no duplication was possible.

Give you an example. They'd been taught this way on horses: "You 

can know all there is to know about the jumps, you can know all 

there is to know about form, you can know all there is to know 

about a track, all there is to know about equipment, harness. 

There's only one thing that you never will know: what the horse 

is going to do." This was their basic in horsemanship. Every one 

of them had been told this early in his riding career. And not 

any of them could control a horse. The only point where they were 

weak was horsemanship.

But let me tell you that their point of weakness on the subject 

of horsemanship was just this: They were simply average 

champions. You get that level. But where couldn't they go? No 

better than an average champion. No better than a riding meet 

where they would expect to place second, third, sometimes first. 

You know? They were still in contest. And the auditor in auditing 

them had them hold horses still.

One of the difficulties of this whole coaching program, by the 

way, is the Olympic schedule -- because they were right outward 

bound for Melbourne -- could not be interrupted by the auditor. 

And halfway through a session you had them standing up taking 

their exercises, you see, because they were supposed to do such 

and such at 3 o'clock. And he couldn't interrupt their schedule 

in any way. So what he did do, he did all on the scene. And he 

had them with their equipment, for instance, their actual guns, 

their actual equipment, the actual horses and everything else. It 

was quite interesting.

Now, when they first tried to hold a horse still, the horse in 

appearance to them was wobbling all over the stable, practically 

into the manger, out of the manger and every place else. These 

people were all more or less thetan exteriors already, as you 

would expect of a champion. And the horses were not still. As a 

matter of fact, at first the horses, I think, were a little bit 

more restive than usual. But before the auditor got through with 

one of these boys, when he held the horse still -- get this, now 

-- the horse even stopped chewing for the duration of the time 

the horse was held still. Then he'd stop holding the horse still 

and leave the horse totally uncontrolled, and the horse would go 

on chewing, look around, say, "What are you guys doing now?" and 

so forth, and go on through his normal motions. Next time he'd 

hold him still the horse would just freeze. Got it?

And this datum blew off on each one of them. Get that datum. 

"You'll never know what the horse will do!" In other words, "No 

action of this horse in the past will ever be duplicated in the 

future with certainty." Well, just chew on that for a moment and 

add this up into duplication and "it mustn't happen again" and 

other things.

Now, evidently, in any part of their training they had some datum 

of this character introduced into that training. A nonduplicative 

function had been introduced. In other words, they'd been 

restrained from duplicating. And having been restrained from 

duplicating or demanding duplication or expecting duplication, 

they thereupon became unable. And when that restraint was no 

longer present they started to shoot international -championship 

scores to pieces. Follow me? That is what athletics might be said 

to be all about.

Until the man is questioned about how he does it, his native 

ability to duplicate carries him through. But then when he is 

asked to arduously -- and questioned: is he doing it? -- to 

duplicate some feat that he has just done, why, he strains at it 

a little more. And then one day somebody introduces the doubt 

into his mind about duplicating a certain feat, and the first 

thing you know we have generations of baseball pitchers who 

cannot throw silver dollars across the Potomac. Why? Because it's 

celebrated as a great feat. What is a great feat? It's something 

that can't be duplicated.

And so this factor amongst all factors becomes the bug in 

athletics. That is the bug in athletics: that it is a contest and 

that a fellow has unrepeatable wins. If he's sold on the idea of 

an unrepeatable win or he's given just enough silver cups or 

shaken by the paw often enough about having won some particular 

contest, then I'm afraid that you have entered the question into 

his mind as to whether or not he could duplicate it. And when 

you've entered that question you have entered in Pandora's box. 

You've entered in enlarged heart, old age and everything else. 

What does old age consist of but the unwillingness to duplicate 

youth. That's all.

Now where do we find the entrance point in a case? Now, we won't 

find the entrance point in a British Olympic athlete downstairs 

somewhere. These boys, to be that able, are already in pretty 

good physical and mental condition.

But we take somebody who is running some department of the 

government, we have to go south. This man might have been at one 

time or another an all-American. He might have been. It's not 

usual; they all sell bonds afterwards. But he might have been a 

great athlete in his day, but he's not a great athlete now; he's 

not exteriorized now.

He's in a condition now of preventing this and preventing that 

and preventing something else and inhibiting something else and 

hiding a few other things, to a point where the duplication 

factor has all but vanished from his life. The usual thing he 

says to an employee is, "Well don't let it happen again." That's 

the usual statement, isn't it? And this is the song he sings to 

the tune of his aging violin; and there he goes.

And he gets less and less able, less and less capable, less and 

less on the ball, his health becomes poorer and poorer, the 

enlarged heart which he may have acquired in high-school football 

or something, that starts to swamp him. He's really jamming on 

the track, but thoroughly. Because it mustn't happen again; 

because the events of the past must not be duplicated in the 

future. Under the heading called discipline this must not occur. 

Under the heading of efficiency this must not occur. Under the 

heading of foolish expenditures this must not occur. Eventually a 

man can get so bad off they elect him president or something. 

There's no telling, no telling where this can end.

Now, out of the communication formula -- given a communication 

formula of cause, distance, effect, with a cause point and a 

receipt point and some space -- given this formula... Understand, 

I'm not announcing to you the senior datum of all data of all 

time everywhere, but given this formula (order of magnitude), 

given something live at cause and something live at receipt -- 

all those conditions fulfilled -- then we have duplication 

assuming a fantastic value. And given that formula, we have in 

duplication, then, the datum of greatest magnitude in the comm 

formula -- with a lot of other data treading instantly upon its 

heels and almost swamping it and able to rival it and able to 

work by it and able to do a lot of other things. But it isn't, 

you understand, the king with the golden scepter sitting 

unreachably upon a high Himalayan mountain. It's just a fellow 

slightly taller than the rest of the fellows standing down on the 

plain, half a head taller amongst the other data in the 

communication formula.

You know what the communication formula is. It's given in the 

Creation of Human Ability: attention, intention, cause, distance, 

effect.

Well, of course, to have any communication you've got to have 

cause and distance, effect, see? So that's senior even to the 

duplicative factor. But if we understand that cause, distance, 

effect exists, then duplication is half a head taller than 

intention, attention and all of those other odds and ends that 

are in the communication formula. You understand that?

And that's what gives power to a Mimicry Process. That's what 

gives power to it, and why it'll very neatly blow into the limbo 

and blow out of existence almost anything else.

Now, I want to let you in on a little thing about research. You 

see, Scientology is not a science of monotone values. It is not a 

philosophy of monotone values. The moment you say that, you take 

it out of the hands of Schopenhauer's work, you take it out of 

the hands of Sneezkee, you take it out of the hands of 

Krishnamurti. It comes out of this classification. But remember, 

these chaps said very, very wise things; there is not doubt about 

that. They said very wise things. What was that old one down 

there at the -- Lucretius -- right about the time that there was 

all that fuss over there in Jerusalem, why, there was this fellow 

writing about atoms in the Roman Empire, and so on. Well, he sins 

that way too. He's got some monotone values.

Now, if somebody -- and you will find somebody amongst your 

practice, and you know somebody right this minute who is doing 

this: He is finding Scientology of a monotone value with, let us 

say, Schopenhauer or the Vedic Hymns or Krishnamurti or something 

of this sort. He's finding a monotone value there between 

Scientology and... Do you get the idea? Then he has missed the 

essential point of data. The essential point of data is that some 

data embrace other data. That's the essential point of data: Some 

data embrace other data. A monotone value says that every datum 

has the same magnitude as every other datum: every drop of water 

in the ocean is like every drop of water in the ocean.

Now, you could have 10 to the 159th power drops of water, each 

one of which was a pearl of wisdom, each one of which was a 

magnificent bit of structure -- very wise. And you'd just have a 

pail of water. That's all you'd have. That's all. But if you 

discovered what there was about a drop of water that was common 

to all drops of water and uncommon to itself, you could take 

apart water. You could put something else together that looked 

like water that wasn't water. And you could just make water too. 

So you see what this is?

You look, then, over a field of information; you can learn 

everything in the field by learning everything in the field.

Let's take the oil industry. Supposing in the oil industry you 

went out to study oil -- the oil industry -- and you read every 

textbook on the oil industry. That, by the way, is one of the 

masterpieces of monotone data. Structure of materials in the oil 

industry and so on: These are unformed subjects. They are 

unorganized subjects, utterly unorganized. They are chaos. The 

most horrible things to study you ever tried to study in your 

life. They're just sentence after sentence which is fact after 

fact; and the facts may or may not bear relationship to anything. 

Sometimes they even bear relationship to the chapter heading. It 

says "Tanks' " you know, and we go on from there about the 

viscosity of the various oils, necessitating something about 

tanks, some kind of relationship. This is gorgeous stuff to 

study. After you've studied it for twenty years you become an 

expert. Why do you become an expert? Well, you become an expert 

because you're the only one that can remember that much nonsense.

Of course, the real fellows that are accredited experts in these 

subjects have done something equally incredible to this state of 

chaos: They have simply established the reputation of being an 

expert and nobody else knows enough about it to push them out of 

the road. That's all.

Now get this singular difference. Krishnamurti has a chapter on 

time which is an interesting chapter. Very, very wise material in 

that chapter. There's no doubt about this chapter at all; it's a 

fine chapter: It's well written, it's very wise, his observations 

are very sharp. We don't even say he contradicts himself from 

paragraph to paragraph. (He does that.) But it's real sharp 

stuff.

Scientologist reading that looks it over and he says, "Boy, you 

know, this guy knows his stuff!" Yeah, I used to make that 

mistake too. Don't feel that you're in poor company. Other people 

make that mistake all the time.

He doesn't once tell you anything in the chapter which then 

permits you to handle time! Not once does he tell you an exact, 

italicized definition of time and tell you that this is the datum 

of greatest magnitude in defining time. It's all a monotone. So 

that his data, then, does not embrace his data. And we are 

reading -- no matter how prettily -- we are reading a basin of 

water, each drop of which is like every other drop. And when you 

finish up you are in the most horrible confusion you ever wanted 

to get into in your life. It's a squirrel cage!

Now, what is a stable datum and what is a confusion? A traffic 

cop standing on a corner is the stable datum to the traffic's 

confusion, or should be. Of course, in these days of traffic 

experts, he is actually the confusion in charge of the stable 

datum. The stable datum is, there is traffic.

Now, by consideration, then, any datum can be stable to any 

confusion by consideration only. The subject of insanity itself 

is the study of stable data. What is this man's stable data? 

"Horses sleep in beds." Takes care of the whole subject of wives. 

Well, it does. You look into his head, you'll find out that the 

whole subject of wives is entirely answered by the fact that 

horses sleep in beds. This explains wives.

Now, you want me to tell you some bridge to make this logical, 

and that's what you want him to tell you. And that's why his 

insanity annoys you. There's no gradient scale; there's no jump. 

And so we say it's insane. But actually "horses sleep in beds" 

does not explain the behavior of all wives everywhere at all time 

so, therefore, cannot act as the stable datum to wives. It's only 

his stable datum.

But if you took that stable datum away from him, you would make 

him twice as mad or ten times as mad as he is now. It's a 

terribly bad stable datum, don't you see: "horses sleep in beds" 

and that explains wives. "Therefore, the confusion of my wife 

going away and coming back, and I find these men's handkerchiefs 

in her handbag, and I get these strange hotel bills and motor 

court bills and so forth, and it's all explained. I mean, horses 

sleep in beds. Well, that's the way it is."

Now, you take away this crazy datum -- as crazy as it is, it's 

still a stable datum -- he then goes into a frantic confusion on 

the subject of wives.

Now, you say that's the cause of his insanity. No. That is the 

cause of the pattern of his insanity. Get this singular 

difference: The cause of his insanity is a lack of stable data 

which is stable data. That's the cause of his insanity. The cause 

of his insanity is not stable data, nor is it confusion. 

Confusion isn't the cause of his insanity either. The cause of 

his insanity goes way back on the track to the postulate and 

consideration that he needs a stable datum to remedy a confusion. 

Now, that's the cause of his insanity, if you want it that way. 

But of course, he wouldn't have any kind of a game at all unless 

he had some kind of a confusion-stable datum game.

Now, what is this, then, as we look this over in terms of 

duplication? We ask him to repeat, "Horses sleep in beds." Now, 

you old Dianeticists know this one. Just look at this real 

carefully, huh? Look at this very smoothly. "Horses sleep in 

beds" disappears if it's duplicated. Why? Why does it disappear 

if it's duplicated?

It's not really a stable datum; it's just standing in the stead 

of one. It really doesn't explain wives; it isn't related to 

wives, and so it explains out, and unfortunately leaves an awful 

confusion about wives. You just use repeater technique on that 

and it would disappear.

I'll tell you something very funny about this, is you take a real 

stable datum and use repeater technique on it, something else 

happens which is quite peculiar -- very, very peculiar. The more 

you repeat it the more confusion about wives would run out. Boy, 

that's a funny one, isn't it? In other words, if the stable datum 

isn't the right stable datum, it runs out, because it's after the 

fact. It is not the postulate from which proceeds all wives. See 

that?

Now, therefore, we would have to -- very, very definitely have to 

-- go back and get the postulate which preceded all wives which 

led to wives. And if we started repeating that one, what we'd get 

is all of the confusion about wives running off as an engram. And 

the more we'd repeat this datum the more confusion would run off 

because it is the tiny cornerstone that's holding all of the 

other top-heavy logic structure in place. You follow this 

carefully. It, then, apparently stands up to duplication. It 

stands up to duplication.

Now, these days we don't dare run truth. Truth is a no-game 

condition. The whole list of no-game -- I'm going into this very 

thoroughly as time goes on -- but this whole list of things 

called no-game condition are the truths for which all of the 

great soothsayers, thinkers of history have searched. And if you 

run them on a preclear, you kill him. Why? Everything he has and 

every game he has will start to run out, leaving him with 

nothing. You'd disenfranchise him in a hurry.

Well, I don't know that this is the intention of yoga, to just 

disenfranchise everybody and make monkeys out of the lot of them. 

But it's essentially what it does. Because they're going after 

truth, truth, truth, truth, truth, truth, truth. See? In the 

process of going after truth, truth, truth, truth, truth, they of 

course run out all kinds of odds and ends. But because they can't 

run anything out, they really only restimulate confusion and they 

leave people in a hypnotized condition.

Now, what, what would you call all these things called a game 

condition, then? They're a pack of lies. So we can make this 

postulate: Man is unhappy (according to an old Latin proverb) 

without laws. Very, very old proverb. Well, the Scientology 

proverb is: Man is unhappy without lies. It's a fact, too -- 

literal, demonstrable fact in all auditing. You take away one too 

many lies from him, you force him just enough further into truth, 

and he'll collapse. The reason for this is all contained in 

confusion and stable datum, and duplication.

A real stable datum can stand a terrific amount of duplication. A 

false stable datum can't stand any duplication. You got that? But 

confronting this fact is something else: It takes a certain 

amount of false truths to enter randomity into existence. That 

argues against this other fact, don't you see? These two balance, 

one against the other.

Therefore, a straight duplicative process without the entrance of 

some randomity is a more difficult, deadly process than a 

complicated one with lots of vias and variations. He has a 

terrific number of vias. Vias. He'll run vias, vias, vias, vias, 

vias. Ah, he's happy, he's smiling, that's fine. "That process is 

really biting," he says. But you just run a straight duplication 

on somebody, and you're pushing him in toward truth. And if he 

can't take it he just ignores the whole thing. And he keeps doing 

it but he's not paying any attention to what he's doing -- 

carefully not paying any attention. So he can do the process with 

such ease, doesn't have any effect on him. "No effect on me, you 

know? I can do it." Yes, he sure can: He's not participating in 

the game at all. He's not in session. The process is too high for 

him. And so it apparently runs flat; it runs without change and 

without comm tag. You've got to get used to that phenomenon.

There are two ways that a process runs without change. One, it's 

flat. And the other, it was too high for the preclear. You'd be 

amazed at the number of people that could do Opening Procedure by 

Duplication, just back and forth from book to bottle: It's easy. 

Nothing to it. Back and forth. Doesn't do anything to them.

But those people are insane. That's a funny thing. They aren't 

participating at all. They're not noticing anything. They're 

avoiding the whole thing. They're not in session. I guess what 

the auditor is looking at is some kind of an illusion. But if you 

looked at it very carefully, they are worming around a real 

duplication; they are altering it just enough to keep a 

duplication from factually occurring. Yet, if you're not very 

sharp they will appear to be doing the process. But they aren't 

really duplicating, are they? But they say that the process is 

flat and it has no bearing on them whatsoever.

Now, this becomes a very interesting phenomenon, then, to an 

auditor. Very interesting. When you come around and tell 

somebody, "Well, I don't know. This process of keeping something 

there and not letting it go away... I don't know about that 

process. I don't know, I ran it on this fellow for an hour and a 

half, and there was no change." You've actually just confessed 

that you either ran it on somebody who had been audited several 

hours on it and had it flat, or you had just overreached the case 

with the process.

Now this is a fascinating thing, the no-change phenomenon of a 

process that is overreaching somebody's ability. That's 

fascinating. But if you watch it carefully there's a variation in 

it: they're really not doing the process.

Now, wherever you look in auditing you will discover this 

phenomenon at work. If you run a process that is too high for the 

preclear, you will get no change, or he just can't do it, or he 

won't do it. These three phenomena you get. But of these, the 

most important to you, because it most often goes by unnoticed, 

is too high for him. That's too high for the preclear.

What do you mean too high? Well, he couldn't tolerate -- here's 

where we come in with duplication, see -- he couldn't tolerate 

that much duplication, so he just skidded the whole thing. So the 

process must have included entirely too much duplication for him 

to do.

Well, we get off on to Mimicry.

Well, we get off on to Mimicry. These are the theories behind 

Mimicry. I hope you see something in these theories. They're 

quite interesting. Tells you that if you forced a preclear into 

perfect duplication of what you were doing, with a totally 

duplicative-type auditing command, you would overreach him like a 

rocket ship in many cases. And he wouldn't improve. He wouldn't 

even change. He'd just say, "Oh, that's easy. I can do that. Huh-

huh," so on.

You've seen a lot of fellows say, "Look at the wall."

"Oh, yeah, I can took at the wall."

"Look at that wall."

"Yeah." 

"Look at that wall."

"Yeah."

"Look at that wall."

"Yeah.

"Look at that wall."

You, in desperation after a while, think, "If I could really make 

him look at a wall just once, ra-ra-ra-rmm! something would 

undoubtedly happen."

So what do you do? You take ahold of him, and you make him go and 

feel the wall and punch it and kick it and look at it and lean on 

it and so forth. And finally he says, "Huh, well, what do you 

know! Huh-huh, I didn't notice that before, but that's a wall."

Now you may make a horrible mistake. You may have him look at 

that wall now and look at another wall and the next thing you 

know he's right back there to, "Oh, yeah, yeah, I see the wall, 

yeah, yeah." You've improved him just as much as you made the 

process of looking at the wall complicated.

Get this now, because its all I'm talking to you about: You 

didn't really make him feel a wall; you just made feeling the 

wall complicated enough for him to understand it. Please look at 

this! Please look at this real good.

For instance, there's many a man that could not sit down at an 

easy job that paid him a thousand dollars a minute that merely 

consisted of two buttons, and when this button was pressed, why, 

a little light would go on up there; and as long as the light 

burned he was supposed to not press the other button. But when 

the light no longer burned he was supposed to press this button 

and the same light went on. But of course it wouldn't have gone 

on again if he had pressed this first button. You'd find no 

candidates. Same light goes on, two buttons to press, and that's 

all you asked him to do and that was his eight-hour day.

Now, you understand he's not doing this with the consideration of 

therapy; he's doing it with the consideration of making some 

money. And he is just a average Joe. His abilities might be 

pretty considerable in various ways. In fact, if he was a real 

bright fellow he couldn't do it at all.

Now, your mistake would be in believing that a stupid person 

could then do it. And that -- if you've ever made that mistake -- 

that is the mistake of psychology. And they've built that into 

the idea in the society that the very stupid can duplicate. The 

hewers of wood and the drawers of water -- they get this mixed up 

with duplication. I don't know how much duplication there is 

mixed up with hewing wood and drawing water. But when you get 

very stupid people doing it, some fantastic things start 

occurring. Such as, oh, they drop buckets down the well, and they 

fall in, and they get wrapped around the rope and go spinning 

around the drum -- the windlass and...

If you've ever lived around stupid people -- who were hewing wood 

and drawing water, and you got some distance from the action of 

it, you considered yourself, at length, lucky that they didn't 

hew your head. After a while you realize that you would have been 

much better off if you'd just chopped the wood and drawn the 

water yourself and not had all of that confusion in your 

vicinity. Because stupidity is an inability to duplicate and, in 

essence, is an inability to work. But they make motions. And 

don't ever confuse making motions with work.

Almost every personnel director and executive in every 

corporation in the country somewhere or another makes this 

mistake: He thinks confusion is efficiency and alertness, and he 

thinks that effort is a good denominator for the amount of 

accomplishment. "Took the fellow twenty-five days to draw up this 

set of plans: they must be good plans."

If you're on the ball you would say something entirely different. 

You would say, "The man took twenty-five days to draw this little 

set of plans here?"

He'll say, "Yes, yes, yes."

"Oh, you better get another architect."

"No, we're already overdue on the building."

"No, no, no, you get another architect. You get me one that'll 

draw these up this evening." You'll wind up with some buildable 

plans. The twenty-five-day-long plans, you would discover, three-

quarters of the way through the construction of the actual 

building, did not provide for either floors or roofs. It's a comm 

lag, it's not a plan.

By the way, this even goes into very high-tension, intellectual 

pursuits, such as literature. I don't mean writing now; I'm 

talking about literature. And all the literature that they think, 

in the big literature bins around the country... That's where 

they keep all the literature; they stuff it into somebody's head 

and keep him there as a... It's an awfully expensive way of 

microfilming; costs an awful lot. But, anyhow, we take this 

amount of literature, and these fellows don't know what they're 

doing.

They say, "Well, that book is a very great book. Do you know that 

that book took seven years to write?"

You say, "It did?"

"Oh, yes, it's a great book. It took seven years to write."

You know, they're usually talking through their hat. If it is a 

great book and you go back and actually look up the diaries and 

life of the person who wrote it, you find he tossed that off on 

weekends between drunks. You know, it's something like this. You 

know it was -- he did it with ease, speed, facility. Man, can he 

duplicate! Although he can introduce a tremendous amount of 

randomity into the action level, you're apt to be appalled 

sometimes to pick up his next great book and find out that it's 

exactly the same book. See, something like that.

You get Victor Hugo: Now, he's kind of low-scaled in some 

respects. But, by golly, you know, Victor Hugo knew his subject 

and he did a fine job but he's -- nobody's ever written like 

that, but you read Victor Hugo and you've read Victor Hugo; just 

pick him up anywhere and you've picked him up anywhere, believe 

me. See? He's duplicative. Like mad.

Well, all right. It goes into literature. It goes into painting. 

It goes in all sorts of different directions. You can find this 

tracing anywhere and everywhere. "The ability to duplicate" and 

"ability" might as well as just been said "ability" in the first 

place. Tolerance of it.

But what keeps a fellow from duplicating? Well, that's because he 

would get no game and you would run him straight toward truth 

when he has an insufficiency of lies. So if he has an 

insufficiency of lies, you run him straight over toward truth, 

he'll collapse on you as a case, I assure you. In other words, 

you make him duplicate too well and too smoothly and too nicely, 

he's liable not to get any better. You're running him into a no-

game condition.

Always audit toward more game, not less! And when you've audited 

toward more game and you've all of a sudden gotten the fellow 

squared around a bit, you'll find out now you can audit toward 

more game with less game. You get the... See? Because auditing 

flattens things, you see? Now we audit toward more game with even 

less game. Now we audit toward more game with hardly any game at 

all. And now we can just purely duplicate. Got this now? This is 

very, very important in auditing.

The reason why the thing didn't communicate is because the fellow 

is out of communication. So your trick is to get him into 

communication where he can be gotten into communication. To get 

him into communication where he can be gotten into communication: 

that is the entrance point of the case. That, of course, has to 

do with an ability. You find an ability and improve it. Well, he 

could talk logically or sensibly about something; so that would 

be the entrance point of verbal communication, wouldn't it? Hm? 

That's very simple then; that's elementary.

The formula of auditing is to audit always toward more game. And 

having done so you will run out an awful lot of aberrated past 

game. And now you find out that although you are again going to 

audit toward more game than he now has, he now has less game and 

he's happy about it. See? So it's a matter of going then -- 

although this is the joggy look at it -- see, you always audit 

toward more game, but every time you audit toward more game he 

can tolerate less game and be happy. Don't you see? So you always 

audit toward more game, and then you find out that he's happy 

with less game. And eventually he can make a game out of pure 

duplication. This, for instance: you can imagine a fellow being 

happy about doing this?

Well, let's take an even more simple one. Fellow would be 

perfectly happy to sit here and look at that pencil and study it 

over. Interesting pencil.

Now let's take him to a point where he doesn't have to sit here 

and just look at the pencil. He can be perfectly happy.

Now, the funny part of it is, a fellow who's in that frame of 

mind can get into more game than this earth could probably stand 

in one fell swoop. Only he would know he was playing the game. It 

wouldn't be by accident. It wouldn't be by compulsion.

Well, all right. That's actually the background history of 

Mimicry. Now, I don't say that I put it together in a neat 

package. I don't say that it has all been said, by a long way. 

And you don't have to know any of that except, of course, always 

audit toward more game until the fellow will settle for less 

game. Always do that. And the order of sequence of processes 

should be from complex processes toward simple processes. That is 

the order of sequences of applied processes.

Now don't think when your fellow gets much more able that he will 

be able to do a duplication with three hands of what you were 

sending him with two, or some thing like that. It's not that he 

can do more complicated things, it's that he can do simpler 

things.

What misses everybody in life is that people are always 

attempting to do more complicated things and consider this good. 

This isn't. What people are doing, actually, is losing their 

ability to do simple things.

Now, a fellow who can lift the airplane off the ground with a 

couple of beams and lay it down in Chicago is going to have no 

trouble flying an airplane. And actually that's an awfully simple 

action. He says, "Ah, an airplane in Chicago. I'll put a couple 

of beams on it and put it over here in New York. That's fine."

Well, a senior ability is to say, "Ah, an airplane in Chicago. 

Airplane -- New York." It appears in New York. A much simpler 

action than that would simply be, "Ah!" And an even simpler 

action, as far as that's concerned, would not even have to notice 

it. Consciously not even have to notice it. You get the idea? 

When a fellow gets up in that state, why, he can simply say, 

"Chicago!" and it'll appear some where around the latitude of 

Wichita. You got the idea? It's toward simplicity, is the whole 

sequence of these things. That's what's hard to do. That's what's 

difficult.

"Keep that pencil from going away." Oh, boy, how simple that is! 

There's just nothing to that. It's so doggone simple that an 

awful lot of your preclears can't do it. See? An awful lot of 

them. Some fairly representable percentage would monkey with it. 

Although it's a very basic, far-south process, you will find it 

overreaches because it's too simple.

All right. "Use your hands and body to keep that pencil from 

going away" they could do, when they can't do just "Keep the 

pencil from going away." Do you pursue this closely? Well, that's 

all there is to it.

All right. I want to tell you something else concerning this same 

order of rationale. The Mimicry Processes which you are running 

compare to body processes. Spotting processes and other such 

processes are addressed to the mind. And the third order of 

process would be exteriorized processes.

So there are three things you're treating. There's the body, the 

mind and the thetan. We have three categories of process. One of 

the best of these and certainly the most fundamental is Mimicry, 

which is the body process. So you are now auditing the body, with 

Mimicry.

If you are auditing psychosomatics, you will be auditing the 

mind. Do you see that? If you're auditing out the causes of those 

body infirmities, then you're auditing the mind in its influence 

on the body. But with Mimicry you are simply auditing the body 

directly.

So we have a body auditing process for the first time. And that's 

why it has some value to us. Okay?

I do believe you could probably stand a little rehearsal on this 

now. Now, you've been chewing at it all day and you know all 

about it. You've learned all there is to know about Mimicry. Go 

ahead.

[Please note: At this point in the lecture, a gap exists in the 

original recording. The lecture resumes with the class already 

back in progress following a break.]

.the process is not working on your preclear. Have you learned 

that the process doesn't appear to be working on your preclear? 

Doesn't appear to be working. Preclear is not doing a comm lag. 

There's no real change in your preclear. Are you learning that 

yet? Hm? Well, whoever has learned that is running it on a 

duplicative basis when it isn't complicated enough. Got it? See, 

it hasn't been made complicated enough to undercut the case. Have 

you got that?

Now, the case would probably respond to some sort of a command 

like this. See? The fellow goes... Excuse me. Now, of course, 

loosely and at first you wouldn't even bother to repeat the thing 

and flatten the comm. So he didn't do it. He almost did, made a 

gesture. So you wouldn't bother with it. Then you'd go this way, 

you know. Let's see... You say, "That's fine," And he goes... 

"Mm, that's easy."

How come he could do that one? Ah, you jumped your gradient 

scale.

Now, because we are teaching you what to expect also tells you, 

at this stage of the intensive, the preclear is being told what 

he should do and how he should respond. And if you actually 

undercut this and get this to running properly, you'll find he 

hasn't got anything to do about it. And that's the joke about the 

whole process.

How, then, do you undercut a Mimicry Process? Come on, tell me.

Audience: More complicated. More vias.

Yeah. More complicated. More devious. More vias. Less 

duplication. Cut down the duplication, for heaven's sakes. You 

got it?

And I'll assure you that if we put out a technique, we all agreed 

on a technique, that simply, all you had to do was take a pencil 

and go like this to a preclear and he was instantly Clear -- that 

simple -- you would find a ten-thousand-word book on the subject 

in a year or so, written by somebody who couldn't do this. Just 

remember that.

Now, because your auditor is going to run on you tomorrow, 

undoubtedly, a more complicated process... Because there hasn't 

been anybody here run on it long enough or well enough at this 

moment to consider that a pure duplicative process could be 

responded to. I mean, it's one of the rougher things. I mean, 

really respond to a complete duplicative process, wow! That's 

pretty wild. Tomorrow you can fully expect, you who are 

preclears, to have a more complicated process run on you. In 

fact, the process that's run on you might be much more 

complicated than I have described here. That would not, then, be 

a criticism of you, but the auditor trying to find bottom on this 

case. See, he's trying not to find bottom on the case so much as 

bottom on the process. So don't get insulted or anything. Just 

let's go along with it, huh? Yes?

Male voice: The bottom then would be -- for your preclear anyway, 

the point at which you would enter would be the point at which 

you could get it complicated enough to make him comm lag? Yes?

Yeah. That's right. It'd have to be complicated enough to make 

him comm lag. Yes.

Another male voice: Yeah, to get him to do it.

Male voice: Otherwise there's no change possible.

That's right. He isn't doing it without a comm lag. But get that 

funny phenomenon. Let me put that across to you again, here, that 

funny phenomenon that your preclear can sit there and do this 

with you, with no change whatsoever. He'd just sit there and do 

that with you just as easy. He has no part in it; he isn't doing 

it; it's just there. And if you look at him carefully you'll find 

out that he's not quite doing it; the machine isn't quite 

duplicating you; it's missing. But it looks pretty apparent. And 

there's no change and there's no comm lag.

Male voice: According to that, then, an Operating Thetan could 

still comm lag.

Oh, yes. You could give him a simplicity that would be too 

simple. And he would probably comm lag on it. And you could 

probably still overreach him.

Female voice: When it's biting properly, the preclear would be 

aware that he is doing this with his body and he wouldn't in any 

way be being the auditor's body, or would he?

That's right. That's right. That's very correct.

Female voice: So he is actually creating a action here which is a 

different action from what the auditor is doing. I mean, he's not 

trying to be the cells of the body over there and all the rest of 

it.

Mm-hm. That moment you have given him enough game so that he can 

even have a body. And up to that time he just had the auditor's 

or his wife's or somebody's.

All right. We have this taped, and we're going to go on with it. 

And this time I want you to much better than undercut this 

process. By undercut we simply mean much better than produce a 

comm lag. Let's get it down to a point of where it is actually in 

a state of duplication with considerable difficulty. You know? 

"That'll fix him." The guy looks it over and... you know. "Oh 

yes. Oh, yes, yes, yes, I got it now; I got it now! I see."

Yes?

Male voice: The problem is, how is the auditor going to duplicate 

his own actions?

Male voice: Just get more complicated.

Now, you have just missed the point: If the auditor duplicates 

the auditing command, the process is more duplicative. So a very 

complicated process is not even duplicated from command to 

command. So of what concern is this to the auditor? It's no 

concern to the auditor. "That's his problem." I mean, "That's the 

preclear's problem. I did it. I don't know how I did it. I just 

did it." You'll get some of these things, you think you're pure -

- pure, unadulterated genius.

But now if you start driving your preclear into an apathy of 

being unable to duplicate it at all, even vaguely, of course, 

you've got the other direction: out of session. You have once 

more exceeded in the opposite direction his ability to perform. 

So you have to operate within the margin of the ability to 

perform. You discover an ability and you better it. Boy, you're 

going to hear that ninety-nine thousand times in this course! You 

discover an ability and you better it.

So his ability's bottom level might be something like -- See? 

He's got it, see? He could do that, see, because there's enough 

of it. But his level to do this -- he's gone! He's gone. He can't 

follow it. Can't follow it. It looks like a blur; he can't follow 

it. He flops on that one completely.

Now, this takes a nice adjudicative piece of auditing. Because if 

you give him too many flops, you will actually drop his tone.

Male voice: Would slowing down be making it more duplicative?

You tell me. Those are the little points we're going to learn. 

Would slowing it down make it more duplicative? Would it or 

wouldn't it?

Audience: Yes. I don't know.

Male voice: No. Yes and no. It all depends on your preclear. On 

some it would introduce too much time for them to span.

You run this on some preclears I know and they'd blow their 

brains out. I know a preclear who can only operate very fast. "I 

can only operate very fast. I have to do it very rapidly. I'm way 

ahead of you. I'm Tone 8.0, you know? Tone 8.0. Now, I keep the 

mock-ups coming and you'll just have to give me faster commands."

You know who I'm talking about? I won't mention any names. Helen.

All you have to do is say, "Now mock up one, just one. Right 

there. Good. Now did you mock that up?" Blow the session. Just 

gone. Rushed out of the house, run around the street, done 

everything you can think of.

Now, you don't think that's very much time introduction into a 

session, do you? You know? "All right, can you mock up something 

right there? All right. Well, mock something up right there now. 

Now, did you mock it up?" She's gone. I mean, she'd be gone out 

of the auditing room. She wouldn't be able to stand it. Got the 

idea? So she must go at it very rapidly.

Now, the oddity is what goes right along with it: she is unable 

to follow a fast motion. Now, that is the most incredible thing 

you ever saw. She can't stand a slow one and can't follow a fast 

one. Where does that leave her? Needing auditing, of course.

Okay?

Audience: Okay.

All right. I'll see you tomorrow.

[End of Lecture]

GLOSSARY  [for lectures #1 - 13]

ABC blocks: children's wooden or plastic toy bricks with alphabet 

letters on them. -Editor.

Advanced Courses: referring to the second course in the 

Scientology training line-up at the time of the lecture. The 

first was a free, one- to two-week course which took people who 

had or had not heard of Scientology, and gave them their first 

reality on the subject. The Advanced Course then followed. It 

consisted of twenty or more hours of instruction, divided equally 

between the communication formula and its use, and the Tone 

Scale. -HCO Technical Bulletin of 12 September 1956.

Aerojet: Aerojet-General Corporation, a rocket and military 

weapons manufacturer. -Editor.

Allison: referring to an aircraft engine manufactured by Allison, 

a subsidiary of General Motors Corporation. -Editor.

Aristotelian-yea/nay: referring to Aristotelian logic: If you do 

so-and-so, it is wrong; if you do such-and-such, it is right. 

This is two-valued logic. It was developed by Aristotle, Greek 

teacher and philosopher of the third century B.C. -Editor.

Atomic Energy Commission: a five-member advisory board formed in 

the United States in 1946 for the domestic control of atomic 

energy. -American Heritage Dictionary.

auraed: a coined verb form of aura, a word which means a 

particular atmosphere or quality that seems to arise from and 

surround a person or thing. -Editor.

Axiom 1: the first Axiom of Scientology is: "Life is basically a 

static. Definition: a Life Static has no mass, no motion, no 

wavelength, no location in space or in time. It has the ability 

to postulate and to perceive." See also Axiom in the Dianetics 

and Scientology Technical Dictionary. -The Creation of Human 

Ability.

Axiom 2: the second Axiom of Scientology is: "The Static is 

capable of considerations, postulates and opinions." -The 

Creation of Human Ability.

Axiom 10: the tenth Axiom of Scientology is: "The highest purpose 

in this universe is the creation of an effect." -Scientology 0-8.

B&O: the abbreviation for Baltimore & Ohio Railroad. In the 

lecture LRH puns on the letters BO which are also an abbreviation 

for body odor. -Editor.

black case: see black field case; black five in the Dianetics and 

Scientology Technical Dictionary.

black operation: an evil, wicked or harmful activity. -Editor.

bridge: see communication bridge in the Dianetics and Scientology 

Technical Dictionary.

Cadillac level: top class; finest level; after the line of 

American luxury cars by this name. -Editor.

Cambridge: a famous university, founded in the twelfth century 

and located in Cambridge, eastern England. -Random House College 

Dictionary.

chew up energy: see chew energy; chew around in the Dianetics and 

Scientology Technical Dictionary.

circles, going in: going over the same ideas without reaching a 

satisfactory decision or answer. -Longman Dictionary of English 

Idioms.

Columbia: a large private university in New York City, founded in 

1754. -Webster's New World Dictionary Appendix.

comment?: (French) an interjection meaning What! Why! 

-Langenscheidt's Standard Dictionary of the French and English 

Languages.

Consequences: the name of a process. The commands, run 

repetitively, are "What would happen if you were ______?" "What 

would happen if you got ______?" The points of the Tone Scale and 

the Awareness Scale are inserted into these commands. -Ability 

Magazine Article of September 1955.

coolth: an informal, jocular term meaning coolness. -Dictionary 

of Slang and Unconventional English.

Cycle of Action Processing: processing wherein the preclear with 

creative mock-ups completes the cycles which he has begun and 

which he has not ended. It is based on the fact that the preclear 

is trying to complete cycles of action begun often at some long-

forgotten time, and this accounts for some of the goals which he 

is rationally or irrationally attempting. -Professional Auditor's 

Bulletin 12.

Dodge City: a town in Kansas called the Cowboy Capital of the 

World. It was a well-known "Wild West" frontier town where many 

gunmen lived and died during the late 1800s. -Editor.

Donald-Ducks: makes a sound similar to the rapid-fire, garbled 

voice of the cartoon character Donald Duck. -Editor.

doodle-daddles: a slang term for indefinite objects. -American 

Thesaurus of Slang.

Dummy Session One: at the time of this lecture, Dummy Sessions 

were six processes which merely assumed the attitudes of auditing 

and handled acknowledgment, originations and the other parts of 

the communication formula. Dummy Session One was "Hand Mimicry." 

These Dummy Auditing Sessions evolved into what we know today as 

TRs. -Editor.

8-C, Part A: see HCO Training Bulletin of 30 November 1956 in the 

Appendix of this volume.

El Caney: a city in Cuba. There is an old story about the Rough 

Riders, a regiment in the Spanish-American War. Their most famous 

exploit was the taking of San Juan Hill. The orders of the day 

were posted and stated explicitly that they were to "jump off" 

from El Caney at five o'clock the following morning and were to 

take San Juan Hill. The Rough Riders awoke at 4:30 A.M. to 

discover that one small thing had been omitted from their plans: 

they had, as yet, to take El Caney. -Scientology Journal 14-G.

E-Therapy: an abbreviation for Examiner Therapy, so-named because 

it involved installing an "examiner circuit" in the head which 

would "run out all engrams." -Lecture of 19 December 1950.

evolutionary track: see evolution in the Dianetics and 

Scientology Technical Dictionary.

Ex-Lax: a commercial brand of nonprescription laxative. -Editor.

Fac One camera: also known as the "coffee -grinder," a machine 

which loosely resembles a camera (boxlike, two-handled, with an 

exit hole for blasts in front and a peekhole in back). This was 

used for administering a push-pull force beam to the body by an 

Invader Force to tame the population. Fac One refers to Facsimile 

One, the name given to incidents involving the use of this 

machine. -Editor.

farm belts: areas or regions noted principally for farming. 

-Random House Second Edition Unabridged Dictionary.

Fifth Invaders: see Fifth Invader Force; Invader Forces in the 

Dianetics and Scientology Technical Dictionary.

five-star: see star in Modern Management Technology Defined.

fort, carried the: a humorous combination of the phrases held the 

fort (kept things in operation; remained on duty) and carried the 

day (won the contest or was triumphant; prevailed). -Editor.

Fourth Invaders: see Invader Forces in the Dianetics and 

Scientology Technical Dictionary.

fourth postulate: referring to the last of four basic postulates 

made by a native-state thetan (who knows everything there is): 

(1) he says he doesn't know about something; (2) he does know 

about that thing; (3) he's forgotten what he knows; (4) he is 

remembering what he has forgotten that he knows. -Lecture of 8 

November 1955.

G-2: the military-intelligence section of the Army or Marine 

Corps. -Abbreviations Dictionary.

gab-gab, walla-walla: a humorous expression from the word gab (to 

talk much or idly; chatter) and walla-walla (the sound produced 

by many people talking at once). -Editor.

Games Processing: see R2-56: Games Processing in The Creation of 

Human Ability.

gen: data; information. -Oxford Concise Dictionary

George Washington: a private university in Washington, D.C., 

founded in 1821. -Webster's New World Dictionary Appendix.

Hannecan: see Hahnemann in a regular dictionary.

Harley Street: a street of central London, England, notably 

occupied by the offices of prominent members of the medical 

profession. -American Heritage Dictionary.

Hartford Arms Corporation: a made-up name for an armaments-

manufacturing corporation. -Editor.

Harvard: a private university at Cambridge, Massachusetts. It is 

primarily a university for men, but women are admitted. Founded 

in 1636, it is the oldest institution of higher learning in the 

United States. -Collier's Encyclopedia,

Heidelberg: a famous university founded in 1386 and located in 

Heidelberg, West Germany. -Webster's New World Dictionary.

Hobson-Jobson: a term which comes from "O Hasan, O Husain!" 

(ritual cry of mourning for Hasan and Husain, grandsons of 

Mohammed who were killed in battle). British troops in India 

heard these words and called it Hobson-Jobson. The word has come 

to mean a corruption of a foreign expression translated into 

English, or any corruption of a word or expression. -Editor.

hole, in the: held in reserve until needed, especially until 

needed to turn failure into success. -Editor.

hooker: a concealed problem, flaw or drawback; a catch. -Random 

House Second Edition Unabridged Dictionary.

Indoctrination Course: a course designed to give a new student a 

reality on Scientology, and to give him an unshakable grasp on 

the procedures of auditing itself as opposed to processes. By 

auditing procedures is meant attitude and the various actual 

mechanics of putting a preclear in a chair and auditing him. 

-Editor.

Johnny Q. Public: a nickname for any member of the general 

public. -Editor.

Krishnamurti: Jiddu Krishnamurti (1895-1986), Hindu philosopher, 

author and religious figure. -Editor.

"Little children shall lead thee": referring to a statement made 

by Jesus in the New Testament: "Unless you turn around and become 

as young children, you will by no means enter into the kingdom of 

the heavens." -Matthew 18:3.

Lord Dunsany: Baron Edward John Moreton Drax Plunkett, known as 

Lord Dunsany (1878-1957), Irish poet and dramatist, author of 

poems and tales. -Webster's Biographical Dictionary.

mad-dog: to act like a rabid person; behave irrationally extreme 

in opinion or practice. -Editor.

made in the shade: see have it made or got it made in a regular 

dictionary.

Morgan's Rifle Corps: a company of Virginia riflemen commanded by 

American officer Daniel Morgan (1736-1802) during the American 

Revolution. -Editor.

most to pieces: in the greatest way; most exceedingly. -Editor.

motor court: U.S. term for a motel. -World Book Dictionary.

Narwhal: a giant U.S. submarine of World War II weighing more 

than 2700 tons. -Editor.

National League: (U.S.) one of the major professional leagues in 

baseball. -American Heritage Dictionary.

off-breed: an unusual or abnormal sort or kind. -Editor.

ostrich eggs, laid some gorgeous: see lay an egg under egg in a 

regular dictionary.

Over and Under: see HCO Training Bulletin of 30 November 1956 in 

the Appendix of this volume.

Ownership Processing: Scientology processing which is based on 

the principle that all masses, spaces and conditions depend on 

mis-ownership for their persistence. Ownership Processing is 

declaring the proper owner, thereby bringing about the 

disappearance of unwanted masses, spaces and conditions. -Ability 

Major 4.

Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania Railroad: an extensive railroad system 

operating in the eastern United States. -Editor.

pitch: an angle; a selfish motive; any unethical way of profiting 

or benefiting. -Dictionary of American Slang.

pitch, get in there and: make an effort; work diligently. 

-Dictionary of American Slang.

plaintifficating: a made-up word, poking fun at legal 

terminology. -Editor.

Problems of Comparable Magnitude: a Scientology process which 

results in a person being able to have a problem, permit a 

problem to remain or dispense with it. The process command is: 

"Invent a problem of comparable magnitude to ______." 

-Professional Auditor's Bulletin 106.

Purcell: Don G. Purcell, the millionaire who tried to seize 

Dianetics in 1951. -HCOB 12 August 1959.

rat cage: a cylindrical cage for rats, squirrels or other small 

animals, that revolves as they move; it is used figuratively to 

mean any situation that seems to go on endlessly without 

achievement. -Editor.

recognition officer: the ship's officer responsible for 

determining the friendly or enemy character of ship, aircraft or 

phenomena such as radio transmissions, and the identification by 

class, type or name of ship or aircraft. -Jane's Dictionary of 

Naval Terms.

Robeson, Paul: (1898-1976) American Negro actor and singer, known 

for his rich baritone voice. -Editor.

San Juan Hill: see El Caney in this glossary.

scat, quicker than: with more than ordinary speed. -Webster's 

Third New International Dictionary.

sign of the beaker: see sign of the cross in a regular 

dictionary.

SLP 8: an auditing regimen which consists of a great many top 

processes, all of which are simply a number of ways to remedy a 

person's willingness to confront and to be there and to find out 

where he is. That is the common denominator for the whole of SLP 

8. See HCO Training Bulletin of 30 November 1956 in the Appendix 

of this volume. -Lecture of 14 November 1956.

Smith, Cyril: (1892-1963) British stage and screen actor. 

-On Screen.

Sneezkee: humorous pronunciation of Nietzsche-Friedrich Wilhelm 

Nietzsche (1844-1900), German philosopher. -Editor.

solid comm line: solid communication between the auditor and 

preclear, such as his hand in the preclear's hand or the 

preclear's hand on his. This is essentially a solid-line two-way 

communication. -Lectures of 2 February 1957 and 17 July 1957.

Spanish War: the War of the Spanish Succession (1701-14), wherein 

England, Holland and other European countries fought Spain and 

France over the acceptance of the throne of Spain by the grandson 

of the king of France. -Collier's Encyclopedia.

spotting processes: a broad set of processes which includes 

Locationals, spotting spots in the past, in space, in the 

present, etc. -HCOB 7 December 1957.

Stop-C-S: see HCO Training Bulletin of 30 November 1956 in the 

Appendix of this volume.

Subjective Remedy of Havingness: see HCO Training Bulletin of 30 

November 1956 in the Appendix of this volume.

swoop, one fell: all at the same time; in only one attempt. 

-Longman Dictionary of English Idioms.

swush: an onomatopoeic word. -Editor.

taped: fully appraised or summed up, completely "weighed up" or 

assessed; as if measured with a tape. When one has a situation 

taped, it also implies having things under control. -Brewer's 

Dictionary of Phrase and Fable.

thingamagub: a humorous variation of thingamabob and thingamajig, 

both terms meaning any device, contrivance, gadget, etc.; jocular 

substitute for a name not known or temporarily forgotten. 

-Editor.

Three-and-a-half Invaders: a made-up name for an Invader Force. 

See also Invader Forces in the Dianetics and Scientology 

Technical Dictionary. -Editor.

tied up: a variation of wrapped up, which means encompassed in a 

few words; summarized. -Editor.

trough of despond: hopeless dejection; deep despondency. The 

expression is a variation of Slough of Despond (a deep bog), from 

the work Pilgrim's Progress by English writer John Bunyan (1628-

88). -Editor.

umpteenth of Swaugust: a made-up date. The term umpteen is a 

slang word meaning a great number of; very many. -Editor.

under the gun: under pressure. -Random House Second Edition 

Unabridged Dictionary.

Union Station: the name of a process which uses live people and 

is only run in railroad terminals, large bus terminals and 

airports. The commands are "Tell me something you really know 

about that person," and "What would you permit that person to 

know about you?" This process takes its name from the large 

railroad terminal in Washington, D.C. -Ability Major 6 [ca. early 

September 1955].

Vallee, Rudy: (b. 1901) a popular U.S. singer in the 1920s who 

later became an actor and comedian. -Editor.

wagon, the: an American slang term for any vehicle used to remove 

a person to a place of restriction, as to an insane asylum. 

-Dictionary of American Slang.

Wallabi Isles: a group of small islands about forty miles off the 

west coast of Western Australia. -National Geographic Atlas.

War Department: from 1798 until 1947 the War Department 

controlled the U.S. Army (and the Army Air Forces after they came 

into existence). Now called the Department of Defense. -Collier's 

Encyclopedia.

went up the pole: see going up the pole in the Dianetics and 

Scientology Technical Dictionary.

woggle: to stagger. -Shorter Oxford English Dictionary.

woofed and warped: made with woofs and warps. The woof is the 

horizontal thread in a woven fabric, and the warp is the vertical 

thread. Together they make up the whole of a woven article. 

-Editor.

Wright Whirlwind: an older type of aircraft engine produced by 

the Wright Corporation (now known as Curtiss-Wright). -Editor.

WS56, WD56: made-up washing machine model numbers. -Editor.

Wylie, Philip: (1902-71) American writer and social critic. 

-Editor.

Yale: Yale University, the third oldest institute of higher 

education in the U.S., situated at New Haven, Connecticut. It was 

founded in 1701. -Encyclopaedia Britannica.

YMCA: Young Men's Christian Association, a worldwide youth 

organization. -Editor.

yow-yowing: a verb form of yow, which is an exclamation or shout 

of dismay, etc. -Random House First Edition Unabridged 

Dictionary.

GLOSSARY  [for lectures #14 - 26]

Alfa Romeo: an automobile built by the Italian firm of the same 

name, which specializes in sports cars and racing cars. -Editor.

alpha: see alpha particle or alpha ray in a regular dictionary.

APA: an abbreviation for the American Psychiatric Association. 

These letters are also used earlier in the lectures in referring 

to the American Personality Analysis. -Editor.

Arcturus: see Arcturus in a regular dictionary.

Arslycus: an old civilization built in space, not on a planet. 

-Lecture of 1 December 1952.

Axiom 1: the first Axiom of Scientology is: "Life is basically a 

static. Definition: a Life Static has no mass, no motion, no 

wavelength, no location in space or in time. It has the ability 

to postulate and to perceive." See also Axiom in the Dianetics 

and Scientology Technical Dictionary. -The Creation of Human 

Ability.

Axiom 10: the tenth Axiom of Scientology is: "The highest purpose 

in this universe is the creation of an effect." -Scientology 0-8.

black case: see black field case; black five in the Dianetics and 

Scientology Technical Dictionary.

black operation: an evil, wicked or harmful activity. -Editor.

bleed it white: to extort the uttermost amount of money from it. 

The expression is taken from the fact that money is the lifeblood 

of commerce. -Editor.

Blighty: a soldier's name for England or the homeland, widely 

current in World War I and earlier. -Brewer's Dictionary of 

Phrase and Fable.

blowers: see supercharger in a regular dictionary.

brainwash: see brainwashing in Modern Management Technology 

Defined.

Breuer: Josef Breuer (1842-1925), Austrian physician; known 

especially for work on the ear and on psychoanalysis. Author 

(with Sigmund Freud) of the book Studies in Hysteria. -Webster's 

Biographical Dictionary.

bridge: see communication bridge in the Dianetics and Scientology 

Technical Dictionary.

calcium gluconate: a white, tasteless, water-soluble powder used 

as a dietary supplement to provide calcium. -Random House Second 

Edition Unabridged Dictionary.

chalk (him) off: a variation of write (him) off: consider (him) 

as a loss or failure. -Editor.

circles, go around in: go over the same ideas without reaching a 

satisfactory decision or answer. -Longman Dictionary of English 

Idioms.

clinic: a clinic operated by the HASI to demonstrate to the 

public by a series of solved cases that Scientology worked. It 

acted as a public dissemination line. -Ability Major 1.

closures: see closed terminals in the Dianetics and Scientology 

Technical Dictionary.

con-rods: see connecting rod in a regular dictionary.

Concept Therapy: see Concept Running in the Dianetics and 

Scientology Technical Dictionary. Further information can also be 

found in the Journal of Scientology Issue 2-G (1952) in the 

Technical Bulletins of Dianetics and Scientology.

congress: an assembly of Scientologists held in any of various 

cities around the world for a presentation of Dianetics and/or 

Scientology materials. Many congresses were addressed directly by 

Ron. Others were based upon taped LRH lectures or films on a 

particular subject. A congress also sometimes included seminars 

and co-audits for attendees. -Editor.

cuisinarians: persons with an established set of principles 

regarding food and its preparation. In the lecture LRH is 

jokingly referring to the cannibals of the Solomon Islands. 

-Editor.

dead spots: those portions of the engine's cycle when power is 

not being generated by the piston. The flywheel's momentum 

smooths out the power pulses from the piston. -Editor.

Dear Souls Area: the term used to describe an area of the whole 

track dating back to trillions of years ago. The Dear Souls Area 

was a saccharine-sweet sort of a universe, characterized by lots 

of enforced ARC. The beings in this area (called the "Dear Old 

Souls") educated one to be religious and to love one's neighbor 

and so on. -Lecture of 26 June 1952.

dicalcium phosphate: a compound of calcium, phosphorous and 

oxygen. Editor.

dog (on) it: shirk responsibility for it; retreat from it. 

-Random House Second Edition Unabridged Dictionary.

Dragnet: a documentary crime drama on radio, television and 

motion pictures. It starred actor Jack Webb, who played the 

character Sergeant Joe Friday. -Compton's Encyclopedia.

Dr. Ladas: Harold Ladas, a student attending the 15th ACC. 

-Editor.

Dulles: John Foster Dulles (1888-1959), American lawyer. Was the 

U.S. secretary of state at the time of this lecture. -Webster's 

Biographical Dictionary.

dummy sessions: at the time of this lecture, dummy sessions were 

six processes which merely assumed the attitudes of auditing and 

handled acknowledgment, originations and the other parts of the 

communication formula. These dummy auditing sessions evolved into 

what we know today as TRs. -Editor.

dust-over: something gone over quickly. -Editor.

egg, lay an: see under egg in a regular dictionary.

8-C, Part A, B and C: the three stages of Opening Procedure of 8-

C. A full list of the commands can be found in Ability Major 6 

(1955) in the Technical Bulletins of Dianetics and Scientology. 

-Editor.

Eisenhowerosis: a made-up name for a disease, poking fun at 

Dwight D. Eisenhower (1890-1969), American general and president 

of the U.S. at the time of the lecture. -Editor.

Eleanor: see Eleanor Roosevelt in a regular dictionary.

Esquire: referring to Esquire magazine, a popular U.S. periodical 

for men. -Periodicals for School Libraries.

FDR: see Franklin in this glossary.

Fiat: a car built by the Italian automobile- manufacturing 

company of the same name. -Editor.

"fit injuns": (Western U.S. dialect) fight Indians. -Editor.

flip: short for flip-flop; a sudden or unexpected reversal, as of 

direction, belief, attitude or policy. -Random House Second 

Edition Unabridged Dictionary.

Ford Foundation: a private philanthropic corporation established 

in 1936 by Henry Ford and his son Edsel, American automobile 

manufacturers. At the time of this lecture, the Ford Foundation 

was the largest private trust in the world, with assets of nearly 

half a billion dollars. -Editor.

Forrestal: James Vincent Forrestal (1892-1949). Undersecretary of 

the navy (1940-44), secretary of the navy (1944-47), first 

secretary of defense (1947-49). -Webster's Biographical 

Dictionary.

14th and F Streets: an intersection in Washington, D.C. -Editor.

fozzle-fozzled: a made-up term, which in context means fuzzy or 

dim. -Editor.

Franklin: referring to Franklin Delano Roosevelt (1882-1945), 

thirty-second president of the United States (1933-45). -Editor.

Franklin Delano '45: referring to the fact that Franklin Delano 

Roosevelt, when president of the United States, personally 

ordered the diversion of manpower and billions of dollars in 

funds to the making of the atomic bomb, first tested and used as 

a weapon in 1945. -Editor.

gamma: see gamma ray in a regular dictionary.

General Sherman tank: a World War II U.S. Army tank weighing 

about thirty-one tons and carrying a 75-millimeter gun as its 

main armament. -Collier's Encyclopedia.

glumwums: a made-up name for disease germs. -Editor.

gowed up: a made-up word. -Editor.

Grumhauser: a made-up name for a type of microscope. -Editor.

Ickes: Harold LeClair Ickes (1874-1952), U.S. secretary of the 

interior (1933-46). -Webster's Biographical Dictionary.

Indoctrination Course: a course designed to give a new student a 

reality on Scientology, and to give him an unshakable grasp on 

the procedures of auditing itself as opposed to processes. By 

auditing procedures is meant attitude and the various actual 

mechanics of putting a preclear in a chair and auditing him. 

-Editor.

inquisited: subjected to inquisition. -Webster's Third New 

International Dictionary.

Jaguar: a British automobile manufactured by Jaguar Cars Limited, 

based in Coventry, England. -Editor.

Kahlil Gibran's The Prophet: a book written in 1923 by Syrian 

poet and painter Kahlil Gibran (1883-1931), The work presents 

Gibran's mystical faith in the form of a prose poem. -Editor.

Keokuk: a small city in Iowa. -Editor.

Knox: William Franklin Knox (1874-1944), American newspaper 

publisher and politician; U.S. secretary of the navy (1940-44). 

-Webster's Biographical Dictionary.

Learning Process Number One: the first of the educational 

processes, which bring about an ability to KNOW a datum as 

opposed to simply knowing it as a recall. The process itself can 

be found in Professional Auditor's Bulletin 110 in the Technical 

Bulletins of Dianetics and Scientology. -Editor.

levitiously: see levity in a regular dictionary.

Lincoln Memorial: a monument erected in memory of Abraham 

Lincoln, sixteenth president of the United States, in Washington, 

D.C. It houses a nineteen foot white-marble statue of Lincoln. 

-Collier's Encyclopedia.

lowest rung: the opposite of top rung, which means the highest or 

most successful point. The term figuratively refers to the bottom 

rung of a ladder. -Editor.

Maw Confederation of the 63rd Galaxy: the name of a political 

unit which existed on the whole track. -Editor.

Model-T Ford: an automobile manufactured by the Ford Motor 

Company from 1908 to 1927. It began the era of the mass-produced 

automobile in the United States. -World Book Dictionary.

mooring board: a chart used in solving problems arising in 

steering a ship to its anchorage, or problems of relative 

movement between ships or planes, etc. It consists of a sheet 

with ten concentric circles on it, spaced one inch apart, and has 

various markings and scales used in problem solving. Also called 

maneuvering board. -Editor.

moting: a slang term for driving; used figuratively in the 

lecture. -Oxford English Dictionary.

niacinamide: a form of the vitamin niacin. The medical profession 

thought that niacin itself turned on a flush, so they invented 

niacinamide to keep from turning on this flush. Niacin by itself 

does not turn on a flush but starts to immediately run out 

sunburn or radiation. So niacinamide is worthless for purposes of 

running these things out. Also known as nicotinamide. -HCOB 6 

February 1978RC.

nickel, worth a: one of many similar phrases which begin with not 

worth a... They mean not worth anything, worthless, valueless. 

-Editor.

nicotinicamide: see niacinamide in this glossary.

out the bottom: see the Dianetics and Scientology Technical 

Dictionary.

"Pantagon": humorous pronunciation of Pentagon, a five-sided 

building in Arlington, Virginia, that is the headquarters of the 

U.S. Department of Defense. -Editor.

periodic chart: see periodic table in a regular dictionary.

pitch: any sales talk or speech intended to persuade, convince or 

gain sympathy. -Dictionary of American Slang.

Professor Wimphwomph: a made-up name for a scientist. -Editor.

puppy to the root: completely or thoroughly puppylike; coltish; 

frisky. -Editor.

Pure Food and Drug Act: referring to the Federal act of 1906 

prohibiting the transportation in interstate commerce of 

adulterated and misbranded foods and drugs. The law was amended 

and revised a number of times in subsequent years. -Editor.

Q&Q: a humorous variation of Q&A. See Q and A in the Dianetics 

and Scientology Technical Dictionary.

radioactive horse pistols: see horse pistol in a regular 

dictionary.

Renault: a brand of automobile manufactured in France. -Editor.

rheumitis: a made-up name for an illness, punning on rheumatism. 

-Editor.

ring-tailed snorter: a humdinger; something very remarkable. 

-Editor.

Robin Hood's barn, go around: to proceed in a roundabout way. 

-Dictionary of American Slang.

scat, faster than: with more than ordinary speed. -Webster's 

Third New International Dictionary.

Scattered, Nervous: the minus aspect of one trait on the American 

Personality Analysis graph, its plus aspect being "Composed." 

This same trait is shortened to "Nervous" on the Oxford Capacity 

Analysis graph. -Editor.

School of Life: see Modern Management Technology Defined.

Schopenhauer: see Will and the Idea, The in this glossary.

"Scientology Times": a made-up name for a Scientology 

publication. -Editor.

screamers: see screamer in the Dianetics and Scientology 

Technical Dictionary.

shoot the moon: shoot the works; make an all-out effort. -Editor.

square, by the: multiplied repeatedly by itself. For example, two 

multiplied by itself becomes four, four becomes sixteen, etc. 

-Editor.

Steves's: referring to Dick Steves, an executive in the 

Washington organization at the time of the lecture. -Editor.

Subjective Remedy of Havingness: see HCO Training Bulletin of 30 

November 1956 in the Appendix of this volume.

sulfathiazole: one of a group of chemicals known as sulfa drugs, 

capable of inhibiting bacterial growth and activity. -Editor.

swoop, one fell: all at the same time; in only one attempt. 

-Longman Dictionary of English Idioms.

taped: fully appraised or summed up, completely "weighed up" or 

assessed; as if measured with a tape. When one has a situation 

taped, it also implies having things under control. -Brewer's 

Dictionary of Phrase and Fable.

Tesla: Nikola Tesla (1856-1943), American electrician and 

inventor. -Webster's Biographical Dictionary.

two-gun western: a western movie whose characters carry or are 

skillful in using two guns at the same time. In a figurative 

sense, it means a western appealing to persons of simple and 

virile taste. -Editor.

Vicks VapoRub: a commercial brand of medicated ointment, used as 

a decongestant. -Editor.

viosterol: another name for vitamin D2. -Editor.

Wallace: the first Wallace referred to in the lecture is Henry 

Cantwell Wallace, U.S. secretary of agriculture (1921-24). The 

second is his son, Henry A'gard Wallace, U.S. secretary of 

agriculture (1933-40). -Editor.

Western Union: an American telegraph company. -Collier's 

Encyclopedia.

whammies: see wham in a regular dictionary.

What Price Glory?: a 1924 play about World War 1. The plot 

centers on the rivalry of Captain Flagg and Sergeant Quirt for 

the favors of a French girl. -The Reader's Encyclopedia.

Will and the Idea, The: The World as Will and Idea; a book by 

Arthur Schopenhauer (1788-1860), German philosopher. In this 

work, Schopenhauer maintained that the desires and drives of men, 

as well as the forces of nature, are manifestations of a single 

will, specifically the will to live, which is the essence of the 

world. Since operation of the will means constant striving 

without satisfaction, life consists of suffering. Only by 

controlling the will through the intellect, by suppressing the 

desire to reproduce, can suffering be diminished. -The Reader's 

Encyclopedia.

wigglety-wiggles: a made-up name for microscopic organisms. 

-Editor.

Wilde, Oscar: (1854-1900), Irish-born poet, dramatist and 

novelist. Wilde, a leader of an aesthetic movement, was found 

guilty of homosexual practices and imprisoned. -The Reader's 

Encyclopedia.

Will Durant's Story of Philosophy: a popular book on philosophy 

first published in 1926 by American teacher, philosopher and 

historian, Will Durant (1885-1981). -Editor.

Wolfson: Louis Elwood Wolfson; chairman of Capital Transit Co., 

Washington, D.C. (1951-56). -Who's Who in Commerce and Industry, 

Fifteenth Edition.

yackle-yackle: from yack-yack, meaning to talk or chatter 

persistently or meaninglessly. -Editor.

Yale: Yale University, the third oldest institute of higher 

education in the U.S., situated at New Haven, Connecticut. It was 

founded in 1701. -Encyclopaedia Britannica.

COMPLEXITY

A lecture given on 17 October 1956

[Start of Lecture]

All right.

It's all very well to talk about auditing somebody, but what you 

doing?

Now, I know that's a dirty trick to ask anybody. There's a fellow 

by the name of... Oh, I don't -- I never mention names. Anyway, 

Lyle one time in an early course was asked by an auditor, I think 

-- asked him something on the order of how he went about acting 

and how he did it. And he got back he couldn't even took a 

microphone or a television camera in the face. He just couldn't 

act all of a sudden. He had an awful time getting back on.

Well, you, in any action -- even auditing -- tend to set up an 

enormous number of automatic responses. And you set these up, 

evidently, from a postulate which is the basic postulate of 

automatic responses -- is "I can't do all these things at once," 

or "There are too many things to do at once," or "There is too 

much going on here; I must do less." Do you get the idea? And so 

you set something up on automatic.

Now, for instance, Scientology organizations have a very hard 

time with me because I never set up any line in the organization 

on automatic. It's just something that I seldom do. I can do all 

these various functions, and every once in a while somebody finds 

me on his comm line doing them, which is a very disconcerting 

thing to have happen.

I'm supposed to be off someplace teaching an ACC or minding my 

own business or inventing a new book or something, you see? But 

all of a sudden, why, memberships are not on automatic, see? They 

never went on automatic. I always got my eye over here on 

memberships, see? I can do those too.

And membership all of a sudden gets a shot in the arm or a query 

or there is a new proposal or something that goes out. Is there 

something we ought to be doing that -- or we shouldn't be doing 

or something of this sort.

Everybody was horrified about a year ago to hear about this thing 

called associate membership which never expired and it only cost 

the price of the pin and so forth. It was a horrible thing.

And as a result, it just took months and months and months and 

months to finally get the pins made and get it into action and 

get it out, because it was too simple a membership.

Now, this thing was really grooved. An associate membership 

consists of a card with a pin attached to it, and it's handed to 

a professional auditor who hands it to somebody and says, "One 

dollar, please." And they pay him a dollar and then he doesn't do 

anything else; the auditor doesn't do another thing.

But the card says, "Mail me at once." So the person who bought 

the membership has the responsibility now of mailing in that card 

to the HASI. And they get back at once (and sometimes a little 

later) -- probably be much later now that Marilyn is here; she's 

off the post at the moment -- mails back this and puts him in the 

files. Now, no track has to be kept of these files beyond keeping 

track of a roll book on them, because the membership doesn't 

expire. This is too simple a membership. See?

The power of an organization to a large degree depends upon the 

size of its rank and file. And unless you can develop rank and 

file, and particularly file, in very large numbers, when you 

sneeze you've simply sneezed. But if you've developed a large 

rank and file, when you sneeze, why, the seismographs operate 

ecstatically all over southern California. Well, that's the 

associate membership, and that's all there is to that.

Now, the funny part of it is that a person ought to be an 

associate membership anyway. He ought to be an associate member 

anyway. Regardless of whether he is a general member or a special 

member or any other kind of a member, why, if he's an associate 

member he can really never be kicked out -- never. Which takes a 

lot of temptation away from officers and executives in the 

organization, you see? They could cancel all of his memberships 

except his associate memberships and he's still a member. So then 

they have to find some other prey. They have to go out and chop 

up senators or something, you know?

Well, anyway, there's a simple operation. There's a simple -- 

very, very basically simple operation. There's nothing much to 

it. Its simplicity was too much simpler for a long time. It took 

a long, long time to get it into operation. It actually is going 

slowly even now, but it's picking up a little speed; picking up a 

little speed. It's actually a profitable activity to some slight 

degree. If a fellow has a group of twenty-five people, actually 

he puts twelve dollars and a half in his pocket if he sells each 

one of them an associate membership. It's slight, but encourages 

him to go out and get more groups -- it's just that little bit 

that pays for his postage. That's all that it does; it doesn't do 

any more than that, but at least does that.

Now, it permits the group to belong. A fellow now belongs so that 

he can think and talk as part of the group, and so the group 

becomes alive. A group which is not composed of members is not a 

live group.

All right. Let's follow the course of the Constitution of the 

United States. It was written up -- same thing, intended to be a 

very simple thing. They had a closed congress so that nobody 

could possibly -- the Constitutional Convention -- nobody could 

possibly have known what was going on in that convention because 

it was a secret convention. They tore up all the notes every 

night. I think it was fifty years or forty years later that 

somebody published a diary on it. Monroe finally published his 

daily dairy on the thing -- that much later -- which was a 

mistake.

The moment he published the mistake -- which was the fact that it 

was created and wasn't a thing -- some other people started to go 

to town on interpreting the Constitution. Up to that time it 

hadn't really occurred to anybody that it needed a lot of 

interpreting. It was a constitution, everybody could read it and 

understand it, and that was that; that was what you did.

Here was a rather simple document -- rather simple -- and it got 

more and more complicated, and more and more complicated, and the 

government went along in further complications. And now to read 

the Constitution, you have to read a book of many hundreds of 

pages, because you have to read all the Supreme Court decisions 

with regard to every paragraph and sentence in the Constitution. 

And, believe me, they abound -- these decisions, these Supreme 

Court decisions. They're practically endless.

If you started to read the lower-court decisions which were 

referred to the Supreme Court, and the number of things that were 

reversed and turned this way and that, well, you're in for a full 

law course. And that's what it's become. Somebody goes to school 

for six years to find out what the Constitution says.

I can do better than that. When I was about eight years old, 

somebody left a copy of it lying around and I read it. I said, 

"That's fine." Never had any trouble with it, actually, until one 

day in studying civics and law, legal procedures, somebody 

presented me with a book on the Constitution which was the 

textbook, and the thing was about a thousand pages; I never saw 

such a tome. And I started to read it, and every comma had been 

taken apart in the Constitution. And it's so complicated now 

nobody can follow it. See, it couldn't possibly be followed now. 

See, its just too complicated. You have to know too much about 

it.

Well, this isn't just a mechanism to disenfranchise the private 

citizen; it's another thing that is going on. It has approached a 

level of complexity to a point where it itself is destroyed. 

That's the whole thing. You get the idea? So anything approaches 

a level of complexity at which it itself is destroyed.

Now, let's take up the human body. And let's just look at it -- 

not because the word Hobson-Jobsons over into "constitution," but 

let's just take up the human body.

I'm going to let you in on something. It's horrible if you 

haven't already established this fact. The human body at one time 

or another was mocked up to persist through an evolutionary 

cycle. And it did that. But what did it consist of? Of what did 

the human body consist at the moment of its mock-up? It wasn't 

necessarily small; it wasn't necessarily big. It was mocked up to 

do a cycle and it's still doing it.

Well, I'll let you in on something: It had no lungs. It had no 

stomach. It had no intestine. It had no bones. Didn't have any 

cells. It just worked. And then helpful little thetans coming 

along, started to invent things for it.

As an example of this, we read in the Vedic (many of the four 

Vedic Books), we read along there, and we find there's a rather 

uniform agreement that at a certain stage people all went to the 

devil. Everybody went to the devil, and they've been there ever 

since and going further to the devil. And they got so bad, it 

says in these ancient books, that they began to eat! It got so 

bad that they began to eat. Now, that's pretty bad, see? They 

evidently considered that was horrible.

Now, how do you get all this genetic blueprint? What is the 

genetic blueprint actually? It is an additive history of various 

types of forms which didn't succeed, which had to go someplace, 

so they got installed by Fac Ones.

The evolutionary track is apparently a swindle, because the 

mechanism of it can be run out, and the fellow suddenly winds up 

with no evolutionary track. But you didn't erase the evolutionary 

track; you erased the machinery which created one.

That's a different look at physiology, isn't it?

Now, I don't state these things to you as absolute, Aristotelian-

yea/nay, clear-cut facts. They're simply the result of a great 

deal of investigation and the likeliest explanation of the data 

overhauled. This is the likeliest explanation.

We find on the course of auditing this genetic blueprint, that we 

diverge from the genetic blueprint and we move over into the 

actual body cycle as such. And we don't find hardly any of the 

early body cycle on record. It wasn't making records. Additive! 

The facsimiles became an additive factor. The machinery to make 

facsimiles then began to add factors to the body. The thetans 

running these bodies, now convinced that they needed all these 

extra gadgets, would put them in. And we had additive machinery. 

And we bad machinery that adds machinery. And we find people are 

sick.

The body was evidently originally a very simple thing. One of 

these days we might get up to a point where you can mock up a 

visible body. We have techniques that go there right away, by the 

way. Quite fascinating.

The experimental evidence back of this, however -- I've only 

mocked up a shimmer; I've only had a preclear up to mocking up a 

shimmer in the middle of the room that somebody else then 

entering the room saw this shimmer in the center of the room. 

That's as far as we've gone.

The creation of a mock-up does not involve complexities; it 

involves a simplicity. And the person who cannot mock things up 

is doing so -- failing to mock them up -- because he has to have 

too many methods of mocking them up. There's too much methodology 

in his mock-ups and so he gets no mock-up. Follow this carefully.

You can say, offhand, other people have noticed this one way or 

the other, but they certainly haven't made it very clear. One of 

them is in the Bible -- something about "Little children shall 

lead thee," or something of the sort. Forgotten what that's all 

about.

When you have a simplicity, however, you do not necessarily have 

any power or direction or purpose or knowledge or experience. So 

don't confuse these issues. When you have complexity, you do not 

necessarily have any power or any knowledge or any experience. 

Have you got this? They're just disrelated.

When you have a complexity, you do not necessarily have 

difficulty. But if you have a complexity which contains 

unknowing, or unknown complexities, you've got trouble. You see 

what it takes?

It isn't just a complexity; it's a complexity which contains a 

number of unknowns. A communication system of great complexity 

would simply be one with an enormous number of terminals and an 

enormous number of lines. And we'd have no trouble with this huge 

system.

And let me go back to one of the oldest things we have, one of 

the oldest things we have in Dianetics: the calculating machine 

with the drop of solder on the digit 5 so that we have an 

additive 5. And nobody knows the drop of solder is there, and 

there's an unknown message goes into the machine every time they 

try to add something up, and so they never get a right answer. It 

takes, then, an unknown or unknowing bit to confuse the 

complexity.

Now, if we have a complexity with a great many unknowing bits in 

it through which messages are and should be traveling -- it 

requires all that -- which contains these various points which 

are unknown, we have a confusion. And that is the difference 

between a complexity and a confusion.

Now, wherever we see a great deal of difficulty on some 

complicated operation, we are apt to believe that the people 

involved in it are not capable of handling that many details, and 

that is an error of the first magnitude. And you who are studying 

ability should know that. It is an error of the first magnitude. 

There is no reason why one man couldn't run the U.S. government; 

there's no reason at all. He'd have to simplify his own handling 

of lines, perhaps. But he'd have a terribly complex operation 

going forward, and it would be (theoretically) handleable right 

up to the moment when unknown terminals and lines were introduced 

into the same complexity, which traffic then goes over and 

through and is shunted by. See that? The introduction of this 

series of unknowns would then make it impossible for one man to 

handle the entirety of the operation.

It is not necessarily true that when a thing evolves it develops 

unknown terminals and lines also. That's not necessarily true. 

But when a thing becomes complex and also develops unknown 

terminals and lines, it then becomes a confusion and then does 

follow the cycle of action to destroy, and destroy is arrived at.

There is nothing wrong with any preclear you have or will audit 

if the data is known to the preclear. This is a rule of thumb in 

auditing. If the preclear knows about it, it isn't hurting him. 

Now, that's an awfully hard thing for an auditor to swallow. You 

can no more teach an HCA that, complete, than the man in the 

moon. You could teach [it to] him; he'd accept it intellectually. 

He'd sit down and he'd start auditing the preclear and preclear 

would say, "Its my mother. Mother. Yup. Oh, she was terrible to 

me! Beat me! Starved me! Threw me down stairs!"

So, "Oh, poor boy. All these horrible things happened to him 

because of his mother. Ali! Nothing we can do about that except 

audit out Mother." Now, listen, we are trying to make top 

auditors here. There's nothing wrong with auditing out Mother, 

about whom he is very upset. It makes the preclear far more 

comfortable, I am sure. There's nothing wrong with this. But it 

is the slow train through Arkansas. And if you expect him to go 

anywhere further on the road to OT by auditing out something he 

knows about, skip it.

I don't know how many thousand hours you could audit out things 

the preclear knows about. By auditing things he knows about, you 

are discrediting him. You're invalidating him really. You're 

saying, "Look, there's parts of life that you know about that we 

know you can't handle." The only thing he can't handle is what he 

doesn't know about.

Well now, this becomes a mystery indeed. Here sits Mr. Preclear 

and there you sit as an auditor and you're supposed to gab-gab, 

walla-walla with the preclear and he's supposed to tell you 

what's wrong with him, and then you are supposed to do something 

about it. Is that the way it goes?

Well, if it goes that way, it goes nowhere, don't you see? The 

complexity doesn't hurt him. The unknowns which have entered in 

to an already complex communication and terminal pattern are 

capable of killing him dead.

Now, I'll give you an example of this. Up in front of my face I 

will give you an auditing command here which you should be able 

to follow very easily. Now, got it? You could follow that as an 

auditing command couldn't you?

Go ahead and do so. All right, that's good. Fine. Fine.

All right, you all set? All right, now raise the same number of 

fingers that have raised. He can see. You got it?

The reason you didn't do that's because you're dependent on sight 

to tell you how many fingers I was holding up behind my back. You 

don't have to do that either. You're also dependent on light to 

tell you Tsk! You're also dependent on space to be told through. 

You got it?

There's a lot of factors involved which make that an 

unknowingness and each one of them is led by a dependency. Every 

unknown factor there ever will be was preceded by a dependency 

upon it.

So nobody could come in and louse up this one man running the 

whole government by simply introducing some unknown terminals and 

some unknown comm lines. You know, they just extraneously 

introduce these unknown terminals and unknown comm lines, and he 

walks along one day, and he sees something going on and he's not 

quite sure what it is and so on. This wouldn't upset him; he 

could take care of it unless it was done this way: He's depending 

on a certain number of police as terminals in various parts. 

That's what he's using for terminals; he's using these cops. One 

of these cops on whom he is depending ain't dependable, isn't 

even on the force, wears a uniform and is totally in the enemy's 

pay, who has a charming personality, and who individually has 

invited the greatest confidence on the part of the fellow ho is 

running the whole government. Wow! Now we've got something that 

can wreck the works. Do you follow that?

But an unknown must be preceded by a dependency to be aberrative. 

A person was dependent on something, and now he doesn't know that 

he's still depending on it, and he doesn't know that it's still 

there. You got it? It's just gone out of view. And yet he's still 

depending on it, and it's still unknown. But it was known once 

when he was depending on it, wasn't it?

So we get our next little rule: That it must once have been known 

to become unknown in an aberrative sense. It must once have been 

known to become unknown in an aberrative sense.

We're driving through a park. We see only the road and the 

flowers on either side of the road. Only those flowers are in our 

view. It is very true that the flowers one hundred yards deep 

into the park are unknown to us. That's quite true. We are not 

looking at them. We do not know what flowers are there. This is 

unknown to us. But we never depended on them for our pleasure or 

scenery, nor have we known them. They don't worry us then.

Now, we're passing down the same road, but when we were children 

we played a hundred yards deep there into the woods, and there 

was a little glade and it had very pretty flowers. And we decide 

that these are very nice woods, and we start to go looking for 

the glade. We can't find it. It bothers us.

Why does it bother us? Because we're sure it's turned up 

somewhere else. We're sure that it's now haunting us. If we can't 

find it, we are very prone to assume it still exists, oddly 

enough. We don't say necessarily that it has been eclipsed and 

changed and doesn't exist anymore. We are more prone to say, 

"It's still there but I can't find it."

Why is this? Because that's the safe thing to do according to a 

thetan. It's very unsafe to merely assume that that glade is no 

longer there and has disappeared and that's that. If he's in a 

very calm frame of mind he can assume that. But if he's in a 

little upset about life, and he's lived for a while, you know, 

and -- know what I mean? -- best thing to do is to assume that it 

still exists. He doesn't see it; he doesn't find it; it's not 

there.

And we get this queer, odd, little phenomenon of Straightwire. 

Now, Straightwire is a very limited process which is very 

workable for a very brief space of time. It works for a few 

commands. It's pretty good, pretty good.

Something general like "Remember something that is really real to 

you" or something like that: That's not bad. It can be run, 

however, on a specific personality with disaster: "Remember a 

time when your mother was there." Now, "remember a time when you 

saw your mother" becomes one of the most aberrative processes 

that could be run. You strip the visio of Mother off the track, 

and what do you leave in its place? You leave the "thereness" of 

Mother.

How many times were you walking down the street and Mother was 

alongside of you and you never looked at Mother? You knew Mother 

was there though, didn't you? So to run out Mother by knocking 

out all the times that you were looking at Mother becomes a near 

fatality, because it leaves Mother omnipresent for the preclear.

This works better: "Can you recall a time when you knew Mother 

was there?" "Recall a time when you knew Mother was there." You'd 

have a better chance. This is still not good because it's a 

fourth-postulate process. But you'd still have a better chance 

because that is the trouble.

A valence is an omnipresence; it too often is accompanied with a 

thereness. "I know Mother is there." One is riding down the road, 

Mother is in the back seat. He knows Mother is there, but he is 

not looking at Mother. He's asleep in the house; he knows 

Mother's in another room asleep in bed. He's not looking at 

Mother, but he's aware of her thereness. So there is her 

thereness, don't you see?

Now, looking at Mother is a complicated thereness. Just knowing 

Mother is around is a simple thereness.

Now, let's invert it and make it the most complicated phenomenon. 

We know Mother is there but we cannot locate her at once. We have 

this feeling she is there, but we do not locate her. Brrrr! It's 

not so good. People will even believe in ghosts after a while.

Now what does this lead to? The complexity of life adopted by a 

person proceeding into complexities is very much upset by this 

additional factor that the people that were there are not there, 

but he knows they're there. And that is what's wrong with a 

valence; that's what a valence is.

If you described a valence as "He's having valence trouble. We 

all know what that is. He's closed terminals with, and he thinks 

he is, and he's in the valence of some near relation or somebody 

close to him."

Well, let's not describe it that way. Let's describe it another 

way entirely: He is aware of the thereness which is a not-

thereness. He knows there's some kind of a comm line going into 

some kind of a terminal that isn't present, and he has 

restimulated one of these "I know Mother is there." He's 

restimulated "I know Mother is there."

It could be no more serious than the fact that he fell down as a 

little boy, and Mother is in the other room, and he's feeling 

mighty sad because he's all bunged up, and he's lying in bed. And 

he knows Mother is in the other room; Mother is there, you see? 

That's quite all right then; everything is fine. It becomes part 

of the engram, the thereness of Mother.

So we run this engram very cheerfully, and we skip all of the 

fascinating and pertinent data in the engram, which was the 

preclear knowing that Mother was there. So we run the engram and 

we don't solve the valence: We never ran out his knowledge that 

Mother was there.

Now, you see, knowing Mother was there at first was simple, but 

now it's gotten complex. We know Mother is there, but Mother is 

not there. Now you see how complex that is? And that can be quite 

aberrative.

And that is why a valence is aberrative, and that's the only 

reason it's aberrative: It's gotten to be a complicated 

thereness. And it's also a complicated not-thereness which leaves 

us with the wonder if it is there, and one deals with this by 

submerging it entirely out of view. It goes entirely out of 

sight, and he doesn't even know who isn't there! That's the 

worst; that's the worst thing. He does not even know who isn't 

there.

We had an early SOP that has a technique that says some of the 

darnedest things happen. "Tell me somebody who isn't there. Who 

isn't present?"

"Well, so-and-so isn't present, and so-and-so isn't present." And 

there's somebody right in the room that all of a sudden had a 

cousin show up that had been there all the time -- been there all 

the time and he didn't know that this fellow was there. This is 

what we call a spook. That's a technical word, "spook." It's a 

person who is there who isn't there.

Now, this spook is one step forward on to being the thing that 

isn't there. The next thing you know, we become so worried about 

the spook that the best thing to do to solve the whole thing is 

to settle the whole question and be the spook, but the spook 

isn't there and neither is the preclear. You got it?

So when you say "Look at that wall" and the fellow can't look at 

the wall and see any clear wall, the only thing that's really 

wrong with him is he is somebody who isn't there.

And this popular song, "The Little Man Who Wasn't There," was 

oddly enough terribly popular. One of the most popular songs; it 

sold more copies! It was wrong with everybody. Terrific general 

agreement -- "The Little Man Who Wasn't There" or "Who Isn't 

There."

Now, where do we enter this kind of a situation? The fellow 

doesn't know... He's probably in this kind of a state: He has a 

dozen spooks and he's being at least one thing that has 

previously been a spook. See, let's say he's a case of thirteen 

spooks, one of whom he's being.

This is a case of the preclear is haunted. And that's basically, 

in terms of personality, what is wrong with him. Basically, 

that's what is wrong with him. It is the not-thereness of the 

people he knew was there.

He likes the assurance of havingness, he likes the assurance of 

mass, he likes to touch things. And we get most of our phenomena 

of thought out of this crazy not-there, there, so forth. We get 

this hair-trigger, slap-happy this and that. And he -- 

understand, he doesn't need any of these spooks, but he dreams up 

uses for them now that he's got them. He uses them. There are 

specific patterns of use of these spooks. Does all sorts of weird 

things here.

Well, we look over all of this, and we see that a complexity has 

proceeded from the simple fact of somebody was there. Somebody 

was there and he knew that somebody was there. He didn't even 

have to look at that person. Now, after a while he gets anxious, 

and he has to look at the person to make sure the person is 

there.

You never saw anybody in a state of anxiety until you've seen a 

little child who has become already very anxious about the 

presence of his mother. Mother just starts to walk away from him 

and he cries and he gets very, very upset. Mother has to be 

always in view.

It's quite an amazing thing. For instance, my kids have a 

fantastic tolerance level on this particular fact. They're very 

fond of their mother. Boy, she is a hit! She is five-star as far 

as they're concerned. See, she's the queen, just swell. They love 

her most to pieces, so forth.

She says goodbye to them and they go back to playing. Calm, cool, 

comfortable -- doesn't worry them a bit. They have this level of 

trust; they know she'll turn up again. They don't have to keep 

their eye on her!

So we get another factor associated with valences. We must 

already have achieved a situation where one had to keep his eye 

on something to know it was there. So we have abandoned already 

knowing something by just knowing it, and we know it now by 

seeing it, and then when we can't see it anymore we know it's 

still there. That's the dub-in. So we get a spook.

Now, there's the complexity of a mind. A man actually starts 

thinking through these comm terminals.

Now, back of all of this, of course, are the elements of 

existence, and they are more aberrative than people. By and 

large, they're more aberrative than people. Light, darkness, 

walls, sound vibrations, other things of this character are 

really more aberrative than people. They become more thoroughly 

unknown.

One tries to do all sorts of things with these. Why? Because 

there is a thing called time. Single aberration is time -- 

Dianetics. Very true. This thing called time is eternally 

associated in anybody's mind with anything. It is the common 

denominator of incident.

But more important than that, time alone permits things to 

proceed into a complexity; time alone. If something is old, it's 

complex. You almost draw that as a conclusion. If something is 

old and has been many times changed in the course of existence, 

its complexity contains unknowns, and you have a person.

Now, what are all these mental image pictures? What are these 

machines that make them? What's this thing that mocks up a body? 

How come?

Actually, it's an effort to recover time. A person begins to view 

time as a continuous parade of loss instead of a continuous 

parade of gain. He doesn't think the next minute will ever come. 

As a matter of fact there's a cliché, a social cliché: they say, 

"We'll do it tomorrow because tomorrow never comes." There's no 

havingness in the future; there's some havingness in the past. 

And as a result, then, we get time producing or enforcing the 

production of (through the considerations of the thetan) 

tremendous complexities, one of which is the mental image 

picture. And thus we have a mind.

The there -- not-there spookness influenced by the parade of time 

and backgrounded by the elements of the universe itself have 

required solutions, no matter how poor, and those solutions, no 

matter how poor, have become the mind.

The mind could be defined as a series of solutions to identity 

and time, which don't work.

Now, let's take at first this thing called a body, a mock-up. 

Let's consider it more or less in the light of the walls, space, 

light. It's of that order of magnitude. It is just a body. That 

is all that it is. It isn't even something to see with or hear 

with or handle or control things with. It is an existing 

thereness which in some cases is ambulatory.

Consider that body, for the purpose of auditing, in the same 

order of magnitude that you would consider space, walls, light, 

sound, particles, motion. Just consider it that in the same order 

of magnitude. It can be moved; it can be made to stay still; it 

can do this and it can do that. Tremendous number of things then 

become added to it, and we have already entered the borderline 

between body and mind -- the additives. They are functional 

purposes for this body which in its origin has no purpose, any 

more than light has a purpose. Do you see this?

Now when we start to add functional purposes to this body, and 

modify its structure and do this and do that with it, we have 

already begun a complexity.

The next step, of which this complexity of additives is a part, 

is the mind. We've got the body. Now, we've got all these 

additives and they are part of the body, but they are the bridge 

to the mind; so that we find the glandular system, for instance, 

monitoring various actions in the body when called on from the 

level of the mind. We have these glands reacting in certain ways 

when an observation of danger is made on a mental level.

But a mind consists of purposes, games, losses, wins, and "what I 

had yesterday" in a constant parade. Every time the clock goes 

tickity-tock you've lost a universe -- pocketa-pocketa-pocketa-

pocketa-pocketa, gone universe, gone universe, gone universe. 

Look around! Gone universe, gone universe, gone universe. I'm 

going to count: one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight, 

nine, ten. Have you still got nine? See? Fascinating trick, isn't 

it?

How do you get it back? You got a picture of me saying nine. Now, 

if you could make that solid enough, you'd have the universe back 

the way it was.

One of the more interesting puzzles about all this is just this: 

Is there any time? Horrible question. Is there any time? This is 

all you've to think about with regard to this. Is there any...?

It isn't the question of how time works, but is it?

Now, you could even think of it this way: A thetan is in motion 

along a time track. He can appear at different periods of time; 

but these walls never travel in time, they're always here. 

There's only one time for a wall, and that's now. And now, the 

instant of mock-up, is now, the instant of the end of eternity 

and the thetan is the one traveling along this track.

All right, there's a reverse view: The now of the wall is way 

back there and its future is way up there. And a thetan is 

motionless the whole way, and he never moves in time. Now, which 

of these is correct? Which of them is correct?

Hm? Which is the correct one? Hm?

Audience voices: The last one. Give me two guesses.

The last one. The last one. Boy, he sure makes these walls work 

hard.

Now, here we have a thetan, who isn't moving in time, recording 

time in passage. That's a nice trick. So we have a deeper and 

more significant purpose to a facsimile: that's to tell him, at 

least, "it has gone by." When he loses the power to tell himself 

that it has gone by, he thinks it is, and you have aberration. 

That's all there is to it. When he loses the power to tell 

himself that it has gone by, then it is, and that's aberration.

The only person that's ever going to tell him that it's gone by 

is him -- or maybe an auditor.

But the instant that doesn't go by is the instant he doesn't know 

about -- on which he has depended. Quite interesting, isn't it?

Well, we get senior processes for the mind which are very good. 

But it's quite interesting to note, as we took over these 

processes in general, that we are handling two different items 

here at once. One of these items is called a body, which has the 

same complexity as a lump of wood. Maybe that's too complex. It 

has the same complexity as a pile of putty -- that's it -- to 

which has been added enough bric-a-brac, functions, purposes...

It's like building a Wright Whirlwind airplane engine. They pour 

the gasoline in through the carburetors in order to create heat 

which forces the pistons down and causes the propeller to turn. 

Very interesting, because they have huge vanes; the air rushes by 

the vanes to cool off the burning of the gasoline so that the 

heat won't drive down the pistons. That's bad enough. But take 

something like an Allison: it burns up all this fuel to create 

heat so that it can circulate fluid to pick up and exhaust all 

this heat. In other words, it burns its fuel to cool itself. Of 

course, oddly enough, they actually do get somewhere. And that, 

I'm sure, is by postulate.

When automobile companies get old, their postulates get so they 

don't hold and their cars don't run anymore. That's more or less 

a fact. Quite interesting. They can't make a motor stick in the 

frame. Their postulates aren't working well. But whether their 

postulates work or not has nothing whatsoever to do with the 

actual identity called a motor minus its functional 

characteristics. A motor is a mass. What is a mass? It's a mass. 

Where did it come from? It got mocked up. Who mocked it up? I 

don't know. You're looking at it, aren't you? What you asking me 

for?

Now, as we examine this whole field of the body, we discover that 

its one struggle is to retain form. It has a hard time doing 

this. People use them in racing cars and throw them off cliffs. 

But a body could retain form perfectly if it were not for the 

additive functional characteristics given to it, and the 

modifying pictures which have been taken of it when it was in bad 

shape.

How would you like to come around and every time you were trying 

to convince somebody about what a wonderful fellow you had been 

in college, somebody kept dragging out albums full of pictures 

which showed you in an automobile wreck, which showed you dead 

drunk, which showed you right after you had flunked, which showed 

you just after you'd been jilted, which showed you being carried 

off of the football -- they didn't show the beautiful run-punt 

you made; they just showed you being carried off the football 

field with one arm dangling. An album full of these things.

The chief and principal pictures on the track which are in 

restimulation are the pictures of loss. That is what confirms 

this time theory. And what if somebody accumulated all the 

pictures of every time you'd lost anything; do you think you'd 

have a good time or an easy time retaining your form?

Walk up to an old lady on the street and grab her pocketbook and 

start to run with it. Now, I can assure you that her form and 

presence will not be as good as it was before you grabbed the 

pocketbook. Yet you now have given her a picture of herself 

looking that way, and that is the one which is in restimulation. 

Real cute, but that's the mind.

The only thing you can patch up about a body is its form. That's 

all you can patch up about a body. Its function and so forth have 

to be patched up more complexly, because they're the mind at 

work. But you can cancel the action of the mind on the body, thus 

to a marked degree restoring original body form, by bypassing and 

nullifying the influence of the mind.

The healer depends on this mechanism and doesn't know it. He 

depends utterly upon the body's ability to get well, no matter 

what he does to it. I said "healers," not psychiatrists. They 

depend on the body, you see, to return to original form.

Fellow by the name of Hannecan, about, oh, I don't know, 140 

years ago, some thing on that order (a very, very brilliant man), 

invented something called, I think, homeopathy.

And this chap, although he did not really make this an isolated 

principle the way he should have -- to the degree... If he'd 

studied a little further, he would have been better off -- easily 

during the last couple centuries, this man had the cleverest 

things to write. I mean, he was the smartest. A very, very 

intelligent fellow.

He claimed that the body was running some sort of a cycle, and if 

you simply let it get over the cycle of its illness without 

interrupting it, it would then recover, but that interrupted 

cycles of illness were the current illness of the body. Quite 

interesting as a theory.

I've talked to some of these chaps and told them how to complete 

the body's cycle in a few ways and so on, and they've done it and 

had remarkable results with it. Old-time Dianetic cycle-of-action 

processing fits in exactly with homeopathy. All right. They're 

fascinated with this, by the way. This is of tremendous interest 

to them. We've solved that, you see, and they can do all sorts of 

things with it. These are usually very good chaps too, by the 

way.

Now, if you want to address the mind directly to heal the body, 

you aren't addressing what's wrong with the body. That's the 

truth. The only thing that's wrong with a body is altered form. 

The mind merely confirms this. The body is running on a postulate 

that says it should be a body and have this form; that's the 

postulate it's running on.

Now it runs into walls and gets dropped down wells and is given 

other changes; it's given changes. Now, it would always recover 

from these changes. This is factual; we know this and can prove 

this in Scientology. It would recover from these bashings and 

batterings instantly if they were not held in place by mental 

image pictures. You could drop a fellow down the well; he would 

break both legs. You fish him back up to the top of the well, you 

dry him off, and he's well -- unless you take a mental image 

picture of the fall, the break of the legs, fishing him back up 

and all the sympathy that he got, and all the horror that it 

occasioned; the fear of the thetan in that body or controlling 

it, concerning that fall. The body couldn't think less of the 

situation.

You could probably take a body and flatten it against a wall at a 

terrific velocity -- just flatten it flatter than a pancake, peel 

it off the way they do in these cartoon strips.

You wonder why these cats and mice in these cartoon strips 

recover their physical beingness only two frames later, having 

just had all of their whiskers, fur and tail blown off. They're 

just bodies; they're not being run by minds. Nobody who draws 

cartoon strips, in other words, has a mind. So naturally you get 

a recovery of these bodies, don't you? There is no reason to keep 

them in that state.

In other words, there's nothing going to happen to a body if it 

isn't held in suspense, if you don't have a mental image picture, 

or the pattern confirmed by something.

The body is running on a postulate to be a body and to look as it 

should look at some period of its cycle. That's the way it should 

look, and unless one alters this with a mental image picture 

which keeps it pressed against a wall or something of the sort 

happening to it, it will then return to and look like a body.

The mental image picture as an installed mechanism is an effort 

to recover from time. For whom? For the thetan, so he can know 

the incident has gone by. Why? He has a picture of it now. And 

he's all right till the picture is the incident.

So what is body therapy? What is body therapy? Would it be a 

mental therapy?

A mental image picture of a moment of loss is an obsessive 

duplication of a moment of injury. The core of that is 

duplication. Now, you might not be able to remedy the time, but 

you can remedy the duplication.

Therefore, mimicry processes work. They ignore the fact that the 

mind is holding other pictures in suspense. You just bypass the 

whole thing...

Please note: at this point in the lecture a gap exists in the 

original recordings. We now rejoin the class where the lecture 

resumes.

You could saw off its legs and you'd then have a body without 

legs. But remember its postulate is to have legs, so somehow or 

other its postulate must be interfered with or made more complex 

by having an additional postulate of no legs laid into it. What 

laid the postulate into it?

If it'll run forever on its original postulate, then what would 

be the consequence of laying original, additional postulates into 

it? New postulates into it? What would be the course of 

difficulty?

You'd eventually get a confusion, and so many of them would be 

unknown you'd get a destruction, wouldn't you?

The one postulate which you mustn't erase from an individual is 

"I am a body" that is in the body. You can erase this out of a 

thetan, but in view of the fact that the source of this 

postulate, the postulate itself isn't available to you, you will 

never erase it.

If you want to become indestructible, don't postulate that you 

will have no effects. Simply make the body capable of carrying 

out its original postulate, that's all.

One of the best ways I know of to achieve this is just Mimicry. 

This bypasses the mind utterly.

All right. There's another version or two of Mimicry which you 

should know now, another version or two of Mimicry you should 

know all about. And that version is to tell the fellow to mimic 

other things than the auditor. Obvious process, isn't it? It's a 

walk-about process. Walk-about processes -- you take them 

outside. Go on, think it over. We assume you have established 

communication with the preclear. Most cases, I think you have.

Now let's look at a walk-about process. The auditing command 

would be -- unless you get locked up; the little men in white 

coats come out -- would be to the thetan, not to the body, 

wouldn't they?

Certain postulate and conclusion, certain cognition is arrived at 

if you tell somebody "Is there anything around here you could 

mimic? All right, mimic it."

You got the auditing command? That's it. "Is there anything 

around here you could mimic? Okay, mimic it." Got it as a 

technique? The exact wording is "Is there anything around you 

could mimic? All right, mimic it."

Example: "Is there anything around here you could mimic? Well, 

all right, that fireplug. That's fine. Mimic it." You got it now?

The only improvement that you might put on the auditing command, 

that you might find necessary, is "You mimic it." Saying it here 

that "You mimic it" undoubtedly would register better with the 

preclears being audited. You got it? Hm?

That is a walk-about process. The not-know processes, Union 

Station and all the rest of them, they're all walk-abouts.

We assume now that you're in communication with your pc. Think 

you are? Think you are? All right.

Now, let's do a walk-about. "Is there anything around here you 

could mimic? Well, mimic it."

Now, whatever happens, happens -- the way it says in The Arabian 

Nights. Whatever happens, happens. And you got the idea, you're 

not there to stop things from happening. Don't get yourself mixed 

up with the cops. The fellow tells you, well, he has to do this 

and this and this, or this and this and this, or that or that or 

that, or it goes this way, or it goes some other... That's the 

way it goes. In business the customer is always right; in this 

process the preclear is right. That is the way you mimic a 

fireplug. You're in for some surprises.

Now, we assume the weather will be fairly decent tomorrow. Got 

it?

You don't necessarily have to go places where there's lots of 

people, you understand. You just go places where there's lots of 

things. You know? Got it now?

Well, that is your assignment. The only way anybody blows this 

session, by the way, is by being made to mimic it in some other 

fashion. You recognize that the eventual resting point of an 

engram is in the physical fiber of the body. Recognize that. When 

it does that it becomes a dramatization.

Now, the way you mimic is the way you mimic. Got it? Any 

questions? All right, that's that.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

MORE ON MIMICRY

A lecture given on 18 October 1956

[Start of Lecture]

All right. Now, I want to talk to you about something you may 

find of some use. Going to knock off all this stuff about, you 

know, theory, so forth, and teach you something that's useful.

Let's take these Mimicry Processes and take a very good look at 

them.

Mimicry of the body is probably the only pure body process -- 

probably the only pure body process. It really separates the mind 

from the body. It establishes pure thetan control of the limbs 

and actions of the body, which bypasses the mind utterly. If kept 

up long enough, if properly done -- since it is not an easy 

process... It is not an easy one to understand and administer 

and, in many cases, not easy to do. The level of entrance on this 

is sometimes amazingly low.

It is really stripping the minds control away from the body as a 

used via by a thetan. A thetan is using the mind as a via to 

control the body. There's no reason why a thetan should do that -

- no reason at all. It's self-criticism. He says, "I can't 

control all of that" -- self-criticism.

I've never seen anything quite as effortful as a thetan 

exteriorized trying to lift one of the body's little fingers. Of 

course, that's a very simple action. Too simple.

By the way, the War Department has finally arrived -- finally 

arrived. They've abandoned G-2 completely, and they are using ESP 

now and are studying ESP so they will know the Russians' minds, 

so they can find out what Russian leaders are trying to do. I 

think we have got the case-entrance level of a general.

Individuation is an interesting phenomenon, but when an army 

forgets its own G-2 and buys a bunch of mystics or other 

psychiatric schools of thought, it's really wild.

Order of complexity.

Now, there's some evidence, however, that some fantastically 

complex feats of handling bodies have been accomplished and 

observed. Poltergeist: There was a young boy, not six years ago, 

was being a great puzzle to a Catholic church because he was 

sending his body sailing sideways, and so on, along the floor and 

under the beds and tables, and under the chairs. And the rug gets 

near him and the rug would sail under the bed and so on. It was 

quite remarkable. Quite ambitious... It was too much motion for 

them.

Now, that would be obsessive motion, very obsessive motion. 

Thetan has gone mad. He's able to accomplish this much complex 

motion but not on his own power of choice; got it completely 

reversed and upside down.

If we'd asked that little boy to have raised his little finger 

while exteriorized, he wouldn't have been able to do that. 

Wouldn't have been able to do that at all. Very great probability 

that a simple action, premeditated, would not have been 

accomplishable. That's a premeditated action, simple, has a 

direct end and goal; it's being observed critically. You're 

sitting there waiting for him to do it. He wouldn't be able to do 

that; that's too simple. But he could send his body, swish-swish-

swish, all over the floor and sailing under beds and through 

doors and out into halls and down stairs and up again without 

touching the floor, and this was being very upsetting.

So they were trying demon exorcism on him. And they were being, 

I'm sure, very upset. It may or may not be known to that 

particular branch of black magic that a total exorcism would 

leave a dead body.

Do you know that christening ceremonies contain the phrase "Get 

thee away, thou evil demon." It's right in their prayer books. 

Quite amazing. Thetan that got in would leave. I imagine they 

have had casualties.

Now, when -- that's enough of this criticism; I shouldn't get off 

on those subjects. That's bad taste as far as I'm concerned. We 

all know they're rats and dogs, and I shouldn't keep belaboring 

the point. And I should be kind to them, even though they are 

rats and dogs, you know?

Now, the main point here is that the mind and the use of a mind 

derives from an inability to control or recall directly. But that 

inability must be an imagined inability or a postulated inability 

for it to occur.

Someone coming along and telling Joe that he can't remember now 

is not good enough. The only thing a person can do to Joe is 

restimulate Joe's own postulate that it's not good enough. That's 

the only thing we can do to Joe.

Now, when we look this over, we see with what clarity -- with 

what interesting clarity -- that the handling of a body is a 

simple operation, but the handling of a body via machinery, 

facsimiles, brain, nerve centers, neurons, rubber bands, Ex-Lax, 

becomes difficult. It's a self-criticism; says "I can't do it. I 

need help." It's a complex action.

Now, let's look at this action in simplicity. Fellow walks down 

the street, so he stands his body up and he moves the legs of the 

body and makes it walk down the steps and walk down the street. 

And you say, "My, that's a lot of actions."

I don't know why he's employing actions. Why doesn't he just 

stand the body up, hold it a couple inches above the floor and 

sail it smoothly down the stairs and down the street. Well, 

that's too simple an action. He uses gravity to hold it there 

while he's pushing it along.

See, if he really did a simple action to move a body he wouldn't 

use any assistance.

Now, let's get back further. He is using the assistance of the 

genetic line to mock up a body to move -- which is a fascinating 

feat. This is an interesting thing for him to do. Fabulous thing 

for him to do.

What's the matter with him? Why can't he mock something up? Well, 

because that's a very simple action. What do you do when you mock 

something up? You have to have or make the space in which you're 

going to mock it up, and then you have to say "It is there and it 

is observable." And that's all there is to a mockup. You don't 

say, "It is now composed of energy with a specific gravity of 

____, the density of ____, by the square root according to the 

arithmetic book, something." No, you just say "It's there!" -- 

Bang!

Now, what is there? What you say is there. Well, how do you do 

that? Do you draw it all up on plans and architect it? No, that's 

a complex action. You'd simply say "Pretty girl" Bang! Dum. 

That's all there is to it. Person would have a body.

Now, why is one handling the body at all, in its final essence? 

Why are we picking it up and moving it down the steps and so on? 

Why don't we just tell it "All right, walk down the steps"? Well, 

that again is too simple an action. You have to have a certain 

amount of complexity to have a game.

You ever see these strongmen on the stages and circus and so on? 

They pick up these huge weights and struggle and stagger and... 

Man, is that place rigged up. I mean, people are handing them 

cloths to wipe their hands off and mop their faces, and they 

bring a small truck out carrying the weights and so forth. At the 

end of the act, by error, the pageboy boots all the weights into 

the wings, you know -- swit, gets the stage clear. It's mocked-up 

effort.

There's an interesting process -- not a therapeutic one but 

terribly interesting. There are lots of these. "How much effort 

could you employ to lift that?" It's quite fascinating, some of 

the answers you get. "How much effort could you employ?" which is 

making more game, in the direction of more complexity, you see?

And sometimes a fellow says, "Oh, that's easy. Pick it up! Use 

every man, and so on, to pick that up."

"Oh, no, no, no, no, no. How much? You can do better than that."

Get him up to a point, "Well, I'd get a crane mounted on a huge 

Caterpillar tractor and have it come in through this. Oh, yes, 

and I could have the side of the building torn out. That's right. 

I have the whole side of the building torn out and have this huge 

crac-- I could get the roof off too, because the crane wouldn't 

go though the roof, and..." Here we go, you know? "...and I could 

put this huge cable on; decide that wasn't big enough and get a 

huger cable on." Finally decides "You know! I could get equipment 

that the effort required to move the equipment would exceed by a 

thousand factor the amount of effort actually being delivered and 

used in the lifting of that match. Yeah, I could do that; that's 

a lot of effort."

Preclears, if they're run on this for a while, will tell you 

something like that. Yeah, that's perfectly true too because 

that's where most of the effort goes.

The Wright Whirlwind engine of the old days -- you poured the 

gasoline one end and poured the air in the other... You poured 

the gasoline in to create heat, and you poured the air in to 

create "coolth."

I don't know why you're laughing at that word. I guess you are 

not a member of the Society for the Rehabilitation of Neglected 

Positives. It's a good... Huh? Well, there's this word kempt -- 

kempt: people are well-kempt.

Couth. A lot of these. It's an old society.

But you've got all of this tremendous additive. And every time 

you add something, you get a consumption of more energy, so you 

have to consume more energy and you have to have more energy to 

consume. And you get it running around after a while, and you got 

the War Department. They got the totality of G-2 now listening to 

a couple of swamis. These boys must be really asking to be 

destroyed.

I received a letter this morning which informed me confidentially 

that the atom bomb will land this fall, by the way. Guy has got 

it right straight from the Pentagon. If I hadn't have heard this 

report on ESP and so forth, why, I would have put some credit in 

it; I would have put some faith in that. But in view of the fact 

I hear that they're finding out the plans of the Russian leaders, 

you see, by ESP and a fellow writes me from Wichita (whose name I 

never mention -- Purcell), that the atom bomb is due to land this 

fall, and he got it straight from the Pentagon... I can figure 

out even more vias; I can figure out even more vias.

The bomb is going to land because the Russians are going to 

invade. You see, and the Russians are going to invade south 

Georgia, and this will frighten the Russians so that they will be 

forced, you see, to bomb the United States. See, we can get more 

additives in there; we can add that up even further.

And if we start out with something stupid like ESP to begin... 

You know ESP is a dramatization of an inability to read minds. 

Any fellow that would sit around and get into a fog or a hypnotic 

trance in order to find out what somebody else is thinking about, 

needs to have his thetan examined. And he tells you ordinarily; 

if he's in that state, that's the case.

By the way, that's a very low-order manifestation, in case you 

ever run into it. That's a very, very low-order manifestation. 

It's just a hair above psychotic. Fascinating.

Yeah, you'll find this. I've drawn a coordination on it lately. 

It's one of those lower harmonies that make you ashamed to get in 

somebody else's head to find out what he's thinking about. Well, 

that's the simple one. Look at his facsimiles. What's the matter 

with you? You need thetan glasses? I mean, what do you want to do 

it with ESP for? You're going to add space, and you're going to 

get waves, you know, and all kinds of vias-vias-vias-vias-vias to 

find out what? To find out what facsimile is now in reaction 

against his cranium. Seems to me to be awfully additive.

You get this complexity, though, to make a game -- more effort, 

more vias, more terminals, more comm lines. And then we have to 

have more comm lines to make more comm lines in order to make 

more comm lines so that we can have the terminal in the first 

place really confused now.

You know how, by the way -- large organizations which are falling 

all over themselves -- do you know how they solve communication 

blocks and upsets? They have just one solution -- all other 

solutions subhead under this: add more personnel, put in more 

hours. That's the only thing. It's more work, apply more work. 

And you get down here, you find out a government department isn't 

working well; well, somebody immediately goes up and gets an 

appropriation and hires Lord knows how many more employees to put 

into that department. The reason it isn't working well, of 

course, is because it had too many employees in the first place.

In the HASI, London, we discovered this with great ease. One day 

we found out we were way above budget. Going to run suddenly on 

60 percent of our income; pay off some of our bills with the 

remaining 40 percent. Second we did that we looked around and of 

course they took the outside workers (not Scientologists) that 

were in the organization, and they sorted them out. And they took 

two or three of them and shot them from guns; fired them. That's 

all they could do to bring the budget down.

Business manager next day said, "What's happening around here? 

It's so quiet. I've gotten my work done this morning and here I 

am with nothing to do at 2 o'clock." We looked it over and found 

out that all he had been doing was undoing the boo-boos which 

were being made by people on the communication lines. That was 

all he had been doing. When we removed the people from the comm 

lines, at once the comm lines began to flow smoothly. Everybody 

in the organization had been put up to taking in everybody else's 

washing to such a degree that the organization's work mainly now 

consisted of the organization's work -- only it wasn't doing any 

work; it was just doing the work being made. You got the idea?

Almost any organization or constitution is liable to get into 

that circumstance. And we're looking straight at the mind. Now, 

everything I've described to you so far is good parallelism for 

the action of the mind. Very good parallelism.

You restimulate facsimile A in order to restimulate a series of 

locks, B to 18. Then you take cross-association 62; that goes 

into the lower left-hand pocket, starts up a small cellular 

reaction at that point. The cellular reaction generates a certain 

chemical which goes into the glandular system which comes back 

and restimulates facsimile A which you restimulated in the first 

place; you take your attention off of that and start to think. 

See the circuitry that's added there? Now, that is what we mean 

by circuitry. That is circuitry.

Thetan says to himself "You know that's a nice cat." And 

something says "I don't like cats." Bing! Bing! See? He says 

"Well, maybe I don't like cats."

Now, all that added circuitry ever does is stop things. It 

appears to change things, but what it succeeds in doing is 

stopping things. The delusion in it is flow; things apparently 

flow in all this added circuitry.

The truth of the matter is, is terminal A to terminal B is a very 

short, quick distance. The flow is intended to go from terminal A 

to terminal B. Now if we add circuitry on this, the flow is 

actually stopped between A and B while it is going through the 

circuitry.

Now, apparently we're looking at change, aren't we? But it's not 

change. The actual course of the communication should be from A 

to B. It is not going from A to B directly, all during the time 

it is passing through circuits in order to get to B, don't you 

see? It is going to other terminals and, therefore, the final 

analysis is a stop. Now, that's stretching it a little bit, but 

if you look that over carefully, I think you'll see what I mean.

The communication line between Agnes and George, consisting of 

letters between New York and San Francisco, apparently consists 

of the mail department and airplanes and a fast delivery. That's 

the communication line; that's the communication.

Now let's add circuits: Agnes has to get her mother to read the 

letter before she sends it. Her mother has to get the advice of 

the minister. The minister is quite disturbed about this and 

wants to look it up in his book of regulations as to whether or 

not -- this would be a Catholic church, of course -- whether or 

not the baby should be christened in the Mohammedan faith or not, 

you know. This would shake the whole empire up. And it goes round 

and round and round, and wanders around the neighborhood this 

fashion, and it finally does what? It finally gets on the 

communication line again, but it has been stopped all the time it 

was not going directly to the other city.

So circuitry is 1.1 stopping. They can't stop it so they shunt 

it. There it goes. Goes off on a wild tear -- freeway 

cloverleafs.

You see? You see the facts of the case?

It doesn't slow it down, because it is not making any progress 

between A and B. Have you got the idea? It isn't being slowed 

down; it's stopped as far as A and B is concerned, and it's 

stopped for a period of time. And the hope is that it can be put 

through enough circuitry so that it will never go between A and 

B.

This is the total operation of a court of law. If they can just 

find enough pros ecuting torts to attorney to, they'll be all 

set; they'll never have to try the case.

Somebody says the U.S. court calendars are so overloaded that 

courses of justice are impossible to execute without a delay of 

about two years. Court calendars are awfully overloaded. Well, 

the calendar might be overloaded but how about the court? The 

court isn't overloaded but the court's circuits are. (This is not 

just because there are "circuit" courts!) But I'm afraid that 

circuit courts evolved because of somebody's observation of this 

who knew Scientology a few hundred years ago or something.

Now, where does it all go? I was part of an action whereby a 

couple of individuals were being tried, and I was being actually 

immobilized as a witness. You see, I was supposed to be a witness 

eventually when this got tried. And I kept wondering why this 

wasn't being tried. It kept coming up but it never got tried. 

Well, that's because deputations had to be sent off in various 

directions to get this-a and that-a by the so on and so on. And 

you just never saw so many lines running that meant so little.

And, actually, the U.S. court calendar may be full only because 

it never tries any cases. You see, every time something is 

delayed they have to appear in court. And if you had nothing 

happening in the court but everybody appearing to get delays, you 

would of course never get any trials, so of course you'd have a 

full court calendar.

Now, I'm afraid this is one of the main reasons why we have a 

full court calendar. There's nothing very complicated about a 

trial itself as such. But boy, its circuits are certainly 

complicated.

Actually most criminal trials these days are settled in the 

prosecuting attorney's office; they don't even come up in court. 

The attorneys meet. Defendant's attorney meets prosecuting 

attorney, and they talk it over: "Well, we'll make a little deal 

here. We know you've got to get a prosecution record and so 

forth. And well, we'll plead guilty on a misdemeanor level. And 

if you slap us with a felony, why, we won't plead guilty; we'll 

plead innocent," and so on.

And these guys, not even in a courtroom, got this thing all 

taped. Then it finally moves in, in front of the judge, and the 

judge says, "Well?"

And the fellow says, "Well, I'm guilty."

And, "Yes! Well, this is a very serious thing here, beating up 

the mayor and so forth and so on. Very serious thing. Now, I--"

"Well, your Honor," the prosecuting attorney will say, "Here is 

the tort, retort, brief, that has been prepared on the 

defendant's plaintifficating and here you are."

And the judge looks at it, and he looks sort of defeated; there's 

no trial going on here at all. The fellow has pleaded guilty to a 

misdemeanor and that is that. So he says, "Well, thirty dollars 

or thirty days, or"... and manages to spend a long time doing 

this, you see? And then he adjourns everything for a couple of 

hours and... Id like to know if there's any justice in this; the 

prisoner wasn't present while the attorneys were getting it all 

taped.

So if we just get enough of these circuits and delays, we don't 

even have any justice. See, then it's -- no justice necessary. 

Everybody has it all running perfectly.

I have actually listened to a couple of hours of argument about 

postponement in a court, most fascinating thing you've ever heard 

of. They weren't even arguing about the case. They weren't even 

arguing about laws that applied to the case. They were arguing 

about a paragraph that had been inserted, and they had to have 

time to take the paragraph out. That was all they were talking 

about. It was whether or not anybody had the rights to take the 

paragraph out, and they went on for a couple of hours and so on.

I imagine the U.S. court calendars are crowded -- just like most 

preclears' minds.

A preclear's mind is trying to achieve (under the direction of 

the thetan during optimum operation), adjudication of action -- 

trying to establish the right action to be pursued. And if this 

is all being done by circuits, then the preclear himself is never 

adjudicating; he's depending on circuits to turn up all the 

evidence which finally result in.

Now, the more circuits he has, the less ethic he has. The more 

circuits he has, the less ethic he has. The more circuits he has, 

the less honest he is. Why? Because the only thing that is 

capable of ethical adjudication there is a thetan. And so the 

more it gets passed out from underneath his hands by him into 

bypasses, circuits and so on -- because it's all too much for him 

to handle...

They used to tell me that the armed services ran the way they did 

because they were too big; they had now grown too big. I never 

could quite connect this up, you know? I used to come forward 

with the idea "You know, big ships are easier to sail than small 

ships?" Somebody'd look sort of whipped. I was objecting.

Thetan says, "This is all too big. This is all too complex. And I 

have to do it all complexly but it's too big. I just can't handle 

all this."

What is this all about? He's put everything over into the 

prosecuting attorney's office and he's waiting for an 

adjudication to come from there, when he is the only person 

capable of adjudicating.

He gets adjudications on the future from little choo-choo trains 

that come over the horizon of a ridge and if they display a green 

flag, why, that means yes, and a red flag, that means no. If they 

don't display any flag that means worry. This is for true; this 

is the mind in action.

Did anybody ever write a book called "The Mind in Action"? That's 

a very, very nice title: "The Mind in Action." I've heard 

Language in Action. Boy, could I write a sarcastic broadside on 

the subject of the mind in action. I've watched the mind in 

action. It doesn't produce anything but it sure makes an awful 

confusing motion while its trying to.

All right, why am I running down the mind? We're supposed to be 

studying the mind. That's because I've studied it.

Lord Dunsany is very, very fine -- he's a gorgeous writer. He's a 

gorgeous writer. You may like him, you may not. Very fanciful. Of 

course, he's of other days.

But he wrote one story about "The Day the Monastery Fell," which 

is exactly parallel to this proposition of the human mind.

The monastery was going to fall and everybody was very sad. It 

had been long predicted that the monastery would fall on the 

umpteenth of Swaugust. And it was going to fall and that was all 

there was to it. And all the surrounding farms that had held it 

in awe and paid it their tithes and so forth were quite 

interested in this fact.

And there was one farmer who decided he'd walk up there to the 

monastery because it was going to fall today. And he found the 

people at the gate were in a hell of a turmoil, and they didn't 

notice what he was doing. So he walked on through, and the people 

in the courtyards, usually on guard and so forth, they were all 

over leaning against the wall weeping. And he went on through to 

the inner room of the inner room of the inner room of the inner 

room of the inner room of the inner room -- nobody stopped him; 

everybody was in grief or apathy -- and he saw the place where 

the holy of holies was kept and where it was and so on, and the 

dark curtain surrounded it everywhere, and he went up and he 

pulled the curtain aside; there was nothing. And on that day the 

monastery fell.

This story is very sooth. It's very sooth. After you've gotten 

through wracking through all the facsimiles there are, when 

you've looked them over very carefully, when you have examined 

all their phenomena and significances, their circuits and so 

forth (we will admit that you wouldn't be comfortable until you 

had, until you knew subjectively and objectively that this was 

the case, and I don't ask you to take this on faith at all; I 

just ask you to look it over), you have a situation where when 

the curtain is drawn back you have an empty stage. There isn't 

even a thetan on it -- not as far as the mind is concerned. The 

mind as itself is a complex associative mechanism, and we are 

probably the only people on Earth at this time who know enough 

about it to make any kind of a statement concerning it. That's 

for true. That's for true.

Well, if that's the case, then what are we doing studying it? 

Well, because we know all about it. Why did we study it in the 

first place? We didn't know a thing about it. Neither did anybody 

else -- particularly anybody else.

You're going to find that nobody will believe this. Actually you 

don't want anybody to believe this on faith. You don't want 

anybody to believe this on faith. It'd be a very fatal thing for 

somebody to merely take that on faith and say that's that. He 

better take a look; he better take a look. He better find out 

about facsimiles, chains of facsimiles, engrams, secondaries. He 

better find out about circuits, associative restimulators, 

restimulators, how these things are put together, how the body 

makes pictures of everything in an effort to overcome time. He 

better discover for himself that the totality of the passage of 

time as interpreted by the mind is significance and significance 

only. He had better discover that the mind only loses in this 

universe significances; it never loses masses -- except, of 

course, by saying it owned the mass and somebody else took the 

mass. But the mass isn't gone. Time does not sweep away masses; 

it only sweeps away the significance of masses, the peculiarities 

of form and juxtapositions.

It sweeps away the fact that that wall is there and white and is 

adjacent to that wall across the room which is there and white. 

In a little while enough students will have run 8-C in this room 

to make that wall black along a certain band. Be enough upset in 

general to flake some paint off the wall. But we know already the 

paint isn't gone, and that the blackness on their hands was 

somewhere else before it got on the wall.

Then please tell me how anybody lost or gained anything except 

the significance of it. And significance includes location.

The significance of your car keys when they're not there is 

tremendous, simply because they are not there. But the 

significance of your car keys in the ignition of your car or in 

your pocket where you know they are is also tremendous.

What is significant about significance? Position, and the 

knowledge of. So that we get this situation looking rather 

peculiar here when we study it for a while.

We say, "What? We've got all this mechanism to overcome the loss 

of objects which aren't getting lost except as to knowledge of 

whereabouts."

You know, it's a heck of thing to tell you this, but every jewel 

you have ever been buried with, every sarcophagus you've ever 

been laid away in, or at least the parts thereof, still exist. 

You just don't happen to be able to hock them, which is a 

significance. That's all.

So it is actually a brutal lie that time is costing us things by 

passing. It's only costing us significance. And when a fellow has 

a tremendous amount of significance -- you might say, a vested 

interest in significance, or vested significance -- does he 

experience this phenomenon of lost time? Passage of time doesn't 

cost him a thing.

Of course, he's in town A and then he goes to town B. You might 

say he loses town A. Doesn't that seem rather peculiar to you? I 

mean, he doesn't lose town A. But he comes back to town A after a 

while and he finds that it's all changed. What's changed? The 

masses? No. The significance of the masses.

So on this alteration of significance he loses town A. This is a 

fantastic thing, you see? He loses it; it's not his town anymore. 

It's all changed and he can't fit himself back into it again. Oh, 

yeah? What's the matter? Is he skidding? He lose his charm or 

something? Something is wrong there. People are just a little 

older and a little more complicated than they were when he last 

saw them; that's about all. The building structure is a little 

more complicated or a little more absent, as in the case of wars. 

And it's terrible to tromp on it with this amount of ferocity, 

tromp on the sentiment, the beauty of yesterday, the glories of 

childhood, the affection of parents. It's just bad to do this, I 

know.

But when you're looking for truth you sometimes get all messed up 

by sentimentality. Somebody is likely to tell you that his car 

travels very, very well, when he knows that it travels horribly 

badly. It's sentimentality that attaches him to the car; he likes 

that car.

Well, it's not true that the car itself is still here after it's 

gone to the junkyard and been smashed up. Some bit of the car 

though is still contained in that car which just passed in the 

street. They smashed it up and used its steel; it's in another 

car now.

So all this amounts to is, then, the identity, which is the 

significance. There has not been a loss of mass as far as the 

universe is concerned. There has been a loss of assembled or 

organized mass.

You meet Joe, you like Joe, you're happy with Joe for a long 

time. One day he walks out and steps into a bullet, and that's 

the end of Joe. The worms get at him and convert him, as a body.

Well, the weird part of it is, we happen to know now that nothing 

happens to Joe. This is quite fantastic, nothing happens to Joe.

Well, what does happen to what?

The individuality called Joe and the attendant mass, which are 

both significances in form, have disappeared or altered. This 

makes a different pattern of the game, then -- totally different 

game pattern. But it doesn't mean a loss of havingness; the 

universe is still here. Now, I tell you that with great 

confidence, because the basic postulate in that stuff up there is 

that it's sacred and you mustn't touch it. It'll be here for a 

long time.

When we get to auditing a preclear, the first place he dives is 

into a little back bay called significance. And if you audit him 

very well and with sufficient significance, giving him more game, 

he'll eventually come up and give you the common denominator of 

all cognitions. Common denominator of all cognitions: It does or 

does not have significance.

And the super-cognition of this is "Significance is additive." 

And boy, if there's anything a thetan does well it's add 

significance, because he's all that's around that's adding any 

significance to anything. And an awful lot of people in this 

world at this time have lost the power even to add a 

significance.

You put an idea up here within a hundred yards of Capitol Hill... 

This sounds funny. You think everybody gets ideas and everybody 

pounds Capitol Hill on the back and so forth. But you just put an 

idea -- a good clear idea -- within about a hundred yards of 

Capitol Hill and it'll go tsshup! Mass is tailor-made to absorb 

ideas and forms; that's why it is there. Naturally it absorbs 

ideas, so naturally there are lots of ideas stuck in a thetan's 

head.

Every time he thinks, the mass goes tsshup! That's all. When the 

mass has gone sufficiently tsshup! he has a mind.

Yes, a fellow has to look this over, though. A fellow cannot take 

this on faith for the excellent reason that he couldn't that 

suddenly validate himself with that much simplicity. "You mean 

I'm doing all this?"

Yes, you're doing all this.

A court exists because of the authority of its judge. The 

prosecuting attorney can go back and try the case privately with 

a couple of the defendant's attorneys simply because of the 

authority of the judge. As the authority gets further and further 

stretched from the judge, the end product is no authority 

anywhere; but there's not even a case tried by that time. When no 

cases are being tried of any kind, all authority is gone, which 

means there's no judge: somebody exteriorized. Somebody will 

always act in the judge's name as long as there is any idea of a 

judge left there.

Very amusing in the eighth, ninth and tenth centuries to find 

people acting in the name of the Roman Empire. They actually were 

signing orders and mandates and sending them out to the far parts 

of the world out of no more empire than a cat has. And yet the 

ghosty notion of empire still auraed around Italy. There it was, 

and people could still use that shabby fragment of an idea to put 

on documents and do things with, and sometimes somebody paid 

attention to them.

For instance, Brittany and France, some other sections of France 

and some stuff up around Denmark that has nothing to do with 

modern Denmark were once issued in -- I've forgotten the date; 

somewhere around 500 A.D. -- they were issued the right to form a 

state, assemble armies and collect their own taxes by somebody 

down in Ravenna who was still running up the standard of the 

emperor of the Romans. Somebody issued them, but these states 

didn't pay any attention to them at all. They were already 

independent, they were already maintaining their armies and they 

were already collecting their own taxes.

Nevertheless, a few hundred years later, we find one of these 

states validating its existence with this silly document issued 

by somebody who was half drunk at the time and couldn't have 

cared less.

Now, this authority, no matter how thin, will still exist. What 

do you think happened to the authority of the last thousand 

thetans that occupied the body you have on the genetic line? 

Well, they're gone. They exteriorized and the genetic line went 

on elsewhere. But is there any ghostiness of their authority 

left?

Every once in a while a preclear finds himself doing something 

that he isn't doing. He energized a past authority over a series 

of circuits and got an answer to marksmanship out of the year 

802, which says that all crossbows must be held at rest against 

the buckle before being tautened. He says, "Yes, that's very 

interesting."

You'd be amazed how many generals and other characters of that 

level will be sitting around thinking, you know, and if you 

followed their (quote) "pattern of thought," (unquote) they would 

be thinking "Now, I don't know. We ought to get down this 

bonanza-type barrage and so forth, and all crossbolts must be 

tautened against the buckle. What am I talking about? Oh, well. 

Artillery trajectories and so on." He calls it thinking. He's in 

a sort of a dog or cat chasing its own tail down through his 

circuits, don't you see? And as he goes through these circuits 

he's picking stuff up.

Which tells us, then, that there are two levels of thetan 

activity: One is the production of, and the other one is the 

absorption of, significance. A thetan produces or absorbs 

significance. Now, anybody in good shape can do both, but as 

people go down Tone Scale during a certain band they can only 

cause significance, and below that band they can only absorb it. 

The band is 2.0 exactly.

And below 2.0 they can only absorb significance; the only reality 

is mass. Above 2.0 for quite a little ways, these people will 

obsessively originate significance. Above that they -- it's a 

game. Above that they couldn't care less. And above that, oddly 

enough -- where they couldn't care less -- they could absorb 

significance, don't you see; they could, if they could absorb. So 

it winds up to be a causing of significance.

If some thetan in real good condition came over Washington -- I 

mean, in real good condition, from olden times -- came over 

Washington at this moment and made a mock-up of some religious 

figure... He might have had no reason whatsoever to do it; he 

just felt like making a mock-up, you see? He just made a mockup 

and he made a mock-up. He didn't add very much significance into 

it, but there is significance in that he mocked up a mock-up of a 

religious figure. He put some significance in it, but he didn't 

attribute any importance to the significance!

Now, you got the whole picture. Its significance (in or out) is 

just significance. It's the amount of importance attached to 

significance that makes or breaks a case. So you're not trying to 

audit the significance in or out of a preclear; you're just 

trying to audit the importance out of it. That's all you're 

trying to do.

So therefore, you must get very, very significant in auditing 

Mimicry. And the more significant you get, the more successful 

the process is liable to become. Terribly significant. Force the 

guy to be more significant than significance itself.

Now, on very low-toned cases you probably would have to invent a 

verbal game to go along with it, such as "What is this action 

supposed to suggest?" And you say, "All right, now you repeat it, 

and you see if you can get what it's supposed to suggest." And he 

goes -"You embarrass me." You know right away he's a Freudian. 

Anyway...

Now, what is the way out of the trap of significance? Mimicry, on 

a body level, tends to strip off mental control of the body as 

having a great deal of importance. It knocks the importance out 

of the significance. Action is action, motion is motion, mimicry 

is mimicry, and a body can do that without attention to the 

reason why.

And then there'd be this whole band called the mind. And although 

I told you that this other is a logical step -- "Look around and 

find something you wouldn't mind mimicking. All right, you mimic 

it" -- a logical step to follow dummy auditing, have you got the 

idea that there's a little hooker in here? You have jumped from 

the most idiotically simple of all processes workable on the 

body, to the most complex of all processes. It is the top process 

of top processes. That doesn't mean that somebody should find 

difficulty doing it. But you have just gone from the idiotic to 

the supersublime. There isn't even a logical step between the 

two. There's a word that's similar, but there's nothing else.

What do you have to do to mimic something? ("You mimic it.") 

Well, you do as much as you can do or postulate as much as you 

can postulate in order to bring about as much a duplication of it 

as you can. And the more successful you are, the better you are.

"A thetan can see what he can be, he can be what he can see" is 

not a maxim of Beingness Processing. It's that he can be what he 

can see. There's a little bit difference here.

In order to see something you have to have some space between you 

and it. In order to see it clearly you have to be able to at 

least assume that you can duplicate it. And if you can do that, 

then -- if you can do it perfectly -- then you can be it. But "a 

thetan can be what he can see, and he can see what he can be" 

doesn't include his being anything; it just says that is an 

ability that he could have if the other were true. And seeing 

includes space and being includes no space. Do you see that 

clearly?

In order to have a clear view of a building, perfectly clear view 

of a building, I am afraid that you'd have to have some 

capability with regard to being a building. But the first 

entrance of that is seeing a building, and to see it you have to 

be able to mimic it.

People that you cannot or dare not or must not mimic disappear. 

Just look that over: they disappear; they vanish. It's the 

darnedest thing you ever saw in your life.

If you were to look around in the real world, ask people 

questions, find people they didn't like that they were in 

association with every day, you would discover that they weren't 

seeing these people. They bump into them, by the way; they carom 

off of them; they fall through them. But they don't see them.

The most interesting thing a preclear of mine ever had happen to 

him in his life was one day he happened to glance in the 

direction of his wife and a black curtain (you know, this is 

real, a real black curtain) dropped quietly down from the level 

of the wife's head and covered her up clear on down to her feet 

and thereafter stood between him and his wife. And he looked with 

some sadness at this because he knew he'd had it. He knew he'd 

had it. The friction had become so intolerable that an 

automaticity of a black curtain had taken on, for him, physical 

mass and form in the empty air. His wife after that was always 

covered up with a black curtain. He couldn't see her features, 

what she was wearing or anything. No matter how hard he looked, 

no matter how much he worried about it, no matter how much he 

wanted to, he couldn't do it; an impossibility.

I used other processes, cleared this thing up pretty well on a 

valence-splitting basis, but the truth of the matter is that this 

would have fallen out on "Look around and find something you can 

mimic. All right, mimic it."

Mental, emotional difficulties occur where an inability to mimic 

something accumulates. And that is the sovereign little law of 

aberration. Where and from whence does a difficulty spring? It 

springs from many vias, it springs from many difficulties that 

are compounded, but all of these difficulties are summed up under 

simply that one thing: One has lost his ability to mimic it 

across a distance with its total, complete characteristics. And 

when he has done that he is out of ARC with it to just that 

extent.

When a fellow mustn't be like Mother and mustn't be like Father, 

they disappear. Circuitry is added in where mimicry should exist. 

He substitutes all this circuitry and all these vias for actual 

perception.

And there you have the history of a pair of eyes, tactile, all 

other perceptions, kinesthesia, thermal, all these things go.

To mimic something is really something, and it's quite a complex 

operation. There's no doubt about it whatsoever. But you just 

take it easy with the preclear and he gets there after a while. 

Let him pick up as many of these things as he cognites on. When 

he's cognited on them all, he'll be able to see buildings, and 

he'll throw his glasses away too.

Thank you.

Thank you very much.

[End of Lecture]

MECHANICS

A lecture given on 19 October 1956

[Start of Lecture]

I'm going to talk to you right now about mechanics -- just 

mechanics. Nothing more and nothing less. I'm going to talk to 

you about a set of mechanics, first, that are very, very obvious 

and then that are awfully abstruse.

The first obvious mechanics with which you should be acquainted 

as an auditor consist of the existence of a preclear and the 

existence of your status as an auditor and the existence of a 

place in which to audit.

You should recognize that coffee shop auditing fails and upsets 

people -- although we all do it; so what -- simply because the 

mechanics of a session are not present. An auditor has suddenly 

taken off and become an auditor, much to some body else's 

surprise. The person finds himself a preclear without much 

consent, and it isn't an auditing environment. That's coffee shop 

auditing. You all do it; so what? Doesn't matter. It's just not 

good form.

And because you do coffee shop auditing, and because you do kid 

around with processes, and because you do occasionally run them 

on bank managers or other people with malice aforethought, don't 

for a moment lose sight of the fact that there is, and you can 

do, a mechanically perfect job of auditing that is not even 

vaguely mechanical. Don't lose sight of that.

Now, auditing sessions, in the first and finest analysis, consist 

of the preclear who knows he's a preclear and knows what he's 

there for, the auditor who knows his business, and an environment 

in which auditing can be undertaken without serious interruption. 

Now, that is auditing in its Cadillac level.

Now, just because auditing doesn't always take place under these 

circumstances, do not forget that these circumstances are the 

most optimum circumstances and those where you should do most of 

your activity and work. Most of your auditing should be 

undertaken under those optimum circumstances.

You bring people into groups; the people have some knowledge of 

the subject and then they are audited. They already know what 

they're there for. They are a preclear. You are the auditor. You 

know what you're doing. You do it well, you do it smoothly. And 

never let that deteriorate. It's an odd thing that maintaining it 

is assisted by your occasionally doing very different types of 

auditing.

Let me give you an idea. Had an auditor, became very ill. Matter 

of fact he was paralyzed from the middle of his back down. He 

became extremely ill from a tropical illness -- sudden assault -- 

in Algeria, which was at war. He lived there.

Algeria was issuing visas to prospective visitors only after four 

months of waiting, and this case would not admit of this much 

delay -- four months! In other words, any auditor going to 

Algeria to audit him would have had to have waited four months 

before he could get the visa. By that time our boy would have 

been dead.

Jack Campbell in Paris was witness to an auditing session which, 

veteran auditor though he is, left him gasping. Jim Skelton was 

ordered in England to go to Algeria and take care of this case. 

When he tried to get a visa in London, he was told, "Comment?" 

When he tried to get a visa in Paris, at first inquiry he was 

told, "Mm, no. Four months. Four months from now, after you've 

waited that long..." so on.

Well, Jim thought he was doing very poorly. He thought he was 

doing very poorly because it took him four days. Jack Campbell 

took him around to some of the foreign offices at France, and Jim 

"talked to" (that's in quotes) the various officials. He spoke 

French, of course.

And Jack Campbell watched these fellows being "audited," you 

might say, through a comm lag of no. And Skelton simply took the 

bit in his teeth and audited them all through their comm lag of 

no. "What else would you say no to?" He just overtly audited 

these people across government-clerk desks, and so forth, until 

they gave him an emergency via [visa] to Algeria -- the only one 

that has been issued. It had to be certified by the war office, 

the minister of war, the minister of health, the minister of 

transportation. Took him four days to go down the list, and he 

did the whole thing with auditing. He didn't do anything else. He 

didn't talk to these people; he didn't explain anything to these 

people. He just went around and ran out their comm lag on no 

until they obsessively said yes and signed it.

Now, this is no less an auditing session. One day I was sitting 

up here on Capitol Hill and gave an auditing session which was 

quite a remarkable auditing session. There was a senator up there 

that kept being drug off to the hospital because he had heart 

trouble. And everybody was worried about this senator, and he was 

really somebody up there.

His campaign manager sat there and, knowing something of what I 

was up to, gave me a hand simply by following suit a couple of 

times. We got this senator to remember a severe automobile 

accident. He never knew he was being audited. He has never been 

sick since. We just cost him his heart somatic as easy as you 

please. I just located where he was stuck on the track by 

conversation and then ran him straight on through the engram 

three times. And a few times he was really bogging and at that 

moment his campaign manager, who has read Dianetics, chipped in 

and said, "Oh, come on now, senator, you can remember that." And 

again, "How was that exactly?" It was an amazing little 

experience in view of the fact that it took away a chronic 

somatic which has been of considerable interest to a great many 

Americans. They've sat around and worried about this senator 

being in the hospital and so on. Well, that's auditing. Don't 

think it is less so.

Now there's the matter of you having a slight overdraft. There's 

the matter of you being given a traffic ticket. We actually move 

from the end goal of auditing, to improve the preclear, into a 

field of getting something, getting something done or, actually, 

committing a communication. That's one of the greater crimes of 

the universe: "committing communication."

And if we do this smoothly and so on, we do it well. Well, 

somewhere in there, there is a -- undoubtedly -- point where 

auditing ceases and simply the accomplishment of communication 

begins. But I would be very adventurous if I were to pinpoint 

that point. Be quite an adventurous undertaking to say "Where, 

where does auditing cease and mere communication begin?"

The controlling of people and the not-controlling of people are 

done very easily by auditing; they're also done by living; 

they're also done by your changing your mind -- so that sometimes 

you will think of yourself as auditing when you are not.

You are really not auditing when you are committing 

communication. You are really not auditing when you are putting a 

group of people through some type of evolution. When you are 

stopping somebody from doing something or saying something, 

you're really not auditing; you are simply using the mechanisms 

you know about living.

Now, there's some point where you use the knowledge of 

Scientology just as livingness and where this is changed from 

your use of Scientology as this specialized thing called 

auditing.

The odd part of it is, you have to be able to do this special 

thing called auditing superlatively well before you can use 

Scientology in its communication brackets. Auditing is the 

primary skill. Do it well and then you can commit communication 

with impunity. Do auditing well and you can handle people well.

Auditing is not a particularly artificial method of 

communication; it is simply a complex, specially goaled method. 

It is very specially goaled. You are trying to get something done 

in an auditing session.

Now, the difference between an auditing session and other uses of 

Scientology is simply this: In an auditing session you are trying 

to return the self-determinism and the pan-determinism of the 

preclear to his own control. In other things, you are trying to 

invite the cooperation of an individual in an activity. It's 

different. There's such a tiny shadow of difference, however, 

that it's almost undetectable. And the crudest use of all of 

this, of course, is just direct, overt control of people come 

hell or high water, which fortunately can't be done.

If everyone in the world were a stimulus-response machine, the 

task of controlling human beings would not have to include a 

knowledge of Scientology. Therefore, phrenology and other modern 

mental subjects have never dared admit that anyone was anything 

else but a stimulus-response machine. If they were, they couldn't 

have handled them; it would simply have been a confession of 

complete defeat.

As long as they believe people are stimulus-response machines 

then they themselves believe that with the use of this (quote) 

"subject" (unquote) called phrenology, as taught in the 

universities, that they could handle and control people, and that 

with this knowledge that they have they are safely in control of 

their environment. As long as people are stimulus-response 

mechanisms, the phrenologist is in control of his environment.

But the moment this ghastly doubt is entered into the 

phrenologist's phrenology that perhaps... perhaps they aren't all 

stimulus-response mice -- you understand, I'm not talking really 

about phrenology; I'm just not using dirty words -- as soon as 

this doubt enters, a person whose technology is totally involved 

with the stimulus-response mechanism goes at once adrift because 

he's no longer in control of the situation. You move him at once 

out of the control of the situation.

If he depends utterly upon the premise that all he's got to use 

is more and better force on human beings to make them obey, stay 

in line, be obedient and snap and pop in all directions, he 

ceases to control his environment. If this is the only thing he 

knows how to do, then of course he is occasionally baffled by 

failing. But he never looks at the failures; they simply creep up 

on him as unknowingness and eventually spin him in. He never, 

never looks at these failures.

The sergeant, the typical sergeant: He says, "All I've got to do 

is drill these men enough and get them enough under control and 

threaten them with enough punishment and damn them hard enough 

and make them eat enough dirt, and I will then have a good 

company!" And that's not true.

He'll have a better company than if he let it all go to hell, and 

therefore he has an apparent win. He has regarded these men as 

stimulus-response mechanisms from beginning to end. And having so 

regarded them, he is then baffled to discover an occasional 

failure as he gets on in life.

His disappointments in life consist simply of the sudden 

recognition that somebody else has an ability to create and 

control. Up to that time he could be an "only one" and he could 

mad-dog all he wanted to. You follow me?

Do you see then that if a man blinds himself to any other 

capability in a human being than stimulus-response, he has a 

highly unsatisfactory but nevertheless stable basis of operation. 

But the moment that he begins to perceive that somebody else can 

think a thought of his own, he comes into possession of an 

instability as far as he's concerned. We demand of him now new 

things: We demand of him ability to grant beingness. We demand of 

him ability to cooperate. We demand of him an ability to 

persuade. We demand of him sincerity. We also demand of him 

decency. We also demand of him ethical conduct. And not always is 

he able to measure up to these demands.

You might say, to coin a cliché, "A fool's paradise is that 

paradise in which everybody thinks that everybody else is 

stimulus-response," and counting on this, carefully omit a notice 

of the random factors of people suddenly and for no reason at all 

making up their minds or changing their minds in some other 

direction.

What a shock it would be to a man who is accustomed to batter and 

beat his way through life to discover one day something he 

couldn't batter or beat.

Supposing he meets a puppy. And the puppy is a sort of a happy-

minded sort of puppy; not foolish, you know, but you know, he's a 

happy little puppy, and he's all right. He's a very frail little 

puppy; not very big or tough. And our fellow who batters his way 

through life decides he will batter this puppy into some sort of 

shape. He'll housebreak him. He will teach him to bark. He will 

teach him to stand out on the front steps and not bay at the 

moon. And of course, he does this with a little whip.

And he whips the puppy to get the puppy to do this and he whips 

the puppy to get the puppy to do that. And when the puppy still 

doesn't do this or do that, he simply whips the puppy harder.

If after a year the puppy was still a happy puppy, but still had 

a mind of his own and still would make up his own mind when he 

was to bark and not bark, our boy who depends on force alone 

would probably quietly go blow his brains out.

If you want to ruin these people just go on being a happy puppy. 

Don't get grooved on a stimulus-response mechanism.

Now, an auditor who thinks, then, that a preclear is placed under 

control by force alone probably will have more wins than an 

auditor who never places anybody under control and thinks it's 

nasty. An auditor who used force alone would probably do better

-- you know, given that he used the force in an orderly pattern --

he'd probably do better than somebody who used no control at all. 

But an auditor who uses control and no force of course does 

perfectly. This is the nice little problem you have to unravel in 

every preclear: How much decision? How much force? How much 

persuasion? But never, How much lack of control by the auditor?

Because we have this stimulus-response mechanism, theory of, 

going through the society, well-bought in all directions, we have 

developed an allergy to control. What sort of control do we have 

an allergy to? Control by force and bad control. But control by 

force is bad control.

What other kind of control is there which is bad? Noncontrol is 

worse than force control. That is quite amazing. No control at 

all is worse. That is chaos!

Now, if everybody was a brute and everybody could get through 

life by using his two fists, we wouldn't have any civilization. 

If the government depended completely upon its bayonets to 

enforce its laws, there would be no government. They are dealing 

with a random factor. That factor is willingness.

All an industry can take from its employees is the willingness of 

the employee to serve. And when that gets dulled down, it's gone. 

And no matter how much force you use, you're not going to get any 

work done.

This is something the great empires of Earth... I don't know, 

they're buried someplace. I notice old, ragged bones showing 

through the soil every now and then which was some great empire 

of Earth.

And these great empires of Earth, one after the other, have 

failed to learn this lesson: Man cannot be controlled by force. 

Man is controlled only by his own willingness.

It's a fantastic lesson. You'll never get anybody who has the 

power of hiring Lord-knows-how-many legions convinced that he 

might have skipped the recruitment in the first place if he 

wanted a decent state. The legion blunts the willingness.

You can force into position and situation, people, to the degree 

that they are willing to be forced into position and to 

cooperate. That willingness is so tremendous that it is only 

measurable by the will to live itself. That is a tremendous 

willingness. What it takes to blunt it is fantastic; but the only 

thing that ever blunts it is force. Force -- application of force 

to an individual to overcome the self-determinism and power of 

choice of his own mind. When force is used to overcome the power 

of choice of an individual, we may have the individual moving 

along a certain pattern afterwards, but the movement will become 

devious, interestingly random and will then cease. And so do 

nations run down; so do they get old.

Now, wherever we look we discover individuals erring. They think 

if they apply enough threat and enough punishment that they will 

succeed. However, it isn't true that everyone alive today is a 

masochist. Now, I have known some people that were very fond of 

being beaten up. Such people exist. They develop a liking for it. 

But they didn't "develop" this liking for it; they must have 

postulated it somewhere along the line; that it was the thing to 

have done. Maybe they were mad at the body, and maybe they got 

ways and means of getting the body beaten up. And maybe they're 

playing some other little odd and interesting and random game. 

But the funny part of it is, it's not a constant urge in the 

society; it is not constant in the society.

There is a random factor at all times amongst people, and that 

random factor is the power of choice of the individual. An 

individual becomes as well as his power of choice is restored to 

him.

It's quite an interesting thing to just set out with a process 

which is determined just to do nothing but restore a person's 

power of choice. Now, to give you a pat process that would do 

this would be rather silly. But I can give you a class of 

processes that would not be silly.

Let's just go on the line of decision. Decision itself is not the 

topmost bracket of power of choice, because the word "decision" 

implies that something goes before. He has to decide about 

something. Therefore this is a very low-level process. Two things 

must exist, or more, to then demand of the individual a decision 

amongst them, and so this precludes that we have a primary-cause 

situation here.

But the power to postulate lies through the power to decide. When 

an individual cannot decide, it's a certainty he cannot postulate;

that's fairly certain.

One of the tests is: Have you ever gone out with somebody and 

given them a menu, and they sit and look at the menu? And they 

look at it, and they look at it, and they look at it, and they 

look at it, and then finally you in disgust, although it's 

impolite, order something for yourself, and they have the same 

thing. Why did they put all this study on the menu? They studying 

the menu? They eating it? Are they mocking up the various dishes 

and devouring them? What are they doing? They are hung in an 

inability to decide, and an inability to decide stems from only 

one thing: that something is dangerous.

There was always a danger on the track where the ability to 

decide is blunted. The ability to decide is very definitely 

related to the willingness to live -- willingness to serve, 

willingness to live, willingness to decide. Power of choice is 

then a low-echelon manifestation that belongs on the same 

parallel with decision and is lower than postulating, but is a 

step on the road to its accomplishment.

You can do more for somebody's mock-ups by restoring his power of 

choice (or his ability to decide -- same thing) than by some 

mechanical process which merely builds up his ability to make a 

mock-up. You see this?

In energy and space, the ability to decide expresses itself in 

the creation of energy and space. That is in essence the first 

consideration of a mock-up. A mockup is something which exists in 

space and is made out of... and it is. But if a person cannot 

decide, he cannot make a mock-up.

Now, on a lower level, we have the ability to hold position. And 

that's a lower ability than the ability to decide, but is a very 

vital one. Hold position. Do you remember anything about the two 

terminals of the motor, the base of the motor? A motor runs 

simply because something is holding its two terminals apart. This 

room is a room because something holds its walls apart, don't you 

see?

What holds its walls apart? Well, the Earth, of course. Well, 

what holds Earth apart? Well, we track all this all the way back 

and we finally find out that it's the ability to position. Now, 

that is a lower echelon than the ability to decide.

Here's a matter of keeping two terminals posted, rather than 

which terminal is it. You don't necessarily have to fit these on 

a scale at all. They're all related.

Exteriorization is simply the ability to hold a position. You 

know, many a thetan has to hold on to one wall while he pulls the 

other one down. How about the thetan who sits in empty air and 

pulls the other one down? Well, he can just hold a position 

better, can't he? That's all. He doesn't need grapnels. He 

doesn't need to grab hold of a tree in order to exert a beam.

Ability to decide could be run as a process this way perhaps -- I 

say perhaps. It very much depends on getting in communication 

with the preclear, because you're handling a very touchy little 

item here. You're asking him to do something; you're asking him 

to decide between something.

But this is attained along something on this line: "What could 

you say that anyone would pay any attention to?" That's an 

interesting sort of question, isn't it? That's apparently 

disrelated at first glance, but if you look at it, it's related 

well enough. That means "What decision of yours could stick?" 

See, "Now, what could you say that anyone would pay any attention 

to?" Another thing is "What order could you give that would be 

obeyed?" Same sort of a statement.

Now, what -- what would you do with this process? Well, you would 

just sort of chitter-chat around and fish out decisions the 

fellow could make in order to expand the number of decisions he 

felt himself capable of making. And we would start out with "What 

would people listen to?" "What would people obey?" or "What would 

things obey?" or "What, if you changed its location, would then 

stay there?"

You would say, "If you had to select that chair or that chair, 

which chair would you take? Well, could you take the other one?" 

until you loosen up the life-and-death necessity to make the 

right decision at all times! Because that is what deteriorates 

it.

It has proven dangerous to make decisions. Decisions are 

dangerous, that's obvious. Statements are dangerous. 

Communications are dangerous. Differentiation is dangerous -- 

very dangerous. Do you know that an electric chair is a chair? 

Well, that proves that chairs are dangerous, doesn't it?

Well, now it is safer to assume that all chairs have the 

capability of becoming electric chairs than that there are no 

electric chairs. So we have at once the clue to the ability to 

decide, and that clue is courage -- which we can state very 

processibly in Scientology as "the ability to confront." Now, 

you're going to hear a lot more about that, a lot more about that 

before this course is over, but I just show you where it belongs 

there.

You're trying to return power of choice. If you're trying to 

return power of choice, you have to return courage. Mechanically, 

the return of courage consists of improving the ability to 

confront.

Now, what have you been doing in this process where you were 

mimicking things? That's a very low level of confronting them, 

isn't it? Very, very low level. That's very mild. That's about as 

tiny as you could get. It's there and you're there. There's no 

further "I'm going to surge at it, move toward it or confront it; 

I'm going to mimic it." You get the notion there. That's a pretty 

limp one, pretty limp.

But as we go along the line, as we look this thing over, we 

discover that an old sentence out of an old book, Excalibur, was 

quite right. "A man is as sane as he considers himself dangerous 

to his environment. He's as crazy as he considers his environment 

dangerous to him." Now, that is really a dramatic sort of 

statement; it's very dramatic. It's susceptible to a better 

codification than that, but I don't think the codification would 

communicate quite as well.

We have this thing called cause, distance and effect. A man is as 

healthy as he can be at cause, and he's as unhealthy as he has to 

be at effect. And yet it's not very bad to be at effect, but it 

doesn't process as fast as other things. But yet it's necessary 

occasionally to run processes which are effect processes. They 

are fairly limited most-wise.

But an individual can cognite that something is not an effect 

upon him; it is not having an effect upon him. He can cognite 

that this is the case, at which time he would go into a game 

condition with regard to it.

A game condition is best described as cause-distance-effect -- 

and here we start getting complicated -- cause-distance-effect 

with the individual in question at cause.

Well, what the devil happens to the other side of the game? A 

game condition is tossing a baseball to your fellow player. It's 

a no-game condition for you to receive the baseball. It's 

fascinating.

So in a game itself, as far as an auditor is concerned, it goes 

game condition, no-game condition, game condition, no-game 

condition, don't you see? Every time you throw the ball to 

somebody else you're in a game condition; every time you catch it 

he's in a game condition but you're in a no-game condition. 

That's just for an auditor; that's just the way an auditor has to 

learn to look at this.

Therefore, your mimicking objects as a thetan actually increases 

your tolerance to be an effect point, doesn't it? It's a kind of 

a no-game-condition process though, isn't it? So is Mimicry then 

a sort of a no-game-condition process.

The odd part of it is that neither of them hurt anybody. That's 

what's very odd about them. They don't upset anybody. They're not 

the fastest processes in the world though. That's because they're 

no-game-condition processes.

Now, I'll tell you a process which would, in essence, work a 

little faster... would be the consequences of mimicking 

something. The consequences of mimicking something. You can 

always run Consequences -- old-time Consequences -- you can 

always run this thing on a no-game condition and get away with 

it.

"What are the consequences of being hurt?" "What is the 

consequence of you being hurt?" You can always ask a question 

like that, but it's a no-game condition.

Now, for your purposes, a game condition runs this way: No effect 

on self, effect on others. The no-game condition factor is just 

exactly in reverse to the game condition factor. The no-game 

condition runs like this: No effect on others, effect on self. 

That's a no-game condition. It just works out like this, that's 

all. I know it looks like a game, but after a while you'll find 

out it isn't. That's what we mean by a game condition: We mean no 

effect on self, effect on others.

But you're auditing somebody to have him get an effect! Now how 

do you solve that one? That's an interesting problem, isn't it? 

It's one of the more interesting problems in Scientology, in 

faith.

You solve it by saying "You do it. You do it." And, of course, 

then that becomes a "You do it to." Now, "You mimic it" is not as 

much a game condition as "You mock up something mimicking it." 

You got this?

Now, there is the subtle, the terrifically subtle difference 

between a game condition and no-game condition.

Now, I didn't let you do this very long. I did let you do it long 

enough to raise your tolerance of auditing and to change your 

perception of the physical universe.

I want to call something to your attention very, very sharply. 

Now, next week we're going to reverse these processes. That is to 

say, we're simply going to reverse teams; we're going to run 

through these same processes. You're going to notice something as 

you do that. You will notice plenty. I'm not going to tell you 

what you're going to notice now, but you will see something else 

is happening.

We must, and I repeat, we must -- we must get this: a game 

condition and a no-game condition. And let's get it looked at 

eight ways from the middle, because every time I turn around I've 

explained this to somebody and they have then been very happy to 

audit somebody into a no-game condition. And they say, "But that 

is a game condition, isn't it?" It was a game for them as an 

auditor, but it was no-game for the preclear.

A game is cause-distance-effect, with the participant or team in 

which you are interested at cause. Got that? A game is not cause-

distance-effect, and at that effect point another cause-distance-

effect. In other words, two-way communication is a two-way game, 

but it's two games going on at the same time. That's why nobody 

ever listens to the other fellow.

Now, here we have cause-distance-effect. Now, we turn it around 

and we say cause-distance-effect. Well, just skip the second 

cause-distance-effect and you have a game condition. Take the 

second one totally and you have a no-game condition. That's all 

there is to it, you see? The person in whom you are not 

interested, and that you're not auditing, doing something to the 

person you're auditing; the person that you're auditing at effect 

and somebody else at cause. You are not interested in that 

process. This is known as "the victim complex"; person wants to 

be at the victim point. That's because they've been at too many 

cause points themselves, so they try to balance it out by now 

being a victim.

If you were to simply ask somebody -- some guy crawls in to you, 

and he says, you know, "What wall? What door? What auditor? What 

subject?" And if you just had two minutes to audit him, there'd 

be only one question that you could ask him, that he could answer 

then or comm lag on for some days, that would do him any good -- 

really, that you could expect a slightly spectacular result from. 

You would ask him this: "Tell me something you have done to 

somebody." He's coming in, "They've all wrecked me. They've 

abused me. They've kicked me down stairs. I'm in terrible shape. 

I've been mauled. I... took at these bruises. Lo... look at... 

look at... Missing ear."

Now, you'll only have two minutes with this fellow. He's already 

used up one minute and fifteen seconds telling you that he's a 

victim. The remaining forty-five seconds, you employ the first 

fifteen in making him shut up and then in the thirty seconds you 

fixate him and ask him so that he can't help but receive it one 

way or the other, "Tell me something you have done to somebody." 

Then kick him out. He won't answer the question. Let him answer 

it tomorrow, next month. He'll remember that question. You can 

tell him even "When you remember this question, you will feel 

much better. Write me a letter when you have the answer."

There's no reason to keep him in the office, because if he's in 

terrible condition and interested in being a victim, his comm lag 

will probably be a week anyway. Do you have that?

"Tell me something you have done to somebody." This is actually 

one of the little basic communication processes. There are only 

two down at that bracket that I have any confidence in at a level 

of communication itself, and those two are very quickly stated: 

"Look at me, who am I?" and the other one is "Tell me something 

you have done to somebody." The second one is very brief.

"Look at me, who am I?" is a rather easy process that can be run 

with profit sometimes on a psycho for hours. It's a duplicative-

type process. You follow that? It is a duplicative process.

The other one isn't a duplicative process. You'll plow him in 

quicker than scat if you keep it up too long -- unless you want 

to run engrams.

But what about all the motivators? What about all the motivators? 

Let them sit; skip them. See, isn't that interesting? Just leave 

him sitting there with all of the times he's been shot and hung 

and banged and thudded with and so forth. That isn't the side 

that runs or improves; this is what's fascinating. That is not 

the side of the case that runs.

I'll give you an example of this. You ask somebody who's been on 

a long boat trip. Have you any idea of steamers, you know, how 

they roll around and so forth? Well, get the idea of somebody 

that's been on a long yacht trip that has not rolled along and 

there's a flip in every roll, and then, of course, a pitch in 

every flip. And he's been at sea thirty days, let us say. He's 

been crammed in a small cabin or he's been very restricted on a 

small deck and so on. You'll find out he walks ashore and all of 

the scenery rocks. Yeah, oh, it rocks with violence.

There's an interesting auditing question that runs this out at 

once. Make him sit down and tell you something he could do. Have 

him look around and find something he could do.

Now, it has to address an object or an item in his immediate 

vicinity. It's not something he is figuring out subjectively, 

see? It's something that he is able to see. You have him sit down 

and you give him this understanding, and you say, "Now look 

around and tell me something -- not find something you could do, 

but tell me something you could do." And you'll be very 

interested in the resulting chaos.

Every time he says that he could push the pebble over, or 

something of the sort, all this lurching and so forth turns on 

again. And you run him right on through it however. He goes 

through it rather rapidly.

Now, let us take somebody who has taken an ordinary train trip, 

very short train trip. He's gone on the usual smooth, velvet-

railed Pennsylvania and he has arrived in New York after a 

passage from Philadelphia. And it's not a very long train trip, 

but it's enough to have impressed him with the fact he was 

sitting still. And now you ask him to look around and tell you 

something that he could do. You don't let him go do it, by the 

way; he just tells you something there. And he says, "Oh, I don't 

know." You'll find at first, boy, is it close to hand and is it 

limp. "Oh, I don't know. I could uh... Oh, that cup over there. I 

could uh... I could notice its shadow."

"All right, That's fine," you say.

"All right," he'll say, "now what... what else could I do? And so 

on and so on and I don't know. I don't know, I just don't seem to 

notice anything, really. Oh, I guess... I guess I could reach 

over and push that chair a little bit with my foot."

Along about this time something strange will happen. The 

clackity-clack of the rails will turn on. He'll say, "Well, 

that... that's fine."

"Now, you look around here now and tell me something else you 

could do."

And he says, "I... I..." (He's wary now.) "I think I could uh... 

Oh, I could probably pick up this match. I could probably move it 

over there." And the rails will go, once more, lurch-lurch. And 

he'll get body motion. And he'll get all the rocking around that 

that velvet-smooth Pennsylvania Railroad has given him. And that 

rocking around will run out rather rapidly. Why?

On the train, in more ways than one, he was in a no-game 

condition. But technically, as far as we're concerned, he was 

being an effect of something else that was moving his body and 

considered himself part of the body, and therefore was moving 

him. You follow that? He was being the effect of something else 

for a period of time.

And this we could look at with a great, smooth explanation and 

say, "Well, of course, the guy was immobile. He didn't dare get 

up and play football in the aisles. He didn't dare rush around 

and get very active and clobber the conductor. He couldn't get 

out and run along the side of the train. He couldn't do these 

things. Naturally, a fellow is immobilized and therefore he's on 

one tremendous, big rest point. And he's stuck on the time 

track." Well, that is all true, but it's too complicated!

Now, the only other simple explanation that could go along with 

this has to do with stable data and confusion, but we will take 

that up in a moment; it belongs in a different sphere of 

understanding than this.

Let's take cause-distance-effect and recognize it as a game 

condition that he wasn't doing anything to anything. He wasn't 

pushing the train; he wasn't holding the seat up; he wasn't doing 

anything, you see? Wasn't doing any of these things at all. So we 

ask him what he could do. The second he thinks of what he could 

do, we disturb his inaction as an effect and we ask him to become 

cause.

If we ask him this question only for a few minutes, he will be 

completely refreshed after his voyage -- after his voyage from 

Philadelphia on the velvety-smooth Pennsylvania. Feel like a 

kitten but not be asleep. Well, that's the B&O; that's the "body 

odor."

Now, where -- where do we have an application of this in 

auditing? Well, it looks like an awful lot of auditors have been 

sitting still for an awful long time listening to an awful lot of 

preclears. You ask an auditor what he could do, and 

professionally what happens? His sitting-stillness starts to run 

off.

But this gets into another field. Gets into the field of 

confusion and the stable datum, where he has been sufficiently 

confused that he has to be the stable datum. And when we get into 

confusion and the stable datum, we get into an entirely different 

field of action, which is handled quite differently -- handled 

with quite different processes. It's a different phenomenon if 

you can get it.

Now, it's taking place at the same time that cause-distance-

effect is taking place. And another phenomenon is taking place at 

the same time, and that phenomenon is confronting. He's not 

confronting anything, except, as the train pushes him along it 

makes him confront -- by forward motion -- God knows what. So 

confrontingness will run it off, substitution for the stable 

datum will run it off -- another class of processes; this is a 

whole class of processes -- and "Look around and tell me 

something you could do" will run it off.

And the least-sensational process but possibly the most -- well, 

it's a little more stable than the "What could you do?" process

-- would simply be old-time havingness, Trio.

But here we have a class of processes, one of which turns on and 

runs the motion off; another class of processes which substitutes 

for him in the train, and therefore gets rid of the confusion by 

putting new stable data into it; another class of processes known 

as Confrontingness which make him confront things, and that will 

also have a tendency to run it off; and then we have another 

class of processes over here which puts new situations into 

existence and remedies his havingness of situations. That's... 

oh, there's dozens of these. There's "Invent a game." There's all 

kinds of stuff. "Invent a game." "Invent a problem of comparable 

magnitude." "Invent an individuality who could have coped with 

the train." "Invent an enemy of comparable magnitude to trains." 

See, now that's another class of processes though.

So actually, you have several different phenomena taking place at 

the same time. Several phenomena are taking place at once. Now, 

don't be obscured by your desire to find that the whole universe 

is holding together on one devil. Don't be blinded by this. There 

are several phenomena in existence.

Now, there are several things riding on the train: There's a 

body, there's a mind and a thetan. And you'd have to have three 

different classes of address here in order to hit three different 

things, wouldn't you? And you could probably run him on six 

processes then, rapidly, one after the other, each one belonging 

to an entirely different class of process, and then dispense with 

the six different phenomena that you felt should be handled in 

this case.

There is no one process which immediately runs out all trains 

everywhere. You got that? For the body, for the mind and for the 

thetan -- there's no one process.

The body, for instance, tries to process out an unsuccessful life 

by dying. That process doesn't happen to work on either the mind 

or the thetan, but it works for the body for a moment. See?

Now, mental processes do not always work for the body, as witness 

E-Therapy. It has a workability as far as a mind is concerned -- 

stimulus-response. You know, it was invented from an experiment, 

an experiment called the God Throgmagog. You could mock up this 

Throgmagog God who would stand alongside of you and give you all 

the hot dope. You put him on full automatic and there he is, 

except you're doing it. Quite amazing. Think better than you can, 

too. He isn't aberrated; you didn't mock him up that way.

It's in Evolution of a Science by the way, Dianetics: Evolution 

of a Science. A chap got a hold of this and refined it out. I'm 

not trying to put myself at cause point in there. This is what 

made him mad, is that he had had to find it in Evolution of a 

Science. He gave me a bad time of it. He had become an effect to 

this degree and it'd become upsetting to him.

But here's a class of processes for this and a class of processes 

for that and a class of processes for something else. And if I 

made you up a great big board and put all classes of processes, 

and then all processes in each class, why, boy, you'd really have 

a board. It'd really be a terrific piece of work. And who knows, 

I might even someday get less lazy than I am and might do 

something like that.

There's no particular reason to do it though at this time. Until 

we find some more parts of man, we actually don't need any other 

classes than we immediately have. Even though we could discover 

or invent classes of processes, they wouldn't necessarily apply 

to man, don't you see? And we're doing smoothly on what we have, 

more or less.

Now, if we look this over carefully, we will discover that 

beingness is mimicry, that doingness of course is energy, and of 

course havingness is simply mass and havingness. And we have 

classes of processes that belong in those three classes. But with 

a greater generality we can say there's a class of processes 

known as Confronting Processes. And there's another class of 

processes which have to do with action, tolerance of. And there's 

a whole new class of processes that have to do with inaction, 

tolerance of. There's a whole class of processes that had to do 

with why the hell he got on the train in the first place, which 

are simply power-of-choice processes, don't you see? And you look 

these out, and you're handling the most essential elements.

Now, this is not a lecture devoted to the classification of the 

various classes of processes I said. And the fact of ever getting 

all classes of processes together on one board that would do for 

all universes and all thetans in any bodies at any time is, of 

course, idiocy, because you're simply undoing things that people 

invented and added. And they might invent anything and add it to 

anything, and you'd have a brand-new class that you would have to 

invent and add, don't you see?

But we can undo most of the things that are done with what we 

know immediately.

Your Mimicry Processes that you have been running are quite 

interesting in terms of perception and so forth. We get around by 

saying "You do it." Give him a feeling of power of choice, give 

him power of choice in how he does it, and let him get onto a 

communication formula and prove to him that being audited will 

not kill him.

And that's all we've been doing this week, and what we're going 

to do next week.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

SCALE OF REALITY

A lecture given on 22 October 1956

[Start of Lecture]

Now, I'm going to talk to you about talking to you. That's quite 

something interesting -- talk to you about talking to you.

The basics of auditing begin with communication. They begin with 

communication. There is so confounded much to know about 

communication -- just that -- that to launch into the remainder 

of the twenty-six steps of SLP 8 becomes a very, very easy, quick 

few-days pass. Just a pass at it -- in a few days I can do that. 

To get over this first one will probably take almost the remainder

of this course. That's communication.

Now, you are doing a fundamental of communication, and all of you 

have some reality on this fundamental called communication. You 

know very well that it fits with affinity and reality. The 

fundamentals of communication as practiced in an auditing session 

are so important to auditing that unless auditing is accompanied 

by good communication it doesn't occur. So a definition of 

auditing could be -- isn't, but could be: An operation which 

succeeds only in the presence of communication. And a definition 

of auditing itself could be called: An operation depending upon 

communication.

Now, to give you some sort of an idea of how this works, the only 

time anybody ever fails in the HGC to better a case is when the 

pc goes out of communication and the auditor doesn't recognize 

it. Now, this is a pretty thin little margin. Here are people who 

are auditing, closely coached, cases are taken up, gone through 

very carefully, the whole case is sorted out, and now and then 

one gets by. And a case only gets by when communication is 

overlooked. It's the only time a case gets by and doesn't 

improve.

Now, I'll give you an idea of this at once. If you notice on an 

APA profile test you have one point there that said "Scattered, 

Nervous." Do you know that point on the APA profile test? Well, 

it is very interesting that a case that is entirely down at the 

bottom of "Scattered, Nervous" -- in other words, it's completely 

down at the bottom there -- responds only to one cognition. Very 

fascinating. Very fascinating. They respond just to one cognition 

only, and therefore you can take a test after an intensive, and 

although it has improved elsewhere somewhat, you know that there 

has been a communication failure if it remains at "Scattered, 

Nervous." Now, that is the one point you watch on that test. This 

becomes fascinating the second you realize this: That if the 

preclear had ever had an auditor present during the entire 

intensive, "Scattered, Nervous" could not have remained where it 

is.

Let's look at confusion and a stable datum. A confusion is 

rendered less of a confusion by the presence of a stable datum. 

Now, we will go into that arduously some other time. But here is 

a confused area, and in this confused area we have no stable 

data. Now, if the auditor becomes a stable datum to the preclear, 

if the preclear has a reality on the auditor, then we find 

"Scattered, Nervous" no longer hanging at that point. So if we 

find "Scattered, Nervous" hung up, we know the auditor did not 

succeed in getting into communication with the preclear. All you 

have to do is look at a profile test and look at "Scattered, 

Nervous" and see that it didn't move to know that the auditor 

failed to get into communication with the preclear.

A policy at the HGC is when this sort of thing happens, we 

recoach the whole thing and we give them another week. That's 

what we do; that's our policy. There is something missed; 

something has been missed and that something is communication, 

because it's by communication that the auditor informs the 

preclear of his presence. And when the preclear, without duress 

or upset, can accept the presence of the auditor, then we have a 

stable datum which as-ises to some marked degree the confusion of 

the case. Just the fact that an auditor is present and is alive 

tends to level off the amount of confusion present. And it's as 

elementary as that.

In other words, the APA has a gun against the auditor's temple; 

you can read right off of it. Now, you can tell when the auditor 

suppressed the power of choice of the preclear too thoroughly and 

arduously -- a nice point today, since a preclear has to be kept 

under control in the session and his power of choice yet has to 

be liberated.

In other words, you build a brick wall without using any bricks. 

That sort of a problem is what this amounts to, and yet you have 

to get over that problem. Because the moment that the auditor-

preclear relationship alters from auditor in control to preclear 

in control, we have the preclear out of session and once more we 

do not have any case advance. So as long as power of choice can 

be maintained in a free state and control can also be maintained, 

your preclear progresses satisfactorily in some other portion of 

the APA -- which isn't under our discussion right now, and I'm 

not talking to you about the APA. I'm just showing you just that 

one little point of "Scattered, Nervous."

Power of choice, however, does not enter in any way into that 

"Scattered, Nervous" column, but recognition does. Recognition is 

accompanied at all times by communication, and in the absence of 

communication, recognition does not occur. Sounds like one of 

these horribly simple, elementary things -- let's build ABC 

blocks -- but that's where we are and that's what we're studying. 

It's the ABC blocks of auditing. This datum is so simple that it 

could go grandly overlooked by the entirety of all former 

professions which sought to treat the mind, and was so 

overlooked. In a gibble-gibble-gobble-gabble fashion, 

psuckoanalism -- analism, excuse me -- made somebody go yap-yap-

yap-yap-yap-yap-yap.

I notice a chap I used to respect, named Philip Wylie, has lately 

been psuckoanalized. And he says wonderful things happened to him 

over a course of a year but he didn't improve much. Now there is 

a case of over-communication, wrong-way flow, upset. And if you 

read a record, as an auditor, of one of these analyses, you'd be 

horrified. You would be horrified! How would you like to have 

somebody there run you through a tonsillectomy once, run you 

through an automobile accident once, run you through an 

exodontistry once, run you through an appendectomy once and call 

it a day? Boy, you'd be calling it a day as a preclear, let me 

assure you.

And yet these tramps, these fakers -- I don't wish to use any 

hard terms -- these sexual perverts actually have the nerve to 

call themselves practitioners in the field of the mind. They're 

not practitioners in the field of the mind at all; they're 

mechanics in the field of the brain, and very bad ones. I'm not 

actually, really saying anything to you but fact.

Why? Because from the day of Sigmund Freud onward, they kept 

falling over one tiny point that they never cognited on. Certain 

people were considered to be detached cases, and these, at the 

end of his twenty-eighth lecture, Freud said "are not to be 

helped by us." What are these detached cases? We look it over 

very care fully and we find out its a case that couldn't become 

the analyst. Who wants anybody to become the analyst? A world of 

psychoanalysts would be a gorgeous thing to behold.

Now, we Scientologists very often, some of us, make a slight 

error. We think Scientology is totally auditing. Scientology is 

not totally auditing. Scientology is a broad address to life 

itself.

I just received a letter from an auditor who says, "I am not 

working professionally in Scientology now," and then goes on to 

say that she's running an accounting business which is succeeding 

wonderfully because she's using Scientology in it. And she's 

handling all her help with this and handling all of her customers 

with this, and she's getting along beautifully, and she's 

straightened out her home with this. And it's never occurred to 

her that she is operating as a professional Scientologist and 

could simply expand that accounting business of hers to 

organizational accounting, with Scientology, to a level that she 

hasn't dreamed of yet.

She has thought of Scientology as simply auditing -- just 

auditing a preclear to better his health. That's what she's 

thought of Scientology as. Now that's an awfully narrow look -- 

an awfully narrow look. But there are those of us who do just 

this and do no further than this. And that is all right too, 

because in order to run a business with Scientology, or to 

conduct yourself as a professional business Scientologist, you 

would have to know auditing and be a very, very good auditor. 

Because it's essentially the action of bringing people into an 

awareness of themselves, their surroundings and you. Now, you 

see, that's an auditing operation. Now, how is it done?

The psychoanalyst never in Gods green earth achieved it. He 

doesn't even know its mechanics. He knows nothing about it. He 

breaks more ARC in less time than you can shake a stick at. He 

depends exclusively -- exclusively -- upon the individual insight 

of each analyst. And he says this is the reason why some of you 

produce results, because you have a certain individual touch 

which he cannot define.

I'm supposed to be all right. It's very odd, some of the 

psychiatrists that are really getting pushed around have gotten 

defensive, and they tell all sorts of stories about how insane I 

am and so forth. But actually, twice as many more carefully 

explain it to people that Dianetics and Scientology actually 

never amounted to anything, but "Hubbard is such a good 

practitioner simply because he has insight," and then "What he 

says that he does of course has no bearing on what he does at 

all." And they wipe out the subject in this fashion, don't you 

see? That's an untruth. It's a complete untruth.

Well, not wandering around on this, what is the common 

denominator of what we're doing? We've known it for years and it 

has achieved more and more importance to us. That common 

denominator is communication. Where you fail with communication 

on a preclear, you fail with the preclear. Where the old Egyptian 

priest failed with communication, he failed with his priesting. 

When a church or an organization gets frantic on the subject of 

communication, they wipe themselves out. And if they don't 

understand communication, they get frantic on the subject.

The Spanish Inquisition, conducted by one of the lesser cults 

that has sprung up here in the last ten thousand years, is a sign 

of a whole organization cognizant that it has somehow or another 

gone out of communication with all of its people, and is now 

insisting with fire and sword -- the one thing it was founded to 

wipe out -- in putting everybody into communication with them. 

They eventually became so obsessed with the idea of communicating 

with human beings that they were burning them and torturing them 

on the rack. Do you know that they would not accept without 

torture the statement of any witness? No statement of any witness 

was valid without their application of torture, and all those 

statements had to be signed and witnessed by the torturers before 

they could be accepted by a tribunal of the Spanish Inquisition. 

Now, what is this but an anxiety of communication?

Now, we find psychoanalysis -- I have become far more 

contemptuous of psychoanalysis. Not too long ago I started to do 

an analysis of psychoanalysis in order to let auditors in on some 

things to avoid. I knew there were two or three things to avoid, 

and I thought we had better go over these and look at them rather 

carefully. And I wound up having to do an analysis of 

psychoanalysis, and I couldn't find anything in it -- not a thing 

in it -- that was therapeutic! Now, somebody sooner or later 

should have added up... Fifty percent of it, just by accident, 

should have been therapeutic, you see? But I looked over these 

various practices and could not discover how any of them were 

therapeutic, so I began to regard psychoanalysis as a pitch. It's 

a pitch of some sort. I won't even go so far as to say what. But 

this number of practitioners practicing that long certainly would 

understand something sooner or later.

All right. They sit there and they grind away, and they're 

perfectly content to grind away for five to seven years on a 

case, all the time getting nowhere. A case ends when its money 

runs out; that's how long a psychoanalysis runs.

Well, let's look at another cult that sprang up: the 

psychiatrist. He got into the same kind of state of mind as the 

Spanish Inquisition. He was unable to get into communication with 

his patients and so he began to torture them; simply, modern 

machinery is the only difference between the Spanish Inquisition 

and modern psychiatry. A prefrontal lobotomy was bettered by the 

transorbital leucotomy. And the transorbital leucotomy has been 

bettered now by a treatment for schizophrenia which has 

absolutely no slightest case history to demonstrate that it has 

any usefulness, but is being done. They slit the top of the skull 

and slide a silver plate between the two brain halves. 

Schizophrenia means a double personality, so they know how to 

handle a double personality... It doesn't do anybody any good but 

they do it.

Now, why do they do it? They do it because of an obsession on 

communication. It tells you that the psychoanalyst has failed to 

communicate and so he has run Freud's three or four Saturday 

afternoons on a patient -- which is about what Freud spent; a 

relatively short space of time -- up to a year, to two years, to 

five years, to seven years. And they're still at it on some kind 

of a grind-grind-grind basis, you see?

Psychiatrist comes along, and Bedlam was kind compared to modern 

psychiatric (quote) "treatment" (unquote). Psychiatry, as far as 

I can understand today, as a society or social organization, is 

an appropriation racket. It's a racket by which they worry people 

about the tremendous number of insane cases, you know? And they 

get everybody worried enough so they appropriate billions and 

billions of dollars, and then this can be spent any which way. 

It's a racket. I say that advisedly. You took over the bills 

which they press through the House and Senate and through the 

state legislatures, and you'll find a great many false statements 

in these bills. But professionally they are something else: They 

are in an anxiety of communication.

Now, let's go out here in a bar, and let's take a look at a 

couple of drunks. And one of the drunks says, "I think Eisenhower 

is the best Democrat the Liberals ever had."

And the other one says, "I'm for Lincoln." And after a while the 

fellow who was talking about Eisenhower and in favor of 

Eisenhower can't get his communication through, so he drives it 

through with a fist.

There's a gorgeous record made by I think it's -- who is it, 

Cyril Smith (or whatever his name was) the English comedy-hall 

boy? Fantastic chap. And I think Rudy Vallee also did a record on 

this one time. It's "What Starts Fights in Bars." One of the 

fellows looks up at the picture over the bar and he says, "Just 

about the greatest man that England ever 'ad."

And the other one says, "Who?"

And the first one says, "Gladstone! That's who."

"Who's Gladstone?"

"He's the man in the picture."

"What picture?"

"The picture above the bar."

"Who's that?"

And it goes on for the entirety of a little ten-minute record. It 

is one of the more excruciatingly funny things I've ever heard. 

And they eventually wind up with a resounding crash -- somebody 

has clobbered somebody! Now, this is simply psychiatry on the 

road.

The U.S. government starts falling out of communication with its 

citizens and begins to punish them. The citizens, unfortunately, 

are another entity and they fall out of communication with the 

U.S. government. The government is not now acknowledging 

communications. You write most of the government bureaus and you 

get nothing back. Somebody tried this recently with the most 

excruciatingly funny results. Somebody did it in England too and 

found out the British government was about the same state. Wrote 

in to ask to one department where he got a gun permit and 

received a long and involved letter (this was one of the -- I 

think the only communication he got back) a long and involved 

letter that they couldn't find his gun permit. They'd looked 

everywhere for it and they couldn't find it. Nobody else replied.

Now, here is a state of communication. Now, this always carries 

dynamite with it. Continuous refusal to talk to Russia about H-

bombs will wind up in an atomic war. This is for sure. You mean 

to say we haven't got enough guys down in Arkansas and long-

winded birds out in the middle of Arizona, and so on, that we 

couldn't keep Russia talking about H-bombs for a long time? Sure 

we could. Every year we keep her talking about H-bombs is another 

year they're not going to get used.

The United Nations does have some benefit. I know you doubt this, 

but it does provide a place where people can talk. It is a 

communication center of some sort. The biggest mistake the United 

Nations has made was resorting to force of arms. It resorted to 

force of arms as itself and, therefore, is not well trusted at 

this time by peoples elsewhere in the world. Even here in the 

United States there are people who don't trust it. In other 

words, they say it can't get into communication either. Why do 

they know this? Because it resorted to force of arms. What is the 

test of "I was not in communication"? The most elementary test, 

most widely recognized is: There was a fight, therefore there was 

no communication. People instinctively realize this, but it takes 

us to come along and state this. It's a thing that everybody 

knows, that nobody states.

Well then, therefore, what is this thing called communication? If 

it's this important, what is it?

Well, we have a great many formulas connected with it -- we have 

in Dianetics 55! -- and in other parts of Scientology we have a 

great many discussions of communication. We stress the amount of 

importance of communication. We talk about it and talk about it 

and talk about it. In other words, we're talking about talking. 

And it's only been a relatively short time -- really, just almost 

recently -- that we started to take communication apart in the 

Indoctrination Courses. And right this moment... I just now had a 

conference with the Indoctrination Instructor on making these 

parts of communication even more obvious and getting them 

through. We have invented a new method of teaching. Basically 

what must be wrong here is that we're having a difficulty 

communicating a few very basic data which apparently are 

themselves sufficiently simple and restimulative that they do not 

themselves communicate.

Now, all that stands between an auditor and good results is his 

communication ability. This is all that stands between an auditor 

and his results.

Now, if a man is very, very good at communication, if he is 

excellent at communication and he is dealing in the marts of 

trade, let us say, he's a success! But why do we leave this on an 

accidental? Because some people are accidentally good at 

communication. We say it has something to do with tone, and it 

does for sure. For instance, I can pick out a flaw in 

communication, show you a flaw in structure between the designer 

and the character of a building. I can tell you what his 

communication bugs are by looking at a building that he designed.

A man laid out telephones -- just this morning I was going over 

this and rather surprised somebody fairly close to me. I just 

looked over the telephone stations that had been selected by a 

certain person and then turned around and described (to this 

person rather close to me) that person. I described that person. 

And this fellow close to me said, "Have you talked to him?"

"No, I'm a Scientologist. I know about what the score was."

He had bunched them all together in one small place so 

ridiculously that it was quite obvious that we had a tremendous 

confusion on the subject of communication. But in view of the 

fact that they were all in places that nobody could talk, we 

could immediately select the fact that this person didn't talk -- 

confused about it -- and the way he met the confusion was not to 

talk at all.

This was quite obvious because nobody could have talked at any of 

these places that they had a telephone station. You don't put 

telephone stations exactly at the top of a flight of stairs, for 

instance. Some person would have to stand there with one foot on 

one of the stairs in order to use a telephone. Well, he just 

didn't intend anybody to have any communication of any character 

whatsoever, and so he did that. But he put in a lot of telephone 

connections. There were several of them scattered around in 

exactly one place, not permitting any communication to the rest 

of the house. Then what was this all about?

It meant that he didn't talk and he had a confusion about 

talking. All I had to do was add that to the carelessness with 

which the ingresses and egresses of the actual grounds had been 

built, and we saw a state of resistance on the part of this 

individual, so we could draw him anatomically. Fellow wasn't 

pushed in or timid. The barriers he put up were way out there -- 

massive barriers, way out. Add this to talking or not talking and 

we had a beefy, noncommunicative 1.5. And that was the person. 

And naturally, then, all we had to do was follow across the rest 

of the Tone Scale, nice as you please, and just describe a few 

other aspects of the fellow's life, right off the Tone Scale, and 

the person to whom I was speaking, of course, does not believe at 

this moment that I had not met, talked to, and thoroughly 

investigated this fellow's past.

The keynote is communication. We learned many years ago that 

communication was more important than affinity and reality. We 

learned this so well that we forgot to look at R -- reality -- in 

relationship to C. We find that R characterizes C and that you as 

an auditor deal with this all the time, and your understanding of 

R actually makes or breaks your use of C.

What is R? What is reality in the ARC triangle? That's what this

amounts to. What is R? What is the exact character of reality, 

person-to-person?

Well, it goes like this: Above 22.0 and down to 22.0, we have R 

occurring by postulate. It is real, therefore it's real. That is 

the totality of R. We don't even have to mock anything up. Don't 

have to take any action at all. Whatever we characterize as real 

is real, and that's that. Now we go from 22.0 in a nose dive 

clear down to 2.0, and we have this entire thing on a gradient of 

agreement. The most carelessly understood agreement could become 

at the person's choice -- at the top of this, 22.0 -- a reality. 

He would have a reality on what the other fellow's reality was 

very easily. He could have, then, selective realities. He could 

have realities on Joe and Bill and Tom, and this would be rather 

easy. He could have their realities. In other words, he would 

have a reality on what their reality was. Got the idea?

Now, as we start on down the scale, when we get down to around 

5.0, or something like that, we get the necessity of an agreement 

for a reality to occur; That's an absolute necessity. There must 

have been a complete agreement.

When we get down to 3.5 (see any banker) we know very, very well 

-- that' s being very flattering to bankers -- we know very well 

that at 3.5 an agreement must take the form of a contract: It 

must be written; it must be sealed; the witnesses, the notary or 

whatever else is on it must be there for that agreement to be an 

actual agreement.

And now, as we sag a little bit further downscale, we find that 

this amount of solidity has now entered into a very thorough 

solidity -- a thorough solidity. And from 2.0 down, the only 

reality there is, is solid, and there is no agreement associated 

with it. People completely lose the agreement factor of reality. 

It is there, they are convinced it is there, and they know it is 

there so long as it is solid. Space, by the way, ceases to have 

any slightest reality, you might say -- is no longer part of 

reality. We're dealing now with masses. That's all we're dealing 

with from 2.0 down.

Now let's take another figure which I have not precisely labeled. 

It is probably about 0.7, or somewhere in that vicinity, but I 

wouldn't positively label it at this time. It is at that point 

where the terminal ceases to exist and the line becomes solid, 

and the only reality is a solid comm line with no terminals at 

either end, and that is reality.

Now believe me, it took an awful lot of digging on my part to 

finally find this out and to recognize it for what it was. 

Somewhere around fear the terminals start to disappear as real. 

Around 1.0 the terminals start to disappear as real, and lines 

begin to take on something more than an emptiness. The lines 

themselves become tensible, feelable, sensible -- the lines. And 

somewhere down around 0.7, the terminals are entirely gone and 

only the line is there. And from there on down, the line itself 

is solid and the terminals aren't. Do we see that? The line is 

solid, the terminals aren't They aren't even there.

Now we just slide a little bit further down the line and we find 

that reality is a confusion of communication lines to which there 

is no terminal connective. Reality is a confusion of 

communication lines.

And then we begin -- at the really psychotic band of this -- we 

begin to characterize all matter (get this carefully) as a 

confusion of communication lines, and no matter has any character 

as a terminal. What does matter consist or. It consists of a 

bundle of communication lines. That is matter. They're little 

doodle-daddles that chase in this way and that way, and they 

don't stand up against anything, and there isn't anything there 

because it's space. And it's actually -- if you got enough 

communication lines and you jammed them in close enough together, 

you might get a solid mass. And if you pile up enough particles 

on top of something or other particles are not real either, but 

they're there -- and you pile those up enough and stack them 

together enough, why, you'd finally get some solid mass. Only 

this wouldn't be a terminal; it'd just be a collection of things 

with no terminals. You got it? And you got the science of 

physics.

Almost anybody getting processed starts to run out physics. And 

they become very amused, very amused at this. You ask somebody to 

keep a wall from going away for a while and one of the things 

that happens to him is he loses all of his study of physics. The 

classrooms of physics start to go by, because it is not a sane 

teaching.

Now, that's an interesting thing. But I'm not really trying to 

condemn physics; I'm just saying it is a very weird look. Now, 

they've combined it into certain mechanics of one kind or 

another, which mechanics are involved with other mechanics. And 

because all of these things stem from the observed behavior of 

something that was already solid, we must assume then that the 

upper scale of physics must still lie below 2.0 on the Tone 

Scale, because we watch the behavior of solids to determine the 

future, see?

Machinery and that sort of thing tends to run on this level. You 

take somebody who is in too much contact for too long with 

machinery, you find out he's pretty batty. Of course, you take 

somebody that's in consistent contact with electronics, or 

something like that, and he's plain insane. I mean, the natural 

course of events; the little doodle-daddles running up against 

the thingamagubs, you know?

Now, the funny part of it is that these things have a workability 

and these things do function. That's the funny thing. But that 

just tells you how unchangeable agreement becomes at the level of 

solidity. That's the only thing that's a comment on -- how 

unchangeable agreement gets when it gets down to the level of 

solidity. You can always count on it doing just this. You drop a 

marble on the floor and it'll hit the floor. Drop it toward the 

floor and it hits the floor. It hits the floor at 32.2 feet per 

second, you know, acceleration. See? That's a funny thing. Why is 

it always 32.2? Well, I used to respect this subject, and I'm 

merely acquainting you with just the fact that I don't any 

longer.

But this gives you a certainty, it gives you a playing field, it 

gives you all sorts of things if you can tolerate the nuttiness 

of this amount of fixation. And man's difficulty, and the 

difficulty above that of a thetan, is accustoming himself to this 

amount of constancy and no-change and invariability -- without 

violating it. And that's a very hard contest.

But you aren't dealing, essentially, with walls. You aren't 

dealing, essentially, with mechanical gimmicks. You're not. 

You're dealing with live beings that energize and make alive, 

spaces and masses. You're dealing with live beings. So therefore, 

the laws on which you proceed are the laws of life, not the laws 

of death. But it so happens, oddly enough, that your laws of life 

on their lower harmonics run right straight in to the laws of 

mechanics.

It's a very fascinating thing (you ought to do it sometime as a 

mental exercise; it's quite amusing): You start upscaling the 

postulates which must lie behind any element. When you've located 

them you can do weird things with the element. There's a certain 

set of postulates lie behind each element on the periodic chart. 

You can do weird things with various things if you know the 

center postulates of their fixation, and they're all thought 

postulates. There isn't a single item in the physical universe I 

have yet located which does not stem as a solidity from some 

peculiar, particular consideration. And this consideration, 

becoming fixed and immutable, is then discovered as "real" 

matter. It's quite interesting.

You would be amazed, by the way, at some of the postulates which 

go into (quote) "atoms" (unquote). Really wild. That stuff is 

sacred -- it is sacred. Of course, it has to have such a 

postulate inside of it; otherwise, you'd blow it up or you'd look 

through it or you'd communicate with it too well, and it'd be 

gone. So the postulate that is sitting there is that it is 

sacred. And it is a very, very strange thing that in this day, 

just as we move out of the field of religion, we find science 

itself becoming more or less a religion, you see, in their 

studies of it.

Now, it can go one of two ways. Either we get to a point where 

the nuclear physicist crosses himself in the sign of the beaker 

or something of the sort before he addresses a piece of electric 

wire, or we go the other way: We simply get into the total 

unworkability of anything. You see? He could go on with this idea 

because we are running out of the barriers of religion, and even 

science itself is becoming less and less a religious subject -- 

although they're trying to put it into a mystery with atomics and 

so on. It could bypass this entirely. And if it bypassed this 

entirely, I'm afraid you'd find some of the immutable laws of 

science getting nonfunctional. See how this could be?

Somebody would start communicating, maybe even obsessively, far, 

far too well with some object or something of the sort, and we 

would get some changes occurring with regard to it, because he's 

no longer restrained by the idea that it's sacred and it was made 

by God. That's the one thing, evidently, that proofs the MEST 

universe from disappearing: God made it, He's somebody else, and 

it's sacred. And you mustn't come that close to it.

This is so far from a theoretical subject -- so far from a 

theoretical subject, you can actually bluntly ask a preclear 

about his relationships with atoms, let us say, or with material 

objects. You can just address the subject quite bluntly, and you 

get a fantastic auditing question when you do this. It's an 

interesting question. The auditing question is "What would happen 

if you could safely go into communication with everything?" or 

some paraphrase of that question. It's a question you yourself 

can ponder. It's terrifically therapeutic. You can ask yourself, 

"Would it be safe for me to go into communication with 

everything?" That's kind of an elementary question; doesn't carry 

the whole punch. You would say, "What if I could go safely into 

communication with everything? What would be the result of that?" 

It's fascinating, you see? It's a tremendously interesting 

question. It's the center pin on why the universe is still here!

Now, there was a tag still hanging out. We found out that you 

talked too much with a preclear -- two-way comm -- and you'd 

start as-ising too much havingness. That's one of the little 

points in there.

Well, I'm not going to attempt to solve for you the total answers 

to those nice little questions concerning what would happen if I 

safely went into communication with everything or would it be 

safe for me to go into communication with everything or what 

would be the end result of a total communication, or so forth -- 

it's just a question to ponder. You'll find out at once that 

stuff is sacred.

I don't know quite what you're supposed to do. I suppose you're 

supposed to draw a ring around your head or something when you 

look at it. I imagine that the physicist's idea of an atom 

probably comes from some religious symbol of some kind or another 

that's way back on the track, and he's probably simply 

dramatizing it. Instead of crossing himself, a fellow wound his 

finger around his head a couple of times. And we have that today. 

We don't wind our finger around our head like this, though. We 

wind our finger this way, which is a universal symbol for nuts!

All right. The power contained in communication is, by and large, 

the active power contained in the action of auditing. The real 

power of Scientology is in the knowledge of existence which it 

contains. But when you get into an action, a doingness called 

auditing, the power is found to be resident in communication.

Now let's look this over very rapidly again. I want you to learn 

this -- not to hang yourself with it. You don't have to make up 

your mind that this is the way it is because Ron says it's this 

way. That has nothing to do with this whatsoever. I want you to 

look this over and see if you too don't come to this conclusion 

that from way down south, the earliest rung of communication, up 

to about 0.7 or thereabouts we don't have an absence of terminals 

and an isness of communication lines. The lines are real and 

solid. The terminals aren't. Above that we have, of course, for a 

short space there, we have the terminals and the lines solid, and 

then we have the lines less solid and the terminals more solid. 

And we get our reality then on just a solid terminal, and 

eventually the reality also includes the space. But by the time 

we've moved into space also, we have also moved into the lower 

rungs of agreement and affinity. And as we move up with affinity, 

then, we see that reality takes on the complexion simply of an 

agreement.

Now, this should tell you at once that it doesn't do any good to 

use a communication bridge on a psycho. Why? A communication 

bridge simply establishes agreement. That's all it establishes, 

doesn't it? So it establishes the reality of a session if you can 

establish the agreement with the preclear. But if the preclear's 

reality is not on the level of agreement, what good does it do 

you to establish an agreement? We find, four questions deep, he's 

out of session. Why? The agreement has gone by the boards because 

it wasn't quite real in the first place. He'll even claim you're 

changing the auditing command when you're not changing it at all. 

His agreement, he thought, was on some other auditing command. 

These are all symptoms of a low tone.

So what good does it do you to establish agreement? Well, it does 

just as much good as to take somebody down here that's a fairly 

hot athlete, and you postulate to him the reality of an opponent 

who is running the race with him. But the opponent doesn't 

appear. We simply tell him the opponent is there, and he's going 

to run the race with this opponent. We've postulated it, don't 

you see? He doesn't accept that other opponent. He couldn't play 

a game that well. He'll argue with us. He will say, "Tha-tha-tha-

tha." Now, you'd have to make an agreement with him to pretend 

that another opponent was there that ran the hundred yards in 

eleven seconds, and he's going to race against this theoretical, 

pretended opponent. And you and he agree that that opponent is 

there and you're all set.

Now where'd he lie? He was just above -- he was well above 2.0 

and in pretty good shape (athletes normally are) and he was in 

pretty good shape and we therefore could get a complete reality 

on it. He'd say, "That's a good idea. There's nothing wrong with 

that." That's practically routine. Somebody is always mocking up 

a pretended opponent for him. He thinks that's all right, agrees 

the fellow is there.

Now, of course, if you were really up above 22.0, I'm afraid that 

you would simply put an opponent alongside of him who would 

appear suddenly. And if you were not careful, you might clothe 

him in the days of ancient Greece or something of the sort in 

order to run this race. And you might not be too careful with 

your mock-up and you might mock him up with a Greek stance, which 

is quite different. The Greeks used to make running very 

difficult; they would hold their hands up and so on. One of the 

reasons they held their arm positions is they were not trying to 

make speed so much as effective advance. They weren't running; 

they were attacking, don't you see? And when you can run with 

your arms up, you can throw a spear while you're running and you 

can do all sorts of things. It was a war game.

Well, if you did that and it suddenly appeared alongside of him, 

I'm afraid you'd shatter his composure. Well, his game sense 

isn't good enough to accept even the knowledge that somebody 

could do this. His game sense is not that good.

Well, you just bluntly tell him there is somebody running 

alongside of him, and he wouldn't understand you. He'd think you 

were crazy.

At a lower level, you just tell somebody, "We're in agreement. 

We're going to do this auditing session. I want to make an 

agreement with you"; he thinks you're crazy. Whoever heard of 

anybody agreeing with anybody? According to him, it's an effort 

to pick an agreement. And that's a rough thing. So we go down to 

solids.

Now, if you sit across from the normal, run-of-the-mill preclear 

as a solid body, why, he knows you're there and you're perfectly 

real to him. He knows you're there.

You, by the way, will just have to get some reality on the fact 

that people do become unreal. I'm sorry to have to make what 

appears at first glance to be a stupid statement. But you'll just 

have to get some reality on the fact that people can face people 

who are completely unreal to them, because the level of unreality 

of this person they're facing is an unreality that you yourself 

would probably find very amusingly thin. They look right through 

people. People aren't there at all. There is no body sitting in 

the chair.

Now look, up here, there's no body sitting on that ledge, you 

see? Unless you mock one up there's no body sitting here on this 

ledge. Well, just look at this spot I'm pointing at up here. Do 

you see no body there at all? Well, that's the unreality of a 

person in fear! That's what they see when you're sitting there!

Now, I do a dirty trick on an auditor every once in a while when 

I'm processing him. He gets down to a fag end of apathy and below 

scale and don't care and oh-my-God degradation -- he sounds 

something this deep in the bank. And I'm liable to hit him -- 

because he's an auditor -- I'm liable to tap him a little bit on 

the knee, and I say, "You remember that point, will you? After -- 

we'll talk about it after the session. You remember it." This is 

a dirty trick to throw this in on that point. Then we run it out. 

After it's all over I say, "Do you remember that point?" and 

he'll fish around.

"Oh, yeah! Bleeah!"

I say, "How'd you feel?"

"Well, I don't know. My God!"

"Well, did you feel like you could do anything? That you could 

act or anything like that?"

"Act! Well, at that point you couldn't consider acting! Just 

being is so intolerable that you couldn't tolerate the idea of 

acting."

Say, "Good! Now you know how some of your low-scale preclears 

feel all the time, while you're auditing them!"

And the guy sits there and he says, "That's not possible! Nobody 

could feel that way all the time!"

Few days later he audits somebody, and all of a sudden he 

recognizes this flop, you know? The person comes in, they flop. 

And they kind of plaintively say something or other and so on. 

And all of a sudden, why, the auditor gets the idea, "Ahhhh, 

yeah. No kidding? This poor dog feels that way? Well, so help me 

God, let's see if we can't fish him out of that trough of 

despond." See? "Let's see if we can spot something around here or 

do something he can do." They don't immediately say, "Well, now, 

let's see. Probably it's his mother. How about splitting the 

valence? The best way we can go about this case is I will run a 

technique on him where he mocks up and pretends his mother is 

shouting at him, and he shouts at his mother, and we will get 

this all going, you know?" And he tells the preclear to do this, 

and the preclear (quote) "does it." Oh, no, the preclear doesn't 

do it. The preclear says, "Duhhh. What a horrible thing to 

contemplate."

"Uh-huh, did you do that?"

("Well boy, I certainly couldn't answer him no, because he'd just 

make me do something more difficult.") "Uh-huh."

You get where that preclear is living? His highest defense is to 

tell you that he executed. And he can even get quite industrious 

at this, since he can't get industrious in any other direction.

I do that to an auditor once in a while, see?

All right. Now, how about this empty ledge up here? They know a 

voice is talking to them. Now, I'm not now talking about insane 

people! Please! I'm talking about Johnny Q. Public that's walking 

up and down the streets and is driving automobiles. How do they 

ever get in a state of mind where they run over somebody? The 

person isn't there! Get the idea? Accidents happen when people 

are tired, exhausted, mentally upset, emotionally disturbed, and 

they've been cast into some low-toned category or another. One or 

the other parties present are in this state of mind.

I had a young lady run into me one time when I was sitting calmly 

parked, waiting for a stoplight to change. And the young lady 

passed a car and came across the crosswalk and then, where there 

wasn't even a road, simply turned into the side of my station 

wagon with a crunch. It was an interesting thing for anybody to 

do, if you are interested in such things. But after we picked up 

some of the pieces and got her in a little bit better frame of 

mind, and so forth, why, she gave me her card -- her father, 

rather, who was riding with her gave me her card (and you all 

heard about this particular accident; happened years ago) -- and 

her name was Wanda, the Psychic Reader. And she was "wanda-ing," 

all right. But the girl was tired, the girl was upset and, 

already dabbling around with too much mysticism, was of course at 

a mental stretch. And there was no car there; the road was just 

placed twelve feet wrong -- I knew what was wrong with her. Cop 

came around, other people kind of yow-yowing at her in one way or 

the other.

I said to her -- confidentially, I said, "Did the road move?"

And she looked at me and says, "It's back where it was now. It 

went back again." She was looking at a highway that was shifting.

In other words, the crossroad that she wanted to turn on moved 

over to be twelve feet further on than it was and then moved back 

to where it now was again, and she just took her choice and, you 

know, she turned where it was. Now, you'd always turn where the 

road was too, wouldn't you? And she turned where the road was. 

You got the idea? And there was no car sitting there because cars 

weren't real to her.

Understand this. Understand it and you'll get results in 

auditing. Go on and fight it and protest against it too much, and 

so on, and eventually some day, why, we'll all be gnawing at 

people's brains, trying to get the thetan out. You get the idea? 

Because this is the easy one; this is the easy one.

Now, let me tell you something: Your hand is a communication line 

if it is lying under somebody's elbow. Your hand is a 

communication line.

Now, the funny part of it is, people have enough dead spots in 

the bank -- even a person who behaves, normally, in good 

condition, under auditing can be discovered to have enough dead 

spots that they can actually pick up a resurge by having somebody 

do a contact with them, which they can tolerate, of using the arm 

for the communication line. Do you got that? Now, first you 

establish a presence of some sort or another. This you do by 

regulating the feelingness which they're in contact with, see? 

You could take them by the elbow and shake their elbow just a 

little bit, see? That stimulates their feelingness, doesn't it? 

So you're monitoring their feelingness, got it?

First reality: "Something is monitoring my feelingness." Got 

that?

Next reality: "There's a hand monitoring my feelingness."

Next reality: "A communication line composed of the hand and the 

arm is running between me and something."

Next reality achieved: "I am here. Here's a communication line of 

one or two comm lines. And the two comm lines are here, that's 

obvious, and I have two comm lines that meet these." We're doing 

mimicry by contact.

In other words... Put your hand up here a second. Now, would you 

follow my motion and contribute to it. All right. Okay. That's 

it. All right. That's it. Thank you.

You got that? We had our hands in contact, and we did a mimicry 

whereby the person was following the auditor's motion in contact. 

We had a solid comm line, didn't we, composed of their arm and my 

arm -- other person's arm and my arm. All right. See? Now, that's 

building a comm line. And having established the comm line, you 

then establish the existence of a terminal on your end, and a 

terminal on his end, and he and you become real. And "Scattered, 

Nervous" shoots from way below the line, clear up above the 

center point.

I don't care how many hours it takes you to establish it. You can 

run "Look at me. Who am I?" with your hands. It's a contact 

process -- as a contact process, you see? Instead of sitting 

there verbally saying, "Look at me. Who am I? Look at me. Who am 

I? Look at me. Who am I?" you jog their elbow. You get the idea? 

You're holding on to them. You show them a hand and say, "Whose 

is this?" Then you show them a hand you're holding on with. You 

say, "Whose hand is that?" And they say, "Look, there's a hand 

around my arm. " Then they notice their own arm. Then they 

noticed one of yours. You get the idea?

Now, the funny part of it is, its such positive communication 

that any high-toned person can harmonic all the way to the 

bottom. Almost any case has a tendency to resurge if you do this 

properly. It's quite amazing. It's quite amazing.

You run "Look at me. Who am I?" then, with solid lines. Then you 

finally run "Look at me. Who am I?" with solid terminals, and 

you'll get somewhere. But there is your elementary beginning of 

communication -- a solid comm line. Not a solid terminal, but a 

solid comm line. And picking it up from there you can, by 

gradients, carry a case all the way to the top.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

"CRA" TRIANGLE

A lecture given on 23 October 1956

[Start of Lecture]

I'm going to talk to you about ARC, a subject that has been with 

us since July of 1950, and which until the last three weeks was 

hiding something from us. It isn't ARC; it's CRA.

CRA is the right way to say ARC. The psychiatrist says it with 

arc -- electric current, and so forth. Now, if you try to audit 

first with A and then with R in order to get C, you'll never 

establish C.

If you show an affection to an angry man, you're liable to get 

clobbered, because A is not the entrance point of the triangle. 

And we find out that the triangle is not quite parallel; A, R and 

C are not quite parallel. Always, when the triangle is drawn, C 

is the lowest point, R is the intermediate point and A is the 

highest point. Although the distance between -- vertical distance 

between -- C and A may be almost imperceptible, nevertheless the 

triangle is not a straight line, it is not a horizontal line; it 

is slightly tipped. And C is lower than R, and R is lower than A.

In order to enter a case, then, you enter it with C to obtain R 

and then you achieve A.

Now, this, of course, if it's true of auditing, is true of life. 

This becomes terrifically important: C to get R and then you 

attain A. C simply to attain A ("Don't you love me anymore, 

dear?" or something of the sort) is doomed to failure. Doomed to 

failure. But C to establish the existence of R is, if done right, 

successful. So we have C as the entrance point of any problem 

condition or auditing session. R, as the monitoring point that 

has to be established, is established by C. And the final result 

is A in some form or another.

Now, the very funny part of it is that if you run -- if you 

wanted to put somebody in fear (let's just talk about Black 

Dianetics for a moment), if you wanted to put somebody in fear, 

the easiest way to do it in the world would be to run C-R-A. You 

would interfere with the C in such a way as to unstabilize the R, 

and then you would achieve a misemotion. Don't you see? So that 

if you actually unstabilize C in some fashion, you would then 

attain an unstabilized R, and you would then attain, of course, 

some misemotional result. In this way, it would be plotted just 

exactly in the reverse. You would have to start at C with some 

communication, don't you see? There'd have to be some factual 

communication, and then you would downgrade R and then you would 

downgrade A. It would run like that. All right.

But when you use C to establish R, you then achieve A. And here's 

a great oddity: The triangle run with Black Dianetics is not very 

successful. It's very difficult to make somebody worse. It's one 

of the hardest things in the world to do. That is why the 

psychologist believed implicitly that people couldn't change; he 

couldn't make them worse. That is unfortunately correct. I mean, 

it's not even a joke. I mean, this happens to be a fact.

But the moment that we assume that a person can be made better, 

they then change. This is one of the wildest things you ever 

wanted to examine. So if you use C, if you just plain use C in 

some -- even a sloppy fashion, R of some kind, better than has 

existed, will occur. See, just any kind of C will permit some 

kind of R to occur, and you will get some sort of A resulting. 

Now, if you start on this course with C, then you will achieve R 

and then attain A. But the funny part of it is, is you -- this is 

a sort of trap actually -- you can't help but attain R and A if 

you begin with C.

If you were to speak to a little boy on the street, you've 

started the whole reaction going, don't you see? If you use 

communication, you get the other two.

All right. Now I want to tell you some of the great oddities that 

exist in the world. Can I tell you about some of these great 

oddities? This is very interesting. You know all about the world, 

and so forth, but it has oddities in it. When you drop R out, you 

drop A. So if you do C without R, you get A low.

Now, let's look that over carefully. If you do C and there's no 

R, you get a lowered A. Let's look this over again. No, it's 

worse than you think, actually; it's much worse than you think. 

Works this way: Although physical pain and unconsciousness 

accompanied by compulsive exteriorization is the definition of 

the engram for which we are looking, and which is the one that 

gathers locks, what locks does it gather? What are the important 

locks? Now, the Dianetic definition of an engram is a moment of 

pain and unconsciousness. Understood in the definition is that 

it's a mental image picture containing a record of a moment of 

pain and unconsciousness. Now that is the full thing.

Scientology has a different definition for an engram. The 

Scientology definition for an engram -- you'll have to know this 

-- is a moment of pain and unconsciousness and compulsive 

exteriorization contained in a mental image picture, unknown to 

the preclear. I'll go over that again because it's a precision 

definition. It's a moment of pain and unconsciousness and 

compulsive exteriorization contained in a mental image picture, 

associated with, but unknown to the preclear That's the 

Scientology definition of an engram.

Now, you're going to run into this in teaching such things as 

Over and Under, in auditing preclears on such things as Over and 

Under, so you better know what this thing is. This is quite 

interesting.

For instance, the total Freudian idea of a detached viewpoint is 

simply somebody operating out of a moment of pain and 

unconsciousness and compulsive exteriorization, associated with, 

but unknown to the preclear. Mental image picture -- that's it. 

Now, you see that? Now, naturally this picture, unknown, cannot 

be pegged down anyplace on the track and so, incapable of pegging 

it down because he doesn't know what it is, he then has this 

interesting factor: the picture is floating and he's in an 

exteriorized state, so he sees everything from an exteriorized 

viewpoint. You follow that?

The symptom of operating out of an engram, then, is never to be 

able to occupy the viewpoint which one occupied when he took the 

picture. He takes a picture of a car. He stands out here and he 

looks at an automobile, he turns away, he has a mental image 

picture of a car. But he sees his body looking at a car.

Now, this is a fascinating thing. This would only occur under two 

circumstances: One, if the fellow was exterior, and that was the 

picture he took -- but let us say that the fellow was not 

exterior at the moment he took the picture of the car; he just 

stood there and he looked at the car. And he was looking right 

straight from where he was. But now when he looks at the picture 

of it, he hasn't got that picture at all; he's got a picture of 

himself looking at a car. Well, that's because his viewpoint is 

removed from the body, and all pictures are being viewed from the 

spot where he compulsively exteriorized during a moment of pain 

and unconsciousness.

The totality of Tone Scale today contains an enormously important 

discovery, just as important as this anatomy of R which made this 

other observation (CRA) possible -- the anatomy of R I gave you 

yesterday: Solids; no terminal but solid lines; well above 2.0, 

agreement; above 22.0, by postulate only. All right. Now that is 

the anatomy of R. That's very important. Into our laps has 

fallen, somewhat earlier, a tremendously important datum, which 

is the anatomy of A.

Now, we've known the upper-scale anatomy of A, but we didn't 

realize that A went into "perceive." All perception is, is high 

A. All knowledge is, is high perceive. Quite interesting. A gets 

solid.

Now, we suspected this a long time ago, back with Effort 

Processing. We knew that A went down into effort. But where else 

does it go? Well, it went far enough and was obscured enough that 

I made several miscalculations on techniques. I would see 

somebody get apathetic when he was run on a technique, and would 

then abandon the technique because I conceived that he was going 

downscale. It's rather surprising to you to be told that 

Separateness was a superior technique to Connectedness, and then 

to have me come along somewhat later and give you an SLP 8 which 

says nothing on Separateness but talks about Connectedness only, 

as a technique. That's because the person run on Connectedness 

became apathetic. They became upset and so on.

What wasn't established was this: the jump-off point, the El 

Caney that precedes San Juan Hill, had just not been attained 

here at all; hadn't been attained even vaguely.

The point is that lack of memory, lack of knowledge, lack of 

emotion, is all below apathy. And one of the first symptoms 

attained by a person who comes upscale is to become apathetic. In 

other words, you move a preclear up into apathy.

Now, when a person disappears out of his head at the end of his 

life -- you know, he just goes -- he really disappears only if 

he's below apathy as a thetan. In these later centuries, everyone 

has been more or less apathetic concerning bodies and so forth; 

this then became standard and usual. In other words, a person 

died, he went out of his head and he said, "I couldn't care 

less," and went on his way. See? That became the usual. The norm. 

Hah ha! It isn't. It's a very unusual circumstance.

Why don't people remember the lives they've led? Because they led 

them. as a thetan below apathy, of course. You don't get memory 

below apathy. It's as easy as that. Now, you can shut memory off 

with a postulate if you want to, but you don't get memory below 

apathy. That's all there is to that.

And so you start to process somebody and he begins to feel 

awfully apathetic. Pat yourself on the back, he's on his way.

Now, you can, of course, drop him into apathy. You can pull a 

terrible boo-boo on him of one kind or another and drop him 

overboard and so forth, and he gets to feeling worse than he 

felt. Well, don't confuse these two things. If you're auditing a 

person smoothly and well, and that person doesn't remember his 

last twenty lives in full detail, you can expect him as a thetan, 

sooner or later, to feel degraded and apathetic. And when he 

feels degraded and apathetic, he's just starting on the Tone 

Scale as we know it.

Now, it's a funny thing that since 1952 we've had the minus 

scale. We've known all about the minus scale. There it sat. Had 

never taken a look at it; never really inspected it. I could not 

conceive some of the circumstances that went on in the minus 

scale. That's all. And one of them is the inability to experience 

an emotion.

Now, what about the longshoreman who goes down here and he's 

lifting a box, and his partner drops it on him and he smashes his 

foot. And he stands there and looks at his smashed foot, and 

hauls himself up to the dressing station or something of the 

sort, and argues with the fellow that he ought to be permitted to 

go back to work. He could be in one of two circumstances. One, he 

could be so high toned that he wasn't affected by it, or he could 

be in the minus-zero scale. And if he's in the minus-zero scale, 

he doesn't feel it as pain. Do you follow me? That's one of the 

random phenomena I have always known about and which was never 

explained in the work which we were doing. A person who is very 

low toned is seriously injured, and you can't persuade him to go 

get patched up, or he wont get patched up or so on, or it doesn't 

hurt him, or he doesn't notice it. Because I've seen drunks do 

this. I've seen drunks be all cut to pieces and then fail to take 

any slightest heed of the circumstance.

And one of the things you could conclude was that this fellow was 

awfully tough. No, no, wrong conclusion. We finally know what he 

is. He's awfully minus-scale. He actually does not experience. He 

doesn't experience. Now, you get the idea? He moves through life 

without experiencing. And that is the chief characteristic of the 

minus scale. Do you follow that?

Now, you have to know these things because you're using, today, a 

very powerful weapon. And that weapon is communication. And its 

next level of action, straight above, is reality. And the next 

level of action that occurs is affinity. What affinity? Well, 

affinity goes from the minus scale, right on up to "know." That's 

the Affinity Scale. It's the whole thing. The whole thing. 

Communication and reality are really subordinate to the Affinity 

Scale -- they really are -- because people monitor their 

existence by affinity. Livingness is best expressed in terms of 

affinity. And yet how do you ever find the front gate to this 

Affinity Scale? Well, the middle gate is R and the front gate is 

C.

But how carefully do you have to do C in order to change R? If 

you do C well, you can change R. If you change R, you can change 

A -- and we don't say for better or for worse. That's all, see? 

You use C to change R. You use R then to change A. Well, C, then, 

has to be begun well until an R is attained. And then one is 

handling C and R at the same time, at which time he changes A, 

and now he's handling all three and, for the first time, could be 

said to be in ARC with his preclear. He's handling all three 

levels. But how long does it take to get in ARC with a preclear? 

It takes as long as it takes you to firmly establish C so as to 

achieve an R, so as to attain an A. And that is the route. Now, 

this is the workable route in auditing.

Naturally, at this stage the thing you have to know the most 

about is C. But you can't know anything about C unless it's what 

you're trying to do with C. What you're trying to do with C is 

establish R. You can't know too much about R unless you know what 

you're going to do with R. And what are you using R for? Well, 

you're using R to establish A. What is A? A is livingness, degree 

and grade of.

Living is a third-dynamic activity for the most part. And a 

person ceases to live to the degree that he falls out of this 

third dynamic. He can fall all the way down the dynamics, you 

understand, and lose, but the one that we see most of and we find 

most simple to handle is, of course, the third dynamic. So that 

we're dealing with a third-dynamic operation in an auditing 

session.

Well, therefore, the individual must be proceeding from somewhere 

around the first dynamic. And you get him to stretch his first 

dynamic, by auditing, into a third dynamic. When you achieve this 

you're doing fine. One of the easy ways to do this is to cross 

the first and the sixth, which gives you a kind of third dynamic. 

It brings people into present time. You cross the first and the 

sixth dynamic, do you see that?

Have him spot walls, spot walls, spot walls, spot the floor, spot 

the ceiling. Have him walk around the block and notice things 

until he feels better. That is the "Take a walk" that anybody 

could do. Well, that's crossing the first and the sixth. And its 

an odd thing, that you cross the first and the sixth, that you 

get a reaction on the third.

Now, no matter what you cross, where, amongst the dynamics, you 

still get in some way a reaction on the third. Third apparently 

is the pivot around which the universe swings. It's pretty hard 

to tell somebody this who knows there's nobody in the entire 

world except himself. Pretty hard to tell him this and have him 

utilize it in any fashion.

But let's take a broader look here at the third dynamic, and we 

see that a person could have a third dynamic to the degree that 

he would be cognizant of other life. Just that, just other life. 

He knows other life exists. In other words, his third is as big 

as he is aware of the existence of other life. Right? That's how 

big the third dynamic is.

Now, it's better to be scared to death by a snake than never meet 

one. It's quite interesting. It's a quite interesting fact. It's 

better to be jumped on by a bear than never to have seen one.

But let's look at this other thing that I told you was so 

horrible, now that we've covered that little ground there. This 

is really interesting. We do a C and we drop out, almost in its 

entirety, R. And we get the phenomenon with which we are very 

well acquainted: How bad it is over there. "It's all bad over 

there." Now, how does that phenomenon come about?

Now, here's the engram, and that phenomenon -- "It's all bad over 

there" -- does compose the locks. The locks on top of the engram 

are not necessarily associated experiences. They are associated 

thinkingnesses. Considerable difference here. Not associated 

experience; those aren't locks. The major locks are those which 

omit R on the same subject.

Now, how would you omit R on the same subject? How would you go 

about it and do that? You'd read about it, that's what you'd do. 

You'd go see a movie about it, that's what you'd do. And you 

would never, under Gods green earth, approach the subject as an 

R. You would skirt it carefully via nothing but textbooks. Got 

the idea?

There you've dropped the R out. But where's the A go? It goes 

down. Inevitable. Now, it is fashionable these days to think that 

battlefields filled with dead bodies are bad. That's a 

fashionable thing to think. We all think that. We're perfectly 

aware of this. We think that to such a degree that we consider it 

the truth. That's because we've heard about too many battles, 

We've heard about too many battles. Now, if we'd never heard 

about a battle but simply fought in a few, all we would have 

would be the experience of having fought in a few and the R is 

right there -- the dead bodies, the bullets whizzing around and 

so on.

This was always something which was quite amusing to me. I used 

to think about this as very peculiar, very peculiar. I used to 

think there was something wrong with me because if anything had 

to do with action or combat came along, I didn't find the 

circumstances very intolerable. And this was inexplicable to me 

until I found out that I considered battles I had never been in 

ghastly! And I didn't think any of the battles I'd ever been in 

ghastly. See, I didn't think this was a bad thing. I didn't even 

vaguely associate this as a bad thing. Submarines are something 

you fish for. They're slightly larger than other kinds of fish. 

And airplanes is like duck hunting except the duck can shoot back 

and you have some motive to shoot down airplanes -- to stop their 

propellers; enough significance.

I'm afraid I have that to this day. I'm afraid I do. I look up at 

airplanes and lick my chops and what wouldn't I give for a .40 

millimeter. It got to be a sport. No more than that. But boy, 

there were some battles that were fought with airplanes, and 

there were some bombings, and there were some other things that 

happened during the war that were just too ghastly for words! 

Until I finally realized that I hadn't attended them.

Now, give you some idea like this: the reality of battles does 

continue after the fact. Now, I heard about something the other 

day that made me feel rather bad. I dropped the I-76 or the 

Imperial Japanese Navy Trans-Pacific Submarine down into the 

mouth of the Columbia River, dead duck. And it went down with a 

resounding furor. And that was that. I never thought about it 

again particularly except to get mad at all the admirals I had to 

make reports to because of this thing, see? This was one out of 

seventy-nine separate actions that I had to do with. And it had 

no significance, see?

But the other day I was kind of tired, and my dad suddenly sprung 

on me the fact that my submarine had been causing a tremendous 

amount of difficulty in the mouth of the Columbia River. Hadn't 

thought about this thing for years. Of course, it's all shot to 

ribbons, this thing. It's got jagged steel sticking out at all 

ends and angles, and it's a big submarine! It's a -- I don't 

know, about the size of the first Narwhal that we built. And the 

fishermen coming in there and fishing are dragging their nets 

around in that area, and it's just tearing their nets to ribbons 

-- they've even hired a civilian contractor to try to blow the 

thing up and get it the devil out of there -- and has evidently 

been raising bob with postwar fishing here for more years than 

I'd care to count. All right.

The moment I heard about this I felt contrite. I like fishermen; 

they're friends of mine. And the next thing you know I was asking 

my father for the address of the fishermen's association up there 

to write them a letter of apology. I want to call something to 

your attention. I never wrote any letters of apology to the 

Japanese navy. Here are dead men, see? Dead men. Three hundred 

dead men involved in that thing -- big crew, big sub. They got 

wives and children and... And I should, you see? I know the 

Japanese people, and I like them and so on. And that really 

should cause remorse, you see? But the remorse is all on 

something I heard about, you got the idea?

If you look that over for a moment you will see that it's 

completely idiotic. The actual function of slaughtering off a 

bunch of people and messing up a bunch of machinery and so forth 

-- that actually is quite an overt act. No faintest quiver. But 

that I would tear up some fisherman's net that I hadn't even met, 

you see, this -- contrition -- this is an overt act. Oh, is it?

Now, I'm sure you have material like this that you can look over 

similarly. Quite amazing. It's quite amazing. When we look it 

over carefully, we come to grips with reality. Well, reality is 

fine. But the reality you read about is for the birds, because 

there's no R there. Got the idea? No R.

You should understand this very thoroughly because it tells you 

that a television set will sooner or later... It's better than 

nothing, you know. It's better than nothing at all, but it tells 

you that sooner or later it will practically cave in the 

initiative of young America. The motion-picture screen -- the 

amount of depth and mass of a motion-picture screen is not even 

measurable. You couldn't even weigh it on the tiniest scales -- 

the amount of mass that is actually contained in the picture. Of 

course, there's the mass of the screen. That's fairly slight. 

It's measurable, but it doesn't make up for all the cities you 

have seen on motion-picture screens, now does it? Well, then, 

what goes in on top of an engram? Another similar experience? No.

Look, what is unconsciousness? Unconsciousness is a lost R. That 

is all.

When R drops all the way out, we get unconsciousness over on the 

affinity band. We drop out R and we get anaten over here. "Out of 

sight, out of mind" is about the crudest explanation of that. Out 

of sight, out of mind: the way some fellows conduct their love 

affairs. See, it's out goes the R, and A becomes unconscious.

Now, supposing the R is formidable. Supposing its a dentist with 

a dentist drill in this hand. That's a formidable R. And [one] 

doesn't wish to confront this R. And so where does he go? Well, 

he has two places to go. One is anaten, and the other is out of 

his head. And the incidents we're interested in is where he did 

both. Because he lost the havingness of the body and he lost the 

havingness that was right in front of him because its 

significance... Significance and havingness are two different 

things, you know? The significance is additive to havingness, and 

havingness acts as a sponge to significance. So the havingness 

that was in front of him, then, was unbearable as far as his 

consideration went, so he was denied that havingness which 

pressed him (and his body) into unconsciousness -- if a body ever 

goes unconscious; if it's ever conscious -- pressed him into 

anaten, and then made him shove off and get lost.

Now, that is a monitor of a very formidable confrontingness. In 

other words, that R is quite formidable that would make a person 

do this -- although I find out that simple exteriorization is one 

of the easier things that a thetan in fairly good condition does. 

Somebody shoves a picture in front of his face and he goes twenty 

feet back of his head. Somebody surprises him suddenly, he goes 

over on the other side of town. You know. He's in good shape 

compared to the existing norm. He's in terrible condition 

compared to the condition he should be in. But he at least can 

shove off.

Now, how about the fellow lower on the scale who simply has to 

stand there and grit his thetan teeth? See, he can't leave. He 

can't shove off. Well, he's in worse condition -- so that to him, 

an exteriorization becomes a dominant fact; that he exteriorized 

and lost that havingness of the body is something from which he 

almost cannot recover. You get the idea? He just feels that. If 

he were to lose this body now, that would be the end of him. He 

would not be able to get or retain another one, or something of 

the sort. In other words, he's dead in his head; he's stuck 

confronting the universe at all times, too far below apathy to 

know that his next emotion above apathy would be "scared to 

death."

I took a chap one time who was very apathetic and coasted him up 

and down the time track -- and I mean the whole track -- until I 

found an instant of emotion. I was working on the idea that you 

had to find where emotion has overpowered the individual -- which 

is not really a correct premise; emotion is the symptom of having 

been overpowered is the correct statement -- and as we coasted 

him up and down the track, we hit a moment of terror. Of course, 

the terror was easily explained. He and his pal were a couple of 

scouts for another tribe back in Stone Age times, or something of 

the sort, and they were captured, and he lay there and watched 

his friend being eaten up.

Well, I know now that this incident never happened to him; that 

he made a picture of it happening when somebody told him about 

it. If he'd been there it wouldn't have been aberrative. Got the 

idea? But he got enough fear off of this to make the couch legs 

chatter against the floor. And this wasn't an unbalanced couch; 

it was a heavy couch. And one end of the couch was actually 

leaping up and down on the floor, bdrdrdrdrdrdrdrr, like that, he 

was shaking so. I never saw a man shake quite as hard as he 

shook.

Well that, of course -- having an incident of that character in 

the bank -- would rather discourage one from confronting certain 

types of reality. Most of the incidents which are aberrative are 

laid in by something like a Fac One camera. They're laid in by: 

"We don't mock things up around here -- the place was getting too 

cluttered -- we use engrams. We use facsimiles only. There's a 

pile of them over there, go take one." This sort of a thing 

really exists on the track, by the way.

A fellow gets a facsimile which has no real R to it at all -- 

see, it's not heavy, the mass isn't there -- and he gets the idea 

of it, and having gotten the idea of it, he tries to find enough 

R to compensate for it. Got the idea?

Unable to find the R, he then falls in some lower position than 

he should on the A scale. In other words, you can scare somebody 

half to death by giving him something to read. But if you took 

him out in actuality, he wouldn't turn a hair. He'd probably meet 

the situation nicely.

In many men the idea and question of "are they brave?" is quite 

dominant. We consider amongst men that a certain level of courage 

-- or used to consider this -- a certain level of courage was 

desirable. And many a young man begins to worry about whether or 

not he's afraid. He wonders how he would confront certain 

situations. His fear of being afraid is quite heavy. He is afraid 

that he is a coward. He is afraid he will not match up to a 

situation once he confronts it. Well, why is he afraid of that? 

He hasn't confronted it, that's why. That's all.

But he can become so plowed in with this worry, about whether or 

not he'll be able to confront life or angry men or something of 

the sort, that he actually gets quite upset and can make a 

thorough, chronic coward out of himself. How? Well, he never has 

the mass or reality of what he's confronting, so he always 

attributes it other things, and he's always sorting out this with 

various hypothetical situations and his reaction to them.

Now, let's get a much closer -- not necessarily closer to home, 

but a much easier thing to assimilate. What is this thing called 

first-night nerves? What is this thing? It's a -- the theater -- 

it's a phenomenon that every actor seems to experience. Now, 

there he is; he walks on the stage; he's had his dress rehearsal, 

and he's had everything. And he has to be prompted where he would 

never have to be prompted ordinarily. He has to be braced up to 

the audience and braced up to the play and they fan him between 

scenes and they throw tantrums back of the wings, and it's quite 

a scramble. What is this all about?

Well, they have been acting to a no-audience, and sudden 

acquisition of an audience furnishes no gradient of R. They are 

actually without an audience for a long time between plays, while 

they're rehearsing and so forth, you see? And they get used to

not having the audience, and when they have the audience, this is 

again too much R, you might say. That's all it is. It's just the 

existence of audience. First-night nerves then are occasioned by 

a person leaping from no audience to audience, see, suddenly. 

That's all.

If you think you're slipping as a speaker, or something of that 

line, why, just go out and find some people and talk to them. 

It's as easy as that. And if you went and found too many people 

too suddenly you would have too much R, which would depress you 

on the Tone Scale because it's unacceptable reality. See, it's 

unacceptable mass. And it being unacceptable mass, you have a 

tendency to drop below an optimum point. Its unacceptable mass. 

After you've done this for a little while though, you find out 

the mass becomes acceptable and you go right on and you talk 

quite well.

It isn't true that actors lose their ability. They lose their 

audiences. See the difference? An actor, by the way, is in an 

interesting no-game condition continually -- continually. The 

audience can have his body. That's a no-game condition. He's 

letting somebody else have. A game is preventing somebody else 

from having. He has to give his body away to the audience all the 

time. And they become quite frail. Professional athletes and 

athletes in general, actors, public speakers, public officials 

and that sort of thing, suffer physiologically simply because of 

this breach of game conditions. They are letting everybody have 

the body. Everybody can have the body. Got the idea?

The only thing that compensates for this is a lot of bodies they 

can have. And when they get the idea they can't have these 

bodies, why, we fall into a no-game condition. In other words, 

the speaker cannot -- or the public official, or the actor -- 

cannot have live bodies, and yet they can have his body. Now, 

that's the reverse of a game condition. A game condition would 

be, a total game condition would be: They got no bodies at all. 

They got no bodies, you understand? And the fellow before them 

got all their bodies. See? Audience got no bodies, and the actor 

got all bodies. That's an exaggerated absolute game condition.

In view of the fact life runs on game conditions and not no-game 

conditions, we see then that somebody could get into a state of 

mind where he had no audience, but the audience could have his 

body, and he would then become very frail physically. Actually, 

truthfully, he'd become frail. That's why presidents are always 

getting sick, and why the frailty of the professional athlete...

If you were around professional athletes very long you would be 

amazed. You would say, how could these china dolls run around 

this diamond or out on that gridiron? How can they do this? How 

can they put a spike to that track? -- because these are sick 

men. And the coach is always running along behind them, or his 

assistant, with the arnica and the tape, patching them back up, 

patching them back up.

If a National League baseball team went out at any time with all 

members in an average condition of health, the coach would drop 

dead. This would be unheard of. His havingness of bruises and 

sprains would be reduced to zero, and it'd be fatal.

Now, what's this got to do with the preclear? The only thing it's 

got to do with the preclear is the R of the situation must be 

present.

Now, what's the preclear's A? Well, the preclear's affinity is 

what gives him the idea of R. Now, when you get somebody 

concentrating on solids, you get space reducing. And when you get 

somebody concentrating on solid communication lines but no 

terminals, of course, you have no space at all. Space becomes 

occupied totally with comm lines. So you have somebody running 

out of space, and the definition of affinity is the consideration 

of distance. That is what affinity is: a consideration of 

distance. And if affinity is a consideration of distance, 

somebody who has run into solid communication lines of course has 

no distance. Don't expect him to have any affinity. He does have, 

but we call it the minus-zero scale. It's totally numb -- 

numbness -- and that is his affinity; forgetfulness, numbness, 

can't do it, and that sort of thing.

Well then, that level of affinity on the minus-zero scale runs 

across then into these solid comm lines. Now, when the comm lines 

disappear and there's no space there either, oh my, that's that. 

Now, the solids are gone, terminals are gone, solid communication 

lines are gone: we have attained the bottom of the Affinity 

Scale. There's no space there either. Well, if they're all gone, 

then what do we put in its place? Something that isn't all gone. 

Do you see this then?

Can you draw those scales in your mind now? Can you draw the 

Affinity Scale? Goes from way up above 40.0 on down to about 

22.0, on down to 2.0, so on -- just on arbitrary numbers.

In its entire length at the top, it includes this interesting 

thing called total knowingness. Not obsessed total knowingness. 

He knows everything there is to know -- if it's there to know he 

would know it. That's total knowingness. And we go down from 

there and we get into perceive. And we get the phenomenon of 

perception and all the phenomena of perception, which was where 

Dianetics was aiming a great deal of the time. It's quite a very 

high level action. And then that drops from there into all of the 

various emotions in their proper categoried scale, and that drops 

from there into effort, and that drops into solids and then 

solids go into these figure-figure manifestations, don't you see? 

Figure-figure means nonextant terminals. You know, it drops down 

through these "possibilities of."

Can you recognize sex as a solid line? In the textbooks on -- 

it's quite amusing -- the textbooks on cytology always 

characterize the... they sometimes say a solid line of protoplasm 

proceeding through time, see? They can't seem to cognite that it 

gets chopped off, and it's actually a series of terminals, see, 

from where I would look at it. And the way I would look at it 

theoretically would be that it was just a consideration. See, 

that's the various levels. Or we'd say we agree that this sex 

will exist before we mock anything up. Well, that's careful of 

it.

All right, now, you see that line? Well, it goes from way up 

there. You just put your Know To Mystery Scale parallel with 

that, and we find -- down along with the Mystery Scale -- we find 

what I'm calling the minus-zero Tone Scale. See, it's real poor. 

And a person who doesn't care, who can't experience, it doesn't 

hurt him -- this kind of an attitude -- can be depended on to be 

in that minus-zero scale.

All right, now let's move over to the R scale. Let's take another 

look at the R scale, which parallels this. But remember the R 

just goes a little tiny bit lower than the Affinity Scale. We 

don't draw a parallel line from a point in perceive to something 

to perceive through, see? We would draw it just a little bit of 

slant. Perceive, the ability to perceive, is slightly higher than 

the actuality or reality of a perception. You got that? This is 

obvious because the reality of a perception could exist without 

the ability to perceive it being present. And that condition 

which I have just described to you is the basic condition on 

which auditing depends.

The perception is there to be perceived but the ability to 

perceive does not exist.

All right. Then we get that whole Reality Scale. And it goes from 

way up, nothing but postulates, and then into agreements and down 

somewhere about halfway through the agreement scale and so on, 

we're getting a tremendous dependency on space. And what we 

actually get is space as a fact. It's a fact, space is. It's not 

an alterable fact. It just is there and we don't have anything to 

do with it at all. We get such things as in science -- of 

astronomy -- we have these theories of the expanding universe and 

all sorts of these things having to do with space. Space is being 

treated and observed as "a separate phenomenon with which I have 

nothing to do." Got the idea?

The consideration of that space is the affinity at that level, by 

the way. Look over on the affinity band and you'll find 

consideration of distance is the definition of space. But right 

here on this we just -- in reality, we just have the fact of 

space. Now it goes on down -- space, and now we get solids. And 

now we get some solids of one kind or another, and then we get 

solid terminals. Significant solids, we now start to go into. We 

get significant spaces, and then significant solids, and then 

that gives you terminals. And then the terminals start to 

disappear, and from the terminals disappearing, why, we go down 

into the lines becoming solid. And after the lines have become 

solid, why, we get the lines disappearing too, and you have 

paralleled now the minus-zero Tone Scale in the affinity panel.

Well, where does C parallel this? C parallels it only as a 

described state of relationship between R and A. At any one of 

the levels you would describe the relationship between R and A 

and this would give you the definition of C at that point. It's 

too simple. It's too hard to look at. I don't even ask you to 

grasp it. It's just too simple.

C isn't a fact, see? C doesn't have a solid. You see? Get the 

idea? C is best defined as the consideration of interchange 

between two livingnesses, modified, of course, also between a 

solid and a livingness. That's your first to sixth, you see? But 

to draw a C scale and then say this part of C is solid and that 

part of C is not solid and so forth is not possible, because 

you're dealing with the R scale. So to describe C at any one of 

these levels, you have to describe the R and the A. Got the idea?

C is just the consideration of the interchange; the consideration 

of the ideas, the consideration of this and that between two 

living entities. Now, that is C. And it establishes R. That's a 

funny thing but it does establish R. But it can't be described 

without describing R if you're going to describe it suboptimum. 

Now, the only thing that's wrong with this scale or trying to 

talk about it at all in terms of C is that you're going down from 

optimum communication into less-optimum communication. So we 

simply ask the R scale, what is real R here at this pc's level? 

What is R? We approximate that and we attain C. Got the idea? But 

now we've got C, and by getting C then we can move over into the 

R scale and then we achieve A.

So the consultation is primarily with R or reality. Our first 

consultation is with "what is the reality of this preclear?" 

Well, that can be established by trying to establish C with him, 

which gives you another adjustment of what is R to him. And then 

we try some more communication and we get another adjustment of 

what's R to him. And finally we know what it requires in terms of 

R to establish C. Then we establish C with him at that point and 

then improve it.

But what do we improve? We improve R. Just as simple as that. We 

don't make him talk better. Get the idea? We don't make him talk 

better. That would be improving C. We never improve C. We merely 

improve R. We don't make him talk better We make him recognize 

the who-ness and whereness of the talkingness. Got the idea? It's 

quite amusing.

Now, if you're straining away at trying to communicate better 

with people, somebody sometime or another set you up with a 

little rat cage to run around in because you're just never going 

to do that. That is not doable. But you can say, "How can I 

better establish the R amongst us?" and you'll find yourself 

talking better. You see, it's achievable, but in itself it isn't 

doable. Don't you see? By going on an excursion through R and 

making it very, very clear in your own mind what you're trying to 

establish, you see... You might ask yourself why, when everybody 

-- about the time of evening when everybody is drunk and the 

party is going by the boards, they break out streamers and 

confetti. Why do they break out these streamers, these paper 

streamers? Well, they've got to give them some more 

communication, you see? And so they give them a solid line, and 

they drop solid lines all over the place, don't you see? Hm?

Everybody has disappeared to everybody by this time. And they 

become very acceptable.

All right. Let's look this over, then, and let's recognize that 

there is no worry on your part about your ability to talk or do 

or act. Actually, your only concern in that field at all would be 

to, talking to -- my ability to talk to -- not your ability to 

talk. This is very different. It would be your ability to talk 

to. Now, that is a matter of concern. That is a matter of concern 

because what is the level of what you're talking to's ability to 

be talked at? See that? So all you have to do is establish the 

actual R of anyone you wish to talk with, and then as an expert 

in this line, of course give him the right R. And if you give him 

the right R, you will find not only can you talk to him, but he 

can talk to you too.

Now, I don't guarantee what he'll say. Unfortunately, the tone of 

his conversation is established at A, which is established by C 

and R. And if you talk to someone whose lines are totally solid, 

you're going to get an equivalent A. That word "equivalent" is 

used very loosely.

But by improving the R you improve the A. How do you improve R? 

Well, you just move him up into a better reality at higher levels 

on the R scale, that's all. It's as simple as that. I mean, it's 

almost too simple to be talked about.

There is nothing wrong with your ability to communicate. See? You 

can communicate. But you have to separate out how you communicate 

to or at, and differentiate what receives it -- its ability to be 

communicated at, don't you see?

Now, there's a number of processes of one kind or another which 

do this. There's not much reason to stress them particularly. 

We've already been handling some of them. But it is an amazing 

thing, an amazing thing, that when people do not understand you, 

you just didn't have a level of R which was acceptable to them, 

that's all. But the funny part of it is that their ability to 

understand you is partly monitored by your assumption that they 

can.

So about the first thing you get rid of is the assumption that 

they can't. That's one of the first things to get rid of.

I have some of the most astonishing things happen in line of 

communication. I mean, I talk to some little kid or something 

like this and explain some vast, involved theory about something 

or other, and he says, "Yes, yes," and goes and explains it to 

his mother or his father or something like that, you know? It 

never occurs to me that he can't understand me. Yet somebody is 

trying to get him to handle a teaspoon properly and they're 

flopping completely. Well, what's the difference here? What's the 

difference? It's somebody's assuming he can understand it, don't 

you see?

So part of the ability to communicate is the assumption that it 

is possible. All right. Given that assumption, then, it is very 

nice to have the modus operandi of how it is done. And all you 

have to do is monitor the R involved and you'll find that an A 

takes place. But the A almost gets extraneous because it's simply 

the quality of the communication which is achieved. That's all. 

That's all it is. Do you see this possibility?

All right. Now, as we look over existence in general we discover 

that everybody is too sold on energy, everybody is too sold on 

space, everybody is too convinced about this and about that and 

about other things. They're too convinced of the horror and 

terror of their own bodies and engrams and all that sort of 

thing. So the conviction level on this is pretty high. So there 

also is a possibility on the part of the person to whom you are 

speaking, that there is a conviction that he cannot be spoken to, 

or that he cannot speak at, that is just as valid and solid as a 

wall. Do you see this? There's a possibility that this thing 

could occur. But because he thinks of it in terms of solids, 

because he thinks of it in terms of lines, terminals and so on -- 

presence of, significance of, missingness of, and so on -- it is 

always possible to reach him; always possible to reach him 

through the use of the R scale. Now does this make a little more 

sense to you?

All right, thank you.

[End of Lecture]

CUT COMM LINES (IN AND OUT)

A lecture given on 24 October 1956

[Start of Lecture]

Want to talk to you now, straightforwardly, on the actual 

application of the material I have been giving you here for two 

days and which you have been using, it is reported, with 

considerable profit in your auditing sessions. The actual use of 

this material is quite fascinating.

Now, trying to teach somebody a datum, a fact, is sometimes 

difficult if the person is alertly waiting for something else to 

happen. Supposing you're trying to get a fact through to somebody 

and he is sitting there, all the time waiting to be hit in the 

head with a .45-caliber bullet. Something is changing the 

circumstance of the auditing session over to another 

circumstance, and we have something called obsessive change; 

that's just obsessive change is going on. In other words, it is 

not ever now, it is then which is happening now, is what the bank 

is doing to the preclear. See? You got this? So you're trying to 

teach him that grass at certain seasons of the year has a 

tendency toward being green. And he sits there knowing full well 

that a saber, you see, is a thing which best bisects the medulla 

oblongata.

Now, what occurs? It's that something is going on -- something is 

going on in this fellow's make-up; his perceptions and so on -- 

which alters the present-time circumstance to another 

circumstance. And now you're trying to teach him something. Ah, 

but present-time circumstances of you an Instructor and himself a 

student, you see, is altered to some combative circumstance or 

some apathetic circumstance, some other circumstance. In other 

words, an obsessive alteration could be going on here. Do you see 

how this could work out?

Well, we won't plunge immediately into systems which work this 

out -- because systems can work this out -- but we get down to 

this basis that there is a change occurring. And that is one of 

the first things we must study. A change is occurring. You say, 

"Apples" and it's received as "Bayonets." Now, that is almost too 

simple a statement of the exact occurrence -- the exact 

occurrence I stated a moment ago. He is altering the situation of 

you sitting there telling him something, to another situation. 

Something is altering, something is doing some altering.

In what direction does this alteration occur? It occurs in the 

direction of less havingness (make nothing out of it), and it 

occurs in the direction of complication. I've already shown you 

this last week. You see? It occurs in the direction of 

complication.

You say, "Grass at some season of the year can be expected to 

have a tendency toward the color green." You have already 

complicated it a little bit, and you have a little more chance of 

being understood perhaps; but as you complicate things in your 

effort to transmit them you are actually in agreement with a 

mechanism of alter-isness, a mechanism of alteration. You're 

getting into agreement with a mechanism of alteration rather than 

a mechanism of the preclear. This is in the direction of error 

then, isn't it? -- as our Christian Science friends would say. It 

is in the direction of many things, but it's certainly not in the 

direction of getting very Clear.

Now, we know in older lectures about automaticity and randomity. 

Very complicated! But, unfortunately, they do (those two words) 

describe about all the complexity there is. Randomity: an 

individual has a consideration with regard to how much commotion 

or motion or activity he can tolerate, and he has some 

consideration that such and such is too much, and such and such 

is too little. Now, you call this his level of complexity and 

you've tied up Scientology for the last three years, see? Got 

that now?

Well, it happens that it states more easily today on a more 

casual basis than this word "randomity" -- because that's a 

formidable word. "It was too much for him," the way the public 

would say. "It was just too much for him." Or "She didn't have 

enough to occupy her mind." That's minus randomity, you see? 

Everybody knows that this fellow had a nervous breakdown because 

it was "too much for him." It was a strain; there was too much to 

occupy his mind, and so he cracked up. That's simple; everybody 

understands that.

We look over the mechanism of it, though, and we find out that 

their vast understanding of it has never once handled it. The 

medico with his vast understanding of it is at a level no higher 

than that. "She didn't have enough to do." "He had too much to 

do; he got into a state of overstrain. Overstrained hisself, he 

did." And that is a medical statement (circa 1956 and prior), and 

they just learned this in the last half-century. And they thought 

that was a big, beautiful lesson.

All right. If that's a big lesson for the entirety of the medical 

profession, what right have we to push it any further? We could 

make it lots more complicated: We could say "randomity," and give 

it a formula. But is it more complicated? No, not really, because 

it goes toward a closer understanding of the whole thing.

And we find out this strange thing about nervous breakdowns: If a 

fellow is working very hard, we can expect a letdown to occur of 

some kind or another, which may or may not take on the magnitude 

of a nervous breakdown. May or may not. But if a nervous 

breakdown occurs, we would be poor Scientologists today if we 

thought it was because he worked too hard. Oh, would we be poor 

Scientologists if we thought that! It was probably that he 

stopped too quick. Got the idea? He just stopped too quick. You 

look at the stop; you don't look at the work.

Now, too many random factors came in which he was unwilling to 

do. He became unwilling to do these factors and so he stopped. 

Well, a fellow who stopped and also kept on working is, of 

course, an effect to such a remarkable degree that he'll crack 

up. Where did he stop? We have a young engineer, he's working 

like mad, he's building buildings and bridges, and he's doing 

this and that, and he's got his drawing board full of this or 

that, he's going at a hell of a rate and ra-ra-ra-ra-ra! Medical 

doctor would tell you, "That young man is working too hard and he 

will crack up someday."

We would ask another question: Is he happy about what he's doing? 

Oh, yes, he's very happy building his bridges and drawing designs 

and all -- his drawing board, and so forth. We say, "He won't 

crack up; probably isn't working half hard enough."

Well, what would give him a nervous breakdown? It would be 

another determinism entering upon the scene. Somehow or another 

he would begin to feel burdened by certain things. Now, he was 

building a bridge and he was building a house and he was 

straightening out a bunch of plans, and somebody came along and 

insisted that he had to build a dogcart. And because he didn't 

consider this his business, the building of dogcarts, and yet he 

had to do it because it was from a client who was very rich and 

on whom he was very dependent, he built the dogcart. And the next 

thing you know he's not only building a dogcart but he designed a 

cupola for the wife, too. And this is all overstrain. And all 

this time he's got to be very, very nice about it. You see? No 

reality. The second you have to be nice about something you hate, 

there's no reality there at all.

Your reality fades with your preclear, by the way, the instant 

that you, tired and restimulated, half-asleep as the auditor, 

respond to him, "No, no, I'm feeling fine. Go on, run it off 

again. Huh-huh." You know, your reality of the session goes by 

the boards.

What you should tell him is, "Yeah, I'm tired. I feel half-

asleep. I'm badly restimulated. Run it again." And it's a funny 

thing. This sounds like it'd be a formidable statement to make to 

somebody. You think he'd go right out of session. No, he doesn't; 

he goes right in.

He'll offer. He'll say, "I'm now being a burden on you. I'm being 

a burden on you now. I don't want to continue the session any 

further because I'm... I'm ruining you."

You say, "Yeah, you sure are. That's the way I feel. But I 

started in to audit you, and I'm going to finish, and I'm not 

going to take a lose here." Or "You're supposed to have this many 

more hours this afternoon; you're going to get 'em." You would be 

amazed.

Somebody who is trying to stop the session on you, by the way, by 

pretending that you're tired is another breed of cat. Did you 

ever have anybody do that? "I don't want to keep you any later." 

You're feeling fine. Now, if you were to tell him a lie there and 

you were to say, "Well, I am awfully tired and so forth, but 

we'll continue the session" -- you feel perfectly fresh and 

you're going along all right -- you've entered another unreality, 

and it'll go to flinders. What you want to tell him is, "Come on. 

Try and... stop trying to slow me down; let's get the show on the 

road. Run it again," whatever you're doing.

He'd say, "Well, all right." You've as-ised the situation, which 

was trying to be set up as another reality than the reality on 

which you're operating.

If you always operate on the reality on which you're operating, 

you're always okay. It's when you try to operate on another 

reality that you get into a nervous breakdown. This engineer is 

perfectly fine. He's working like mad. This is a nice, real 

situation. All of a sudden he does a whole lot of unrealities. 

And he keeps telling people that they're... oh, he's happy. You 

know, he's doing these things; he's happy. He'd just as soon 

design the dogcart and the wife's cupola and so forth. Yeah, he'd 

just as soon; he's fine. He's compromising his own reality. And 

the next thing you know he begins to consider things impositions. 

And the next thing you know he's liable to believe somebody that 

says, "You're working too hard." They never say, "You're working 

too hard on the dogcart and the cupola end of your engineering 

business. " If they said that, he'd say, "Hey, what do you know! 

I am! Well, the hell with that; I can get other contracts. Go 

back to doing what I'm supposed to be doing and I'm all right."

On an executive-administration line, an executive very often 

inherits hats to which he does not match terminals. He inherits a 

hat, he doesn't notice it, he puts no terminal there and then he 

considers the lines that come in against this thing since he has 

no terminal -- to be an imposition, because they're hitting him, 

a body. They're not hitting a terminal under a hat called 

Maintenance. He doesn't consider that he is supposed to do any 

maintenance in this place. He doesn't recognize the fact that he 

is actually part of the maintenance of a particular operation. So 

he has no terminal, Maintenance. He begins to resent and resist 

these lines, so lines start to hit him which he will not handle, 

and we get a break of ARC. In other words, he goes out of 

communication. So we have a person who is trying to break 

communication, break communication, break communication.

Now, this gets an awful lot simpler than you think right now. It 

gets awfully simple. If a fellow is running obsessively on break 

communication, he alters. All you've got to do to give somebody a 

nervous breakdown -- all you've got to do -- is make him want to 

break certain communication lines. That's the basic mechanism of 

it. You explain to him that certain communication lines are an 

imposition. Make him start chopping communication. And if you can 

make him chop, violently, enough communication, he'll wind up in 

a nervous breakdown.

Why? Because the only way he can handle the existing situation is 

with communication. So that if he goes out of communication with 

it, he does not handle it. And if he goes out of communication 

with it, not being able to handle it, he becomes the effect of 

it. Do you see this clearly?

This fellow, let us say, is an attorney. And all of the court 

cases he's getting are from bums on the wrong side of the track. 

And he has seen himself as a great divorce lawyer, but nobody 

ever comes to him for divorce. People keep wanting to sue the 

railroad and they haven't got any money and so on. He can still 

do this. There's no real strain here. He's still in the lawyer 

business. He kind of wants to do something else, but he can still 

handle this. One day somebody comes along and explains to him -- 

agreement -- that he is really fitted to be a great divorce 

lawyer, and that it's a terrible imposition on him to have all 

these shoddy, ragged clients hanging around his office. It 

doesn't do his reputation a bit of good to have all these people 

in overalls sitting in the outer office. Maybe she's some pretty 

girl; they're always convincing. He begins to resent his clients.

Look, there is a reality. He is in a business which does handle a 

certain level of client. No matter what business he wants to be 

in, he is in a business. It does exist, and he was handling it. 

And then one fine day somebody got him to resent a communication 

line, and he didn't like his business anymore. Now, the modus 

operandi of not liking what he's doing is to chop the 

communication lines with regard to what he's doing. You got it? 

Got it? It's real simple.

All right. There's another way to go about this. You cut his 

outflowing lines, and this is even worse than cutting his 

inflowing lines. Every time he writes a letter you call to his 

attention the punctuation. That's all you have to do. You get the 

idea? You give him the idea that his public presence is being 

injured by the type of spelling which his secretary is using. I'm 

sure this has some influence. It's not that bad. What's worse is 

not communicating, not writing letters to his clients, not 

getting out the proper tort for court. See? That's worse! But 

they say, "Oh, I don't know. Every time I see you spelling tort, 

t-o-r-t-i-l-l-a, I get upset. It tells me that you are not the 

level of attorney that should handle great divorce cases." This 

fellow after a while gets so he doesn't want to originate. You 

got it?

All right. Now, because living beings do -- that's a maxim, 

that's not a law; you go down here in the government, you'll find 

it violated -- because living beings do, when you stop their 

lines and doingness in one direction, they start in another. You 

got it? They don't just stop. There's hardly anybody that dies 

just because you say so. If, because their lawyering 

communication lines were chopped inflow: "You know, you shouldn't 

have that kind of people sitting around in your waiting room; it 

doesn't do your reputation a bit of good." "You know that every 

letter that you write here that goes out, you know, it's a..." 

"And like the other day, you were down in front of that judge. 

And you know what a stickler he is. You know he considers proper 

legal usage, you know, the actual test of the worth and repute of 

an attorney. And to stand up there in front of him at that time 

and mispronounce half of that old finding... I don't know how you 

live."

If the fellow at that moment would simply die and get another 

body and go on with it, you see, he'd be sane. But he's stupid. 

He just lets all of his lines be cut income, and he lets all of 

his lines be cut outgo, and he cuts them all in-come, and he cuts 

them all outgo. But beings do. So he's going to do something 

else. And it might be nowhere near as good as what he was doing, 

or it might be better, it might be something, or it might be 

internal or it might be external to his business, but he's going 

to do something else. You got it? He's going to do something 

else.

Now, that is the clue of all auditing. On any activity in which 

he's been engaged in the past, you can count that the incoming 

lines have been chopped and the outgoing lines have been chopped. 

Right? Both of these lines have been chopped on any one activity.

Let us suppose that he was one of the better marksmen in Morgan's 

Rifle Corps at some time or another during the revolution. And 

one fine day you come along and you want to train him to be a 

rifleman. That's one and three-quarter centuries ago. And he 

takes the gun, and he puts it up to his shoulder and he looks 

through it and so on, and blows your hat off.

And you say, "No, no, no, you don't put your finger on the 

trigger." And boy, would we find that rifling is complex! You 

say, "Now, on the range we take the bolts and put them in the 

rifles. And when we come off the range, why, we open the bolts. 

And we don't close the bolts when we're off of the range, going 

to and from the range."

He wants a five-thousand-word description of what's a bolt! "What 

do you mean the bolt? Oh, you mean this thing?" -- and he points 

to the swivel. "You mean this nut up here that the strap goes 

on," and so on. In other words, he just can't seem to assimilate 

the rifle.

Another fellow comes along, he's never had anything to do with 

riflemanship. Nothing. He throws the rifle up to his shoulder, he 

goes bang! and there's a bull's-eye. And you say, "On the range 

we put the bolts in the rifle, but when we come off the range, 

why, we open them." He does that, he walks down the road; it's 

perfectly all right.

What's the difference between these two men? One has had all of 

his riflemanship communication lines, incoming and outgoing, 

pretty badly chopped up. So he is doing something else. You got 

it? He's doing something else! He's not doing riflemanship 

because he has no comm lines on which he can rifleman! He's doing 

something else. Don't you see?

All right. Now, the best thing that he possibly could do at this 

stage of the game would be to simply face up to the bolts and 

face up to the swivels and face up to the target, but he won't do 

that. And eventually this fellow who was the crack shot in 

Morgan's Rifles is put over on a cooking detail and is never 

permitted near the armory. Never! They carefully never let him on 

the drill field either, because he keeps dropping the rifle. It 

gets between his legs, and he trips and falls into the next file, 

don't you see? They don't even let him put one underneath his bed 

because the last time they put a rifle underneath his bed, he 

managed to get it loaded. Just how that happened we don't know. 

He doesn't either.

So what you mistake quite routinely for stupidity is an excess of 

randomity. Now, Scientologically, very precisely we say an excess 

of randomity -- plus randomity. Better communication, perhaps: 

complexity. You look at a too-complex complexity and you then say 

it's a stupidity. You say this person is unable; he cannot learn.

Any time you get a psychiatrist and you put him down on a basic 

course, you'll be sorry; you're training him over his head. If 

you were to train a psychiatrist along these lines -- take him 

down the corridor of his own spinbin and say, "This is the 

corridor of the spinbin. This is where the patients are permitted 

to walk into and out of the spinbin. And this is the reception 

office for the spinbin. And this is a patient" -- you'd be 

training this boy way over his head. Really now, they are, in the 

field of the mind, untrainable because all their comm lines are 

cut on the subject. You just learn all the nomenclature of a 

brain and you cut your comm lines to ribbons! Instead of having 

some cellular masses to be in contact with inside your head, you 

have a bunch of symbols to be in contact with inside your head. 

You've gone down just that much. Get the idea? It's different. 

It's all different. It's altered. It's been changed. It's 

altered. Got the idea?

Now, what alters? What alters reality? Comm breaks incoming-comm 

breaks outgoing alters reality. Got that? It's one of these 

idiotically simple statements. It leads, however, to the entire 

panorama of a preclear's behavior. You sit down, you say, "All 

right," you say, "now we're going to run a little process, and 

the process consists of you doubling up your fist and putting it 

on your right knee." Well, it's not his fist; it actually becomes 

impossible to double it up because it has a somatic. His right 

knee is very hard for him to establish because he's in a mirror-

image reversal. Oh, wow! Do you see what happens here? And so he 

alters the command -- not so he can do it, but because he alters 

the command. He does something else. Where you have a bunch of 

comm lines broken, incoming or outgoing, you can count on the 

fellow doing something else.

This is, then, the basic anatomy of alter-isness in terms of 

action. You as an auditor can overcome, then, this doing 

otherwise, this nonsimplicity, this nonaccomplishment and so 

forth, in repairing the chopped in and chopped out comm lines. 

See? Get the comm lines stretched again and he will stop doing 

something else.

But this has to be met with a certain level of complexity. Now 

I'm going to give you the actual use of this Reality Scale in 

communication. I'm going to give you the lowest rung. The 

preclear is sitting there; he isn't doing anything. He isn't 

doing anything; he's just sitting there. He is incapable of doing 

anything or responding. You could actually pick up his hand and 

drop it on his lap and pick up his hand and drop it on his lap. 

Now, if you merely tried to overcome this somewhat catatonic 

state in this preclear by picking up first his hand and dropping 

it in his lap, and then moving his leg, and then picking up his 

other hand and dropping it in his lap, and then moving his head 

into a different position, and so forth, I guarantee that he will 

go right on in such a state.

But supposing you were to pick up his hand and drop it in his 

lap, and pick up his hand and drop it in his lap, and pick up his 

hand and drop it in his lap, and pick up his hand and drop it in 

his lap. Sooner or later he is going to go into communication of 

one kind or another, because a duplicative function is a thetan 

function. You didn't alter it, you didn't change it, you just 

kept doing it; so he figures you're boss. You must be a thetan, 

he's not. You see that?

Now from your taking over control of it and his noticing it, you 

then prompt him up to a point of where he can take control of it. 

And you've got the entire cycle of auditing very simply stated. 

You take control of it and then he notices -- this is the lowest 

case that you could ever touch -- you take control of something 

and then he notices that you have control of something. And then 

you bring him up from there to his controlling something, and 

you've done it. You see? By your lifting and putting down a piece 

of paper, he would then understand that it was possible to lift 

and put down a piece of paper. You understand? And you could then 

lead him to lift and put down a piece of paper. You see? And 

eventually he, on his own decision, could lift and put down 

pieces of, paper. Now, that is a cycle of auditing. That's really 

all there is to it.

And the only thing which gets in its road is alter-isness. You 

pick up and put down the piece of paper, and he walks over here 

and turns around the newspaper clipping. Why does he do this? Why 

does he alter your simple action of picking up and putting down a 

piece of paper to this action over here of turning around a 

newspaper clipping? That's because his incoming and outgoing comm 

lines on the subject have been so thoroughly cut that he thinks 

of doing that and the bank makes him do that.

Now, your preclear seldom changes out in the open. He seldom 

changes out in the open. You tell him to do something and he 

apparently does something quite unreal to him, but himself does 

something else.

An old-time, engram-running preclear runs something else and 

tells the auditor -- perpetually they do this -- they run 

something else in some other fashion and tell the auditor they're 

doing what the auditor says. See that?

Now, the auditor in this case should patch up his comm line in 

some fashion. Now, where's the entrance point? Well, let me give 

you a technique. This is a very, very good technique. This isn't 

an experimental technique; this is a very, very good technique 

which you very well could use. You tell the preclear, "I want you 

to string, if you can, a solid communication line by mock-up 

between you and that wall." Now, you understand, his first 

reality would be a solid line, even a very foggy solid line. See? 

Solidity not very good. That's his first reality. First reality 

is not a terminal. First reality is a solid line. We'll do this 

one by Creative Processing. "Mock up a communication line between 

you and that wall." He does it and he does it and he does it and 

he does it. And he can't do it very well.

Now, you want to get a solid line there? You really want to get a 

solid line there? You want to get this preclear to get up to a 

point of where all of a sudden "Well, what do you know!" he's 

seeing some kind of a golden line between himself and the wall. 

First time he ever mocked up anything in his life; scared him 

half to death when he realizes it. Then he gets up and says, "You 

know, I can do that. Yeah, that's not hard to do."

You see, the common denominator of all of his difficulties is 

broken comm lines on certain significances. And you've got to 

teach him that it's possible to string a comm line. You see that? 

You teach him by gradients that he can do so, but the gradients 

must include this factor of complexity.

Now, how do you really get him to string that comm line between 

himself and a wall? The command you gave him is too simple. 

That's what's wrong with it. "Now, I'm going to ask you to string 

a comm line," you say, "between yourself and that wall on as many 

vias as you find comfortable."

And he says, "Via? What's a via?"

And you say, "Well, that goes someplace else first."

And he'll say, "Oh. Goes someplace else first. Let's see, a comm 

line, and you want me to string it between here and the wall, and 

you want it to go someplace else. But the destination is the wall 

eventually."

You say, "That's right. Eventually."

So he strings a comm line by mock-up, from here into the next 

room and upstairs and to Arcturus, three times around the sun, 

down here on the freeway, twice up and down the Potomac, 

transcontinental by cow path, and then gets it into the chimney 

and gets it to corkscrew down the chimney; and all of a sudden he 

has a line on that wall. And what do you know, some portion of 

the line he mocked up will be solid. Some portion of it'll be 

solid. Now there you have enough complexity. You got it?

It's always safe to be complicated. That's why a timid scientist 

is so complex. That's why a mathematician always can be counted 

upon as doing the thing by mathematics, when you did it in your 

head a half an hour ago. Complexity, additive complexity.

Now, if you just simply ask him to mock something up until he 

could mock it up, there's a possibility that you would bring him 

upscale -- possibility. But if you were to ask him, "How 

complicatedly could you mock up Mother?" -- now, I don't know 

whether that auditing question would make any sense to you or 

not. But you would possibly, with that meaning (not with that 

wording) get success.

In mock-ups and the basic level of Creative Processing, you can 

actually ask somebody to mock up a satisfactory complication, or 

mock up a satisfactory complexity.

Similar to this, by the way, is mock up a satisfactory confusion. 

The way you do that, by the way -- you sneak up on him -- you 

say, "Mock up a confusion. Good. Mock up another confusion. Good. 

Mock up another confusion. That's fine. Mock up another 

confusion. Fine. Now you got that pretty good, huh? All right, so 

you're getting there all right. It's kind of dim, but that's all 

right. That's fine. Now, why don't you mock up a satisfactory 

confusion?" Completely alters the auditing command because it 

alters the -- it's accusative, but a person will fall right in 

with it. Now, people on obsessive change get change so fast and 

hard that they get a total confusion. A complexity is no longer 

even a complexity of anything; it is simply a confusion.

Well, let's look it over. Where is the entrance point on a case? 

Well, the entrance point on a case, certainly, would be somewhere 

in the vicinity of a bundle of complicated comm lines. And that 

of course is a complexity of confusion to most people.

You say, "Mock up a complexity" or "Invent a complexity."

He tells you some wild complexity. He invents a new freeway which 

out-Los Angeleses Los Angeles. You know? It's a freeway which has 

cloverleafs where you don't need them, has straight road where 

you have to have cloverleafs and actually is following a 

corkscrew pattern all the way, cars held to the road by 

centrifugal force as they go into town. "That's very nice..." he 

says, "That's pretty good. That's a good invention," he says. 

"That's a real good invention. You know, I..." And all of a 

sudden a lot of other things start to run off his case.

Now, there is a satisfactory confusion. But it's a confusion of 

what? It's a confusion of comm lines. He always gets a confusion 

of comm lines. This is what he does. When he starts to mock up a 

complexity, he will tell you they're comm lines. Now, you can ask 

him to mock up a comm line -- and this is the good technique: 

"Invent a complexity" is a very, very good technique; there is 

nothing wrong with this at all as a technique. But one which is 

certainly an excellent process, right on a par with the other 

one, is the same thing you've been doing with Mimicry Processing

here in the last couple of days. All right, we invent a 

complexity or we mock up a communication line passing through a 

satisfactory number of vias. And we get him to trace the line -- 

mock-up, you know -- between himself and that wall, you see? And 

he finally connects with the wall. Some part of the line will be 

solid.

Now, as he does this more and more and more and more and more, he 

all of a sudden informs you that he can do one rather easily. 

It's simply a wide curve between himself and the wall. He just 

mocks up a line, a wide curve, beautiful golden line; nothing 

wrong with it at all. And the next thing you know he can mock up 

a straight line between himself and that wall. Now, of course, 

that may or may not be a significant object, but you get into 

very many more objects and you will certainly tap with this 

person a significant object. You'll find out that he's had 

horrible accidents with light switches, that chandeliers 

customarily fall on his head, that floors have been known to open 

up and yawn hungrily beneath him and so on. But you don't care 

anything about this, you just have him mock up a communication 

line between himself and the floor through enough vias. He'll do 

it. And his mock-ups come up.

Now, something that's quite interesting is he will have to be 

able to mock up comm lines, evidently. Evidently he has to be 

able to mock up comm lines before he can start to mock up 

terminals that are really good and that are not just repeated 

facsimiles out of the bank. So, if you're bringing a person up 

all the way on the subject of mock-ups, you have to start in with 

these lines before you get to terminals. Now, you will find him 

fresh out of space and fresh out of everything else.

I asked a fellow one time for enough comm lines to something, and 

he just gave me solid space. That gave you an infinity of comm 

lines, he quietly informed me. And that was about the best thing 

there was.

I said, "That's the best thing there was?"

"Yes, yes."

"You mean all space, then, between you and an object with which 

you're communicating should be solid?"

He said, "That's right. Always is." he says.

And so I said, "Well, that's fine. Now, I want you to get up from 

where you are and walk over to the wall, and then turn around and 

come back and sit down where you are." (I was going to trap him, 

see? Real smart, real smart!) And he did. And I said, "Now, how 

do you account," I said, "for being able to walk through all that 

solid?"

"Oh!" he says, "How do I account for it?" He says, "There's 

nothing easier." He says, "I'm not."

All right. When we have, then, ways and means of patching up cut 

comm lines, we have a regaining of ability; we have a regaining 

of reality with an attendant affinity. That's all there is to it, 

really.

A chap on the British Pentathlon Olympic Team -- for which the 

association in Great Britain is the coach (official coach) -- did 

something really fabulous. Chap's name was Hudson. And he was 

being taught to shoot. And he'd been taught to shoot, but he had, 

of course, never been taught to shoot with a gun. That was a 

small thing left out of it. And he didn't have any gun in his 

hand when he was shooting -- which was quite remarkable -- yet, 

he was a championship shot.

Another one of these chaps, by the way, who was a championship 

shot was really so poor, as far as his own capability of shooting 

was concerned, that his score went from, you might say, sort of 

average contest score -- you know, average champion contest score 

-- up to worlds championship: A difference between 120 and 190. 

That's quite remarkable. You see, it's quite a remarkable jump. 

Well, the only thing he found out, by the way, was that he had a 

gun in his hand and he could keep it from going away. That was 

the only thing he discovered. That was what did that.

Well, this chap Hudson (according to a report I got this 

morning), this chap Hudson, he was having a little difficulty 

with shooting. All of a sudden, why, he got a rather hard-boiled 

look in the face and he stuck the pistol back in its holster, 

dropped his hands rather limply to his sides, and all of a sudden 

looked at the target, drew and fired six shots through the 

bull's-eye. See? Straight out of Dodge City. I don't know what... 

Completely unorthodox stance, firing and so forth. He had been a 

championship shot, what was wrong with his being a championship 

shot again. Got that? We actually had to run out, you see, the 

broken pattern of comm lines -- he no longer had that body and so 

forth. Just by, of course, keeping a gun from going away it ran 

it out. It was a senior process to time. Quite amusing.

So a person inherits a skill from his past, it's already full of 

broken comm lines. So he starts to use it out of his past. In 

order to use it successfully, he would have to have the comm 

lines repaired in some fashion, either by successes in this life 

(against Lord-knows-what duress that he would go through in order 

to do this), finally to teach himself again that he could 

communicate with a piano and that a piano did communicate with an 

audience. See? And that audiences did communicate with pianos, 

not necessarily with clubs. He'd have to get this out. And 

somehow or other he could smoke through and overcome this.

I'm afraid this is what nearly all of us have done. Let's take 

walking. Do you know that children are requiring longer and 

longer to walk? And the number of cripples per capita in the 

society is growing. Ability to walk. Ability to walk. It's not 

much of an ability, is it? Rather simple; everybody knows how to 

walk. And yet every time that he stumbled into a log that stopped 

him, his ability to walk was being criticized. And the 

communication line he had with his legs was being interrupted.

Now, he can break off and go on a whole new cycle and have 

nothing to do with any of that and never get it into 

restimulation again and he'll be all right. One day somebody 

comes along to him and says something that tends to shatter his 

comm lines on some subject, like "How do you act?" The person is 

doing a good job of acting. He's doing all right. Nothing wrong 

with his acting. He's doing a nice job, getting in there in front 

of the TV cameras, and he's walking up and down the stage; he's 

doing all right. And somebody asks him one day, "How do you act?"

"Oh, how do I act? Uh..." Well, apparently, all that's happening 

is somebody has asked him to describe an action which should be 

unthought, you know, and automatic, and brings into view the 

modus operandi of his acting. And this is very upsetting to him

-- very, very upsetting to him.

Of course, we all know this. Well, the mere fact that everybody 

knows this should damn it completely. Truth of the matter is, is 

that although he is acting now and he's doing all right, he has 

never really thought too much about acting; he's just gone on and 

acted. In other words, he always had the reality of his body, the 

reality of scenery, the reality of audiences, cameras, 

rehearsals, you see? He was just going through it. And one day 

somebody asks him to think about it, and the moment he starts 

thinking about it and telling him how he acts, he pulls in a 

complete bank on the ability to act. He has either been taught to 

act and failed; he's been taught to act and succeeded too well; 

he has taught people to act -- oh, I don't know where. Maybe he 

was part of the Dublin Theater of 1720. See? Nobody knows why or 

what or how or where. We have no idea.

The Dublin Theater of 1720, by the way, was running around in a 

breechclout, screaming.

Ceremonials, anything like that might have kicked in. A lot of 

overt acts -- motivators. Well, what's an overt act-motivator but 

reasons why comm lines should remain cut? That's all that is. It 

just explains why the comm line should remain cut, the overt act-

motivator sequence. You can have a person sit and invent overt 

acts and motivators, and get him a lot further along with 

auditing than having him run out any. He'll have more reasons why 

his comm lines should be cut and he may let go of some.

You realize that lines are seldom explained as to their cutting. 

I don't imagine in your last death anybody came along and told 

you why you died. And you may have known about it, but in some 

death back down the track, you didn't know a thing about it. All 

of a sudden you were dead. You say, "Who did that?"

Now, somebody audits you on reasons why you should be dead and 

this incident blows to view. And if they're stupid enough to let 

the bank change the process and they don't run the process flat -

- all of a sudden the fellow comes up and says, "Here's this 

engram. So we now run the engram." That's the bank changing the 

process. See? We go on running the other process -- "Invent 

reasons why you're dead" or some such things -- why, we find out 

that there were 562 engrams sitting there in that one stack. 

We're adding purpose to the game is all we're doing, auditing in 

a games-condition direction: reasons why, purposes.

All right. Rather than wander along on this any further, I'll 

just tell you abruptly and bluntly that the patching of 

communication lines which have been broken is what the auditor 

does. If he does that he of course gets R. And if he has the 

Reality Scale, which tells you that R begins with nothing 

standing in no space and moves up to the ghost of a solid line, 

but no terminals, why, you've got it made.

Now look, it's very, very interesting that the ghost of a solid 

line begins with a complex mass of tangled comm lines. We've 

described this over the last four or five years. I don't know, 

it's like a ball of yarn wound up with -- well, it's a huge ball 

of yarn that contains, in the aggregate, five thousand yards of 

yarn, but there is no piece of yarn in the ball longer than five 

inches. Now, that looks like a comm line to him.

Now, that sort of thing will show up before he gets a solid line. 

And it shows up on a, satisfactory complexity, or it shows up on 

stringing a comm line by enough vias. These things show up. But 

that isn't what you're asking him to mock up.

Maybe you'll get a case someday that you'll have to ask him to 

mock up some kind of a bundle of comm lines like this, for them 

to go nowhere and stop anyplace and so on. Maybe so. But I kind 

of doubt it, because I've seen this other technique express 

itself too workably.

Now, the painter who is no longer able to paint can be asked to 

mock up a communication line between his face and an easel. Of 

course, he gets the terrific motion of his hands while he's doing 

this. But if you ask him to mock it up on enough vias, you'll 

find him going all over the place and running vias through the 

things that he "tried to remember how they looked" so he could 

paint them, and all sorts of other lines. And then you run vias 

between the painter and his public. You see? You have him mock up 

communication lines by vias between himself and public, and he 

finds out that goes through connoisseurs, critics, and finally he 

does spot the fellow who always gyps him -- fellow who gives him 

five dollars apiece for his watercolors and sells them for a 

thousand -- the agent and so forth. These vias. But he gets them 

as lines, he doesn't get them as terminals. And he tells you 

ghostily about these terminals. After a while he'll also be able 

to mock them up as terminals.

In other words, you improve his ability to mock up lines, 

communication lines, by vias. Then lines straight. Then, finally, 

lines which have some ghosty terminals. And then, finally, ghosty 

terminals and lines, and then just terminals. Got the idea?

Now, there's other tricks you will find that you have to employ, 

such as the positions of the terminals. Two terminals standing in 

the same place, of course, are much better. Two terminals in the 

same place, you see, are really two terminals. But two terminals 

three feet apart are really two disrelated things; they have no 

connection with each other. I mean, somebody will explain this to 

you. "Well, all right, mock up your family." So he mocks up a 

kind of a heterogeneous one person; looks like homogenized milk. 

They all stand in the same place, see?

He'll find other things, but you know what this particular 

advancing, rising scale of reality is going to do. First you're 

going to have some kind of a cockeyed, creeping-all- over-the-

universe-and-finally-it-winds-up-there sort of a comm line -- 

which is first visible as just a bundle of stuff -- and then 

you're going on up the line, and this comm line is going to get 

straighter, and then some terminals are going to appear at either 

end of it, and then eventually, why, he can get terminals and be 

satisfied that a comm line can exist between them and so on.

There's another technique which turns on these comm lines, quite 

interestingly, is "Look around and find something here which has 

no effect on that table." Eventually, people will start to see 

lines going through the air. In other words, it's a very good 

technique.

The Axiom 10 techniques are tremendously powerful. They have 

great power.

Now, just as we find a datum which explains a whole body of data, 

so does a process run out a whole body of processes. Just as a 

datum can be the most important datum in any body of data, and so 

resolve a body of data and bring alignment to it, so can a 

process run out all other processes.

Now, in essence, that's what I have been looking for and working 

with, are processes which ran out all other processes. And when 

you have something that does that, of course, you immediately 

have a process which will certainly run out life, because lots of 

other processes run out life too. Well, there's actually a number 

of these now that run out all other processes except themselves. 

It's quite interesting. There's a number of them; there's about 

five. That's quite a lot.

So we do have processes that run out all other processes. But 

before you start processing anybody, you have to address the 

central pinpoint of a case. And that central, hidden datum is: 

their difficulty is alteration. Now, you say, "That's very easy. 

Just mock up yourself doing nothing and you'll have it." Well, as 

long as you mocked up yourself doing nothing and you were the one 

who was making yourself do nothing, you might have some success 

with the technique. But when it goes off onto a yogi-type process 

-- sit still and meditate (in other words, do nothing) why, it 

gets very haywire because it's a no-game condition.

You have to say, "You do it." That always makes a game condition, 

by the way: You do so and so. You act to ____. You treat so ____. 

You produce an effect on ____. You got the idea? Those are game 

conditions. That's what you audit.

All right. If we have this, if we have a body of processes and 

one process in that body runs it out, runs out all these other 

processes -- that is to say, they run all the other phenomena out 

-- why, we would really have something that would be quite 

workable.

Well, unfortunately, there is no process which totally runs out 

all of life. There is no process which runs out all processes 

then -- no one process. But there are about five classes of 

processes, each one of which contains some processes which run 

out every part of that class. And these five classes in the 

aggregate do composite life.

We weren't then really looking for a single button. We were 

looking for several. But all of these things have a dependency on 

communication. In the absence of communication they don't work. 

If you just used communication and nothing else you'd find that 

you were placing a limitation. And you're placing one because 

it's an insufficiency of complexity. It then doesn't address all 

parts of life. You have to get more significant and more specific 

in order to have something work.

Let's take this as a practical example. We get as a communication 

patch-up, Problems of Comparable Magnitude. "Give me a problem of 

comparable magnitude to the divorce which is taking place today." 

See? Present time problem: the fellow is having a rough time; 

father and mother are being divorced -- something like this. All 

right. "Give me a problem of comparable magnitude to that." What 

are you doing? You're merely asking him for a via complexity 

which will permit him to circuitously, eventually face the 

problem which he is confronting. Do you see that?

And we get down to, as the British say, the gen. (Gen, that's a 

very commonly used word these days. It's become more and more 

common. Must have been an American word, one time or another.) 

Anyway, the gen on communication is this: Communication in its 

entirety, as an entirety, fully done, nullifies anything it 

confronts. So that if anything is affecting a preclear (now get 

this datum -- get this datum thoroughly, will you please? This is 

a real thorough datum), if anything is upsetting the preclear or 

if he's unable to handle something and he's in a no-game 

condition because of something, something wrong with him, it's 

because his communication with it has a reservation. It is not a 

full communication with it. Do you get the idea? If it's 

troubling him, he is not fully communicating with it.

Now, if I were to ask you on a quiz for the thing which makes a 

problem or the condition which makes a problem, that's the right 

answer. You get a problem or a bad circumstance or an alter-

isness (which I started speaking to you about), you get an 

alteration -- obsessive change -- because there is a reservation 

in communication with it. Anything with which you can fully 

communicate cannot trouble you.

Now, of course, I'm not going to tell you that as a blunt datum. 

It happens to be true, it is a fact, so forth; but I will say 

this instead -- I will put this to you directly, each one of you 

individually: If you could fully communicate with anything, would 

it trouble you?

Audience: No.

Male voice: It wouldn't be a game either.

That's correct. So the contest of life is: The control and 

regulation of things you're not in full communication with, and 

to stay out of communication with things enough so you can have 

them, and to stay in communication with them enough so that you 

can use them. You got the idea?

So the process of living this game called life is the process of 

quasi-communication. And when a person is incapable of playing 

this game called life to the limit that he should be able to, we 

discover that he has altered this in some fashion. He is in full 

communication with the things that he ought to be in partial 

communication with (he hasn't got them then; they're gone), he's 

in partial communication with all the things he ought to be long 

since in full communication with, so they're troubling him and he 

can't act. So there's an alteration of straight communication, 

undesirable, in the game called life. And that is what is wrong 

with a case. And that is all that is wrong with a case.

And to solve it you have to get him to achieve a satisfactory 

complexity of communication.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

GAMES VERSUS NO-GAMES
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[Start of Lecture]

Want to talk to you about the degeneration of a static.

Once upon a time there was a little thetan. And he was a happy 

little thetan and the world was a simple thing. It was all very, 

very simple. And then one day somebody told him he was simple. 

And ever since that time he's been trying to prove that he is 

not. And that is the history of the universe, the human race, the 

Fifth Invaders, the Fourth Invaders, the Three-and-a-half 

Invaders, the people on Mars, Saturn, Jupiter, Arcturus, the 

Marcab System, the Psi Galaxy, Galaxy 82. I don't care where you 

look, that's the story. Only it's too simple a story, much too 

simple a story, because this thetan would have to admit that he 

was simple if he understood it.

Now, this being the sad story, let's just trace some of these 

levels of complexity to which he has resorted. We have to examine 

emotional response to some degree to understand that emotional 

response is also a complexity. It's just another complexity. If 

one did the same thing all the time, everybody knows -- everybody 

knows -- one would eventually get bored. But now, just a minute. 

Boredom is only one of a complex series of emotions. There's no 

such thing. You have to invent boredom to get bored. You see 

that?

There's no reason why he has to be this complex, so let's look it 

over very care fully and realize that he has to have a reason why 

in order to be complex. You get that? He has to have a reason why 

in order to be complex. He has to be complex because he invented 

a series of emotional responses which he now has to avoid. Do you 

see this? And every way you look at this thing it gets to be 

sillier and sillier. The funny part of it is, it's dead serious. 

Because that was invented too.

Now, one fine day, I was busy getting audited and I was 

absolutely flabbergasted to discover something: that I could 

knit. Now, you speak of abilities, that's quite an ability. I 

could knit. This became very obvious to me. But as far as 

abilities go, it would absolutely flabbergast you how I could 

knit. No body! Look Ma, no body. Weave baskets. You know, get 

over a pile of reeds, and just start weaving them all together, 

nice as you please. Neat.

But somebody came along one day and almost died of heart failure 

because they said this was startling. Here were baskets going 

together with no human agency. Here were woofed and warped little 

rugs and... Here was all kinds of stuff. And here was something 

vaguely resembling a sweater, you know, just going together as 

nice as you please. Knitting needles going clickity-clack. Well, 

this was upsetting to people, they told me.

Why was it upsetting? Not because it's too startling, but because 

it's too simple.

But I want to know what I was getting so complex for. Why was I 

getting so extremely complex as to knit? Why didn't I just mock 

it up? Look that over.

So we look upstairs from the level of complexity that we have 

already reached when one is busy standing over a pile of reeds 

and knitting some baskets and weaving some stuff. That's complex, 

see? That's what I found out during the session -- suddenly 

struck me that this was not very startling. What was startling 

was that I was knitting them!

Well, anyway, this is the way it goes. This is levels of 

complexity being assumed. Every time you find an action, you 

already have assumed a step in the direction of complexity. Any 

action goes in the direction of complexity.

To maintain any strata of life, it is necessary to perform a 

certain series of complex actions -- to maintain any series, any 

strata. Whether to stand up above a bunch of tangled reeds and 

weave them together into baskets or -- without human agency -- or 

whether it's simply to sit still. There's an action involved in 

sitting still -- with a body. There isn't any action involved 

with a thetan sitting still. It becomes very difficult. It's a 

very difficult thing for a thetan not to sit still. It's a very 

difficult thing for him to sit still. It's a very difficult 

thing. Because he is still.

Now, the hardest thing that a thetan does is to do what he is. 

That's the hardest thing for him to do, is to do what he is. 

Quite remarkable. It's quite remarkable -- to do what he is.

Now, he can always do a complexity, because he's not. But to do 

what he is, that's something else. Something totally still, 

that's difficult for him. He runs it out at once into a 

complexity.

Now, any definition you have for a static has lower harmonics. 

And here's the definition -- Axiom 1, and Axiom 2 for the 

actionness and description in general -- and these all have lower 

harmonics. Now, as we look down the line, we find lower and lower 

harmonics on these things, and we discover such things as "dead." 

Well now, dead is a lower harmonic on being a thetan. That's 

pretty wild; look that over carefully. Because a thetan is alive, 

and a dead body hasn't got a thetan in it. Therefore, a thetan 

takes very kindly to dead people. He takes very kindly to that. 

And it often makes him believe that he wants to kill people. But 

he makes this very difficult because it is what he is, you see: 

It's still.

Each one of these lower harmonics on what a thetan is, contains 

an additive. There's an additive characteristic to the basic 

definition of the static and the next few capabilities of a 

static. Now we keep adding things and we get these lower 

harmonics. They're very interesting. These are truth. That is 

what they have been seeking for tens of thousands of years. This 

is the truth for which they seek in yoga, mysticism, 

spiritualism, magic, and so on. All those categories which are 

just further developments of static, just as such. There's a 

whole list of them in Fundamentals of Thought. And there's a more 

complete list elsewhere. These are truth.

And if you go searching too widely and wildly for truth without 

finding the upper-scale truth -- in other words, if you go 

searching for truth without really finding truth -- you have 

adventured upon a course which is fatal, to say the least. It is 

a fatal course. Because it winds one up in that complexity known 

as "searching and investigating," and this can become quite 

obsessive. Now, man has been at this for quite a while. He's...

Now, a thetan can become involved in investigating himself, and 

he can become involved in investigating other thetans which he 

mistakes for himself. And he can become involved. But the easiest 

way for him to become involved is to seek truth. And therefore, 

every great school, whether Manichaean, Egyptian, no matter what 

great school of religious search there has ever been, has wound 

up in this truth list, which happens to be no-game condition.

The no-game condition list, in other words, is a list of lower 

harmonics of truth. And that is a no-game condition list. A no-

game condition is differentiated from a game condition very 

sharply then, and very high, very positively.

Over here on the other side, we have what we call game 

conditions, and those are the parts of a game as viewed from a 

thetan playing the game. This is what he thinks it ought to 

consist of That is simply a complexity, and it is totally a pack 

of lies. There isn't anywhere under game conditions, anything 

resembling truth.

So you have a list of truths and you have a list of lies. And 

people who sought to go straight into truth very often hit one of 

the lower harmonics and "went up the pole" an old Dianetic 

phrase. They get very ecstatic. Wears off in eight or ten days. 

That's the end of them. They get into some lower harmonic and get 

stuck. But you can evidently lie forever -- evidently -- as long 

as you try to keep lying. But when you stop trying to lie or play 

a game, you become truth, which is nothing. You understand that? 

The ultimate consequence, you see, the ultimate consequence of 

playing a game is to not play a game. That is the total ultimate 

consequence. You don't even say "not be able to play a game," or 

anything else. This could get too involved, and we're just 

getting more complex. The total consequence of not playing a game 

is not playing a game.

Any game there is, is basically a lie. Basically, games are a 

lie, because they take a bunch of things which a thetan is not, 

and he carries forward with these things. In other words, there 

are a great many things which a thetan is not. In other words, he 

invented them. They're totally invented. And being totally 

invented, they avoid, as much as possible, truth.

Somebody comes along and says, "Life has no purpose in it." Shake 

him by the hand; he's uttered a great truth. Get the idea? That's 

a great truth. But its an undesirable truth, because its a lower 

harmonic on truth: it assumes the existence of a complexity -- 

bodies, planet, income tax -- which amounts to life. So life has 

no purpose in it. Well, thats perfectly true, perfectly true. And 

there's nothing wrong with it at all -- except he doesn't like 

it, because he's already entered into a great many complexities 

called life. He calls this life. He thinks this is all the life 

there is.

Now, he is trying to back out of some difficult situation. And in 

trying to do so, he conceives himself the effect of the 

situation, so he goes into a no-game condition and he starts 

uttering great truths -- in a sad tone of voice. "Life is without 

purpose. Everybody eventually dies. There is no end to it at all; 

it just goes on and on." You see, these are laments (uttered in 

the right tone of voice), but they are lower harmonics of truth. 

This is all perfectly true. There's no argument there of any 

kind.

But when you start backing out into truths, you start backing out 

into truths at a low level, which already have complexities. 

Already, there are complexities existing.

Give you some sort of an idea. Any of you with the greatest of 

ease could sit down alongside of a lake, and just sit there 

without thinking a thought, without doing a thing, so forth, just 

for ages and ages and ages. You could do this, you see? But we 

take somebody, and we put him alongside of a lake... They do all 

sorts of things. They build summer camps (one of the more 

nonsensical activities) -- summer camps that leak all winter, you 

know? -- and they do this and they do that. And they can't sit 

quietly alongside the lake because of the speedboat. What about 

the speedboat? It was bought. Well, having been bought, it is 

owed for. One has to have income. One has already contracted the 

care and feeding of a body. Food has to be paid for. 

Complexities, complexities, complexities.

But if we removed all these complexities, and if one did not have 

an urge to go into a game condition with regard to the lake, one 

could sit there forever in perfect equanimity, providing -- 

providing -- he did not have an urge toward a game condition. In 

other words, all thetans are liars. They're habitual liars. 

Probably we ought to have an Axiom on it, about Axiom 4 3/4. It's 

probably really Axiom 1.2. You see this?

And the only thing that goes wrong with a liar is that he 

eventually believes his own lies. These are hard words. One 

shouldn't use these things. I have a book written by a very 

famous artist up in Montana, Charlie Russell. He's long since 

dead, and his publications, I don't think, ever wandered east. 

But his paintings certainly have. And they are becoming more and 

more popular. But, oddly enough, they are almost out of sight 

now. In his own lifetime, why, he would have been glad to have 

gotten rid of a painting for a couple of bottles of rather 

second-rate rye. But his paintings are way out of sight. But he 

wrote a little book. Collected all the stories he knew and heard 

and had invented in the Montana area.

And one of these had to do with a fellow that shot a moose in a 

land where there are no moose. And the moose had antlers with a 

twelve-foot spread. And every time he'd have a few drinks, he'd 

start telling people about his battle with this moose. And he up 

and shot this moose, and he lugged this moose home. And he 

finally would always wind up the story with the difficulties of 

getting the moose's horns into the attic of his cabin. He managed 

it though; had to knock out one whole side of the cabin. He'd 

wind this up.

Well, it was a very entertaining story, and he told it very well 

-- much better than I've told it to you. It goes on for ages. But 

one day, why, Charlie Russell the painter met him in a bar, and 

he said, "Hey, Benson," he says, "How about that moose?" He 

wanted to hear about the moose again. Everybody always wanted to 

hear about the moose again.

Benson said, "Charlie, I've stopped telling that story."

"What's the matter?"

He says, "Well, I told it so often that last winter, along about 

Christmas time, I got curious and I went up in the attic and 

damned if it was there!"

Now, of course, that's a very low harmonic on what a thetan does. 

A thetan actually does put antlers up there. And he does believe 

they're there, and he sees them. The conviction with which he is 

always operating and of which he is capable, therefore, tends to 

confirm his delusory statements.

Well, in auditing somebody, you'll discover at once that he 

believes many things, but above all he believes in a complexity. 

This he believes in. A fellow walked up to me just last night, 

and he said to me, "I understand you can help people out."

I said, "Yes."

He said, "Well, I've been drinking ever since my wife left me, 

and I can't stop it And he said, "I can't pay my bills," he says, 

"but every time I get ten dollars, I can always go to the liquor 

store and pay that son of a blank down there ten dollars to give 

me some poison to ruin my life a little bit further." And he 

says, "I can't stop it." And he says, "I understand, why, you can 

help people out." He just walked up to me on the street.

Yeah, well, I listened to this for a while. It's quite true, 

quite true: he couldn't stop it. He has a level of complexity 

going which he cannot halt. In other words, he's lost control of 

it, so he's in a no-game condition.

What'll he do? Well, we'll get somebody to run him on 8-C for a 

while and he'll be all right.

But the truth of the matter is he's incapable of abandoning a 

necessity for alcohol, which kills him. Got the idea? There you 

are. He's convinced. But the funny part of it is, is he isn't 

convinced. He feels, still, that he ought to do something else 

than, every time he gets ten dollars, buy some liquor and ruin 

himself. See, he feels he ought to do something else, but 

something else, he feels, has to do this and has control of him. 

Well, that's probably the case. He has collected, arduously, a 

very complex series of pictures. He collected them innocently at 

the time, and then one day they bit. And one of them contains 

dipsomania. And the picture wants to drink.

Now, you've heard of the genie and the lamp. Old story. The genie 

in the bottle. Well, I wonder that this genie ever could get into 

the bottle in the first place -- just like the fisherman 

wondered. How'd he get in the bottle in the first place? Probably 

to find out if he could. Then he couldn't get out of the bottle. 

So when somebody asked him, at once, to prove that he was in the 

bottle, he promptly went back in again. He just dramatized his 

demonstration in the first place: "I can get in this bottle." 

Somebody tapped the cork in, and left him on the seashore 

somewhere. He decided that wasn't a good thing. And so he 

promised all sorts of things, and the fellow -- fisherman let him 

out. All right.

That's, by the way, a lesson not to exteriorize somebody. It's 

back there in the Arabian Nights. Clearly an anti-Scientology 

propaganda campaign.

But what about these levels of complexity? An individual enters a 

level of complexity, and then discovers that he cannot abandon 

some part of the complexity. And not being able to abandon it, he 

is convinced that it is, and he is stuck with it. So, therefore, 

he can't abandon the complexity. He loses his selectivity over 

complexities. That's what really happens to him. There are many 

things in the complex scene which he would happily abandon, but 

there are some of them that he won't.

The funny part of it is, the one thing which probably keeps this 

dipsomaniac living is not his desire to live -- he undoubtedly 

does not desire to live, since he would live anyway -- what keeps 

him going is his craving for liquor; that's the one thing he 

keeps around that he can't abandon. Therefore, he can't abandon 

life as long as he craves liquor.

You come along as an auditor and try to get him to abandon 

craving liquor. You'd have to have some complexity to offer in 

lieu of this horrible rat race in which he is. This is done, of 

course, by the old process, Problems of Comparable Magnitude. 

You'll find out that'll gradually ease off. But there are some 

newer processes on this which are quite interesting. Very 

fascinating.

Now, we look over these conditions called game conditions, we see 

at once that we aren't just talking about somebody playing 

tiddlywinks. This is a technical term in Scientology. It means a 

precise thing. There are certain conditions which follow game 

conditions. Now, game conditions are all right, as long as they 

are knowing game conditions. When they become unknowing game 

conditions, they are all wrong. Unknowing game conditions are all 

wrong.

Now, we used to use the word dramatization as the alternate word 

to... what we now say a high, unknowing games condition. We just 

said dramatization. Fellow was dramatizing an engram. Well, he 

didn't know it was there. He was still obsessively playing the 

game he was playing at the moment the engram was not an engram, 

but was life. And this engram stayed around and makes him 

redramatize this moment again. Well, that is an unknowing games 

condition. And that's what that's all about. There isn't anything 

else to it. It's not complicated.

But this list gives us what game conditions are. Of course, they 

are all aberrative. Somebody looks this over, and he says, "Well, 

what do you mean that's a game condition? You realize that if you 

had to have no effect on self and total effect on somebody else, 

you'd have an awful time after a short while. You'd pay no 

attention to anybody else in the world; you'd override 

everybody's rights; you'd trample on everything; you'd just be 

operating to smash everything down, and so forth. Ah, why, that's 

a terrible thing," he'd say.

You'd say, "That's right, that's a terrible thing."

"Well, all right," he'd say, "Then what have you got it there 

for?"

"Well, that's because that's the way a thetan looks at it; that's 

why it's there." No effect on self, total effect on something 

else. And eventually we get into overt act-motivator sequences, 

and we get into all kinds of interesting complexities, and so 

forth. Well, the next thing you know he's a general.

This is all very well to look at as a theoretical basis. However, 

it's very practical. It's extremely practical.

You remember the first communication formula. It was cause-

distance-effect, with cause where the preclear was. Now, two-way 

communication makes an habitable world. Of course, just cause-

distance-effect only, with the preclear always at cause, makes an 

uninhabitable world. But it's a game condition. And he does it.

Now, when you start auditing him, you will discover, very oddly, 

that he runs avidly in a no-game condition category: effect on 

self. Terrific, you see; a terrific effect on self. He'd just 

love to have effects on self. We used to call it motivator 

hunger. And it's very factual, it is motivator hunger. He... Wow! 

But you audit him very long, and appease this motivator hunger, 

and enough tests have now been accumulated, so that I can pretty 

well guarantee that you would audit him into the ground.

"Mock up yourself dead. Mock up yourself dead. Mock up yourself 

dead. Mock up yourself de--." No good. It's not a good technique.

"Mock up somebody else dead. Mock up somebody else dead. Mock up 

somebody else dead." Good technique.

So we have a tool here which differentiates between good and bad 

techniques. Now, I can guarantee that you will undoubtedly, here 

and there, flub this one. This one you will flub, because your 

preclear is so anxious to convince you that he is a victim. Yeah, 

he's a victim. A victim of what? A victim of his playing games. 

Yeah, he's a victim of that. But he doesn't know he's a victim of 

that, he thinks he's a victim in some other way. He thinks things 

have been done to him. No, he's done things to things. Now, this 

is a very hard thing to sell the public or any individual: That 

he is sick because he's done things.

But if you could get a person who came to you, and on whom you 

could run with the greatest difficulty, "Look at me, who am I?" 

and if you were to ask him and receive an answer to "tell me one 

thing you've done to somebody else," his health would take an 

upward surge, his mental stability would take an upward surge. 

It's one of these very low order, challenging questions. And it's 

right next door to "Look at me, who am I?" It's one of these 

things that runs the whole band, but it is usable in the lowest 

ranges of auditing. You say, "Look at me, who am I?" you get him 

into communication one way or the other. There's an adjacent 

process which is a direct-communication process: "Tell me one 

thing you've done to somebody." And if you can get that question 

answered, you'll have a change -- if you can get it answered.

But on a case that would be very difficult to run "Look at me, 

who am I?" -- very difficult to run on that one -- to get him to 

do this other one is almost impossible, but terrifically 

productive of results. That's something for you to remember. 

You're asking him to run a formula called cause-distance-effect. 

You could also ask him, "Tell me something that you could have an 

effect upon."

Now, let me give you a very interesting, neat little package of a 

process. Somebody has just gotten off an airplane that was a 

rough trip, and they don't feel well -- they do not feel well at 

all. Went over the Appalachians flying low and slow or something. 

If you wanted to snap them out of that with an assist in about 

fifteen minutes, you could do so by simply asking them to look 

around, right where they are, and find something they could do. 

You see, thats still cause-distance-effect. See, that's still 

overt act. That is still "do something to somebody else," or "do 

something to something else." "Look around and tell me something 

you could do."

It's quite amusing that the person would at once have a tendency 

to hold on to the seat. He just finished a rough trip, see? 

You've just turned on all of the plane motion. And you ask him 

something else he can do, and he feels the plane go jolt-jolt. He 

says, "Thats funny." He looks around; he's very apathetic. 

"Something I could do. I guess I could step on that cigarette 

butt four feet away... it's already been stepped -- Yes, I could 

do that." Yep-rup-rup! You moved him on the track.

Because he had to sit still in the airplane -- it was a rough 

trip -- with the belt buckled, which told him he could do 

nothing, he must not be anything but an effect, it said there. It 

said, "Fasten Seat Belts." Got the idea? So it made him an 

effect. During the entire trip, he conceived that the plane was 

moving him, he was not moving the plane.

Actually, on a little further analysis, he was moving the plane, 

even if only economically. He did pay his fare. If people didn't 

pay their fare there wouldn't be any airplanes. And that's true, 

by the way; that's true even in Russia. That's true in Russia 

where they don't pay for anything: They don't have any airplanes 

either. Now -- oh yes, they have military airplanes, but there 

are no passenger lines to amount to anything.

All right. Now what, then, is all of this hogwash about running 

out everything that's been done to the preclear? Leave it alone! 

You'll make him, the victim, scarce on incident.

Perhaps you could get somewhere by saying -- I said perhaps, 

remember -- you could get somewhere by saying, "Invent something 

that has been done to you." See? You'd possibly get somewhere. 

It's a questionable technique, though. Very questionable. You 

really will get somewhere if you ask him to invent something he 

could do to somebody else. Now you'll get somewhere; now you 

start moving his case. And the formula is cause-distance-effect, 

with the preclear at cause. Because every time a thetan involved 

himself with doingness and beingness, with identities and 

possession and so forth, he was involving himself in a game 

condition. And the only thing that is wrong with an individual is 

he has played a game, and forgotten.

I'll go over that again. This is not wrong with him: that he 

played a game. But that he played a game and forgot that he 

played a game: that's wrong with him. That could be interpreted 

in a dozen different ways. You could say, "Well, you mean he's 

taken life seriously, he's forgotten it's a game?" Yes, thats 

what's wrong with him. There's one -- there's one interpretation 

of the same thing.

Another interpretation of it: He was playing football. He played 

football when he was fourteen, in high school, and he got a 

busted leg, and now he doesn't remember that his leg has ever 

been broken. See, he played a game. He's forgotten he ever played 

football; he has no memory of ever playing football when he was 

fourteen.

It takes unknowingness, joined to a game condition, to bring 

about aberration. And it takes both! It takes a game condition 

and it takes unknowingness about it to bring on aberration.

Then what about the fellow -- if you please -- what about the 

fellow who doesn't remember that he lived before this life? That 

is a case -- strictly a case of Wow! Why, he's forgotten a whole 

section of life. Its amazing, though, how little of it is now 

still aberrative to him. Do you know what's the most aberrative 

to him in this whole forgotten section? The part that he had 

already forgotten while he was alive. The forgetter inside the 

forgetter. You get the idea? That's most aberrative to him.

He was a steeplechase jockey in his last life. And as he got on 

toward middle age, he of course knocked off steeplechase 

jockeying and forgot entirely -- forgot entirely -- that he had 

ever had a fall. And he used to sit around the pub and tell 

people, you know, he'd say, "You know, I... huh! I was always a 

lucky jockey. Never fell off a horse in my whole life." Of course 

his cronies knew he was nuts. But he didn't. After the last fall, 

which fractured his skull for the fifth time, he started telling 

people this. He believed it himself.

I had a preclear of considerable interest to the organization all 

of a sudden utter a ruinous statement, as far as this preclear's 

repute was concerned. Everybody had always thought this preclear 

was a pretty sane preclear, you see? Only they never got anyplace 

on the case. Only they never got anywhere on the case. Audit the 

person, you know, audit her and audit her and audit her and audit 

her, and nothing ever happened. They thought she was perfectly 

sane and okay. And one day she confided, in the most confidential 

tone of voice, that such and such an auditor was crazy. Why? They 

had this preclear on an E-Meter -- this auditor that was crazy 

had the preclear on an E-Meter -- asking the preclear, of all 

things, for a moment of pain. And she knew she'd never had any 

pain in her whole life! The preclear knew she had never had a 

moment of pain in her whole life!

Now, let's look that over, since it was a part of medical history 

that this person had had some very severe operations. And the 

weird part of it was that these operations had to be buried 

because they were kind of antisocial, you know? And the preclear 

buried them very thoroughly from everybody, and herself. And she 

had never had any pain in her whole life. And then she went on to 

confide to people that she had never hurt anybody; never at 

anytime, anyplace, had ever hurt anybody.

And, of course, immediately the staff auditors took a look at 

this person, and dong-dong-dong, here goes the wagon, as far as 

they were concerned. When they audited her next time, when she 

was next audited, they entirely changed their tactics. They sat 

there and tried to find the preclear, tried to get her into a

little bit of communication of one kind or another. And cognited 

that she had never answered a question, really -- always was 

offbeat. Managed to get the preclear upscale, out of psychosis. 

But the person actually was a psychotic, and walking around, and 

apparently was perfectly sane. And until something like that came 

up, nobody knew it.

But what was the exact anatomy of this? It's the same anatomy of 

any insanity: Insanity is an unknowing games condition. That's 

all it is. With this little fillip thrown in: Part of the game 

was insane. Part of the game was the exact postulate of insanity. 

Person didn't know; played this game.

Now, we try to get somebody over a circumstance in this lifetime 

that seems to be very arduous. We try to get them over this 

circumstance. We don't get them over this circumstance. We run 

them according to all the rules and so forth. And after we've run 

them long enough, we get back to an old Dianetic rule: Basic-

basic shows up.

Fellow has got a peg leg. And we try to get him over his worry 

about the peg leg. He just can't operate with a peg leg. And we 

try to straighten him out so he can really walk with a peg leg, 

and we just don't manage it. And we run out all the incident, and 

we run out him making people peg-legged, and we do all kinds of 

interesting things. And then one fine day, what happens? We find 

out that he's been peglegged for three lives. The unknowing games 

condition is "to have no leg" -- not being peg-legged. That's a 

win. You got it? The game was how to get rid of a leg. In three 

consecutive lives he'd managed it. And then the auditor sat there 

and tried to audit him out of a win, which is a no-game 

condition, of course. A peg leg was a no-game condition; it was a 

win. What was the incident? Getting rid of a leg, that was the 

game.

And if you ever wanted to see buckets of tears come off of a 

preclear, they came off of this one when he was run back through 

something very interesting: He had cut off somebody's leg! And he 

was so upset about it, and it was so deeply buried and so much in 

present time, and so on, that it had ridden with him for three 

lives. He felt so bad about it, he never could face it. And when 

the auditor finally made him brace up to it, on "getting rid of 

legs" and "keeping legs from going away"...

That was the technique, by the way, that did it. And the same 

technique is working right now at the HGC on a preclear -- or did 

last week -- who has a bad leg: keeping the leg from going away; 

keeping the other leg from going away. You have to run both sides 

of the body, by the way. You can't just run one side of the body 

on anything, because the body sympathizes with the other side of 

the body.

Here we had an unknowing games condition. The unknowing games 

condition, including depriving another human being of a leg. Well 

yes, we know all about the overt act-motivator sequence: The 

fellow accumulates too many overt acts, he gets some motivators. 

So he'd handed himself the motivator, and he'd done it for three 

lives. That it never gave the other person back a leg, seemed to 

have missed his view. Now there, you see, was a peg leg, life and 

history of. The peg leg was not the incident. It was somebody 

else's leg, and it was cause-distance-effect, as far as the 

preclear was concerned.

Now, if you know that and you know that well, and you look that 

over thoroughly, you will see, then, the anatomy of any case that 

presents itself with some peculiarity -- there's some peculiar 

manifestation that does not at once surrender. It's this cause-

distance-effect. Preclear did it to somebody, that's what's wrong 

with the preclear. You got the idea? Did it to somebody, now he 

can't remedy it, he can't straighten it out, he feels he should, 

and so on.

We know that it is sane to have two-way communication, to have a 

two-way game. This is sane. You can go on forever doing that, no 

difficulties. But to have a game which is only cause-distance-

effect is so one-sided that we call it a game condition. It is so 

far from truth, so far from usability, and it is such a lie. It's 

always going to be cause-distance-effect the other way. Get the 

idea?

But a thetan says, "No, no, thats not true. I can do anything I 

want to anything, and nothing I ever have will suffer, and 

therefore I will never suffer because nothing can be done to me."

The hell it can't be done to him. I have said a few times that 

nothing can really be done to a thetan directly. Now, get the 

difference between something can be done to a thetan's 

possessions. It's only his possessions that can be affected. But, 

yet, this will do something to him, because he's postulated that 

it will.

The reason people are afraid to lose things is because it is very 

painful. They don't like to lose things. They postulated that 

they had this thing and they weren't going to lose it. And then 

they lost it. Well, the reason people don't want to have things 

is because they lose them, and when they lose things it's very 

painful. They eventually will get to that. In anything anybody is 

having any trouble with, he's run that cycle, you see? He can't 

have it because he'll lose it. And he doesn't dare lose it 

because it'd be painful. Got the idea? So something can be done 

to the thetan via his possessions, but only to his possessions. 

Nothing can ever be done directly to a thetan. So the trick is, 

one has to attach him to a possession, and then hurt the 

possession.

All right. Now, it is very true that cause-distance-effect and 

game condition no-game condition all apply. If any one of you 

ever start out auditing out of somebody, in an effort to remedy 

his circumstance, a bad shoulder, and expect it to stay out, then 

you have not heard me today. Sure enough, you can patch up a bad 

shoulder; you can patch it up. But to inquire why it is a bad 

shoulder, and remedy the condition known as bad shoulder, is to 

remedy an unknowing games condition whereby he had an effect on a 

shoulder he did not possess. Now, of course, a thetan can have an 

effect on his own body. But this is short-circuited as far as 

he's concerned. That's a short circuit.

Now we take up this thing called complexity again. I have to tell 

you about game conditions and unknowing game conditions because 

of two other things. We have this thing called complexity, and I 

started talking to you about these complexities. He wants to make 

life more complicated, evidently. Well, he doesn't even have to 

want to. It so happens that everybody he is in agreement with 

will do this very fascinating thing -- he'll do this very 

fascinating thing: Everybody he's connected with, in this age, is 

apparently motivator hungry. And they start convincing him he's 

doing things to them that he is not doing to them. Got that? So a 

fellow becomes convinced that he can easily hurt people.

It's actually pretty hard to do. People go around minding their 

manners, trying not to give offense to people, and so forth. That 

isn't what hurts people. Taking a thetan's possessions and 

tearing them up, taking his body and tearing its head off or 

rendering it a cripple for the next forty years, something like 

that, that is doing something to somebody, you understand? That's 

order of magnitude.

Now, because that has occurred, he now has the idea that things 

can be done to his possessions. And so he gets the other idea, 

you see, that -- two other ideas: One, that he can't have, and he 

better not have possessions is one of them. And the other one is 

that he can be hurt or has been hurt. And then he will tell 

people this. But he doesn't tell them the actual circumstance. He 

tells them another circumstance. He says, "When you sneeze in my 

face, it causes terrible pain in the back of my head. 1 wish you 

wouldn't do that." It does?

I asked somebody this last night. I refused to audit somebody 

last night. Somebody was sitting there just begging to be 

audited, see? They didn't quite realize it, but they were really 

begging to be audited. And I kept asking him what was so 

important about it. And I kept asking him this and that. The 

person was begging to be audited because the person kept trying 

to persuade me that I had been guilty of an overt act toward the 

person. Never laid hands on the person in my life -- never shot 

him, never did anything to him. You know? Didn't ever hit him, 

kick him, nothing. And that's all I told him. I said, "Now, let's 

look this situation over very carefully. Have I ever beaten you?"

And the person said, "Huh! No."

I said, "Have I ever gouged an eye out?"

"No."

"Have I ever torn an ear off?"

"No."

"Did I ever kick you in the stomach?"

"No."

"Did I ever feed you poison?"

"No."

"Did I ever cost you your home and mother?"

"No."

"Well, why is it, then, every time I ask you something or say 

something to you here, you flinch?" This was a hell of a problem. 

The person sat there and chewed the corner of the napkin, and was 

very fussed up about the whole problem. And finally extricated 

himself from the fact that I'd never done this to him. It was a 

horrible thing for him to realize, because it was a much less 

complex situation. And I refused to let him have a complex 

situation. Now, that was just mean of me. That was all there was 

to it. It was merely mean of me. I wasn't auditing him. Actually, 

probably dropped his tone, but increased his ARC with me. He had 

to go find somebody else to beat him up. Get the idea? I just 

refused to let him put me in the role of executioner, and we had 

an entirely different kind of an activity going on than he 

expected.

In view of the fact that this person never had any processing, it 

was quite remarkable that he was almost all the time in session. 

And in view of the fact he was associating with people who aren't 

auditors, I pity him. That'd be pretty grim, wouldn't it? Always 

in session. "Look what you have done to me. Do something about 

it" -- standard dramatization, see?

Well, all right. Now, that was a mean thing to do to this person, 

but I had peace. That was the only thing I was asking for. 

Undoubtedly dropped this person's general tone here, for a little 

while. But what would I have done if I'd really wanted to have 

improved the person's health? What would I have had to have said? 

Had to have said something else.

I would have done an entirely different approach. It would have 

been ten times as effective. Except, I couldn't count on the 

person's unhypnotic state. I couldn't count on this, so I didn't 

do it. If it'd been a Scientologist talking to me, why, I just 

would have cut loose. Person starts begging for a motivator, see? 

Just begging for the motivator. He kind of "You know what you've 

done. And that certainly disturbed things. And your demand that 

this file series get... I don't know, I've already worked day and 

night for a week." You know, that kind of thing -- somebody who 

would just stand there, begging for a motivator, and so on. I 

don't do this, but I could do this; it'd be quite effective: I'd 

simply say, "Well, that's nothing compared to what I did to you 

last week!"

The person says, "Did to me last week? What do you mean?"

"Oh, you remember what I did to you last week. Do you remember my 

kicking you down the stairs, and then leaping the whole flight, 

and landing exactly on the middle of your spine and breaking it? 

Why, you just got out of the hospital yesterday. How could you 

forget?"

The person would have to get rid of that one, see? They'd say, 

"Ah, come on!"

So we have this mechanism of more game, more complexity, more 

problem. And that is the direction you audit in. If you audit in 

the direction of more game, more complexity, more problem, why, 

you bring people upscale. If you just insist that there wasn't a 

game, I'm afraid that you may disconnect from this particular 

dramatization, but you don't handle them as people. Get the 

difference?

I didn't want to handle this person last night. I don't see any 

reason I have to handle everybody I meet. I knew a fellow driving 

a truck down the road the other day. I wasn't handling him; I 

wasn't driving his truck for him. Honest. I... I -- driving along 

behind him. He was driving his own truck. He run hisself into the 

ditch. I didn't do it. Honest! I really didn't. I mean, I didn't 

drive him into the ditch. In fact, his steering wheel actually 

was too greasy to get a good grip on; it was impossible to have 

turned him over on that side road. And that he was going five 

miles an hour had nothing whatsoever to do with it. I wasn't even 

mad at him. I was containing my anger very, very nicely. I didn't 

have a thing to do with it. And besides, he just ran over in the 

ditch a little bit. You know?

Now, thats the kind of conversation you want to suspect from a 

preclear. "Say, I never did anything to my mother, and she was 

always very mean to me. I never did anything to her at all. I was 

always good to her." Daaah! Funny part of it is, is the person 

really believes this. There's something wrong with this. It'd be 

impossible to be a child to a mother without raising hell with 

them. See, it's just not possible to be good to a mother.

Birth. Take birth, for instance, so on. Well now, a thetan tells 

you he didn't do that. He appropriated the product! The thetan 

appropriated the product of birth -- had something to do with it. 

It's connected.

There's always the protesting preclear. Now, you get a preclear 

who has systems of protest. What do you do about these things? 

More game, more problem, more complexity, and always in the 

direction of a games condition. Always audit them with the 

preclear at cause and something else at effect. " You make your 

body stop. When I say stop, then you make your body stop." See? 

Never this: "When I say stop, why, the body you're running will 

stop." You always put it on a games condition basis: "You make 

your body stop." That doesn't just put them on self-determinism, 

that puts them on a game condition.

Self-determinism, by the way, is a game condition. Narrowing down 

and individuating one's ability to control his environment, of 

course, renders things terribly complex, because it leaves all of 

these things out of control. See? It's very simple to control 

everything in the environment: Just stop it and leave it that 

way. The streets are all crowded and so on, and you can't stand 

the confusion (you decide you can't stand it; you postulate that 

for the next five minutes you can't stand it), just stop 

everybody. Just stop them there.

Then you'd be a good thetan if you also stopped and preserved 

them -- and we've added in complexity. Next thing you know, you 

wouldn't be able to stop a whole street full of people at one 

postulate. You'd have slipped. You see why? You got too many 

other things to keep your eye on at the same time. You would be 

thinking of the sanitation department -- its protest at the 

bodies when they started to rot, so on. You'd avoid this and 

avoid that and so on. You got a complex game going.

Now I'll give you a process -- give you a specific process that 

takes care of this, completely aside from the rationale of 

communication. I gave you one. It's "How many vias could you 

communicate to that thing on?" Just any semblance of that 

problem. "In order to tell that person standing over on the 

counter the time of day, how many people could you tell to tell 

other people before the message would have arrived at that person 

standing on the counter?" See, that'd be vias by terminals. You 

get the idea?

Because the actual complexity is a Gordian knot called 

communication, and it's communication that you're cutting apart. 

If it was just complexity that you were worried about, we would 

have all the complexities of the universe to worry about. We have 

complexity in only one part, and that's communication -- 

complexity of communication. And you cut the Gordian knot of 

complexity of communication, and you've done it. Now, that's one 

technique. It's a very, very good technique.

Another technique -- a whole series of techniques -- is "Mock up 

a confusion." Now, that run, without any understanding on your 

part at all, or the preclear's, and so on, will still work, oddly 

enough, because it handles rest points and stable data, which are 

comparable to rest points and confusions and random data. You 

see? It handles this. But there's another way to run it, and 

that's simply: "Mock up a worse confusion. Well, that's fine, but 

can't you make a confusion that's worse than that? Well, that's 

good. Good. You did do that. All right, that's fine. Now mock up 

a worse confusion than that. All right. Now mock up a worse 

confusion." See?

And he'll tell you eventually that he can't think of anything 

worse. And he'll do all sorts of things. But he will do it. And 

eventually, what do you know? He will do this technique of "Mock 

up a worse confusion" by mocking up somebody mocking up a worse 

confusion, or something like this. He'll suddenly come back to 

fundamentals.

And now I'm going to give you a key process, which is one of the 

heftiest assist processes that I've ever discovered. And this is 

a killer. Do you notice games conditions contains enemies and 

individualities? Well, enemies and individualities -- you invent 

an enemy on a preclear for a while. Have him invent enemies and 

he does real well. "Invent worse enemies," he does better. But 

"Invent an individuality that could cope with it" and "Invent a 

comparable circumstance," now that would be quite interesting. 

That will blow engrams -- that technique, just as it is. See?

The fellow is stuck in birth. All right. "Invent an individuality 

to cope with it. Invent a comparable circumstance. Invent another 

individuality to cope with it. Good. Invent another comparable 

circumstance. Invent another individuality to cope with it. 

Invent another comparable circumstance." Do you get that idea?

All right. Now we run this complexity into it. You invent an 

individuality that couldn't cope with it at all, and invent a 

worse circumstance. Now, that is running it on a complexity. Do 

you have that? "Invent an individuality that couldn't cope with 

it at all," and "Invent a worse circumstance." You just 

exaggerate it in the direction of complexity. See?

So, you can take any good process and you can complicate it 

toward complication, with greater results on the preclear.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

LEARNING RATES

A lecture given on 26 October 1956

[Start of Lecture]

Want to talk to you some more about communication, and this time 

in relationship to learning.

There is a specific process which goes this way: You ask the 

preclear to put into the six sides of the room (the four walls, 

the ceiling and the floor), in regular order, the statement to 

him or some part of his body "This means go to ____," and the 

preclear furnishes the location. He puts "This means go to," and 

then he adds "Poughkeepsie." And the next side of the room (say 

he put it in the front wall) why, the right-side wall he would 

put "This means go to," (he furnishes the place) "Albany." The 

left-side wall he would put in something like "This means go to," 

and then he would furnish "Washington." And the back of the room, 

he'd say, "This means" -- he'd have the wall say to him, and so 

on -- "This means go to," and he would probably put in "Africa." 

Only he puts the whole postulate in. Then he'd put that same 

thing in the ceiling and he'd put it in the floor, in that order. 

We don't care what order you use, as long as you continue to use 

the same order. Regularity has a great deal to do with the 

efficacy of this particular process.

All right. Now, we've gone all the way around the six sides of 

the room with this particular postulate. At first the walls say 

it to him; and then after a while he'll shift it off and have the 

walls say it to his body. You can see this as a symptom of 

exteriorization.

The next time around he puts into the walls "This means don't go 

to ____," and he furnishes the name, and we go all the way, six 

times around with "This means don't go to ____."

And then we go back to "This means go to ____." And finally we'll 

get this thing sort of flat. "This means go to ____." "This means 

don't go to ____." Six times around on "This means go to ____." 

Six times around on "This means don't go to ____." Six times 

around on "This means go to ____." Six times around on "This 

means don't go to ____." And those two things are run in 

alternation in that fashion until it seems fairly flat.

Now, the reason why you ask him to add the name is not so as to 

stir up randomity, but simply to see how his comm lag is coming 

along. If you didn't ask him to add the name, you'd never spot 

his comm lag particularly, and he could do it rather cursorily, 

bang-bang-bang-bang-bang. You know? "I'm Tone 8," you know, sort 

of thing and so on. But when you ask him to originate a location, 

this puts a little stopper on the line.

Now, when we have that pair fairly flat, we have the next pair. 

And the next pair: "This means stay in ____." "This means don't 

stay in ____." And we run "This means stay in ____," and he 

furnishes the location -- one wall and then the next wall, and so 

on, until we have covered the six walls. And then "This means 

don't stay in ____," furnishing the location, six times around. 

Then "This means stay in ____" six times around. Then six times 

around for "This means don't stay in ____."

Now of course, this is essentially the anatomy of a confusion. 

And we have a confusion, basically, at a person's being told to 

do two things at once. So we get him to sort out the stable data. 

That's all. And this is a technique which has been with us for 

some time. It is what we call one of our specifics -- just as in 

medicine they develop certain specifics for things, which they 

more or less call specific.

They wear out, by the way, these specifics. Quite amusing. A 

specific only stays specific for a certain length of time and 

then it ceases to be a specific. Well, this is different in 

Scientology; it will keep going.

Now, that is a specific. Call the technique "This Means Go To," 

see? And you just use that on a terror stomach. That's a specific 

for a terror stomach. And boy, that is something for you to have! 

This is something for you to have, because these terror stomachs, 

when they show up amongst your preclears, can cause you more 

difficulty. For instance, one of the commonest things that you 

find in prison work or in people who are under the gun from the 

police one way or the other is a terror stomach. Some people, 

just the thought of possibly being arrested for something they 

didn't even do would turn on one of these things. Well now, just 

why police is the commonest restimulator for the terror stomach 

lies, of course, in a long story on the backtrack.

The stomach is terrified. Of course, the stomach is guilty of an 

overt act of eating. It is continuously guilty of this, gets more 

and more guilty of this, and becomes quite frantic on the whole 

subject of being incarcerated. Well, that's very funny because 

the stomach is already incarcerated. But it is continuously 

incarcerating: it's putting food in jail three times a day. And 

so we get police, or putting somebody away, as being the 

commonest restimulator of this terror stomach. Well, all a terror 

stomach is, is simply a confusion in a high degree of 

restimulation somewhere in the vicinity of the vagus nerve. And 

this nerve is one of the larger nerves of the body and goes into 

an agitation.

Now, medical science has long since solved this. And naturally 

the specific is no longer needed, really, because medical science 

has already solved this. I have placed emphasis on the scientific 

aspects of medicine. They know how to take care of this: They 

simply cut the vagus nerve. That this completely disrupts the 

entirety of the gastric system, of course, is -- well, it's not 

worth considering. That it results in a decay of the nerve system 

-- that's not worth considering either. That it brings on a 

fairly early death is, of course, the least of anybody's worries.

Like electric shock. Electric shock is almost uniformly followed 

by an early stroke, only nobody has ever bothered to trace this.

Now, here we have a specific -- all sarcasm aside -- and it 

hasn't had any alleviation from any other process prior to 

spring, 1956. Then some other processes came in which are to some 

degree faster, but they haven't been tested on a terror stomach 

with any thoroughness. The new processes are more powerful, but 

they haven't been tested thoroughly against a terror stomach. And 

with good auditing and good communication, apparently, at any 

tone level we seem to be able to get away with this process. 

Quite remarkable. Seems to be effective, and the terror stomach 

flattens out. And if it does reappear by restimulation 

afterwards, it is quite minor, and it means the thing wasn't 

entirely flat; that something else was still there that could be 

restimulated, possibly another type of incident, something that 

wasn't hit by the auditing. And if it did reoccur -- and a 

preclear should be told this -- if it did reoccur, why, he's just 

supposed to come and see the auditor again, and he would just 

continue it out and flatten it.

Now, it's quite remarkable that this is a specific, and for a 

long while it stayed in an isolated state. I discovered this and 

tested it and figured out that a confusion was a confusion of 

where to go and where to stay, and figured out disenfranchisement 

of the game, somewhat (although that didn't have too much bearing 

on it because we didn't have Games Processing yet); 

disenfranchisement brought about a condition of confusion which 

was best expressed in the stomach, evidently.

Well now, that's one of the rougher ones. And we can handle that 

today. I can tell you with some confidence that the only thing 

that would interrupt your ability to handle that would, of 

course, be your communication with the preclear. This would have 

to be pretty good before you could sail into this.

Well, establishing communication with somebody who has a terror 

stomach in complete restimulation is one of the more interesting 

things to do, because he's quite frantic. He starts flying off in 

all directions as though somebody had stuck a rocket into him, 

you know, and fired it off. And he leaps around and squirms 

around and goes in and out of session and so on. Nevertheless, in 

spite of this, it is a specific and it does level out one of 

these terror stomachs. All it is, is really just a bundle of 

confusion.

Now, this apparently would be a no-game condition because 

something is talking to the preclear, but remember that the 

preclear is making something talk to him for the first time. The 

walls are always telling people something. And when walls become 

warnings and when the various items of the universe become 

associated all under the heading of warning, then you have a 

terror stomach. See? That's what it is. It's one of these 

mechanisms where everything everywhere is warning somebody.

Well, a warning is not conditional, actually. It's a warning 

about change of place. When you hear of a fire truck coming down 

the street, that siren is telling you that you better change 

position. And warnings in general do have this as a common 

denominator: Change position.

Well, what has deteriorated there? It is the ability to 

differentiate messages; that is what has deteriorated, and that 

becomes a bundle of confusion. So that all messages mean, "Go to 

Poughkeepsie. Don't go to Poughkeepsie. Stay, of course, in 

Denver. Go to the South Pacific. Fly straight up. Go straight 

south. Dive into the center of the Earth. Remove yourself from 

the room because you've got to stay here." It runs out, in 

essence, the bad 8-C of the universe, and you just turn it into 

good 8-C in a somewhat complicated way. Want to make sure that he 

furnishes the name, you see, and so on; add those complexities to 

it. Ask questions that make it even more significant, just to 

carry it along the line. Ask if he was putting the postulate just 

behind the wall, in the wall or just ahead of the wall. How is it 

going now? What is the progress of these various points? Exactly 

how much space is the postulate occupying now? Is he putting it 

in a small section of the wall or a large section of the wall? 

Does he have any effort to put it in the whole building? Does he 

have any compulsion to do this or that? Just keep policing it, 

you see?

But don't slow it down too much with policing, because it's how 

many times he puts it in the wall. This is a quantitative 

process, unlike almost any other process we have. It's very 

lowscale and so is quantitative. Quantitative. How many times he 

gets it into the wall, how many times he gets it said, how many 

walls he spots in rotation, has a great deal of bearing on it. So 

you want him to do as many of these as possible, don't you see? 

"This means go to ____." "This means don't go to ____." "This 

means stay in ____." "This means don't stay in ____." And here we 

go.

All right. Now, the reason I bring up this process, one, is to 

acquaint you with it and acquaint you with a rather formidable 

tool in auditing; and the other one is because it so wonderfully 

illustrates the relationship between aberration and learning 

rate.

Learning rate. This is one of the more important things with 

which we have to do. Scientology has always been the science of 

knowing how to know. With some diffidence, I tell you that it is 

also the basic science of education. This, of course, may give 

you some idea that we should all dive overboard at once and 

become educators and so forth. Some new ideas have come up along 

this line.

Education happens to be just one part of a large whole. Education 

is seldom creative and is, therefore, just a middle ground of 

activity. Getting people to know something rather than getting 

people to invent something to know, you see, are quite different. 

Just getting people to know something, and getting people to 

invent something to know: This is quite different. Well, in 

Scientology itself we engage in a great many educational 

activities, and just for that reason alone you should understand 

education.

But education really takes off from a series of basics which we 

have a good grip on. And nobody ever knew where education took 

off before. Well, it takes off from Scientology. That's what it 

takes off from. That's factually true; nobody ever had these 

basics.

It's quite amazing. You ask an educator about these things and if 

you didn't impart any information to him, you just tried to get 

information back out of him about how you taught people and so 

forth, you would get flabbergasted. Some of his ideas are 

interesting. Some of his methods are complicated enough to be 

fascinating, but they're not effective.

In order to educate somebody you had to know what the mind was 

all about. And unless you knew the nearly total anatomy of the 

mind you could not hope, then, to do very much education. And the 

educational world did not know the anatomy of the mind and so 

they didn't do very much education. Simple. Simple background.

But the funny part of it is, if you tell an educator some of the 

basics of education, you'll find he's agreeing with you all the 

time; he knew all these things, he knew it all... And he hasn't 

got this selected out yet at all. He hasn't got it evaluated with 

importances. He would say, "Well, you have to take a class 

roster..." That is just as important, you see, as establishing 

which of the people in class have a high learning rate and which 

have a low learning rate. I mean, it's just as important to take 

a class roster as it is to establish the characteristics of those 

who are in class. As a matter of fact, they might consider the 

secondary datum unnecessary. Might be much more important to take 

a class roster than to establish the learning rates of people 

there.

You see, they could not evaluate for you the data you have fed 

them. But they are in such total agreement with the basics that 

you feed them, that they are rather apt to go anaten, stagger, 

yawn. They'd be very fascinated with what you were saying and so 

on. They have obviously met somebody that could tell them 

something about their business.

Now, therefore, let's not get too overboard; at the same time, 

let's not get education too isolated and so on. If you know about 

the mind, you can educate a mind. This is for certain. This is 

certain. Quite true. If you don't know about the mind you'll run 

Columbia or Yale or something. You get the idea? It's just that 

great a difference.

Now, here's the coordination. You say into the wall, back to 

yourself, "This means go to ____." What is that? What is that 

you're doing? You're really running out the total significance of 

a wall. You're doing, evidently, about half a hundred different 

things at the same time you're doing this process. You sit down 

and list the number of things that go into making this process 

work and you're liable to have a couple of sheets of foolscap.

But let's take one of them here, and let's see that walls are 

always teaching you something, and that fireplugs are always 

teaching you something, that grass is always teaching you 

something. Now, the least that a wall teaches you is that it's a 

wall. Now, you ask a preclear to walk over and feel walls with 

8-C, Part A, until he finally finds out there's a wall there. 

See, that is the goal of the process: He has to find out there's 

a wall there. Well, what is this but learning that there is a 

wall there? Now, process lag and learning lag would be the same 

thing for these purposes. It takes him this long to find there's 

a wall.

You understand the wall also gets solid, and a lot of other parts 

of Scientology immediately accrue that are off the subject of 

learning rate, but we're just taking up this thing.

So we call this thing a learning lag. What is the learning lag? 

How long does it take the wall to get a message through to the 

preclear? Well, it takes as long as the preclear is in a high, 

unknowing games condition.

High, unknowing games condition is no effect on self, total 

effect on other things. And yet his ability in the universe 

depends upon his differentiation amongst objects, so that the 

wall says to him, "This is a wall." But because there can be no 

effect on self, in a very obsessed way, the wall saying to him 

"This is a wall" means, of course, "This is a hospital spittoon." 

Some people exteriorize and find the hospital ceiling up there, 

they find the old front yard they used to play in under them, and 

they find the various walls around are quite different walls than 

the walls they saw with their physical body's eyes.

Now, when you exteriorize somebody you actually reduce his 

havingness, and he is apt to react at once to this sudden 

reduction of havingness. He experiences a loss; he feels maybe 

that grief will overtake him at any moment, because he's just 

lost a body. Well, he's kept dying and dying and dying. And every 

few years in the past, why, he's up and died, and he gets a 

restimulation of this rather indifferent fact. But his havingness 

reduces, that is what happens. And he comes out -- and it isn't 

that his MEST body alone is what gives him perception; this isn't 

true. But the havingness of a MEST body, therefore, makes his 

perception possible. You reduce his havingness by exteriorizing 

him and his perception goes by the board. And of course he goes 

downscale. And Look is way up there at the top of the Know to 

Mystery Scale, just below Know, and you drop him down to no-look. 

And you'll probably sometimes, every now and then, drop somebody 

down -- on a sudden exteriorization -- you drop them down to a 

delusory look: They not only don't see what is there, they see 

something that is not there.

Well, what is this, in essence, but an inability to perceive, 

which is an inability to learn. Exteriorized with havingness 

dropped, they look at the ceiling and it's the same ceiling they 

were looking at a moment before with their MEST body's eyes, but 

it is now the hospital ceiling. Well, some via is occurring 

between themselves and the lesson the ceiling is trying to give 

them. And that lesson is, "This is a ceiling." They don't 

perceive that, they perceive a better lesson.

Now, let's be very careful here. A better lesson, what do you 

mean by a better lesson? More convincing! The hospital ceiling 

was a far better lesson. It was much more convincing. It was 

saying "This is a ceiling" to somebody who was so anaten and 

fogged out that he couldn't resist learning, or differentiate. 

And so it said, "This is a ceiling" until the hospital ceiling 

became all possible ceilings. The moment you reduce his 

havingness, he drops in tone and picks up the most dominant 

lessons.

So as we go downscale with a pc, as a pc goes downscale, he can 

be expected, then, to pick up more and more dominant lessons.

And what is aberration? Aberration would simply be a pattern of 

convictions. And we could say this, for purposes of education -- 

what is aberration; bend it around so somebody would understand 

us better -- and we could say "Aberration is really a series of 

lessons that were learned too well."

You say, "What do you mean?"

"Well, the fellow was taught that -- he was raised in a tough 

neighborhood, and he was taught that the thing to do to get on in 

life was to bash everybody in the head. And he learned this 

lesson very, very well."

But he never learned another lesson which was presented to him 

later in life, that the way to get on in life was to be able to 

live with other people. He never learned that lesson, but he did 

learn this lesson about bash everybody in the head. Therefore, we 

find what is wrong -- that what is wrong with him -- is a lesson 

learned too well. Wrong lesson.

The schoolboy who studies his lessons very often reads something 

that isn't in the book, and then for some reason or other, learns 

that much better than what's in the book. Now, why does he do 

this? We get into alteration or change of location at once. Now, 

a wrong location and a bum datum are more or less the same thing. 

When we move data into solids we get the most dominant thing 

present: location. First we have postulates and then we have 

located postulates. That's a lower order of postulates but it's 

still higher than most people's heads.

So we look at this carefully and we find out that aberration, 

then, consists of a number of lessons which a person has learned 

too well.

Well, that would be an interesting way to talk about it. It would 

certainly grip the imagination of an educator.

But there's something else riding alongside of it which rather 

wipes it out as a total explanation, and that is his willingness 

to learn a wrong lesson. And that is his learning lag. Now, why 

is he? He just is. He has decided, sometimes just on his own 

volition somewhere or another, without any prompting from 

anything, that he doesn't want to be there. He just decides this. 

Everybody wants him to be there and so forth; he decides they 

don't want him there. You see, we've got a random datum here. 

Just how did he get into a state of mind where he believes that 

his presence or absence is not the thing?

We get into postulates, and an educator doesn't understand this 

because postulates are self-generated knowledge. You see where we 

fly apart right here? We're quite glib, though, right up to that 

point. Now, you as Scientologists mustn't forget that there is a 

point where all this smooth description of how learning rate is 

aberration and how it's all really education and so forth -- you 

mustn't forget that it flies apart somewhere, and that it flies 

apart on the basis that there is such a thing as a self-generated 

datum. And that's the end of that.

Education applies itself in the main to agreed-upon data. The 

translation and handling of these agreed-upon data, that's in 

essence the subject matter of education.

But there is this thing called "making up his mind about his 

attitude." Until you can get a preclear into pretty good 

communication and show him that you can undo some of these 

things, he's very often completely unwilling to change an 

attitude. His attitudes, then, are quite dominant. And because 

postulates are well above agreements, it takes some digging, 

auditor; it takes some digging sometimes.

Preclear sails along with no change, no change, no change. Well, 

you realize that you can change the mechanics of the case, you 

can change an awful lot about the case, but there's always self-

generated data. There's always that, and it's a random, variable 

factor and is completely outside the field of education, because 

it's the creation of data. But it's the creation of data, correct 

or incorrect, by whose determination? Nobody's. There is nobody 

to say whether his attitude is correct or incorrect in the final 

analysis, for him. See, nobody really could judge this, because 

we might say it is hard on the society or it is hard on his body 

or it's certainly impeding what he apparently wants to do. But in 

the final analysis, what is it? It's self-generated to a very 

marked degree.

Now, you can't hang a preclear with this right off the bat. You 

can say he was raised in an atmosphere and an environment which 

rather persuaded him that... And this all goes along very well. 

The environmental people do very well -- heredity versus 

environment, you know? But environmental characters do very, very 

well; they do a wonderful job, right up to the point where they 

have to look at the actual data which comes under their hands. 

And there we find a rich man's son who goes around -- he had 

everything his whole life -- and he beats people over the head. 

And we can't trace this back glibly to a life in the tenements. 

See, we just don't trace it back. But it's the behavior pattern 

that the behaviorist insists comes out of the tenements, but it's 

being behaviored by somebody on Park Avenue. And this doesn't 

quite mesh, you see; it's not quite there.

And then we find some chap and he's a fine fellow. There's 

nothing wrong with this fellow at all. I mean, he's in good 

shape. He's in good communication. He's very active. He's quite 

capable. He's very brilliant. And above all things, however, he's 

a gentleman. And he likes nice things, and he doesn't go to 

excess on them. But he gets along all right and so on. We find 

out he was raised in the tenements.

Well, of course, the self-generated data or attitude or 

consideration plays hell with these other generalizations put out 

by the behaviorists -- heredity, environment and so forth. They 

all have holes in them, because attitudes can be assumed.

There is this saving grace, however: An assumed attitude can be 

confirmed. And only when it's confirmed does a person find it 

difficult to alter it. You got it?

Now, you as a Scientologist can sneak right up on him, then, by 

unconfirming his most confirmed data. Now, he wants them 

unconfirmed; he wants them unconfirmed in many, many cases. Even 

though he assumed this attitude, it was his attitude, it was a 

random attitude, didn't belong in his environment at all. He just 

made up his mind one day he should do this and weeks went on and 

months went on (and he kept doing this, because it seemed like a 

good game and things were dull), and he all of a sudden one day 

had it confirmed: That's the way it was! This, then, becomes an 

agreed-upon reality, and so he goes into a downscale 

characteristic with regard to it.

Now, many people, you see, simply by getting into the band of 

agreement, are way up Tone Scale from where they were. But 

remember, somebody can come downscale into agreement too.

So the datum is confirmed. He generated it and it was agreed. 

Now, and only now, do we enter the field that we could call 

learning rate, learning lag or education. He's now learned he was 

right.

Just for no reason at all he assumed that his mother was a very 

bad woman. No reason at all, he just assumed this. He didn't have 

any casus belli here at all. (Pun. No prenatals, in other words.) 

And he'd gone along all right. But one day he decided that his 

mother was a beast. Oh, she's a horrible beast. And he went along 

playing this game of being the sad little orphan, you know, just 

out of thin air. Kids do this; people do this all the time.

By the way, when people grow up they don't cease to be kids, you 

know? It isn't that they're immature; they just don't cease to do 

these things. They maybe do them privately or more overtly.

And one fine day, why -- he's been postulating this around in the 

atmosphere all the time, you see, and he's been kind of making 

her fall over him -- and one fine day, she blows up (and she 

never did before) and does something dreadful to him, sends him 

to bed without his supper, tells his father on him, gets him in 

trouble all the way around the boards and so on, and he says, 

"Uh-huh, it's just like I suspected!" Now, he didn't suspect it 

at all. It's postulated. "Just as I postulated," it's coming 

true. And this will follow out with another concatenation of 

incident.

What's lying at the bottom of it, however? Well, he postulated 

it.

Now let's take the reverse of this situation. He postulated that 

his mother was a good woman and everything was fine and so on. 

And then the environment went into a wild disagreement with him. 

She all of a sudden turned around and became a drunkard, started 

to beat him, threw him out of windows quite regularly, was 

unfaithful to Father, did all sorts of things and so on. And for 

the next fifteen years he struggles along trying to convince all 

of his friends and everybody that she's really an angel. He does 

this all the way along the line. He dramatizes this every once in 

a while, but he's convinced, really, that she is a very bad 

woman. Get the idea? Then one day he gives up entirely trying to 

convince people that she's a good woman and agrees with the fact 

she's a bad one. And that's that. Now he has another conviction. 

Only he didn't generate it. It was exterior to him.

Now, one of the fondest little things that your preclear thinks 

is that he caused everything everywhere. But he covers this up 

and advertises to one and all, including himself, that he's not 

responsible for anything that ever happened to him. Now, this is 

quite remarkable because it's complete reversal, and advertising 

that he is totally irresponsible, he yet really believes that he 

basically caused everything.

Now, if you look at old-time Ownership Processing you will 

discover very definitely that if you misown something it gets 

pretty real. It gets very, very solid, you might say.

So at least 50 percent of the things that have happened to him 

have been from exterior sources. If they're in restimulation, the 

things that didn't happen to him, you see, and the things that 

did happen to him, are misowned the other way. In other words, 

he's misowning both ways. He says he did something or caused 

something: That was really caused by somebody else if it's in 

heavy restimulation. He said he didn't do something and it was 

caused by something else and so forth -- well, he really did it. 

Don't you see? Misownership tells you this at once.

In other words, there are other things at work in the universe 

besides the preclear. Well, he not only has to discover that he 

exists, but he has to discover that other things exist too. 

Therefore, with these random factors -- these random factors and 

considerations in a case lead us, then, to conclude that the

premise of education and conviction only goes a short distance. 

Goes further than anything else, up to self-generated and 

otherwise-generated attitudes and considerations without cause. 

That's quite a ways. But it doesn't take us the whole distance.

Therefore, handle this thing as far as it goes. Handle the 

premise of learning rate, learning tag and other material of this 

character, and communication itself, just as far as it goes. And 

it's terribly effective as far as it goes. It is so effective 

that you're liable to go completely overboard and then one day 

fall flat on your face and wonder what the devil happened here.

Well, what happened there is that you moved out of that range 

into the range of self-generated, noncaused attitudes. And the 

second that you ran into noncaused attitudes, wow!

Now, noncaused attitudes are undone by communication, so we find 

communication vastly superior to education. The fact or action of 

communication will always undo education. Always. It'll achieve 

it or unachieve it. But it has to be pretty lousy communication; 

it has to be pretty terrible communication to do nothing but fix 

ideas. That has to be bad communication. It just violates the 

communication formula so much that you would kind of grimace at 

the thought of applying "communication" to it.

What do we have in terms of process here? Well, we have a lot of 

processes. I'm not trying to give you anything but a decent 

résumé here of the exact place something occupies before I tell 

you about it. It's so good that you will try to supplant 

communication with education. You mustn't do that. All right. And 

of course, self-generated considerations supplant communication, 

but communication can modify it.

All right. Now where do we go, then, with this thing called 

education, learning rate, learning lag and so forth? Well, let's 

become glib -- not me, but all of us -- with regard to such a 

thing as industry. Now, you can move up on an industrialist by 

telling him that it is learning rate that is impeding his whole 

operation. How many instructions has he put out that have not 

been followed? Bwl-bl-ra-ruhhu!

Well, you say, "These boys really do want to cooperate with you, 

Mr. Industrialist, they really do. They would like to, but their 

learning rate is so poor that they cannot absorb the instruction" 

-- that cute, smooth explanation. That just as-ises all the 

randomity. Now, you can lay this in as a stable datum; it's good 

enough to lay in as a stable datum and it's something he will 

understand. It's a better stable datum than anybody else will 

ever give him. "Labor is all bad": that's the usual stable datum. 

"You can't do anything anyhow" is the stable datum he will adopt 

at sixty-five. He'll just make decisions of this character based 

on his (quote) "experience" (unquote).

But you can undo all this. You could say, "The trouble with your 

executives, the trouble with your plant foremen, the reason why 

your production curve is down, your machinery is busted up, is 

entirely because the learning rate varies from person to person." 

Get fundamental with him, but very technical -- always very 

technical. "You heard of a stupid child and a bright child in the 

same classroom. Now, what is the difference between these two 

children?" Become at this moment very wise. "It's learning rate. 

It isn't learning quantity. One child doesn't learn as much as 

the other child because it takes one child too long to learn what 

the other child learned rapidly." Now, we just bypass the whole 

idea of quantity; don't go into that; don't bother with it 

because knowledge doesn't have quantity and it's a damn lie. But 

he will assume at once that the length of time it takes somebody 

to learn something establishes, then, how much he knows. That's 

not quite true, but it's awfully convincing. Very convincing.

"Now, actually, there aren't thirty people, Mr. Industrialist, 

there aren't thirty people in the thousands in your plant who are 

really the cause of your labor difficulties. Certainly not more 

than thirty. These people are against you because they don't know 

you."

And immediately he will say, "That's so true."

"They don't know you because their learning rate is so poor that 

they have no idea what you are trying to do or what you want to 

do. They are merely in revolt, and they do not know against 

what."

"Mmm!" Makes sense, doesn't it? Makes lots of sense.

"Now, I could pick this out," you say, "I could pick these people 

out with the greatest of ease." You'd give them all an APA and 

anybody that drops the furthest below the line, you just pick 

these up as the suspects and hand them to him and say, "You see? 

Now, these people have all given you trouble."

"Let's look over their service records," he says. "Sure enough, 

they all have!" It's very interesting, you see? You're a magician 

at this point. "How did you establish their learning rate so 

rapidly? You didn't even talk to these people."

Learning rate: Just use it as a substitute, conversationally, for 

aberration, comm lag and all the rest of it, and it translates. 

So we're in communication, even if it is a bit of a stretch. 

We're in communication, that's for sure.

For instance, a stupid judge is one who cannot learn the rights 

and wrongs and ins and outs of the evidence from the witnesses. 

And all the attorneys will tell you at once that this man is a 

stupid judge because his decisions are incorrect. But sometimes 

they take a person who is simply a stupid judge and they say he's 

a vicious judge. Just level that one out: Say, "Well, actually, 

his difficulty in learning is so great that he becomes 

emotionally disturbed at the thought of learning and therefore 

exerts punishment in revenge on the people who have thus tortured 

him. His learning factors are so poor that it becomes painful for 

him to learn ' "

You see how you could talk to somebody? And without accusing 

anybody of being insane, without accusing anybody of being 

aberrated, without walking into the field of psychoanalysis, 

therapy, without discussing, without modifying Scientology at all 

in your definition, you could probably sell him processing for 

the whole executive-and-foreman level of a plant to increase the 

learning rate -- so what? So his postulates will stick! That's 

what he conceives will happen. And that isn't what you do.

Now, at this point you have a point of agreement, and you as a 

Scientologist take a departure from it. You've made a point of 

agreement that it's learning rate and learning lag on the part of 

his foremen and his executives that make randomity on his 

communication lines. All right, you can get an agreement there. 

You can sell that. You can convince him, because it's almost 

true, and it's true certainly within the realm of his experience.

But you, in processing people, depart from it. You're not 

interested exclusively in his postulates sticking. You're not 

interested at all in this. You're interested in giving a person 

determinism over data. You got that? You are not interested, 

then, in a person's learning rate really -- just between 

ourselves here -- you're not really interested in the learning 

rate of an individual. You're interested in his determinism over 

his data -- power of choice to establish or review its 

importance. And that's what you reestablish with the person.

You don't teach him, then, to get in a state of constant hypnotic 

inflow. You don't teach him that. You teach him power of choice 

over data, and only then will data become of use to him, and only 

then can he become social in his behavior.

The answer to it is in total disagreement with the 

industrialist's modus operandi; it's not in agreement at all. 

I've talked to some of these boys within the last year. And it's 

quite interesting that the moment that I started to establish the 

fluidity and the right to think for labor -- the right to live 

and the right to be, for labor -- man, we were talking on 

different planets.

And this is the secret of their failure. If it was a successful 

system -- the system of moneyed control in the world -- there 

would be more of it today than there had been. It would be an 

increasing system. And it's not, it's a decreasing system, so 

they must have a short glance at something. Therefore, you're not 

going to involve yourself with this short glance.

Management will buy completely "learning rate." They will buy 

completely this whole thing because they themselves can't face 

communication. But they can face learning. So communication is 

too high for them, and we've tried to sell them communication 

here for several years and we have laid some gorgeous ostrich 

eggs. It's too high for them. You're trying to make them face a 

static. But they'll face learning because they have had time 

themselves to see what the inside of a school is like, and that's 

learning to them.

So what you do then is, knowing this full well, don't become an 

unwitting partner here in a swindle -- because it's not a 

swindle. You say that you're going to improve their learning 

rate, and then you don't discuss technically how you do it. You 

just give him wonderful examples. You say, "Well, how long does 

it take a person who is a machine operator here -- he operates 

one of these big diesels you have down here running -- how long 

does it take that person to learn to run that diesel well?"

"Oh, well, we have to have a fellow around as an apprentice on 

diesel operation, and so forth, for about five years and so 

forth."

"What's he do during that time?"

"Well, he learns to run diesels."

"Oh, I'd say that was an awfully slow learning rate. Wouldn't 

you?"

"Well, it's necessary."

"Yes, it's only necessary because the learning rate is slow."

"Well, you can only trust them then."

"I don't know that you can trust them now," you say. "How do you 

know they learned right?"

"Well, the machines are still running."

"Are you sure they're still running?"

"Well, certainly. I'm still running --"

"What was your repair and replacement bill this last year?" You 

say, "Well, how did you know that they know? How do you know they 

really know?"

"Well, I know how to run all those machines!"

"Yes, but you're you. That's why you're you and that's why you're 

sitting at the head of the whole shebang. They're not as good as 

you are, or they'd be."

You get the kind of argumentation you've got here? What is their 

learning rate? What is their learning rate?

"Now, you take this junior executive."

You say, "What's the matter with him?"

"Well, he's just not very effective."

"What do you mean he's not very effective?"

"Well, he just doesn't get things done."

"Oh, he doesn't get things done. What do you mean he doesn't get 

things done?"

"Well, I give him something to do and it never gets done."

Well, then you say, "You've said something else now: You've said 

you've given him something to do, and he didn't get it done. 

That's a little different than his doing something and not 

getting things done. That's a little bit different. Could it be 

that his learning rate is so poor that he doesn't understand what 

you want done?"

"Oh, that's impossible. I tell him so --"

"Just the same, is there a possibility that he is very willing to 

do anything for you but never finds out what? Now, let's have a 

conference with him. Let's talk it over with him, and let's see 

if this is the case." And boy, it'll always be the case.

If you're dealing with somebody who can't get things done, for 

sure you're dealing with somebody who cannot absorb data. And so 

you prove it. You get it? You're just proving it within the realm 

of understanding, however, of the world at large. If you want to 

get into a discussion with somebody or anybody in Scientology, I 

advise you to just beat this one to death: learning rate. It's a 

wonderful phrase, isn't it? Sounds like it's always existed. 

Hasn't. Learning lag -- technical as hell.

Well now, I've already tried this out. And I have found out that 

you can do wonders with it in ordinary conversation.

Somebody says, "Scientology is... What do you do? What do you 

do?"

"Well, I decrease the learning lag of people."

"Oh. You what? The learning lag of people. What's that?"

"Well, increase their speed of assimilation of data."

"Oh?"

"Yeah, I increase their learning rates -- technical term."

"Oh," the fellow says, "Is that right? Well, how is that?"

"Well," you say, "there are so many sciences in existence today, 

there's so much data; how can anybody possibly keep up to date? 

There are so many changes and that sort of thing. The only way 

you can get... Well, take some big corporation, you have to go in 

and fix up everybody so they can learn what's going on all the 

time. Fast!"

"Oh? How's this?"

"Well, take sports. Take sports. Professional football. Now, one 

of the most difficult things there is in a professional football 

team is to teach the professional football team..." Football 

players, your boy knows, are stupid. They're not, by the way, but 

he knows they're stupid. That's because they're big and heavy and 

could beat him up; has to be something wrong with them. So you 

say, "All right, now you take a professional football team -- has 

to learn new plays all the time. What if they've got a good 

player who can't learn new plays but always plays the old one?"

"Well, that'd be a mess."

"Well, that's the way they lose games."

"Well. Well, how will you do it?"

"Well, you speed up the ability of learning new plays."

"Hm," he says.

Now you can really start to get technical. You got some agreement 

there. He sees that there's some use, that you have a value in 

the world. He has not yet begun to suspect that you can do 

something for him, but that will be a matter of just a short 

time.

You say, "Now, you know what reaction time is?"

Fellow says, "Yeah, yeah. Reaction time, that's the time it takes 

you to react."

You say, "That's right. Now, you say, what's..." You say, "Now, 

take learning rate. Now, look how important learning rate is. A 

fellow has to learn there's a truck on the road in front of him 

before he puts his foot on the brake. Isn't that right? Well, 

suppose it takes him a long time to learn this? He has a wreck. 

So people with a slow learning rate are accident-prones. That's 

all."

"Oh, you go into that sort of thing too?"

"Oh, no, no, we just make sure people have good, fast reaction 

times by increasing their learning rate, that's all."

"Yeah, it's a very, very complicated subject."

You haven't told him anything complicated yet, so he thinks he's 

a very bright man. You get how you could bend this around a 

corner? Well, don't ever forget you're bending it around a 

corner.

It occupies a fairly interesting section in Scientology, but its 

accomplishment is not affected by increasing anybody's learning 

rate and, therefore, it's a misnomer. You don't directly make a 

fellow drill to learn something faster; you never do.

Why did it take nine months for people on aircraft-recognition 

courses to get up to where they could recognize an airplane in 

1/125th of a second? Took them nine months. Well, that was 

because it was done by drill, and when they got out of that they 

were half-crazy. And the recognition officer very, very often -- 

very, very often on a ship -- was not as good at recognizing an 

actual airplane as maybe the exec or somebody. Why? Because 

another process of learning had been used: They had increased his 

learning rate -- and that's all they'd done -- by making him 

practice learning. And all they'd done is give him a hurry up, 

hurry up, hurry up, hurry up, do it quicker, do it quicker, do it 

quicker, learn it faster, learn it faster.

Why can't you teach people to read a whole book in two hours? 

There are people who practically do that. Well, there are many 

systems extant which speed up your reading time, and undoubtedly 

they do, if your reading time was that much faster. But the 

practice of reading or the practice of acting, simply increases 

the familiarity with what you're doing to a point that you can 

neglect it. And that is never the goal of a Scientologist! His 

goal is not to get something more automatic! His goal is to 

establish or reestablish power of choice over data.

Now, where do you suppose an old, learned datum is if it were 

totally fixed? A totally fixed datum, where is it? It'd be in the 

past. Where would a person have to go to recover it?

So a person, to stay in present time, has to have all of his data 

in a relatively fluid condition. So the reestablishment of power 

of choice over data comes first -- to be able to reject it or 

accept it at will. Free it up. And the whole process of 

increasing learning rate -- that's a secondary thing -- is the 

process of recovering power of choice over data.

And all education is trying to do is fix data. And all a 

Scientologist is trying to do is fix it or unfix it at will. Got 

it? Fix it or unfix it at will. And that is what he's doing. And 

that is the goal of the processes he uses. And they incidentally 

are the only thing that will increase learning rate and cut down 

learning lag and increase reaction time and all the rest of it.

But the final product, in the framework of the society itself, is 

actually coming from something else than the society believes 

it's coming from. Now, anybody would let you happily go in and 

teach his junior executives or his plant foremen, or anybody else 

you wanted to, as much as you pleased about his job. They would 

let you do anything if you said this is a drill that increases 

his learning rate. They wouldn't mind you standing him on his 

head for hours at a time. You understand? And so you have freedom 

to process people. But what you're doing is reestablishing his 

power of choice over the data he has. He always winds up knowing 

more about it. And his learning rate depends upon that power of 

choice to fix or unfix data at will.

And the processes you'll be running this next week are directly 

aimed at doing just this, very precisely.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

THE MIND

A lecture given on 29 October 1956

[Start of Lecture]

Okay. Well, having had you in a fine state of restimulation all 

last week, I find it's very interesting today to be able to relax 

and have nothing to talk about. Just a homey get-together that 

doesn't particularly influence anything and certainly won't 

change your auditing procedures any at all. But in view of the 

fact that we have nothing to talk about, we better go over just 

one or two points here.

One of them is, Why don't you get fast results? That's a question 

that's totally an empirical question. It simply has culminated at 

a long look that possibly, in some way or another, an auditor by 

applying himself and staying awake during a session might 

possibly be able to get... well, gain two or three minutes out of 

each hour of processing he renders. And this is a very hard thing 

to sell an auditor who very often gets paid by the hour. And my 

answer to this is to raise the ceiling on How well can people 

get?

That is essentially what we have been doing. We have been 

stretching the span between how far south and how well, and we 

have continued to stretch this span, which of course gives us: 

the number of people on whom Scientology works then expands too. 

You realize there were probably upper-scale cases on whom 

Scientology did not produce a particularly fast effect.

One of those, for instance, is -- and this is very serious -- one 

of those was a chief athlete, the pillar that England was 

depending on at the Melbourne Olympics. And he started to go 

north and he couldn't go north very far. Well now, actually, he 

wouldn't have gone north very far at all in 1952. Somebody would 

have exteriorized him and he would have felt a bit better about 

it, something like that. Truth of the matter was, this fellow was 

right up there -- they would have exteriorized him better, let me 

say that; he was already an exterior.

Now, how much better could he be made? Wow! Wow, just doubled his 

record, that's all. I mean, just wham! Just put out of the range 

of athletes. Now, the other way to -- in other words, today we 

could do a great deal for this fellow, but he was in such good 

condition that in 1952 or '53 we would have had a very, very hard 

time doing anything for him. You get the idea?

All right. Now let's look at the other end of the spectrum and 

let's take, for instance, the notable black case. Just this black 

case, that's all. Now, that black case caused us an awful lot of 

worry along about 1950, '51, for the excellent reason that he 

couldn't see an engram. So, if he couldn't see anything, he 

couldn't run anything and that tended to put him out of our 

reach. Get the idea? We could do things like Straightwire; we 

could do patch-ups of one kind or another. But until we got 

something like 8-C, Opening Procedure of, we really hadn't done 

too much for that case.

Every now and then we'd get one of these black cases, and 

somebody would run an engram on him. And it would turn out that 

he only had a little patch of blackness in the engram in which he 

was sitting, and it would all wash away and his field would come 

clear. And a great many of us have had cases that this happened 

to. In other words, it was a black case and we processed them, 

even way back when, and the field came clear. But this couldn't 

be said to be all black cases. Do you understand that?

We sometimes had cases that just were totally resistant to 

anything -- no change, no change, no change. Well, now, that 

phenomenon itself today is a forgotten mechanism as far as 

difficulty is concerned, but some of you may not be aware of the 

fact that this problem has for a long time been licked. It is 

done by a Subjective Remedy of Havingness, mocking up blackness 

and shoving it into the body. Now, he dopes off. And it is a very 

difficult thing to keep him in session because he keeps doping 

off and passing out and so on, but you tap him back together 

again and go ahead.

Now, the most successful running on such a case which I have 

done, I didn't tap. This was a very resistive case -- historical. 

Still had hopes that something could happen for him but had never 

really accomplished any real change. Now, this case was 

interesting, very interesting, because I said to myself, "I'll 

bet you that regardless of how he looks while he's sitting there 

in the chair, I'll just bet you that he will go on doing the 

process." And just on that conclusion, I went ahead and kept up 

the auditing command. It was this, you know, of course: "Now mock 

up a black mass and shove it into the body. Good. Mock up a black 

mass and shove it into the body."

Now, at first he could not differentiate the black mass he was 

mocking up from the blackness he was confronting. He went out 

like a light; he fogged out; he was not in communication with the 

auditor; he would not acknowledge; he would not do anything, 

apparently, to say he was still being audited. But I demanded no 

alertness on the part of the preclear. I just let him fog as far 

as he wished to fog and kept giving him the auditing command, 

just as though he was saying "Yes, I did it" and so on. I just 

kept it up.

And something very unusual happened with regard to this -- 

completely aside from the result -- is that a month later he 

couldn't remember the session. But the funny part of it is, is 

the field came totally clear, and during the entirety of the 

session he continued to obey the auditor's command. But he could 

not control his body sufficiently to signify that he had done so. 

You got that now? He'd gone right ahead and obeyed it just as 

nice as you please. And the field came clear. The field turned 

first to sort of a murky gray, and then got white, and then got 

painfully white and then settled down and got to be a comfortable 

stack of nothingness. And then when asked to mock up something 

else, did so, and mocked up something else and mocked up 

something else and mocked up something else.

Finally, I asked him, "How big are these mock-ups?"

And the reply was, "Oh, just regular size."

And I said, "Well, how big is regular size?"

And he says, "Oh, they're just about that big."

And I said, "Where are they?"

And he said, "Well, they're just there, of course."

So I said, "All right, let's see if we cant make them a little 

bigger," and finally, by gradients, got him up to where he could 

make a mock-up there that was forty feet high, and everything was 

fine.

Now, from there we went into -- this was all in one session, by 

the way -- went into a Subjective Remedy of Havingness, a 

complete Remedy of Havingness of "Shove it in" and "Throw it 

away," you see (these two), and naturally he couldn't get rid of 

anything.

Remember, you know, that state of case phenomenon and state of 

sanity are not necessarily comparable. You're aware of that?

All right. The case phenomena of blackness does not admit of the 

discard of anything, but the case computation is usually an 

obsessive discard of everything. You got that? They must discard 

everything, one way or the other. They get rid of things. If you 

don't watch them, they get rid of their watches, and your head 

and so forth. And if you don't watch them as an auditor -- if you 

don't watch them -- they'll just chew up energy and chew up 

energy and chew up energy, and then they will never really 

replace any of this energy and it pushes them right out the 

bottom.

Now, couldn't discard anything. In other words, a Remedy of 

Havingness is "Mock it up, shove it in; mock it up and throw it 

away."

There's an intermediate step these days which is used, which came 

in with the Trio. The Objective Remedy of Havingness is used as 

the subjective. The objective, subjective -- you can do them the 

same. You can mock something up and let it remain. You can mock 

something up and shove it into the body. You can mock something 

up and throw it away. You see? That's subjectively, you can do 

these three parts.

All right. The first item that was mocked up that one wanted to 

push away was unfortunately an elephant. Now, I didn't give the 

preclear any inkling really of what I was going to do, beyond the 

fact that we were going to change a standard bridge, but got no 

agreement particularly on this because I was having a little 

difficulty controlling this preclear and I didn't want to give 

the preclear too much food for figure-figure. That's different 

than food for thought.

And I said, "Now mock up something." I said, "This time we're 

going to do something else with it, if that's all right."

He said, "That's fine."

And I said, "Now mock up something." And my next command was 

going to be "All right, now let's see how far we can throw it 

away." And I said, "What is it?"

And he said, "It's an elephant."

Well, I don't permit my auditing to be disarranged by the 

vagaries of a preclear's bank. I keep my auditing neat. And so I 

said, "Well now, please tell me how we're going to throw this 

away."

"I don't know," he says, "That's a problem."

We finally had the elephant walk away. And the elephant walked 

away and got out in the hall and got onto the elevator and went 

downstairs and walked out of the preclear's sight. And this was a 

gradient, because before I permitted this preclear to examine the 

whereabouts of the elephant -- find out if it'd really been 

thrown away -- I had some more elephants mocked up right away. 

You see? I just said, "All right, mock up another elephant." Gave 

him no time to inspect whether or not it was gone. Let him 

cognite. I didn't tell him he'd gotten rid of it, you understand.

It's a very funny thing. They can throw things further and 

further away if you give them more and more things up close to 

have waiting there, pending throwing them away. You know? I mean, 

you form a goodly supply. Sometimes you have to mock up half-a-

hundred things to get the preclear to get rid of one. This is 

quite a trick, quite a trick, the getting-rid-of step of 

Havingness, and is the more important -- is the more important of 

the steps of a Subjective Remedy of Havingness. Get him to mock 

up something and throw it away.

A failure to do this -- I hate to remark on this, but we have had 

very few casualties in Dianetics and Scientology; very, very few 

casualties. In fact, practically no casualties that I know of 

anywhere due to processing. But I do know of one case that could 

have been salvaged if the auditor, written to at some vast 

distance from the U.S., had actually completed a Remedy of 

Havingness. And the auditor somehow or another didn't have the 

wit or something to mock up enough things to throw them away, and 

so on. The case had had a slight case of cancer for many years, 

but the cancer was beginning to advance rather rapidly. And the 

result of the case was that eventually, why, the person died. The 

person is fairly well known to us, by the way.

But the make and break of the case was, is I told the auditor to 

remedy that person's havingness, in and out, on babies! Got that? 

Cancer is procreation gone mad -- that's evidently what cancer is 

-- and you have to take the various factors involved with the 

second dynamic and remedy havingness with them. And this has 

proven efficacious in several cases.

But many, many, many months after this, I was in that particular 

area and the case was brought to my attention as being much, much 

worse. I immediately went and saw the person, and so on, and 

picked up the auditing from that auditing command, you see, right 

from that session. And the auditor had never either understood 

himself, or had been unable to carry the session far enough 

forward to where he could waste one single item. In other words, 

no items of any kind had been thrown away. You see? Merely "mock 

it up and shove it in, mock it up and shove it in" -- lots of 

that, you see? -- and then the auditor had not persisted to this 

degree of having the preclear mock it up and get rid of at least 

one.

Well, I completed at that time, as well as I could get in touch 

with the case (which was almost gone), this Remedy of Havingness. 

And it was just too late, that was all. It was gone. Made the 

case hang fire a little bit longer, but that's about all it did.

But there had been -- and I could see easily -- there had been a 

point there that had been missed. I'm not blaming the auditor. 

The auditor undoubtedly had his session difficulties there which 

I didn't appreciate particularly. I'm just talking about the make 

and break point of a preclear's life.

Now, we have not lost any preclears to amount to anything. And 

because this person was already sick and would have died anyhow, 

we cannot assign this death to Scientology. But we can assign the 

lack of salvage to Scientology. Do you get the slight difference 

there? We had a chance. There was a period when this could have 

been accomplished and it was not accomplished. Just why, and so 

on, I actually never inquired. I merely assumed the auditor had 

his difficulties controlling the session or had his difficulties 

in understanding it. But I did make sure that I got hold of this 

auditor and did get this auditor tremendously well briefed on a 

complete Subjective Remedy of Havingness, because it was 

evidently a missing block in his repertoire.

Now, it requires adroitness. It requires a gradient scale. It 

requires the idea of overcoming the idea of quantity. The 

preclear, maybe, can throw away one bicycle if he has a box full 

of a thousand bicycles. You see? One bicycle if he has a box full 

of a thousand bicycles. You don't even have to have a thousand 

bicycles mocked up, you see? You have to have a box full of a 

thousand bicycles, or you have to have a hundred boxes with ten 

bicycles each or any way you want to put it. You must get across 

the idea of quantity, and eventually he'll get enough so that he 

thinks to himself, "Well, I can get rid of one of these."

Now, another method of doing it is to run invented ways of 

wasting something. And you'll find out after you've invented a 

great many ways to waste something, that they can then mock that 

same item up and throw it away.

There's more ways than one to get out of this interesting 

phenomenon of a caved-in bank, but that is the phenomena of a 

caved-in bank: The preclear has all of his engrams pulled in 

close, would not give you anything, wouldn't dismiss any 

slightest computation or thought. Everything he thinks, he thinks 

right now and goes on holding onto it. In other words, he's a 

black ball. And it's getting tighter and tighter around him, and 

he is more and more alarmed about it and, at the same time, is 

unable to do anything about it.

Well, the thing to do about it is to get him to get rid of 

something. And unfortunately, it is a Subjective Remedy of 

Havingness that is the most efficacious. And I say 

"unfortunately" because the case is normally a black case. You 

follow that? It's sort of on the order, if you hit somebody long 

enough, he would start to pull in your blows. That's overcoming 

his resistances to things.

All right. The remedy of the state of the bank in such a wise 

there, the first and earliest remedy which we have, is a 

Subjective Remedy of Havingness whereby black masses are mocked 

up and shoved in. You don't have to mock up the black masses and 

throw them away, oddly enough, because blackness is not a thing, 

it is just a condition. And you have them mocked up and shoved 

in; regardless of how dopey he gets, go on. Make him make mock-

ups, shove the mock-ups in, throw the mock-ups away, have him 

make up quantities of mock-ups, have him invent ways of wasting 

things if he can't throw them away easily. And work it up to a 

point -- and this is real skill on an auditor's part. He just has 

to be in there pitching every moment. It's the most intricate 

action in the entirety of auditing, is the handling of mock-ups 

and the Remedy of Havingness.

Now, I hate to have to give it that sort of a label, but you 

better know what you're looking at, and it's not an easy one. And 

I'm going to tell you something that someday may depress you 

terribly, because I'm going to tell you I don't know of any 

reason to fail at it. And one day you're liable to run into 

somebody and fail at it one way or the other.

But if you fail at it, it is because the preclear -- today -- 

because the preclear went out of session and went out of your 

auditing control rather than the preclear confronted something 

which he could not do. A preclear can do any of these things, 

providing the auditor's control is good. Procedure has to be very 

close to perfect to accomplish it easily and well.

All right. Now there, there is the bank. There is the target. 

There is the thing. The mind in its entirety, really, is at the 

auditor's control with these Creative Processes. And Creative 

Processes, of course, include as the most important single step 

the Remedy of Havingness, Subjective.

And that's all into a whole rack of processes known as Creative 

Processes. And in anything we do, don't lose sight of the thing 

that if your preclear did not have a mind and if he did not have 

engrams as part of that mind, if he didn't have locks, you 

understand, and he didn't have a whole bunch of "it's bad over 

there" because he's never had that mass, and if these things were 

not there, your preclear would be having no difficulty at all.

I couldn't say that impressively enough. It is absolutely true.

It is the mind, it is the engram, the locks, the secondaries, the 

gathered experience summated, which gives the preclear his 

difficulties. It is not that a preclear kills somebody and then 

thinks, "That's bad," and suffers for it. Conscience, and so on, 

is a mechanism of the mind. The preclear kills somebody, gets a 

picture of it, and the picture collapses on all the other 

pictures of his killing people up and down the track and he gets 

frantic. It adds the consequence; it adds the liability. It could 

almost be said that the consequence of living here on Earth is to 

have a mind.

Now, if you lose sight entirely of that particular mechanism, 

you're really going to lose sight of the entirety of your 

activities. It is the mind. The mind is not necessarily your 

target, but it is your opponent. A preclear can remember anything 

that ever happened to him without the assistance of a mind. He 

can do any action or any series of complex actions without the 

assistance of a mind. The mind makes it almost impossible for him 

to create. So don't fall for the psychoanalytic hogwash that it's 

his aberrations that make him artistic.

Now, it's true enough that it provides a rather ampleness of 

game, a great amplitude of game, if a fellow is out of 

communication with other players. If he gets out of communication 

with other players, he's always got this game in the hole, you 

might say: a mind. You show him he can have other players and 

other games, and he gets less interested in this game called the 

mind. But the mind might not get less interested in knocking his 

teeth in. Get the idea?

So there is the body, and that's an interesting mechanism, since 

it is just a mock-up ambulant in a mocked-up universe. That's not 

even a problem. Scarcities and that sort of thing -- we seem to 

be able to remedy those in spite of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

We seem to be able to get along one way or the other with these 

bodies, and if they weren't around, why, we'd be getting 

ambitious as to how we mock some up. And probably we'd make it 

very complicated, so nobody could mock up as good bodies as we 

could mock up, or as sick bodies or something, and we'd 

eventually establish some rules and some government regulations: 

"If you mock up a body which does not carry the government brand 

on its back, and so forth, why, you will be theta bopped," or 

something. You know?

But that, that isn't much of a problem. That isn't much of a 

problem. It's the thing that prevents mock-ups or which keeps a 

person convinced that he can't create that would be the problem. 

It wouldn't be the creation itself

All right, now let's look upstairs from that, and let's find a 

thetan sailing around, interested or not interested in things, 

and so on, and I assure you he can't get in trouble. It's just 

one of these things. He needs assistance. Unfortunately, there 

are all too many people and objects and things ready to assist 

him to get into trouble. But he himself really couldn't get into 

any trouble; he'd need help.

Well now, if he simply took over a body and started to run it, he 

would not be in trouble -- not really; not yet. He'd have to have 

some sort of an automaticity. He'd have to have some sort of a 

bridge between the body and himself in order to have any trouble. 

He does an action today, and next month some part of his being 

still thinks he's doing this action. That's battiness. That's 

real battiness. He does an action today, and a month from now he 

may be convinced that he's still doing the action. Now, that 

would really require some kind of a weird mechanism in order to 

make that come true.

Well, that weird mechanism we call, bluntly, the mind. It is the 

bridge mechanism between these two things. Therefore, it is 

always legitimately an auditor's target.

Why do you put a preclear into communication with other people or 

yourself? That's to show him that he's not impeded by his mind. 

Why do you make him mock something up and have him pull it in on 

himself? That's to show him that he can survive in spite of an 

action of a mind in making pictures and pulling them in.

Practically anything you're doing is motivated by this thing 

called the mind. He might have believed, when he was four years 

old, that he was a bad boy for an hour. The mind makes sure that 

he remembers it and believes it for forty years. Don't you see? 

It confirms the continuance. And in view of the fact that that 

which is confirmed is, originally, and has to be a conviction, 

you would say, then, the mind is a mechanism which confirms 

convictions -- which is pretty close to a technical definition. 

Continuance of conviction: That is what mind is really interested 

in.

So, what do we have? What do we have when we are actually 

confronting a preclear? We have a thetan, we have a body and we 

have a mind. What are you trying to solve? You're trying to solve 

the mind. You're not really trying to solve the body. You're not 

really trying to solve the thetan.

You could take a body, slam it up against the wall, and if 

nothing confirmed that state of existence or continued that 

conviction, it would snap back to battery. I had the pleasure of 

watching a little baby do this just yesterday. An hour after 

birth, baby's head all out of shape was still better than at the 

moment of birth. Six hours later -- head getting into very good 

condition. This morning -- no evidence, head in perfect shape, 

see?

Well now, if hot rodders could hot rod themselves through a brick 

wall and bounce off the windshield, assemble the parts, throw 

them back together again and so forth, and that evening be in 

perfectly good condition, if no reminder was present, they would 

go on and do it again. Well, why not do it again if the recovery 

rate is this fast? Well, they don't do it again because other 

people don't like hot rodders -- you get the idea? -- so that 

they tend to confirm the mechanism. They want the hot rodder to 

remember this.

A thetan is getting assistance. He's being assisted, and the 

recoverability of the body, then, lowers. You follow this? The 

body gets lower in its recoverability because its state of 

maladjustment is confirmed.

Now, that is all a psychosomatic illness is. It is a state of 

maladjustment thoroughly confirmed and continued by a mental 

conviction that it is. A spastic is one particular type of 

electronic-engram implant, just one particular type. They're 

interesting, these spastics, because they are totally in motion; 

there are no rest points anywhere.

Now, let's look this over with great care. What is a rest point? 

What is motion? First you have to know what a mind is. A mind is 

a mental image picture, series of, containing all perceptions. 

And those mental image pictures in which we're interested are, of 

course, those pictures which contain pain, unconsciousness and 

compulsive exteriorization.

If you were to take just those pictures out of the mind, it'd 

have to behave. Be very easy to do. Do you see that? The mind 

would have no glue to hold it together because what is confirmed 

there? Pain is confirmed, unconsciousness is confirmed and 

exteriorization is confirmed. And that's that. You see this?

Now, if I were to ask you suddenly what a mind was, you could 

tell me this tremendous number of words, descriptions and so 

forth, but if you said that it was a mechanism which confirmed 

experience and continued it, you would have an action definition 

which was usable in auditing: Confirmed and continued experience. 

Well, I wouldn't care what kind of a mechanism that was and you 

could probably go out from that definition and invent a new kind 

of mind. See? Some other way of doing it than suspending it in 

picture form or something, see? You got it?

Well, your action as an auditor -- in order to return somebody 

into a state of good ability -- your action as an auditor is 

simply to take the conviction out of those moments. You take the 

nowness, "it is still happening," out of these moments and what 

do you have? You have what you had in the first place: nothing. 

But because somebody likes mass, you'd better give him some mass. 

So the action of auditing is not an annihilative action. That's a 

one-sided look. It's not totally annihilative. It's a 

substitutive action.

There are many ways you could go ahead and use auditing to 

annihilate. And in the final analysis there are certain things 

and types of things which themselves are annihilated. But what 

you annihilate is a significance. Well, don't annihilate 

terminals in order to annihilate a significance; annihilate the 

significance instead. You see?

So to do this, substitution is one of the more powerful 

techniques as well as the real definition of what you're up to. 

You're substituting a bank for a bank, an idea for an idea, a 

mass for a mass. And if you don't substitute, you get your 

preclear in trouble. He is a mechanism that for some reason or 

other believes that he has just so many ideas, just so many 

engrams, just so many this, just so many that, and he sort of 

feels that if he did an inventory and found himself one short, 

why, he'd be in a bad way. It's not true. He has a quantitative 

look at these things, you see?

But here he is, incapable really of discarding something without 

having some thing. Now, just why that is, is basically a 

consideration. If you could break that consideration, why, you'd 

have it made. But unfortunately, the consideration evidently 

doesn't easily break. But you do substitution for a little while 

and he finds out a change is going on in the mind; he becomes 

convinced of something new: that he can change and that he is not 

his mind and that he can change and after that he finds it easier

to do.

You never saw such stuckedness in your life as when you first 

start to process somebody who is having a rough time in life, and 

you ask him overtly to change. You ask him to change something in 

his makeup. You ask him to alter some part of his mental makeup. 

What are you going to do? Well, you're going to alter some part 

of his mental makeup. Well, he knows that better not happen. But 

there are some things he wishes he had some other things instead 

of, there are some things that he would just as soon substitute 

some other things for.

And I'll give you an idea: Just take John Jones. He has a car 

which is a 1947 and it's sort of falling apart. In 1947 the world 

was still kind of falling apart. And in addition to the car being 

old, they didn't make very good cars in 1947. The chrome was 

rather thin, and they were still convinced that they were in the 

war, you see; the national mind was at work. They were just 

beginning to break away from their 1940 styles. This '47 car -- 

he's got a lot of things wrong with that car.

Well now, to take his 1947 car away from him would cause him a 

great deal of upset. It's a lot of grief, but it's still a car. 

Even if it didn't run and it was just sitting in his backyard, he 

would be a little bit upset if somebody stole it. So what can you 

do? Well, you can substitute a new car for it, of course.

Well now, significance says that a new car would be more 

acceptable, but the funny part of it is, is any interesting car 

would be acceptable. Now get that: Any interesting car would be 

acceptable. He'd just as soon swap it for a 1922 Buick if the 

1922 Buick was sufficiently interesting.

People would stand around and give him attention for it, say, 

"What on earth is that?"

He'd say, "Oh, that's a 1922 Buick."

And they'd say, "1922! Well, how do you ever get any tires for 

it?"

"Oh, I manage. I run it without them."

You get the idea?

Now, the funny part of it is, you don't have to substitute that 

dramatically. You substitute any car there that he would 

substitute it for. I mean, that's the limiting factor: any car 

he'd substitute it for you can substitute for it.

All right. This is the way it works in the mind. He has certain 

hates. Obviously, a well-balanced, mentally-alert, well-off 

person has to have 2n [nth power] hates. See, obviously. At least 

there's something that makes him believe this. So, if you want to 

take a hate away from him, you better give him a good one.

Now, you can do this very covertly. You can do this very 

covertly. You can simply ask him to look around and find 

something he could hate. And the next thing you know he will tell 

you that there are certain things which he does hate. You get the 

substitutive mechanism? You give him a 1922 Buick and he all of a 

sudden tells you he has a 1947 Chevy, which he had just as soon 

throw away. He never thought of getting rid of it before. You got 

this? You see how this works?

I don't say this is the total mechanism of all auditing 

everywhere, but I merely tell you that when you're dealing with 

the mind this is a good, adequate, safe mechanism, and if you 

stayed only within that realm of understanding you'd be very 

successful. Don't take away his chopsticks without giving him a 

spoon. If you want to take away his spoon, give him some 

chopsticks. He maybe won't even know how to use them.

But it's very funny; a thetan is very agreeable. He really is. He 

doesn't realize how agreeable he is. He's sitting there agreeing 

to be in this universe. He must agree to do that all the time, 

every ticking moment of the day and night. No matter how he cries 

what's happening to him is detrimental, he's still in this 

universe. He says he can't get out of it, he says all sorts of 

things, but he's still there. Now, he agreed and he must be 

agreeing; and he must be, at every tick of the clock, agreeing to 

time; and he must be agreeing to anything and everything you can 

look at or he wouldn't be alive. It's almost impossible for a 

thetan while he's still alive to disagree. That's the trick. 

That's the real trick: to disagree.

Girls find this out rather early in their lives, see? They're 

told and told and told that they must disagree to certain 

approaches made in their direction; they must disagree and they 

must reject these things and so forth. But they have a hard time 

with this. They have a difficult time with this because, gee 

whiz, the next thing you know, why, somebody is rolling up the 

bonbons and the corsages and so on and they say, "Now, let's see, 

who's paying me to disagree? Nobody!" Of course, somebody tells 

them the horrible consequences of certain activities and actions 

and puts this into a continuing confirmation of conviction. And 

if they do this enough, however, they cave them in on the second 

dynamic and the girl gets sick, and she doesn't quite know why 

she's ill. She's ill; she's unhappy. Well, she needs a certain 

amount of inhibition, she feels, and she needs a certain amount 

of freedom, and she gets some kind of a ratio between freedom and 

inhibition. And if she could just get somebody to agree, then, 

that that's moral, she'd be all set.

Now, if you recognize our old friend randomity in this, you see 

(freedom, restriction, plus-and-minus motion... Got the idea? 

Just so much in the way of barriers, so much in the way of 

space), you've got what the individual considers to be a proper 

balance for life. Well, that's his consideration. It isn't even 

necessarily a proper balance; it isn't even necessarily workable; 

it's not even necessarily sensible, but it's what he thinks is 

necessary.

Now, it isn't even that he's found he was safe with that proper 

balance. Don't buy that one, because he has a certain ratio 

between security and insecurity. He requires a certain amount of 

insecurity. He must take certain risks. But you have a ratio 

between these two things, and that ratio we would consider his 

accepted randomity, plus-and-minus motion. He's got to have just 

so much motion, you might say. He has to have so much agreement. 

He has to have so much livingness. He has to have so much this 

and that. And he rather tends to fix himself in this line.

And we're looking at something which, mechanically, could be 

summed up to be the governor in a phonograph. You see, a 

phonograph record has to run at a certain speed to make music: If 

it runs too fast, why, it Donald-Ducks on you, and if it runs too 

slow, why, it sounds like Paul Robeson in a grief charge. Well 

now, his agreeableness even extends over just to that one point. 

His agreeableness means that he has to play music at a certain 

speed. The music called life he does go on and play at this 

certain speed, you might say. He's in just so much trouble.

Now, just how he learns that this is agreeable is easy for an 

auditor to trace in any preclear. His parents accepted a sick 

child. Their acceptance level of a well child was exactly zero. 

The only time he ever heard from his parents is when he was sick 

and they: "Oh, my poor, dear little boy. There you are, pale and 

wan." Or he found out, quite reversely -- some other preclear 

found out -- that the only acceptable child was a furiously 

screaming, combative child: Then his parents would sort of agree 

that that was all right. In the final analysis, he could get 

these various agreement-points on various subjects sort of worked 

out and he'd know what they were and this would give him a 

certain amount of music. And he would play, then, a record called 

John Jones. He would go on playing that for seventy years and 

then someday somebody would break the record.

Now, to alter any of this, it's interesting that you, without his 

consent at all, can go ahead and change the music. It's 

fantastic. But unless you are there, you have great difficulty 

doing so. You got the idea?

In other words, he'll change the music for you. But he always 

changes it for somebody; therefore self-auditing is a lost art. I 

say it's a lost art not because it ever existed -- because 

everybody that does it gets lost! There's nobody with which or 

whom to agree.

So when you ask somebody, "What is your definition of life?" or 

something like this, he'd probably flounder. When you ask 

somebody, however, how sick he ought to be to get along, he's 

liable to look at you rather slyly. There is definitely some 

point in any action, plus or minus, where the preclear knows the 

action is get-along-withable. See, it's agreeable; this action is 

accomplishable. And he says, "Well, you've got to be just so 

weak."

Southern girl says, "You have to be just so helpless in order to 

get along." It's quite amazing, quite amazing. Now, you come 

along and you try to break that agreement with her. You know, you 

try to bust up this idea that she has to be helpless in order to 

get along. No matter how unsuccessful she's being in getting 

along, she will still be that helpless.

You take an English girl: She's being helpful -- not helpless; 

helpful. And no matter how unsuccessful she's being in being 

helpful, she won't take a look at it; she'll just go on and be 

helpful.

It's auditing that changes these things. Get the idea? It takes a 

highly specialized know-how about existence to get an alteration 

of any of these agreements. They're that strong. They're that 

strong, so don't ever disrespect them. Don't ever respect them 

either. Just know that they seem to hang together regardless of 

how much hot water you put on the glue. Unless you apply good, 

sound, practical Scientology to the thing, it's gone. Dianetics 

and Scientology were able to crack through this cordon.

Now, everybody that ever observed the mind before us, everybody 

had concluded -- had concluded positively -- that there was no 

way you could artificially change behavior or IQ. This had become 

one of the solid agreements about the mind. And when you look 

over the number of therapies and duresses, drills and exercises, 

recommendations and diets which have been recommended to man in 

an effort to change his behavior and his intelligence, and when 

you realize that none of them ever worked, you see at once (1) it 

is a tough problem, and (2) with Dianetics and Scientology, 

you're really working with a diamond drill. Zamity-bam! Well, you 

get too far off the beam with Dianetics and Scientology, and they 

don't function; you don't get these agreements changed. See, 

something wrong goes wrong, and so on.

Just how you do this is really very simple. It's too simple for 

anybody to grasp. That's why it has always been obscure. Now, to 

change the body all you really have to do is to change the 

considerations that went into the mocking up of the body. That's 

all you really have to do, basically. To change a thetan all you 

have to do is to get him to change his mind. But you don't get 

him to change his mind, because he hasn't got a mind. So you'd 

have to characterize that as saying you change a thetan by making 

him alter a postulate. That's the way you change a thetan.

Now, this whole interim span between the body and the thetan, all 

this gimcrackery, machinery, mental image picturey, anything and 

everything you've studied in Dianetics (really, the entirety of 

Dianetics) is, for our purposes, a mind. It's an interesting 

thing. I mean, it's the most complex thing that anybody ever 

decided to become complex about. And it sets up and functions on 

certain specific agreements in certain specific fields, and to 

alter those requires certain technologies which require an 

understanding of the mind itself.

Mind is made out of mental image pictures which associate. Why do 

they associate? Well, because they do. That's a consideration. 

Well, why are there mental image pictures there? Well, they're 

there. Well, how do you know they're there? Well, there's chunks 

of energy lying there that look like pictures. Well, you alter 

the whole being of a person. If it is being modified by the mind, 

all you have to do is modify the mind and you modify what the 

mind is modifying, don't you see? If anything is going via the 

mind, you change that via called the mind and you change the 

direction of the communication. In a totality of communication 

the mind would go hhowh! So you don't audit miscommunication, you 

audit communication.

Now, the funny part of it is, is that people collect minds. Just 

as though we didn't have enough trouble, people collect them! 

Some people collect stamps and some people collect minds.

Any process you've had for a couple of years is intensely 

workable. Just relax about it; they're all workable. Very often 

your procedure has to be so close to perfect to make one of them 

work, that it looks like an unworkable process. But these are all 

workable. Now, we take somebody whose mind is already in horrible 

shape, which contains this additional postulate: that it collects 

and synthesizes and re-erects anyone else's mind it sees. You see 

what randomity we get here! Wow! And yet that is one of the 

common mechanisms in a mind.

You get this chameleonesque thing called a mind? Collects mental 

image pictures, association and so on. But if you realize that 

you can always substitute something for something, you realize 

then you can look around the room and have the person find 

something he can have. He finds some old tin can he can have and 

he gives up a couple of Rolls Royces in the bank. He finally 

finds there's a Rolls Royce he can have and he gives up some old, 

crooked hatpin in the bank. I mean, there's really no good level 

of exchange: It's what his idea of the barter is. It's completely 

nonsensical, maybe, to you. Person looks around and finds 

something entirely disproportionate that you consider illogical. 

Well, that's what's wrong with his mind: It's illogical. That's 

what's wrong with that point and why it needs straightening out: 

It's an illogical point.

All right. Now, this substitution brings us into a whole class of 

processes known as Substitution Processes. It's a huge array of 

processes. Any moment of pain, unconsciousness and compulsive 

exteriorization is composed essentially of two things: confusions 

and rest points. Just those two things. You have to get a 

substitution for the rest point, otherwise he's thrown out into 

the confusion and we get into a very mechanical thing here. So we 

find a substitution for the rest point and another substitution 

for the rest point, we as-is the confusion. After a while we 

bankrupt him on the subject of confusion, we have to get him to 

mock up some.

But we tell somebody that we want to separate a valence from 

"Look around and find a substitute for Mother." He finds an old 

tin can, a light switch... oh, some of the weirdest things. 

They're perfectly good substitutes for Mother. Find a substitute 

for any given confusion or any given situation just on an 

objective basis, and the individual becomes quite happy and quite 

calm. Now, this is one of the fastest processes there is because 

it's right dead center on what you're doing. You're substituting, 

so you ask for a substitute. That's all there is to it; it's 

terribly direct. It is one of the best assists there is.

But even above this idea of substitutes, there is the idea of 

knownness. That's all a thetan does is know and unknow. And so 

the whole sphere of processing is found to be most effective 

where it addresses an unknownness. You follow me? It addresses an 

unknownness. Got it? It is the unknown incident which is the 

aberrative incident. If the preclear knows about it, it isn't 

aberrative. Got it? It's something unknown about it that is 

aberrative. So we have the whole process of "Look around and find 

something that you could forget," "Find something you could not-

know," and so on, as being a killer as a process, because it just 

picks up these unknowns and it goes flick-flick-flick-flick-

flick; in other words, it puts them in communication.

Now, all unknown is, is out of communication. All known is, is in 

communication. You get that? So if you ask a person for unknowns 

you get, at once, him into communication with something he hasn't 

been in communication with. You improve his communication, and 

that's why cases have a startling rebound and resurgence when you 

penetrate and knock out these unknowns.

Psuckoanalism knew all about this, knew all about it; they left 

nothing to the imagination at all. They knew that if a person 

could be made to recall his childhood sexual misadventures, that 

he would become totally well if you could give him enough 

psychoanalysis -- twenty, thirty, forty years worth. Well 

actually, the entire efficacy of the subject simply depends not 

on the second dynamic, not on childhood or anything, because 

they're picking an obvious unknown target.

Now, you can ask somebody -- you could say to somebody (you want 

to fix up somebody with as much gain as he'd get in a couple of 

years of psychoanalysis), "Now, tell me something you wouldn't 

mind forgetting about your childhood." That's all; just put him 

into connection with forgottennesses of one kind or another.

But make sure that he's forgetting things he knows, and you take 

under control the automaticity of making unknown -- which of 

course puts him into communication with unknowns. And it's as 

simple as that. And you could do that for an hour and you'd get 

two years of psychoanalytic gain. That's for sure. You see that?

Substitutes: You substitute the known for the unknown. You 

substitute the rest point for the rest point. You substitute a 

rest point for a confusion. You can substitute a confusion for a 

rest point; that becomes bad auditing. You can substitute an 

unknown for a known; that becomes bad auditing. You see that? You 

have to substitute the known for the unknown, you have to 

substitute the rest point for the confusion to really get things 

smoothed out satisfactorily. Do you see that? Hm?

All right. Now, wherever we look in auditing we find some part of 

these problems leaping at us. And I didn't have very much to talk 

to you about so I just thought I'd talk about the whole subject.

Thank you.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]
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[Start of Lecture]

The learning processes are, all of them, extremely interesting to 

the auditor, because it brings to his attention at once that the 

common denominator of communication and aberration is at once 

telling somebody something; it's a good common denominator: it's 

telling somebody something.

You say to somebody, "Hello," you mean, in essence, "I am here, 

you are there and I recognize it." It is the relay of an idea.

Well now, learning itself has been, for I don't know how long, 

very sharply compartmented. It's been very carefully grooved, so 

that learning as we speak of it then prior to 1956, meant what 

they meant in school, and that was the inflow of ideas.

Now, if inflow of ideas answered up to this, why, then they would 

have had it, you see, if it had to do with an inflow of ideas 

only. So when you speak to somebody out in the public about 

learning, he thinks you're talking about an inflow of ideas, 

don't you see, from some source or another. That's what he thinks 

you're talking about, either from a book or a teacher. Now, that 

is a very narrow thing, and when I talked to you about this 

before, I was using learning in that definition; an inflow of 

ideas. It is not true that learning rate, or the rate that one 

will permit ideas to inflow is the common denominator of 

aberration or anything else; but it certainly looks like it. See, 

it looks like it; it looks awfully like it. The truth of the 

matter is, if you only considered the inflow, it would be like 

considering the motivator without the overt act.

Now, you know as an auditor how important it is to look at the 

overt act rather than the motivator. You get the idea? Don't look 

at these inflows all the time. You continue to look at these 

inflows, and nothing but these inflows, and you will make as many 

mistakes as have been made in the past umpteen thousands of years 

in the field of education; and let's not make those mistakes all 

over again.

Education could have been defined this way (it was not, but 

everybody would agree with this definition, I'm sure): Education 

is the process of placing data in the recalls of another. Do you 

see that? That is what education thought it was doing; it thought 

it was placing ideas, data, in the recalls of another, and making 

a recall possible by somebody else, of data relayed to him. Now, 

that's not very complicated, and that's the trouble with it. It's 

not complicated enough. Now, we deal with simplicities, and this 

is the first time that we really find fault on the line of 

simplicity; it is an idiot's definition. And that is the process 

which is being carried on at this moment at Yale and Princeton 

and Harvard and Columbia, down here at George Washington, at 

Oxford, Cambridge, the Sorbonne, any place across the world that 

they really consider themselves tops in education, they are 

placing ideas in the recalls of another.

Now, a few schools departed from this from time to time, almost 

accidentally, and usually under the duress of their student 

bodies. Heidelberg is one example of this. Heidelberg never 

considered the relay of ideas important; it considered having 

been to Heidelberg important. It was quite different. Now, Oxford 

had this to some degree; Oxford has, actually to this day, a way 

of being admitted whereby you don't take any subjects, you simply 

hang around Oxford and acquire the atmosphere. And you're a duly 

enrolled student at Oxford, but you aren't studying anything, 

except you're just trying to absorb the atmosphere; you're trying 

to get the air. A very interesting place, Oxford. To an American, 

used to the rather sleek aspect of a university, the aspect of 

Oxford impresses him with its age; he becomes very impressed with 

its age. They have Plato's head and other heads there in very 

solid captivity around one building; they have a great deal of 

captured information. Now, exactly what they do with this 

information, of course, is something else. Only recently have 

they put in a science department which can teach modern handling 

of scientific subjects.

But there was a school that went on for a long, long time; but 

that idea rather departs from it. Here we had a whole atmosphere 

being valuable, and as I said, some schools in Germany had this 

too.

But, this again is an inflow, isn't it?

Now, as long as we get on and maintain this kick of inflow only, 

we're in trouble: Education does not happen. If education means 

inflowing ideas, then we're also talking about hypnotism. You 

see, there's no differentiation there. We're talking about 

beating somebody up and laying an engram in. This then, too, 

would be education, wouldn't it? So, we have education and 

aberration very, very closely associated. In fact, education was 

aberration. Life was busy teaching somebody a lesson, and the 

lesson it succeeded in teaching him was not to do any more 

living; and that ultimate lesson, then, was always at the base of 

education as it was done, so that education itself could be 

considered aberrative. You see that? In other words, the 

educational systems did the lazy thing, they did the easy thing, 

they simply paralleled the action of the MEST universe in 

teaching somebody not to live. And having paralleled it, why, 

they then thought they were doing a good job.

But let's look at education as it was done. You taught somebody 

something by saying, "Pigs have snouts. That's good. Now, pigs 

have snouts," you would say to them, and they aren't supposed to 

say, "Yes" you know, they're not supposed to answer up, see? A 

classroom is supposed to be quiet, see? And later on you put an 

examination paper in front of them, and it says a question "What 

do blanks have?" And you're supposed to immediately answer up and 

write there, "Blanks have snouts. " You see, you're supposed to 

be able to associate this completely. So it's just a test of 

recall.

Now, as you know, therapeutically recalls -- and by the way, if 

you don't know this, try it sometime. Just sit and ask somebody 

to recall something about some person, and do nothing but that, 

and notice that we get a decline of case; that's an interesting 

thing. You had to use the whole of the ARC formula: "Something 

really real; some time you were in communication with," and the 

reverse side of it too. In other words, an entirety of the ARC 

Straightwire formula, inflow and outflow, you could get away with 

it. But if you just asked somebody to "Remember something about 

George; remember something else about George; remember something 

else about George." If you asked him what he was doing, he's 

picking up every moment he ever saw George motionless. This 

leaves what? This erases, you see, all of the rest points of 

George, and leaves nothing but the confusions and the halfway 

feeling that George is there; so we sort of move George as a 

disembodied entity into present time and confirm the valence.

Now, this is quite a trick; quite a trick. We'll go into more 

about rest points and confusions later, but you just knock these 

rest points out, and George becomes a confusion.

Therefore, nothing but recall used therapeutically or 

educationally, would wind somebody up in a rather confused state. 

He would be sort of half hypnotized; just nothing but recalls, 

nothing but recalls. So that if you gave people data like "Pigs 

have snouts" and then ask them "What blank has a snout?" or "What 

blank has a blank?" you gave him a stable data, and now you're 

taking it away from him.

You might look up sometime a university record as to suicide and 

nervous breakdown, if such a record is honestly kept. I know I 

did this once and I had more trouble. I wanted to know how many 

students had committed suicide in that university, and I had more 

trouble. This they wouldn't own up to. I found out there had been 

quite a few, been quite a few, and there had been a great many 

nervous breakdowns, all at examination time. They spend the whole 

semester giving somebody some stable data, and then at 

examination time they take them all away suddenly.

In other words, simply implanting the recall and then pulling it 

back out again, while it has been defined as education, is 

nothing but a black operation, nothing but. To do this to little 

kids is to do away with their initiative. Therefore a time for 

revolution in the field of education is definitely at hand.

Education would have to be defined much more broadly. Education 

could be defined many ways; you could offer many stable 

definitions for education. You could say "Education is" and then 

so on, so on, so on. But remember in the old Logics and so on 

about action definitions. Well, you'd have to give it an action 

definition. It would have to be a real definition that gave it 

use and purpose, for it to be any kind of a game at all. The 

reason teachers go into a no-game condition is because teaching 

itself is not really a game; it is putting a bunch of other 

people in a no-game condition. Now, of course that's only part of 

a game.

To teach a subject, it would be necessary: one, for the person 

being taught to be able to receive a nonsignificant, disrelated 

idea from another. See, that would be a necessity in order to 

teach somebody something.

All right, the next condition that we would have to meet would be 

making certain that this person could maintain his power of 

choice over the data given to him. That would have to be the next 

thing ascertained there. He'd have to maintain his power of 

choice.

So we would give him some data which were incorrect, and giving 

him the data that are incorrect, we'd find out then: one, if he 

could remember them; and two, if he could reject them. And the 

idea of being able to reject a datum, and still remember it, to 

know that it is untrue and nonfactual, and still be able to 

recall it, is of course bettered by a further action: being able 

to wipe it out completely and not even recall it. And that is a 

skill, that is a skill.

The next thing would be to offer him a data, have him give 

objective or action examples of this data so that it is not then 

just a string of words, and then ascertain whether or not he 

could still reject it or accept it, and then ask him to rephrase 

it; and eventually he will form something which to him will be an 

agreeable stable datum. And having done this, we would then have 

accomplished power of choice over a datum.

At first, the longest row would be simply to get him to remember 

or repeat a nonsignificant datum, that would be the longest haul 

at first. And you may find people who have a terribly long haul 

on the subject of incorrect data: You give him an incorrect datum 

and he cannot reject it. But when you have made that possible, 

you can then give him a datum, have him give objective examples 

of your datum, have him rephrase it, give objective examples of 

his data, reject it, accept it, handle it, throw it around, and 

the next thing you know he has then something which will buff the 

entirety of confusion surrounding that subject. You have created 

something there which is armor-plate, as far as he's concerned. 

He knows a datum.

Now, he doesn't know it as a recall. That's the trick, see? You 

got this? I mean, it's entirely different. Now, it's a very, very 

hard thing to describe how he knows it, because there's nothing 

there to describe except the datum itself. So to write long 

chapters on this new type of knowingness would be an 

impossibility; it is something that is experienced; it easily 

goes on beyond the field of description.

All right, let's take a look, then, at education and find out why 

you would do this that way, rather than just to place something 

in somebody's recalls, to have him really know it as a datum. Why 

would you do this? Would there be any sense in this at all? Well, 

yes, there certainly would be. This individual would be able to 

use that datum; he would be able to evaluate its importance; he 

would be able to handle it, and handle with it many other things; 

in other words, you have given him something for his utilization.

Now, how fast you could teach the subject of geometry, how fast 

you could teach it to a desirably useful level, is still a 

tremendously open question. See, we're just standing now on the 

threshold of something that is education, a something that wasn't 

yesterday.

Now, just how you'd compare yesterday's knowledge of geometry and 

tomorrow's knowledge of geometry isn't observable either, because 

you have two different knowledges of geometry. You have a brand-

new thing here, you have the ability to create geometry. You see? 

And that isn't knowing geometry. Euclid was a nice writer; he was 

a smart boy; nothing wrong with Euclid. Only trouble is, he was a 

fortuneteller. All of the early geometries are descended from the 

Chaldean school through Babylon, through Egypt to Greece. Very 

interesting subject, too: You do all sorts of fascinating things; 

you forecast the future with geometry; you probably didn't know 

this, but you do. Geometry isn't something that is used to do 

engineering work; oh no, that would be a blasphemous use.

Now, arithmetic probably is better known to you as a mystic 

subject; and arithmetic was a Chaldean subject, which became 

Babylonian, which became Egyptian, and which was dragged into 

Greece by a chap you know best for his work in geometry (but he 

actually transplanted arithmetic, that's how confused this whole 

subject is): Pythagoras. I don't think you realize some things 

about arithmetic; I don't think you realize that arithmetic is 

really a very, very deep subject, and a very sacred one. Oh, I'll 

bet you you don't know what the number 8 really is. Well, that's 

a deep subject. It isn't that many units; it's a bag of money 

sitting on a bag of money. You didn't know that, did you?

Now, I'd hate to get Freudian on you and tell you what 1, 2, and 

3 mean. I'd hate to get Freudian, but that's their total 

significance: second dynamic; 3 particularly.

Now, you look these over very carefully, and you find that it's a 

very, very deep, complicated subject. It is so deep and so 

complicated that it is not only avoided as it comes forward, its 

own beginnings, but it also is beginning to avoid, in every 

public school, the slightest communication with any student; 

because geometry and arithmetic, of all subjects, are simply 

arbitrary subjects; they are not necessarily true at all; they 

are arbitrary. You could start modifying arithmetic around and it 

begins to be a very senseless subject.

Now, when you put data of this character into the recalls of 

somebody only, you've really done an operation, because it's not 

a true subject. And you tell him "This is how he thinks:' He 

doesn't think that way. The modern textbook in geometry as issued 

in the high schools of the United States tells you that this is 

what logic is; this is how logic is done; this is how you think. 

And more students rebel against this, and say this isn't so, and 

try to throw it out the window, and something, but everybody 

keeps bringing the book back inside and saying, "Well, to pass 

this course, I'm afraid you have to say that."

It doesn't even vaguely approximate logic. Geometry is not logic: 

it's a special brand of logic known as Aristotelian, which is a 

black and white "yea, nay" logic if you want to call it that. It 

is the logic of the Catholic church, actually the official logic 

of the Catholic church: Sin is sin, and virtue is virtue, and 

never the twain shall meet; no gradient scales.

The moment you enter gradient scales as an idea into the subject 

of geometry, you destroy geometry. It goes boom! Well, you know 

yourself that to make a preclear well you have to employ gradient 

scales. Well, look this over. Does it seem perfectly right and 

just that you should teach him a subject that will make him sick? 

Does that seem to be the right thing to do?

Actually, geometry is a method of surveying. There are lots of 

methods of surveying; I know a half a dozen more than geometry 

that make just as good sense as geometry. Why then does it have 

to be taught as a fixed and arbitrary subject? And why does 

somebody have to move sideways and call it logic? Unless somebody 

is not educating, but doing something else; and that possibility 

as we examine the history of education is always before us: that 

education the way we would like to understand it was never 

intended.

Now, of course you can understand that this is just a criticism 

from me, and I am a very critical person, and it doesn't 

necessarily mean that people along the track intended to take the 

children of the better families and mess them up. I don't think 

this was really intended. I don't think it's factual that the 

American university exists solely to deprive the country of 

decent leadership. I don't think this is right. I think this 

would be too whole-hog a statement. But no more arbitrary a 

statement, if you please, than the exact statements that are made 

every hour of the day in every university and high school and 

grammar school of the country. They are just as arbitrary as 

that, just as sweeping as that, and really just as baseless. If 

they were so ignorant they didn't know how to teach anybody, 

there is no reason why we have to come along and hang them with 

sabotage; but they make themselves peculiarly liable to sabotage.

Now, I want to tell you a little difference in the field of 

education itself. The stress of (quote) "teaching" today in a 

modern school is this: how to occupy the child's time. That is 

right, that is what they are taught in normal schools: how you 

occupy the child's time. Great stress is put on this: You have a 

child just so long; he has to be taken out of his home because 

his mother doesn't want him underfoot for that length of time; 

and you have to keep him occupied in school, and that's about it. 

And you wonder why a child at 12 or 13 doesn't really know how to 

spell, his penmanship is poor, his reading is worse and so on. 

That's because a different thing has come into view.

Now, this is not the tradition of the little red schoolhouse of 

song and story, back through the generations. There was another 

tradition in this country, and I don't know where the tradition I 

have just described came from; but this other tradition was the 

American tradition, and it went like this: You had to get them 

and put some shoes on them in a hurry, and teach them reading, 

writing and arithmetic as well as you could and as fast as you 

could, because they weren't going to be in school very long. And 

the teacher who was put through normal school (so-called) a 

hundred years ago was taught that. You got to be fast; you never 

know when Papa is going to take him out and put him behind the 

plow. Give him some education before it happens to him. You 

probably will get them in the winter months when there's not much 

work to do, but in summer you're never going to get them. You 

wonder why you have a summer vacation. This is sort of an odd 

thing for a child to have, by the way. And this older tradition 

still survives by not teaching the children during the summer. 

That's a very peculiar thing. But that was when all the farm work 

was done, and even in home manufactories that was when the child 

was needed around home, when the weather was good. So when the 

weather is at its best we still don't teach the child. Well, 

that's sort of silly.

Well, of course the child loves this idea. He does not have too 

much sympathy, in the most part, with education as it is 

performed. But if school really educated him, I am afraid you 

would have an entirely different attitude on the part of the 

child.

Now, I have known, been very fortunate to know in my life, quite 

a few real geniuses, chaps that really wrote their names fairly 

large in the world of literature and science, and I consider 

myself very fortunate because they are very rare. What made them 

so rare? I found something very peculiar about these fellows; 

they were for the most part taught in peculiar schools; they were 

taught in some YMCA school, or they were taught by some 

Englishman that ran a little college that wasn't very big, for 

difficult children up the street up there. They were all taught, 

it seems, in some kind of an off-breed school. This is real 

peculiar. And because the school existed to a large measure to 

take care of people who were slop-overs from the usual 

educational system and so forth, there wasn't much "education" 

involved. The fellow would come in, he'd be interested in 

something, and therefore the headmaster would give him his head, 

that's all. One chap, by the way, who gave us solid fuel rockets 

and assist takeoffs for airplanes too heavily loaded from 

aircraft carriers and all the rest of this whole panorama of 

rocketry, who formed Aerojet in California and so on, (the late 

Jack Parsons, by the way) was not a chemist the way we think of 

chemists. He was not taught in the field of chemistry beyond this 

fact: there was a little professor who opened up a school (and 

nobody could do anything with Jack, he was a pretty wild boy), 

and though, they sent him over there and this fellow found out 

that he was interested in chemical experiments, so he turned him 

loose in the laboratory and gave him a lot of encouragement. And 

this was quite a man.

Now, it was very interesting, very interesting: this completely 

sloppy method of education is apparently quite workable. Now, 

that doesn't mean that every man we have around who is a genius 

or is brilliant in some line or another has been educated in that 

fashion. Some have actually survived the other educational 

system! It does, however, take a high survival level. You have to 

really be a fighter; and these boys, many of them, bear the scars 

of this.

Well, now this becomes important to us today because we live in a 

complicated society which requires many skills. Just this morning 

I was involved, by the way, in an interesting operation of 

teaching an Italian maid, who does not speak very much English, 

how to use American automatic washers, dryers and ironers. I 

acquired the skill from their instruction books; this took me 

something on the order of a very short space of time. So I had to 

brief myself very rapidly in order to do a little instruction, 

and I had to read the instruction books, but I didn't have time 

to read the whole instruction books, and they were very poor 

instruction books.

Neither instruction book said what the machines did; they said 

what knobs you turned; they kept talking about the "entire cycle" 

of the machine. This word they repeated over and over and over, I 

mean, this phrase: "the entire cycle is completed, the entire 

cycle this way, the entire cycle that way," and I couldn't find 

out what the entire cycle was. What is this thing called the 

entire cycle? Just what do these machines do? That was omitted 

from the instruction book.

But even with this idiocy of a type of instruction book -- 

because I became used to this, and nobody ever taught me how to 

navy; that's a very interesting thing to do. I never got taught 

how to navy; I sort of picked it up. You know, a war comes along, 

and they throw some braid on you, and they say you're in charge 

or something, and you go navy, or you go army or you go air force 

or something. They say, "This is a bomber, they push that button 

to start it, and that's it, now." "Mission number one will now 

take off," you know?

They do, however, fortunately, leave lying around quantities of 

instruction books sometimes. Of course, getting a bomber with no 

instruction book is embarrassing, I am told. But an American is 

somewhat in the tradition today, of the instruction book. You 

read the instruction book and you apply it to the machine. Bang! 

Bang!

Now the funny part of it is, I was stonied one time to find an 

enormous number of people couldn't do this. Just fascinating! 

They can't do it!

Well, I didn't have too much difficulty with it this morning; I 

read the directions and I finally, to find out what the entire 

cycle was, I went down and set the machine for its shortest 

period of wash and pushed a button, and then stood there and 

listened to it go through its entire cycle, and said, "Ah! That's 

what that means," and sailed from there.

And got lots of understanding and a tremendous amount of 

argument. The maid was saying you couldn't wash too many times, 

or wash too many items separately, because each one took a third 

of a king-size box of detergent. I don't know where she got the 

instruction on that, but of course you use a tiny -- about a 

third of a teacup full of detergent. See, there's a slight figure 

difference there.

And we were able to get over this in about total lapsed time, 

about 25 minutes. See, from reading instruction book, punching 

the button on the set, finding out what it did do, then turning 

around and telling somebody what it did do. Got the idea?

But I don't say the cycle, the entire cycle of the education is 

completed. I'm sure it isn't. I'm sure the information I turned 

over to the maid, although it was well agreed with, argued with -

- all of the arguments were with something that I hadn't told 

her. All of the arguments were with something we hadn't covered, 

and didn't quite have to do with what we were talking about.

Well, I taught myself how to wash this morning, but I'm afraid 

that it's going to take a lot longer than that to teach a maid, 

because it'll have to be recorrected, recorrected, recorrected. 

Why? At no time has she ever had any choice over data; no power 

of choice over data, no power of choice over the washing machine.

The washing machine is not something that you run; it is a thing, 

it is a mass, it is rather formidable. If it is too simple, 

she'll find some method of making it incomprehensible. Actually 

it's doing a rather magical thing: You dump the clothes and the 

detergent in, you push a button, it fills itself with water, it 

washes everything very nicely, it half spins them dry, it rinses 

them, it shakes itself up, spins itself, spills all the water 

out, fills itself up back up with water again, shakes that up, 

spins that about half dry, and that's that. Gorgeous! You never 

saw anything work like this; magic. It's too simple an operation, 

too simple an operation.

Now, what procedure would you have to use? Now, the only reason 

I'm bringing this up is because I just want to show you where all 

this fits. Would it be enough actually to get her to memorize the 

directions? Now you see, I've already learned something, or never 

learned something. And I've never learned that I don't have power 

of choice over a direction book. I can read it or not read it as 

the case may be. Another thing is I don't necessarily have to 

believe that that direction book applies to that machine; they 

often don't. You read it with what glee, saying "Now I have the 

total gen on this;' and find out that it was a WS56 that the 

directions were for, only you've got a WD56, slight difference of 

total purpose.

Now, where would this learning have to start? It isn't enough 

just to say: direction book applied to the machine. You would 

have to have other basic lessons. And now let's get down and dig 

some paydirt here, and not just chitter-chatter. Have to have 

certain basic lessons.

Where would you begin? Where does that cycle of learning begin? 

Well, you, a Scientologist employing these materials and having 

to cook up the basic stable data or the most fundamental step of 

any operation for a preclear, or in a plant or any place else, 

had certainly better know that you probably will have great 

difficulty in some cases in getting the place of start.

That's what's important, is finding the place where the cycle 

starts. Where must you start the cycle of education, Scientology 

style? Where are you going to start?

Well, down in South Africa they teach "Soil Erosion, Principles 

of Prevention of," and of course, the English nation knows more 

about the South African native than the South African does. This 

has always been true: The further you are away from something the 

more of an authority you're apt to be. And the English nation has 

many, many good points, but plumbing the level of start on the 

learning cycle is not one of them. And so they've spent this 

tremendous amount of money, and actually more or less forced the 

South African government into this particular groove of "teaching 

the native how to conserve soil!" And the natives didn't get it.

You plow this way, you keep the erosion from occurring, you do 

this, you do that. Tremendous program! Very expensive program! 

And it has -- the level of bite is as effective as putting out a 

program to moles on how to look at the moon. No bite at all! As 

long as a white foreman is there, they will prevent erosion; but 

the moment that a white foreman turns his back -- boo! There goes 

the whole program.

The program is neglected not because the native is averse to the 

preservation of soil, but because the learning cycle is not 

started where it must start to obtain an agreement with the 

person being taught. So we come to our first real rule in 

teaching somebody something, and in auditing somebody, the same 

rule applies: You have to find a point of reality which can be 

attained by the preclear And some where on the learning cycle 

there is such a point of reality, there is a point then, where 

agreement is obtained. In other words, your viewpoint of what 

you're doing, and his viewpoint of what he's doing coincide, and 

that sometimes is a very, very idiotic point, or it's a terribly

complex point.

Now, I have taught quite a few natives of other lands to do this, 

that and the other thing. And it's not necessarily true that you 

must start with a very simple point, and it's not necessarily 

true that you must start with a complex point; it is only true 

that you must start with a point with which they agree is vital 

and necessary.

The South African probably could tell you that the native is not 

entirely aware of this interesting fact: that his soil or land 

will ever become his son's. Their ideas of time are not that 

good. You'd have to start this whole program of "Soil Erosion, 

Conservation of Soil" in South Africa at this fundamental point. 

Please let me teach you this one because the only place you will 

miss in trying to teach anybody anything is this one point. Where 

you have to make guesstimates at where you start, your snidest 

moments wont tell you until you finally find yourself doing it. 

In other words, it's much further south than you think -- always. 

And you're running the preclear above his case, see, and he gets 

no reality on anything you are telling him. The machine isn't 

real, the directions aren't real, nothing is real. You have to 

teach a South African to teach a native at some point of reality, 

and then the whole program would be a howling success. It isn't 

that the native is recalcitrant, its that nobody has scraped his 

level of complex foible-foibles and agreement on the matter of 

soil conservation. That's all.

You'd probably have to teach him, "Now look, land: here is a 

piece of land, this is a piece of land. Belongs to you and the 

tribe. Right?"

"Yeah."

"Yeah, all right. Now look, there's no more land."

"Oh, I'm not too sure about that!'

"How long has it been since you have conquered an enemy tribe?"

"Say, you've got a point. Ooh, Matabele -- it was way back, way 

back, way back! That's right, we aren't getting new pieces of 

land!"

Well, you're liable to get the guy so excited at this point of 

the lesson, or some thing of that sort, he's liable to go around 

the village and convince everybody of this, and they say, "Yes, 

you know -- what do you... well, what do you know! By golly, 

that's the truth! That's the truth! That's a big thing, you've 

just discovered something! By golly, now that's a smart white 

man. You're smart! What do you know? You mean, we're not at war? 

We're not going to acquire any more land? These pieces of land 

which we've got right here we will continue to have probably, but 

we're not going to have more land than this. And, gee, you know, 

that's terrific, we just aren't getting in any more land these 

days!"

Well, you'd probably just have to let that die down. That would 

probably be a big cognition, see? You'd have to let that splutter 

out! You might not be able to give the next lesson for a week, 

which is this: "If you don't have very much of something, you 

take care of it." Oh, boy, what a figure-figure machine that 

would start; what an abstract principle! All of a sudden, guy 

cognites -- guy would cognite like mad if he cognited on this 

point at all.

He'd say, "What do you know. If you've only got two wives, don't 

beat them, because they can't perform work. That's why no work 

gets done around here!"

And for another week everything goes to hell! And you finally get 

up to the point of where he's supposed to take care of something, 

a lesson which has never been taught to the native of South 

Africa.

And now we come along with a fellow who doesn't have that in 

mind, and we teach him soil erosion. Wow! Wow! Let's just run 

this guy on, "Sun, moon, Earth. Sun, moon, Earth. Sun, moon..." 

He's dead in his head, black basalt. Let's say, "All right. Now, 

go to the sun. Go to the moon. Go to Earth. That's fine. How are 

you doing?"

"I'm not doing anything. What the hell are you talking about?"

Got the idea?

So, the native learns he has to take care of something. And then 

he learns that "the way to take care of it is..." You got it?

Always be prepared to discover something remarkable. Man, what I 

was facing this morning -- the reason I didn't get it across -- 

is that the machine isn't thinking, that there's a set of 

cogwheels that make a machine do this all the time. You got the 

idea? That the machine will continue to do this, that it doesn't 

have to be worried about, because the big flaw is that the 

automatic controls are being interfered with by the person doing 

the washing. Got the idea? Changes the automatic controls during 

the cycle of wash, doesn't realize all you had to do is punch a 

button, and the whole cycle will be gone through with again, or 

any part of the cycle will be recovered. No, a person is standing 

right there hugging that machine, no trust, no trust in its 

automatic repetitive cycle. No reality at all on a repetitive 

cycle without human regulation.

Where do you have to go to teach about an automatic washing 

machine? Otherwise that thing is going to get busted up, misused, 

chewed up, no clothes are going to get washed, so forth. The 

machine isn't real. What the machine does isn't real. The purpose 

of doing it isn't real either.

Now, I don't know where you'd have to start with a native in the 

Wallabi Isles, I wouldn't have any idea where you'd have to 

start, how to teach that person to use an automatic washer. Wow! 

It'd probably be: "There are clothes. " Don't you see? A person 

would have to get some kind of a cognition on the grass skirt 

being clothes, or something, see? You'd have to teach the whole 

idea and principle of clothes. And then you would have to teach 

another principle: that dirty clothes are not socially 

acceptable. How in the hell you'd get that abstract point across, 

I don't know! See? But somehow or another you'd have to get it 

across.

Oh, I don't know, you'd have to set up some sort of a social 

strata, so girls that wore dirty clothes wouldn't be called on by 

boyfriends, or I don't know, something or other; you'd have to 

get it tangled into some other chain of thought somehow or 

another, and get it across, because it is a highly abstract 

principle. And only then could you teach them anything about 

making clothes clean. You've taught them that it's necessary to 

clean clothes then you could teach them how to do so. If they 

don't know its necessary to clean clothes, how in the name of 

common sense could you ever teach them to do so?

Now, you think maybe, we have to go to the natives of South 

Africa and the Wallabi Isles to get into this kind of a 

situation. Oh, no you don't! You walk down to the Hartford Arms 

Corporation and find somebody down there running some kind of a 

steelcutting machine, and this machine is always getting busted; 

somehow or another it just doesn't work right.

Now this is how you establish a missing principle. The principle 

is missing or the purpose is missing if something is going wrong. 

If something is going wrong with the machinery habitually, there 

could be two reasons why: The machine was built poorly in the 

beginning, or the machine is not being used exactly for the 

purpose intended. That's an interesting one, because you find 

everybody that has trouble with machinery uses it for some 

slightly different purpose than it was built for.

Now, you might have to undercut somebody running a machine on the 

basis of assignment of intentions. You might have to give him the 

cognitions that things have intentions. It might be that abstract 

principle that you're hanging up on: that things have intentions. 

See? I mean, that a chair is for sitting in. The intention of the 

builder of a chair was to manufacture something in which to sit. 

The designer of a chair intended it to be sat in.

Now, how many people actually believe that chairs are something 

you put your feet on, chairs are something that you hang your 

clothes up on, chairs are something that you decorate the -- oh, 

this is all through the New England states -- something that you 

decorate the living room with, but not to sit on. You get the 

idea? I mean, it's just the established intention there is not 

the intention.

So, the steelcutter, the fellow handling the steelcutting machine 

might have no very exact intention at all. He's just throwing 

levers, and you come in and you start in at the level of "Which 

levers do you throw next?" He can learn which levers to throw 

next, and then every once in a while he throws the wrong lever.

And you say, "Wait a minute. Wait a minute. Now, really, you 

throw lever one, then lever two and then lever three."

And he says, "I got that. It's easy, nothing to it."

So he throws lever one, lever three, lever two. The machine goes 

clang! Crash! And a big piece of steel goes clatter! and that's 

spoiled. They put a new cutting edge on the roller. Every few 

days this happens.

The man doesn't have a machine in front of him. The machine 

doesn't have any purpose; he doesn't know what's being made in 

the plant; he doesn't know that he is part of an assembly line 

which adds up to the manufacture of an item. He doesn't know 

there is a plant there. He doesn't know he is working.

I don't care where you go on the "don't-knows," it's some place 

wild, and really, if you go in and just teach him: "Now, one, 

two, three," you say to him, and you go through some kind of a 

routine and you finally say, "Now, it is necessary to push the 

sequences of levers to run this machine," you're right back where 

you started from. You could teach him this but you haven't taught 

him anything. Why haven't you taught him anything? It's not real. 

The machine has to have intention; it has to have purposes; he 

has to have intentions and purposes to run the thing. The 

activity must be a complete activity; there must be a reason why; 

the machine must fit into other activities one way or the other; 

the associations between the machine and the plant, the machine 

and other machines, the machine and the raw material, the machine 

and the finished product, would all have to be more or less 

straightened out. But maybe you couldn't straighten those out 

until you found out whether or not he was ever there at all.

And one accident-prone that I interviewed and straightened out 

one time for a great big lumber company: This fellow was a 

curiosity; they didn't know what to do with him. They knew that 

accidents were being caused in his vicinity, but they themselves 

could not believe that it was because of his influence. And I 

picked him up down at a medical center. He had just had one too 

many accidents, and this time he'd gotten hurt too, and I 

backtracked his history. The accidents in his vicinity were very 

well known. Well, I wasn't straightening him out on learning rate 

or anything, I didn't know anything about it then, but I did know 

something about causing accidents, and I finally established 

enough purposes for accidents so that he finally cognited that 

they were real, that accidents did occur; it could happen that 

something happened. It was as silly as this. I mean, I know you 

look at that and you say, "Nobody could possibly cognite on this. 

You mean, the fellow sees a whole machine blow up, and pieces of 

human being fly all over the place, and so on, and after that, 

why, it wasn't real to him?" Well, no, it wasn't real to him; 

wasn't real to him at all.

And halfway up the line an obsession, a perfect, beautiful glee 

of making these things happen turned on, which made him just 

prowl around the room and just gloat over the idea of blowing up 

whole machines and plants, and tearing everything up, and how 

wonderful it was, and then picking out his fellow workman that he 

would love to kill next. Now, this guy was perfectly sane!

But I first had to establish, to get anyplace with it, an 

agreement that I knew and he knew that accidents happened. We 

started in on people hurt; people got hurt; things happened to 

people. But what we were doing, we were just looking for people 

-- old, old-style stuff we were using -- who had a bad attitude 

toward other people. That's all we were looking for; we were 

trying to find some of his relatives or allies, you know, old-

style stuff, that had a bad attitude.

Well now, I can assess this. And what he did afterwards was quite 

puzzling to me, you see? I mean, prowling around the room 

counting what employee he was going to butcher next, and all that 

sort of thing. This was not at the time very comprehensible to 

me, but we had started on a learning level, one way or the other; 

all kinds of fixed data that shouldn't have been fixed, and all 

kinds of unfixed data that should have been fixed, and between 

these two we had a whole category of difficulty occurring on 

every side.

When he pushed a lever -- actually these accidents weren't 

metaphysical -- he was generally the one who never threw the 

switch on the little cart train, you know, that went through the 

place, he always threw the wrong switch. And he would actually 

make enough mistakes, errors and monkey business in his immediate 

vicinity that other personnel would become excited, and then 

they'd make mistakes. And that's usually, you will find, the 

accident-prone is not very mystic, he is directly causative.

All right. What do you establish then? How basic do you go? Where 

is south? And that is the main thing you have to do in running 

these processes.

Now, it's all very well, it's all very well to ask somebody, "Is 

communication real to you?" Or "Communication should be real to 

the preclear," or any other stable datum you care to feed him. 

All perfectly well to do this, providing it answers its first 

requisite. And what is that? That you have a fact on which he can 

agree, that you can find some further agreement on. In other 

words, you improve his reality on that particular level of data.

Maybe there's no such thing as auditing. You're asking preclear, 

you're asking communication, maybe there's no such thing as 

auditing, you know? I've had experience on people who were being 

audited, who knew as their biggest datum that they could possibly 

have in their whole lives, that no curative action could ever 

occur successfully. This was the biggest datum they operated on: 

No cure was possible by any means, anywhere, at any time. And 

you're auditing this guy? Only conviction sitting there. Didn't 

matter what you did for this person, you didn't do anything. You 

understand? I mean, there's just one datum.

Now, if you take the preclear's data and overthrow it and 

unstabilize it, tsk, you're asking for trouble. You've got to 

substitute data for it. So it's better for you, with no clue from 

the preclear, to start out feeding him stable data. You teach him 

stable data that you thought up, and you hope that it doesn't 

coincide with any of his stable data. Now, you don't care whether 

your stable data is right or wrong, correctly or incorrectly 

phrased, it must be somewhere close to a key datum. It must be 

then transmittible to him and rejectable or acceptable by him, 

don't you see? Otherwise, otherwise, you unsettle him and pull 

him into the bank; you drown him in confusion.

I know of only one method of picking up a preclear's stable data, 

and this method is not the best method there is in auditing, but 

it's a rather surprising and startling method, is you ask the 

fellow for a stable datum for the confusion he has just gone 

through, or you ask him for a confusion for an area: "Give me a 

stable datum for Washington."

And the fellow says, "Oh, I don't know, a stable datum for 

Washington, the Washington Monument."

And you say, "That's fine." Now you make him mock it up. And you 

make him mock it up, and you make him mock it up, and you make 

him mock it up, and you make him mock it up. Nothing else, just 

the Washington Monument. Make him mock it up, and mock it up, and 

mock it up, and mock it up, I don' t care how long, until he can 

get a perfectly clear, clean Washington Monument. At that time he 

will have no more trouble with Washington. It's not an easy 

technique to run. It's a rather hard technique to run, because 

all the confusion of Washington, he considers impinged upon the 

Washington Monument and by the time he's mocked up enough 

Washington Monuments, he will have absorbed the confusion of 

Washington into the mock-ups. It's quite, quite remarkable. Then 

sooner or later you have to have him mock up some confusions just 

to remedy his havingness on those.

You ask a fellow, "Give me a datum for your life."

And he says, "A gravestone."

Have him mock up a gravestone until it happens. That method alone 

could get you out of this. Otherwise, you feed him the stable 

data, but get stable data that will get his level of agreement on 

the subject and the action that is to hand and that is being 

learned. Find what that level is and start from there.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

REST POINTS AND CONFUSION

A lecture given on 31 October 1956

[Start of Lecture]

Well, I want to talk to you a little bit more about education as 

she is educated. I want to call to your attention at once the 

various Axioms of Dianetics. The Axioms of Dianetics, of course, 

cover the Logics. The Logics, then, actually apply to the whole 

alignment of education. And you should read those. They can be 

found in AP&A (Advanced Procedures and Axioms). They can be found 

in several other places. But those first Logics should be 

examined by you this week and used as stable data to feed to the 

preclear in your learning lessons. Got that? Got that?

Those first Axioms which we call Logics: There are a few of them 

there. Then there's the last one, that nobody has ever been able 

in my experience to completely grasp, about mathematics and the 

servomechanism role of the mind. Now, nobody ever gets that one, 

so you can have a picnic with that one. That will become a very 

unstable datum before it becomes a stable one.

But these you should use in these learning processes. Those 

Axioms plus the definitions of education itself consist, then, of 

the whole field of education in its entirety. And these Axioms 

and the definitions of education are the backbone of what we are 

calling right this moment Creative Education -- just to make a 

specialized field.

Now, this area of knowledge had to exist before Scientology 

itself could be advanced, and much earlier we knew it as 

Dianetics. And before this could be -- anything could be done in 

Dianetics, a great many of these Axioms had to exist, and you 

will find a whole bunch more of, if anything, an even simpler 

level of operation in Dianetics: Evolution of a Science.

Now, because they're not underscored and there's no italicized 

lines in that to amount to anything, you would have to pick them 

out rather carefully. And so I also recommend to you a look-over 

of Dianetics: Evolution of a Science, picking up some of the 

fundamental principles of what one had to assume in order to go 

about an investigation of the magnitude of Dianetics and 

Scientology. And they will give you more stable data to feed to 

preclears.

Now, I have another list, which are the component parts of 

auditing, and these you can use as stable data, and I will have 

that in your hands by tomorrow morning.

But in the main I wish to place this before you: We have had, 

riding along ahead of the subject itself, all of these data 

concerning education. In other words, we had those before we had 

much subject and then, because we were interested in the subject, 

we neglected the fact that we had all those. It's quite 

interesting. And so here we have education as a fait accompli, 

and we have ourselves a very, very nice science, all there, 

sitting there nicely, smoothly, plus the operating principles of 

the human mind. You see that? I mean, we accumulated all that 

afterwards.

Now, having these two things, how can you fail? It doesn't mean 

that we have a science of education only, but it means we also 

have a science of education. And it is a neatly packaged science 

which has been neatly packaged now for approximately five years. 

So it's one of our oldest possessions. And it is a possession; 

you should look on it as such.

You could really woggle somebody who is up in the upper strata of 

education if you just tossed out, in a calm tone of voice, one of 

those Logics, you see? I mean, it'd probably stop him in his 

tracks. He'd probably be completely discombobulated.

He couldn't help but agree with it because he must have known 

this somehow, somewhere -- in an unaccented way -- in order to 

get anywhere. But he has never evaluated the datum in such a way 

as to give it the proper accent or importance in use. And he 

doesn't then have the relative value of the data. He doesn't then 

know how many things this datum clarified. He has no idea of 

this. And having no idea, he of course is adrift with it. So 

you'll get an agreement which is a false understanding.

Now look at this: The agreement would be a false understanding. 

Why would it be a false understanding? He would agree with the 

datum as a sort of an "everybody feels that" or "everybody knows 

that" or "I knew that all the time except I had never expressed 

it that way," you see? Got that?

And our next remark on his part is that there are lots of other 

data just like it. Oh, no, they're not! That is the curious 

thing. Life went from a simplicity to a complexity, and those 

postulates which stand in the echelon of simplicity interwove 

themselves into complexities. And in order to reexamine a complex 

situation, it is necessary to examine it from the standpoint of 

simplicity. And when we say a simplicity, then we mean a datum 

which reevaluates all this class of data. Why does it reevaluate 

it? Because it -- this large class of data -- stemmed from that 

datum. And so we have the idea of classes of data clarified or 

simplified because we have the datum from which they came.

So the evaluation of data is very important. Is this datum 

important or isn't it? Well, if you have this datum in an 

important state -- classification -- if you have this datum as an 

important datum, it would only be true if that datum clarified an 

enormous number of related data.

Now, the word clarification here is very necessary. The datum 

must clarify a class of data. In that way it becomes a stable 

datum. All right.

Now, right away here let's talk a little bit about the rest point 

and the confusion. I told you I'd talk to you about this, and 

here we're heading right into it on the educational front. This 

shows you how important a concept this is, because it is 

evidently a pattern which is very native to a thetan's method of 

going about things. And it is so native to it that I don't know 

any case that this doesn't apply to. I have not yet found a case 

that did not proceed to resolve itself on these two things -- the 

rest point and the confusion.

Any engram is an area of confusion with enough rest point -- 

good, bad or indifferent -- in it to keep the preclear parked in 

the confusion. The confusion is there, so he seeks a rest point 

in the confusion. The rest point must be there so that he can 

seize it. This is very idiotic of him, and yet every time you try 

to budge him on this rest point, he gets the confusion. Do you 

see? You move him on the rest point, he's hit by the confusion. 

So he tries to go back onto the rest point.

Well, you're good enough these days that you can knock these rest 

points out of existence. In other words, you can unstick him on 

the track. Every time you really try to unstick him on a 

thoroughly stuck point on the track, there he goes into an area 

of confusion, and he ducks back on to another rest point so as to 

protect himself against the confusion.

Now, what's all this idiocy about? How'd it ever get started? 

Well, in the first place, no confusion was ever objectionable 

until it could impinge itself upon something. In other words, a 

confusion is not objectionable until it can hit something. You 

should see this clearly. It can hit something, therefore it's 

experienced. Now, a confusion just as such is nothing unless it 

is experienced. The only actual method of experiencing a 

confusion is to have it impinged against something and experience 

that something. You see this with clarity? Hm?

Now, you take noise. The noise in this area at this moment would 

be nothing unless it were impinging against a lecture. You get 

the idea? But because we have a rest point called a lecture, then 

the noise can impinge against something and it's objectionable. 

Then why do we say to somebody, "You can start pounding, 

scraping, screaming, and leaping up and down all you want after 

the hour of lecture?" Why do we say this? That's because the 

confusion can impinge upon a rest point. In other words, we get a 

distracted attention then to some degree, and we get a lot of 

other factors. But if no rest point were here at all, the 

pounding and hammering would not really be a confusion.

Please learn this, because it's the whole swindle of "protect 

it." It's the whole swindle of a thetan is nothing but is 

something and so on. A thetan got into a con fusion one day 

because he wanted to, but the only way he could experience the 

confusion he'd gotten into was really to experience one point or 

something the confusion was hitting. So he chooses this thing to 

experience and after that the confusion becomes experience. He 

could sit in the middle of the confusion without touching a 

single thing in the confusion and have no confusion because he 

wouldn't experience it. Do you see that? Huh?

Well, it tells you where this principle cuts in and cuts out. It 

cuts in all the way south. There's no "southier" thing than this 

principle of rest point and the confusion. And it cuts out just 

below the level of postulates as such -- he does things by 

postulate only. Wherever you have the mechanics of space and 

particles, then, Axiom 2, you've got the whole problem of the 

rest point and the confusion. Your preclear is in the confusion 

looking at a rest point (to which he objects), or he's in the 

rest point looking at the confusion (to which he objects). That's 

his lot.

When you start to run him on something like Stop-C-S, you shake 

him off some of these rest points, the confusion comes in, swush! 

But how come it could hit him? That's because he's hanging on to 

a body. If he wasn't hanging on to a body, he wouldn't be hit by 

the confusion.

I mean, it gets idiotic when you really look this over. When 

you've got this well digested, you'll laugh like hell, because 

it's one of these basic swindles of you're damned if you are and 

you're damned if you're not. Now, you're damned if you don't have 

any rest points or confusions at all, because you have no 

experience. See, there's no experience, then you're not doing any 

living. And you're damned if you do have them, because you've got 

too confounded much.

And this search for the optimum randomity is simply the search 

for an optimum series of rest points versus an optimum number of 

confusions. And you could work that out mathematically. You could 

just draw it just as nice, but it'd be different as a formula for 

every person.

Now, the common denominator of it is that there are rest points 

and confusions, and the common denominator of conditions of 

experience resulting from these is that the preclear is in a 

confusion objecting to a rest point, or is in a rest point 

objecting to a confusion. Now, that's the common denominator of 

the experience obtainable.

Here we have, by the way, the definition of fuel. Fuel is a 

confusion impinging upon a rest point. The burning of fuel is the 

action resulting from this. Now, we look into the chemistry of 

fuel itself and we find things going whizzing around something 

that isn't going whizzing. Now, when we alter this we get a 

bigger whizzingness. When we alter it, then we have pistons going 

up and down in cylinders which are relatively stationary to the 

piston. So the cylinder is the rest point and the piston and the 

burning gases and so forth are the confusion. So we have motion 

and no-motion.

But it isn't as simple as motion and no-motion. Motion and no-

motion doesn't quite describe it, because no-motion does not have 

to include experience, but the word "rest point" does include 

experience.

Now, it's a funny thing, but an automobile, no matter how well 

it's engineered, will go no place unless the automobile itself is 

impinged against the rest point called Earth. This is something 

that engineers run into every now and then, and don't articulate 

well. It's awfully simple. We ran into it when we were making 

some experiments on flying saucers, wondering if you couldn't 

drive something in space -- optimum space drives and so forth. We 

were having a good time, and the boys were doing a real good job. 

The only trouble is they found that when something was suspended 

in air without having any rest point at all, no matter what you 

did to it, it didn't move. You had to get an interaction between 

a confusion and a rest point in order to get motion of an object. 

There had to be a rest point. In other words, you have to take 

off against something, you see? You have to move in relationship 

to something.

Well, I'm just showing you here -- I'm actually warning you -- 

that you can fly off here into the whole of mechanics, 

aerodynamics, internal combustion engines -- you can just go off 

at a mad rate and find some optimum level of randomity for you. 

But... But all we're talking about is the exact common 

denominator or the central datum of motion, and that is that 

motion is accomplished by action against a no-action. But this is 

only experienced when we have a commotion or action impinged upon 

something that is not in action -- which we call a rest point.

In other words, if you could get the idea of a steel ball 

suspended in the middle of this room with a tremendous number of 

particles whamming around the room and occasionally caroming into 

the steel ball, you have a picture of rest point (the steel ball) 

and the confusion (the particles which are going around).

Now, the particles do not have to be seen, but they must be 

experienced. So therefore, you can have a confusion consisting of 

invisible particles impinging against an invisible rest point -- 

and we have very adequately described an engram.

Now, compulsive exteriorization is the action taken by the thetan 

in getting out of the whole thing. He abandons any particle 

against which the confusion can impinge. He abandons the rest 

point to get out of the confusion. He does a bunk. So that when 

an individual has scrammed out of this melee, you audit him back 

on to a questionable rest point which is sitting in the middle of 

a confusion. This makes, then, a very interestingly difficult 

problem for the preclear. The more you audit him, the more he 

tends to swing back in on this untenable position. Now, he left 

it because he discovered it was untenable, but something kept a 

complete picture of it -- the dope! He exteriorized in 1933 out 

of a moment of pain and unconsciousness -- intolerable motion 

impinging upon an untenable point -- so he left. He came back in 

a little later, and he's never again been able to occupy that 

point. So there he is, sitting out in the cold and damp -- in 

that engram.

Now, to forward himself back up the track and run the rest of it 

he has to come back into his head and come up the track. It's a 

fact that he does. He can't stand off at a vast distance, 

noncommunicating with the rest point and the motion area, and 

expect ever to resolve it. So somehow or another he has to face 

it. He has to confront it because he has to communicate with it, 

and only by his communication with it will it become null and 

void.

So that's the mechanic involved. So we have what is called an 

engram in Scientology. An engram in Dianetics was a mental image 

picture of a moment of pain and unconsciousness. That's a 

Dianetic definition. Scientology adds this one: It's a mental 

image picture of a moment of pain and unconsciousness and 

compulsive exteriorization. And we have singled out the most 

aberrative engrams on the track when we have described them in 

that fashion.

Now, some preclears are nervous. I can think of several 

colloquial words to use there, but -- well, let's just say 

they're nervous. Somebody snaps his fingers and they run out of 

their heads. It's quite interesting. They redramatize the 

compulsive exteriorization in a basic engram. They look in a 

bookstore window and see a particularly delectable, aesthetic 

picture done by Goya, which is some man in the Spanish War or 

something who has had a sharp stake driven upward through his 

body just to show him he shouldn't be a Spaniard or something. 

And he sees this picture, and the next thing you know he's 

passing the Empire State Building.

Now, he actually doesn't have a recall of what happened, but the 

body took some pictures of what happened. So he looks at the 

pictures to find out what happened, and his fate is sealed. If 

you feel you have to recover moments of unknownness, then the 

body already provides a system by which this can be done: You 

look at the pictures. You've had it! Get the idea?

So there's many a preclear hasn't been there half the time, but 

he's got pictures of the whole business. I imagine back in the 

eighties, seventies, when it was so fashionable to faint...

No wonder they fainted, by the way; I've looked over some of 

their clothes. And some enterprising scientist, using this as an 

excuse for digging up graves, has exposed to view several 

skeletons of certain periods down the ages and so on. It's really 

not possible to contract anybody's rib cage down to a point of 

where a man can place thumb and forefinger around it, but they 

did so -- not two hands, one hand. I've seen them. Its just a 

fabulous thing -- fabulous! How could anybody distort the anatomy 

that much? Well, they managed it. Now, there are quite a few of 

them around that have two hands... These were little people too, 

by the way. You can put your hands around them easily this way, 

but to put your hands around them easily that way is not 

possible. Well, let's say the skeleton distorted after it was 

buried. But anyhow, they exist in museums.

Of course they fainted. What were they using to breathe with? So 

that every time that you said Boo! she swooned. Well, I don't 

care how fashionable it was or how unfashionable it was -- don't 

care at all. The point is that it must have dramatized into 

existence a lot of these compulsive exteriorizations, and of 

course resulted in such things as tuberculosis, other things -- 

such restrictions. The restriction itself would have been bad 

enough, but they must have kept cutting engrams in with all of 

this swooning, see, which just says, "I'm gone!"

Well, they aren't doing that these days. I don't know why. 

They're generally picking the man up and taking him swooning off 

the scene. Oh, that's an exaggeration. There are a lot of women 

around who don't always have to face the situation in spite of 

what the man does. There are a lot of them -- but not many. It's 

becoming stylish now for the woman to become more Herculean.

Maybe that period, though, is kind of over. Come to think about 

it, probably is. Maybe they're both becoming sort of collapsed. 

Now, maybe that's the newest variation.

But you get the idea. This whole thing: "It's too much for me." 

Get the idea? Well, that is the postulate level. The mechanical 

level below that means that "I am sitting on this rest point 

which is surrounded by a confusion, and I am not now going to 

further continue my residence upon this rest point because even 

that is too much for me, and I'm going to abandon all." Does a 

bunk. Out they go. Swish!

Well, what do you do about it? Well, you put them back in their 

heads and run them through the incident.

So the bug in all exteriorization was that when you exteriorized 

somebody, he probably didn't exteriorize in present time. He 

exteriorized as a dramatization. And doing so, he went out and 

this disenfranchised him from life, and he behaved not in an 

improved but in a peculiar fashion. You see? He's disassociated 

from life.

All right. Confronting is the common denominator of all this. The 

way out is through; this we know. He has to be able to resume the 

rest point and the area of confusion somehow or another, so that 

he will communicate with it. But if he would straightly 

communicate with it he wouldn't have to resume it. You got this? 

But if he is unwilling to reassume it he won't communicate with 

it. So you pays your money and you takes your chance, and that's 

the way it is.

You got to get him into communication with the thing; that's 

about the end of it. And that is done by two different processes, 

completely aside from the learning processes. Two different 

processes operate in that field: One is the whole series of 

Confrontingness Processes, and the other is the whole series of 

substitute processes -- Substitution Processes. These are two 

classes of processes, both of which an auditor would find 

extremely interesting if he could look at the pc's own bank 

action while he was running the process on the pc. So the best 

way to do is to get it run on you.

Confrontingness: Now, there, on the postulate level and on the 

mechanical level, is something pretty close to as important as 

the rest point and the confusion. You're talking about two 

classes of thing now. Confrontingness adds intention to the 

condition of the rest point and the confusion. Now we've got a 

whole intention -- confront -- added to a condition which is 

simply experience. Now, you see where these two data fit. You 

see, actually, the mechanical aspect of the rest point and the 

confusion is one thing, and the intention of confronting or 

getting something done is another thing; and an auditor, to 

obtain success on the preclear, has to put them both together.

Now, the truth of the matter is, all valence closure -- now, I 

say that very advisedly. Below the level of just clean postulate, 

"I am Papa. Do something about it" -- below that level all 

valence closure comes from confrontingness. The exact mechanism 

of valence closure has now been isolated -- isolated it, nailed 

it down, described it, fixed up some processes to run on it, got 

it all set, and it's the very neatest package you've got in 

Scientology today.

Valence: The whole idea of assuming the personality of another. 

Now, when one simply does this and says, "I'm Papa," and so forth 

and that's that, he does it; that's all. But when he says, "I do 

not want to be Papa," and then becomes Papa, we find him in an 

amazingly second-rate condition.

At some time or another he had to want to be something before 

anything could force him to be anything. So the DEI cycle is in 

operation here, and a lot of other things are in operation here, 

but let's just look at it just as a clean look: confrontingness 

-- valence closure.

When the individual discovers it is impossible to make something 

confront another thing, he discovers then that he cannot maintain 

his distance between it and him, and he becomes it; and that's 

all there is to it. I'm sorry it's that simple but that is 

valence closure. When an individual cannot maintain the distance 

between himself and something else and cannot make that thing -- 

other thing -- continue to maintain that distance, he becomes it.

You might say the whole game of the universe is established -- as 

far as wins are concerned -- just with this one thing: Which 

maintained the distance? The one that maintained the distance 

won.

Now, that's quite amazing. But that isn't any great truth. This 

is a great truth: That the individual who fails to make something 

confront others by his own intention, and keeps at it, discovers 

he cannot maintain the distance and becomes the other object.

Now, you can see this mechanism. This is the easiest mechanism to 

observe we have anywhere. It's hard for some people to observe an 

engram, but it's not hard for people to observe this, because if 

they make the ghostiest shadow of a mock-up, they can make a 

mock-up confront a wall; and the next thing you know, they're the 

mock-up. It's wild.

How did you become Mother? Well, maybe you made a postulate to 

become Mother; that's beside the point. But it's a cinch you 

couldn't make Mother confront something.

Now, just skip whether or not Mother could make you confront 

things; that's a no-game condition and doesn't come into auditing 

at all. It's something that an auditor just completely ignores. 

That's cause-distance-effect with effect at pc, and we couldn't 

get less interested. What we're interested in is cause-distance-

effect by the pc upon other things, with the pc at cause.

So it's those things which he couldn't make confront things which 

he became. So the dwindling spiral is always the dwindling spiral 

of weakness.

This is confirmed by a much earlier observation. We observed... 

Much earlier I found out that closures with weak universes 

usually establish the pattern of the case -- the weak universe. 

That was an isolated datum and I just parked it there, just let 

it sit there for a long time before new observations accumulated 

with it.

Then all of a sudden one day, why, I up and dreamed up this 

process "Fight the Wall." That's a cruel and bloody process. If 

you just told a preclear to go over and fight the wall, and you 

gave him no mattress, he would continue to do so, oddly enough, 

usually. Knuckles bloody and the wall full of holes and 

everything else; and he'd go on fighting the wall, feeling fine 

-- recover at once. But it's certainly a bloody process, You want

to put a big mattress up there, or something, and let him fight 

the wall with his body and...

This uncorks more cases than you can shake a stick at. Why? Well, 

because it's confrontingness, rest point (wall), confusion. 

You're letting the preclear fight something motionless. An 

amazing process, but a little bit violent, not very well 

recommended; it's a last-resort sort of process. When Stop-C-S 

didn't resolve his case, go find a mattress.

Now, the whole idea of confrontingness means that the individual 

has some particle, object or body which he is trying to make 

confront some other entity, activity, space, condition -- 

anything, see? See, the individual is trying to make something 

confront something else.

Now, tally this in with what I told you about rest point and 

confusion. The individual cannot possibly be a victim of the rest 

point and confusion unless he is experiencing via at least one 

particle. Got it?

You get all sorts of things. You get the individuation of the 

individual. Once he was the whole confusion, now he's come down 

to being only one part of the confusion, so forth. He's decided 

he can't run the whole population, so he decides to be one body. 

Any way you want to analyze this rest point and confusion sort of 

thing, we get this condition of must have contact with one or 

more particles or rest points or confusions in order to have an 

experience. And now in order to have a game he has to make this 

thing act! Well, he doesn't want it to act against him, he wants 

it to act against something else. And so we get confrontingness; 

we get cause-distance-effect, and that thing we can sum up as 

confrontingness. Fantastically important principle in modern 

auditing.

Now, you want to split a valence, you have -- you want to split 

Mama's valence or something like this, it might be a mistake to 

have him mock up Mother and make her confront the wall, for the 

excellent reason that he may use facsimiles, and the next thing 

you know he's blown out all of the rest-point facsimiles he has 

for Mother, leaving him nothing but a confusion about Mother.

If you chew up the confusions you get a rest point. If you chew 

up the rest points you get a confusion. Auditing can do either. 

You pays your money and you takes your chance. You can change his 

randomity ratio now for the first time. You can give him a lot 

more confusions than he had before, and he'll find a whole bunch 

of new rest points, and he'll change his taste; his appetite will 

alter. Fellow thinks he has to have tremendous numbers of 

confusions, why, you can change this balance one way or the other 

and he'll change his mind. It's quite interesting.

So the rest point-confusion concept here shouldn't confuse you as 

an auditor. Preclear goes into violent agitation: You blew him 

off a rest point and put him in a confusion. That simple enough?

Now, the confusion is actual particles in motion. Don't think 

we're talking about something esoteric. You get the idea? We blow 

him off the rest point, he'll go into the confusion. So 

agitation, motion, franticness, leaping up, rushing away from the 

session, all of these various activities -- activities -- are, of 

course, the activities of confusion. So we've moved him into a 

confusion. Answer: Give him some rest points.

The individual is sitting stock-still. We can't get him to move, 

act, enter a game or do anything. The answer: Give him some 

confusions. You give him some confusions by taking away some rest 

points, or you just give him some confusions directly, or you 

take away from him the valence that sat stock-still. You got it? 

It's a simple mechanism. It's sufficiently simple that I can 

guarantee it will evade you. I can guarantee it.

We ought to have some method, by the way, of taking a whole bunch 

of marbles and having a stick in the middle of the pan and making 

you shake the marbles for a while and say, "Now, you see those 

marbles running around that stick? Well, which is moving, the 

marbles or the stick?"

And you'd think it over for a while and you'd say, "Well, the 

marbles."

You'd say, "Fine. That's the confusion. All right, which isn't 

moving?"

"Well, that stick."

"All right. That's the rest point."

Now, what would happen if you joggled the stick so it started to 

run around with the marbles? You wouldn't have any rest point, 

would you? Well, in the bank, how do you keep the marbles from 

running around, and the stick, too? Oddly enough, people are 

perfectly happy if you simply give them another stick erected in 

the middle of the whole thing. Simple.

Now, Substitution doesn't require an intention, and 

Confrontingness does, so which is the simpler process? 

Substitution is the simpler process. It requires no intention to 

substitute at all, and you will find people substituting some of 

the wildest things. Now, you can substitute anything you want to 

for the confusion. You can ask them to substitute anything you 

want to for the rest point. Either way. You can substitute for 

the rest point; you can substitute for the confusion. There are 

direct processes which do this.

Somebody who's too motionless, you could give him an awful lot of 

confusion. But that, of course, was why he became motionless. So 

if we take away a few of his motionlessnesses and get him into 

action and get him moving around and so forth, why, he will have 

enough confusion since he didn't have so much rest point to 

absorb it. You just play these things one against the other. You 

can substitute for the confusion; you can substitute for the rest 

point.

Process: "Look around the room and find a substitute for the 

confusion of the last few days." Perfectly good process. That's a 

honey.

Another process: "Look around the room and find a substitute for 

(anything you know he has as a stable datum)."

"Look around the room and find a stable datum for the confusion 

caused by Mother."

Wording? I couldn't care less. Just the devil with it. It's a 

mechanical picture: You want him to substitute things for the 

rest point; you want him to substitute things for the confusion. 

Either way, we don't care what. You don't even have to use your 

judgment on the matter; you just know what you're doing. It'll 

work out some how. Just as silly as that; it will. You give him 

enough confusions (substitutes for), enough rest points 

(substitutes for), and he's liable to get over the whole idea of 

confusions and rest points, and get so that he can move whether 

he is moved or not. It's a fascinating picture.

Now, you can just pull somebody's bank to pieces with some of 

these processes. Stop-C-S. Wow! Fight a Wall. Wow! Just pull the 

bank to ribbons, that's all. Keep good, solid control of your 

preclear all the way and the next thing you know, the bank is in 

shreds.

It doesn't much matter if you overdo it or not. What's a bank! If 

he runs short of banks, take him out and let him spot people 

whose banks he could have -- which, by the way, is a terrific 

process. It's a walk-about process: "Look around here and find 

somebody whose bank you could have." Scientologists would 

understand this, but so would everybody else if you'd said what 

the word "bank" was -- "...whose mental pictures you could have" 

would probably be the communicating one. It's a killer! That's a 

killer as a process. That's one of the best processes I know -- 

next to Substitution. That's a better process. And 

Confrontingness just takes the whole of the game of life and lays 

it out in front of your preclear's lap. Bang! There it is.

Now, I'm not exaggerating the workability of these processes. I 

used to be prone to do this, as you know. Although today some of 

you guys, really knowing auditing, could take a pc, knock him 

through a couple of engrams and put him back to battery in an 

awful rush. But man, does it require control. Look at the amount 

of rest point and the amount of stable data and the amount of 

confusion which you're chewing up running somebody straight on 

through an engram, headlong. Brrrrrrrr! It's murder, apparently.

And if you didn't chow him all the way through it, if you didn't 

shove him all the way through it, if you didn't make the grade, 

if you let him change his mind, if you let him change to another 

engram, if you for a moment let up, if you for a moment believed 

that those pale screams had any effect on you or the neighbors, 

if you for a moment believed that his onrushing temperature and 

those dark purple blotches which suddenly appeared upon his 

cheeks had anything whatsoever to do with your mercy, you were 

finished. That's a brutal business, running engrams -- still 

works.

But I don't exaggerate these -- the workability of these 

processes. The workability is sufficiently good that the results 

obtained by an auditor using these depends exclusively upon his 

skill of rendition. It's a hell of a thing. I mean, here are 

processes which directly require of the auditor his delivery and 

handling of the preclear. You see, they require that directly. So 

we have just this variable to work with, is how you do it, how 

smoothly you handle it and so forth.

We don't care what valences you get rid of in the bank. We don't 

care how many new valences we have to dream up and substitute 

for. We don't care anything about anything here -- just to hell 

with it -- beyond this: Get him to change so that he is in better 

self-mastery, better control of his surroundings so that he 

starts handling a bit of life rather than life handles him.

The only dangerous people there are on Earth are those who can 

handle nothing. Those people are dangerous. We've got one down at 

the end of Sixteenth Street here: man can't handle his temper -- 

nothing. It's quite remarkable. He's dangerous. I really just 

cognited how dangerous. I thought, gee, we were going to get out 

from under. But this man evidently will get joggled a little bit 

on some kind of a rest point that he's nebulously sitting on, and 

it throws him right into the middle of a fantastic anger 

confusion, see? And he's mechanically rocking back and forth 

between these confusions and rest points, just on a totally 

mechanical basis. He doesn't put himself into the anger, 

something puts him into the anger. You get the idea? So this is 

no self-control, we might say.

Now, the funny part of it is, when you raise the ability to 

handle the environment, you raise the ethical level. That is the 

fabulous little trigger in life that belies all former efforts at 

education and says they were for the birds, says they should have 

been ditched. Hypnotic type of education, a demand level -- 

you've got to memorize it and quote it directly back and so forth 

-- why, this was certain to lower the ethical level. So much so 

that the entire field of education no longer has these two things 

-- morals and ethics -- separated. You look in the dictionary and 

you read morals, it says it's ethics; and you look in the 

dictionary at ethics and it says morals. This is fabulous, 

because these two things are entirely different items.

All right. Now, the rest point and the confusion, the confusion 

and the rest point: you play these things back one against the 

other. Now, if an individual can't confront things, then by 

golly, how are you going to get him to confront this engram 

containing confusion and rest points? So you get him to handle it 

by substitution, and he cannot help but communicate with it if he 

substitutes for it. It's real cute. It remedies his havingness at 

the same time, if you do it objectively. You ask him to 

substitute for it, and he then is communicating with it. And as 

he's communicating with it, it all of a sudden ceases to have any 

punch at all. He finds out, in other words, that he's tougher 

than he thinks.

And now, you going to do this substitution thing and give him a 

crutch and make him hobble down life's avenue to the end of his 

days just on the basis that everything really makes the bank 

quiver, he's got to substitute things for, and he's got to go 

through some careful process or go find an auditor? No. No, then 

you have to take up Confrontingness.

What are you trying to do with people? You're trying to make them 

confront things.

Now, we get into the field of business personnel activity. The 

only people in the organization who are causing management any 

trouble are the people who can't and won't confront things. And 

sooner or later the manager begins to feel sad, tired, and have 

ulcers. You find out which person he knew he couldn't make 

confront things had ulcers. He's taken on the valence of those 

things he can't make confront things. It proves to him that he's 

an effect. Don't you see that?

How would you do this Confrontingness? Oh, well. "Mock up Mother 

and make her fight the wall." That's good enough. That's fair. 

That's a close approach.

"Mock her up and make her fight the wall.

"Okay. That's fine. Mock her up and make her fight the wall.

"Good. That's fine. Mock her up and make her fight the wall.

"Mock her up and make her fight the wall.

"Mock her up and make her fight the wall."

That's a fairly good entrance, but of course it requires first 

that one must be able to mock up Mother. Well, you can have her 

mocked up at least thinly in order to go on this.

Now, this takes some motion out of it, don't you see, and a rest 

point out of it, all at the same time and is a pretty good 

process.

A less good but far more spectacular process, as very often 

happens, is simply: "Mock up Mother and make her face the wall." 

"Mock up Mother and make her confront the wall." Either way.

"Make her confront the wall.

"Make her confront the wall.

"Make her confront the wall.

"Make her confront the wall."

Oh, Mother will do all sorts of wild things. So will Father, so 

will Grandfather, Grandmother, aunts, uncles; and all of a 

sudden, as he's checked off all the valences in his life -- all 

the people he's ever known -- there will be one that he's somehow 

overlooked to tell you about -- you know, the drunken uncle or 

something of the sort. You better have some more valences he 

could make confront the wall before you run into this drunken 

uncle, because the preclear puts that one up and it goes slap! 

snap! right back on him. He puts it up, bang! puts it up, bang! 

puts it up, bang! puts it up, bang! puts it up, bang! You're just 

at it for a long time. You're in for a long haul.

Then pretty soon, why, by being Uncle at the wall and by 

straining every fiber (thetans do have an awful lot of trouble 

with their fibers), he is able to keep the mock-up there 

confronting the wall. And then eventually he merely uses effort 

and then eventually simply holds the mock-up in there by 

postulate and then eventually can do it rather easily. And the 

odd part of this is at this time you will say, "Well now, how do 

you feel about drink?" (Maybe this was a drunken uncle, you 

know?)

"Drink? What's the matter with drink?" It's rather peculiar that 

he'd change his mind this fast.

Now, there's a whole bunch of valence splitters I put out in a 

recent HCO Bulletin which are very, very good. Oh, you didn't see 

them; they were just staff auditor release. And they wind up with 

the little gem of "Make (blank) fight the wall." See? "Mock up 

(blank) and make him fight the wall." Well, of course, the oddity 

and the peculiarity is, is this is all the process there is 

there, really. Got it?

Now, why do you say fight? That's because it's the rest point and 

the confusion at the same time. Its confrontingness and so forth. 

It's all up in one. Just confront may occasionally make your pc 

as-is all of the rest points that he's got in facsimiles for 

Mother, see, and that throws him into a confusion. You don't get 

off with it successfully.

But we have this whole picture here, and a rather interesting 

picture it is, of a preclear sitting stuck on a time track. Why 

is he stuck on a time track? Well, he is stuck on a time track 

because he is on a rest point. Why is he on a rest point? Because 

it's so confusing there, of course! That's logical. Simple Simon-

type of logic. It's the A=A=A computation. He better be on that 

rest point or it'll be an awful lot more confusing.

Now, what does 8-C do? It simply shows him that there are rest 

points in present time. That's all it does -- brings him up to 

present time.

All right. There in that rest point-confusion situation, other 

engrams have pulled in on this, usually, making a nice confused 

bundle, in some of which he is the confusion objecting to a rest 

point. So you get both of each in a preclear. You get the person 

who is in the confusion objecting to the rest point, and you get 

the person who is the rest point objecting to the confusion, all 

in the same preclear. So he runs in a phase. He runs in phases. 

First he'll be the rest point. Then he'll be the confusion. Then 

he'll be the rest point. Then he'll be the confusion. Then he'll 

be the rest point and confusion: So don't be too particular about 

which one you handle.

But remember that this working rule lies back of everything: The 

common denominator between any object and a thetan is 

motionlessness -- stop -- because stop is native to a thetan and 

motion isn't. You then get further by running stops than by 

running changes or motions. And he comes out into a better action 

by running stops. If you try to run change on them, they go half 

mad sometimes on this kind of a condition.

All right. Now, the next thing: What can you do about it? What 

you can do about it with any pc is one or more, no matter how you 

do it, Substitution Processes -- Substitution Processes. And you 

can wrap up these Substitution Processes rather easily.

"Look around and find a substitute for your mother's It's simple 

as that. You don't have to say your mother's anything. You just 

"Look around and find a substitute for Mother." "Look around and 

find a substitute for Mother's confusion."

"Look around and..." You know, spotting processes. And it amazes 

you, the A=A=A computation that you immediately see roll out.

"A substitute for Mother? Oh, I don't know. That... No connection 

whatsoever. That uh... uh... Well, it's... yes. That's very good. 

A substitute for Mother would be that dot over on the wall."

Try in vain to get an association between that! Well, that's 

because she is at the absolute level of identification and so 

anything substitutes for Mother. So it becomes a very unusually 

workable process.

Now, the next version of this is less easy for the auditor to 

control and is less successful but is sometimes quite necessary, 

and that's Subjective Substitution.

"Oh, you were in the army, eh? Well, tell me what could have 

withstood that experience in the army?"

"Oh," the fellow says, "what could have withstood it?"

You're asking him, in essence, an individuality that could cope 

with it, see? What could have withstood it? All right.

"Oh!" he says, "Oh, nothin'!"

"Oh," you say, "come on now. Come on now. Something could have 

withstood all that. Some object? Some person? Some thing?"

"Well, my mother could have withstood it!"

That's where the boy is sitting right this minute, in his 

mother's valence. So you ask him at this moment, then, to mock up 

Mother and mock up Mother and mock up Mother and mock up Mother. 

In other words, any stable datum he gave you that would have 

withstood the confusion, you now ask him to mock up -- right out 

there in the middle of the floor -- and you get him to do it and 

do it and do it and do it and do it and do it and do it, until he 

can do it easily and the confusion is no longer kicking him to 

pieces. But if you do that and reduce the confusion in the 

vicinity of that stable datum that he was using, you then have to 

furnish him with some more confusions. So you can have him mock 

up confusions, mock up confusions -- any way you want to do it, 

but you have him mock up some confusions, too. You got it?

And after you've got all of those Substitution Processes flat, 

you then have confrontingnesses, and if that doesn't exteriorize 

them it's because there's no thetan there!

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

COORDINATION OF CLASSES OF PROCESSES

A lecture given on 1 November 1956

[Start of Lecture]

Thank you.

Want to talk to you now about the coordination of processes or 

classes of processes. There are several classes of processes 

which do not ordinarily cross very much. However, one is additive 

to the next, and you could put them in a sequential chain. They 

could be placed in a chain, a gradient scale, or any way you 

wanted to arrange them, but that would to some degree be false, 

because these classes of processes, each one, take up, really, 

another aspect of existence.

Now, I'm not going to give you a list of these classes; I'm going 

to talk to you about the most important ones. The first we know 

as mechanical, and the second we know as postulate processes. 

Those are two very broad classifications, and you mustn't get 

these two confused. They are two different classes of processes. 

We won't do an A=A=A on them and say postulates go into the 

mechanics and the mechanics go into the postulates because the 

mechanical processes that have to do with space, energy, masses, 

and so forth, are all dependent in the first place on postulates, 

so therefore they're the same processes. They are not. You got 

the idea?

Now, as I say, you can put one of these on a gradient scale to 

the other: You say mechanical processes are always junior, then, 

to postulate processes. But the funny part of it is that you have 

to process mechanical processes as mechanical processes, and you 

have to process postulate processes as postulate processes. You 

see this clearly?

The two broad classifications, then, stem immediately from the 

first few Axioms, and they break down into those two enormous 

classes.

Now, the moment that we take up these, we are taking up the 

actual anatomy of substance of the universe and life within it. 

The substance of the universe is just first and foremost idea and 

thing. There are ideas; there are things. See? Now, you call 

space a thing. You might as well; it's a manufactured item. It's 

mechanical. It's a mechanic, you might say.

There's the whole category of particles which could be considered 

one different from the next, as on the periodic chart. But in 

view of the fact that the periodic chart doesn't even begin to 

cover the number of actual atoms, molecules, types of gas, 

invisible particles and so on, it just doesn't even begin to 

stretch. In the first place, it is only on this planet that it 

ends below a hundred. It's only on this planet. You realize 

there's a star, which is a companion star to Sirius, one 

teaspoonful of the substance of which would weigh one ton on 

Earth? Well, what element is that, if you please? You see, we're 

immediately outside the periodic chart.

Now, therefore, it is not true that we can carefully and neatly 

say, "This is all the atoms there are. This is all the molecules 

there are," and just let it go at that. There is no sense in 

trying to completely classify particles. Why? Because each set of 

particles is simply another set of postulated particles, and 

there could be a complete infinity of these, don't you see?

So therefore, you take the particles where you find them and 

that's it. Don't ever be surprised to find a different kind of 

mass or a different kind of particle, because they are on a 

postulate basis -- originally. Look at our gradient scale here. 

They can be postulated but they are in existence. They are. They 

do exist.

You just might as well say, "Well, all right. They all come from 

postulate, therefore it's very easy to handle them because 

they're just all idea"; and we're off onto a Mary Baker Eddy. You 

see? And she couldn't have done worse. I mean, as fine a woman as 

this was, she actually couldn't have done worse with her 

conclusion. Her conclusion was that if it's all so actual and 

painful, it better not exist -- so all is infinite mind, don't 

you see -- and never took that into category, so it never went 

south with anything.

Now, this is all very well. I'm not criticizing Mary Baker Eddy, 

because she was simply falling into a track which had, oddly 

enough, a tremendous amount of truth in it. You see, it's 

perfectly true: All is infinite mind. I mean, it's the truest 

thing you ever heard of. See? I mean, there's no falsehood there. 

But it unfortunately doesn't allow for the fact that infinite 

mind gives us at once infinite matter; and if you try to not-is 

everything, you've had it. In other words, you go through. You 

don't say, "It ain't"; you say, "It is."

You have to admit the actuality in order to obtain a 

communication. We get to this as a very tremendously sweeping law 

in processing. The preclear has to admit an actuality in order to 

get into communication. And if he cannot admit it as an 

actuality, then he cannot get into communication with it, and so 

he will remain communication-shy of this particular item, and it 

will continue to communicate at him on a cause-distance-effect, 

don't you see?

So when we say "All is infinite mind, you can just skip the rest 

of it," we are pulling a tremendous blunder in processing, 

because we are saying it is not then necessary to communicate 

with all these things which you put into existence to communicate 

with. And if you abandon this amount of communication the end 

product is insanity.

All right. We're not raising the devil with Mary Baker Eddy. She 

had a fine, hard time of it. She made a very gallant fight, and 

we are actually indebted to her for the tremendous push-back she 

gave the world of medicine. But we mustn't, in our gratitude, 

fall into the same snare.

It's very easy for somebody you're teaching to fall into that 

snare, and I tell you this as future Instructors. You're going to 

have people in your midst that are endowed with this philosophy 

that in view of the fact that it's all postulated, it isn't. Now 

look! If it's postulated, it is! Who are we invalidating? See? If 

it's postulated, it is.

Now, if it is true that you must get rid of all of it, whole-

track-psychiatry style, then you better postulate all of it. The 

way you undo mass is to undo the postulate of mass. The way you 

undo a particle is to undo the postulate of the particle. The way 

you undo space is to undo the postulate of space. Do you see 

that? But this will be found, in essence, to be pretty doggoned 

stratospheric for most of your preclears.

So therefore, we have to have this class of processes which 

simply admit the existence of MEST and accustom them to its 

actuality. Do you see that? They can't see that they postulated 

it; they have to accept it just as it is. And you get them to 

accept it as it is -- that is a wall; that is a floor; that is a 

ceiling -- and we get quite a gain, quite a gain. It's quite 

interesting what 8-C will do for numerous cases -- what straight 

locational processing will do for numerous cases.

Now, these are processes which admit fully the mechanics of 

existence and so we must consider that as a full class of 

processes. It is a full class. You don't have to say anything to 

him at all about how he postulated the stuff and how he agreed 

with it and how he helped out with the whole thing. You don't 

have to say a thing. He'll find this out eventually as you 

process him.

Now, it is quite a strain on a case to run postulate processes. 

It is such a strain that running postulate processes -- Change 

the Idea, and so on -- on a lowscale case is routinely 

unsuccessful. It reduces the havingness.

What is this mechanism of reduction of havingness? It is the 

simple mechanism which I spoke to you about just a couple of 

minutes ago. You say it isn't when it is. In other words, you get 

a second-postulate situation in the thetan. He postulated it into 

existence, it is still in existence, he hasn't undone the 

postulate which put it into existence, and now he says it isn't 

in existence. And he's made a liar out of himself, meaning he has 

denied himself, which is the only thing he can do that is 

terribly aberrative. Do you see that? So that if we bypass all of 

these mechanical processes, sweepingly, we wind up with a 

reduction of havingness. It is, but it isn't.

Now, in the field of postulates this just makes a liar out of 

him, that's all. I mean, it's just as simple as that. It 

invalidates him.

Now, you will find preclears who just ache to be invalidated. 

They invalidate themselves all the time, and so on. They've got 

this obsessively. They said, "There is a lighter. Now, I don't 

see any lighter." They said, "My postulates don't work," didn't 

they? They said, "There's a wall. I don't see a wall. There is no 

wall there at all." This is the same statement as "My postulates 

don't work. When I build a wall by postulate, I thereafter have 

no evidence that a wall has been built. So therefore, I cannot 

build a wall, and I am not capable of building walls, and there I 

am, weak." What made him weak? The fact that he said he was by 

the statement, "There is a wall. Now, I see no wall." Do you see 

that?

Now, if he wanted to get rid of the wall, it would really be 

necessary for him to say, "There is a wall." He could run out his 

having said "There is a wall," and this, then, would make the 

wall disappear. And this would only tell him, then, "I can put a 

wall there, and I can take a wall away." But the course that 

leads to complete disaster is this other course: He says, "There 

is a wall. I don't see any wall."

Now, he has to be able to see a wall, and you've moved him up 

just that height. Reduction of havingness is this process: 

"There's a wall. I don't see any wall," "Here's an engram bank. I 

don't see any bank," and we get this odd manifestation of a 

jumbled-up havingness denied.

Now, the person feels that he should have and then he says, "I 

don't have to have anything. I don't want it." You see, it's a 

clutter of postulates. But you start running nothing but ideas on 

somebody, you get in trouble. Nothing but ideas. No masses, no 

particles, no spaces. And the only reason for this is that he has 

put the masses, particles and spaces into existence as an 

actuality, and by your complete ignoring of them -- you ignore 

his ignoring of them -- you get a bunch of things which are there 

but aren't.

Now, I talked to you about the dwindling spiral of reality, where 

it went down from postulate to agreement to terminals to 

communication lines to no lines. Well, the funny part of it is as 

you start to run reality upstairs again, you have to exert an 

idea in the direction of, first, there are lines.

Well now, you'll also run into the phenomenon of his saying, 

"There are no lines." What a clumsy tangle. Now, don't be amazed, 

as you start to process somebody, to have him totally packed in 

solid all of a sudden, because that's what he's been doing. Stuff 

has been appearing around him and he says, "Oh, it doesn't 

exist." He postulated it into existence, then he says, "It 

doesn't exist." See? "I'll think about that tomorrow," you know, 

"That's nothing. Doesn't exist." In other words, each one of 

these statements is "I won't go into communication with it." See? 

It doesn't exist; I won't go into communication with it -- same 

thing. Well now, if he made it and now he's unwilling to go into 

communication with it, he's really in the soup.

So communication undoes the whole level of postulate processes, 

but postulates do not necessarily do so. Do you follow this? You 

got communication here as the tool which works best on postulate 

processes. Nevertheless, I'm going to give you some of the 

beefiest postulate processes there are.

Project: to turn on somebody's mock-ups so clearly and so 

brilliantly that he won't possibly be able to even flinch. He 

himself will be flabbergasted. It's rather easy to do. The worst 

of the cases have to be given a Subjective Remedy of Havingness. 

You have to have him mock up black spaces and black masses or 

something and push them in. Remedy his havingness with these 

blacknesses in order to clear the field up a little bit. But 

maybe that isn't even necessary, because the process I am going 

to give you is a quickie, it's impermanent, and he will be upset 

by it, but it's a process you have to know.

You have the preclear get the idea of putting up a mock-up or a 

facsimile the size of the wall before him, and then have him get 

the idea... This is just get the idea, you see; just postulates; 

nothing but. Now, you don't ask him to do it; he just gets the 

idea of doing it, see? And then he says, "Well, tsk! that'd spoil 

the game," and not do it.

Have you got this sequence? Let's get this sequence well. You 

have him get the idea of putting up a mock-up the size of that 

wall, have him hurriedly get the idea that it would spoil the 

game, and have him quickly stop and not do it. It's devastating! 

Run on a case that is quite high it is a very powerful process. 

Run on a case that should have been run on mechanics, it still 

works but it's one of the most deadly things you can do to him. 

All of a sudden he has staring him in the face something he has 

so often postulated mustn't exist -- a facsimile, a picture, a 

mock-up -- that he is flabbergasted. And you are doing something 

which appears to him to be just witchcraft, that's all. Because 

the facsimile he will begin to put up there, the mock-up he will 

begin to put up there, whichever he does, will be so deep, so 

massive, so brilliant and so big, it'll be quite upsetting. You 

simply run the cycle of postulates which ran him into not putting 

up things. Got that? That's just the one-two-three. Got those 

now?

I don't tell you not to do this. Do it all you please. Isn't 

going to kill him any. It's certainly going to stun a few 

preclears, because even on a black case it has some chance of 

happening. But the kind thing to do to a black case is to give 

him a Subjective Remedy of Havingness first to get rid of the 

blackness and then do it.

It's just those three steps. I'll go over them again. You tell 

him this; this is just your palaver:

"All right now. I want you to get the idea of putting up a mock-

up the size of that wall. Now get the idea that would spoil the 

game and not do it."

And that's all there is to it. Then you tell him again, "Now get 

the idea of putting up a mock-up the size of the wall. Now get 

the idea that would spoil the game and don't do it." One-two-

three, one-two-three, one-two-three. Just like that. Over and 

over and over again.

Now, at the end of an hour or two, he will be getting these 

fantastically huge, overwhelming mock-ups. That's for sure. You 

never saw such brilliance and clarity in your life. If you, in 

Dianetics, wanted to turn on somebody's facsimiles so he could 

see them and run them, then this would have done it.

That's why I say these days I couldn't be interested less in 

research; can do things like this.

Now, this has a companion postulate process:

"Now get the idea of putting a mock-up in the center of the room 

that everybody could see. Now get the idea that would spoil the 

game and stop it." The one-two-three again.

"Get the idea of putting up a mock-up in the center of the room 

that everybody could see. Now get the idea that would spoil the 

game and stop it."

Now, those are run, first one, then the other. In other words, 

you have to flatten the one where he puts up the facsimile or the 

mock-up the size of the wall before you enter in upon this other 

one. It has been found to be more successful if it is done in 

that sequence.

Now, I have never run a preclear to a point where the mock-up did 

appear with total solidity in the middle of the room -- on this 

same process. Never have. But I have run one to the point where a 

shimmer appeared, which some other people, coming into the room a 

short time afterwards and sitting down, noticed and wondered what 

it was. There was a shimmer in the middle of the room.

Now, we're straight on the highway of putting a universe together 

when we can do that with a postulate process. But don't think for 

a moment that it doesn't upset your preclear, because he becomes 

convinced that it'll spoil the game, and sure enough it would. 

Sure enough it would. That's absolute truth.

"All right. Let's get the idea of putting up a stack of a million 

dollars worth of one-dollar bills in the middle of the room. Now 

let's get the idea that would spoil the game and not do it." 

("Stop it" or "not do it" interchangeable; "stop" sometimes 

upsets him.) And he'll pull out of that in a very short space of 

time with wild protests. "What you're trying to do is just ruin 

the economics of the country," he's liable to tell you, because 

he shortly becomes aware of the fact that it is within his 

capability to put that stack of bills there that would be 

perfectly passable bills! He sees himself ruining the 

construction trade, ruining the whole of the contracts and 

business of the planet builders, completely wrecking the genetic 

line. What would be the use of having the genetic line if every 

time you wanted a body you simply mocked one up? And then 

everybody did this, and we would have a game without limitations 

which would not then, of course, be a game because there wouldn't 

be any barriers in it.

That's a rather fabulous pair of processes.

Now, you can figure-figure on these processes if you want to and 

undercut them in some fashion or another and do other things with 

them. Yes, they advance a case, but they don't put a person in a 

frame of mind where he can live in this universe. That is the 

singular limitation we are confronting. In fact, it puts him in 

quite a different frame of mind: that it's impossible to do so, 

particularly with a fellow on the loose like you, an auditor. 

Because sooner or later you're liable to start in on this and 

start mocking up Ford cars from one end of the street to the 

other, and that would ruin the economics of the automobile 

business and that would ruin this and that would wreck that, and 

he begins to find out he has a stake in this universe -- which is 

the important postulate recovery. Nothing else is important about 

the process, really, except that one. He does have a stake in 

this universe.

You never saw a man get down and scream until you've run this 

process for several hours on a preclear. It's just over his dead 

body!

"All right. I'll do it again."

I've seen them sweat, so on. People who a few minutes before 

would have said, "Well, now..." Oh, I mean pardon me, a day or so 

before would have said easily, very easily, "Oh, well. The 

destruction of this universe would be a very good thing. Very, 

very good thing. Yeah, nothing wrong with that because -- get it 

out of the road -- because it's the thing that's victimizing all 

of us."

And then you run him on this other process, and he finds out he 

doesn't want to get rid of it, and as a matter of fact is liable 

-- and not in all cases -- but is very liable to accuse you of 

being a destroyer par excellence.

Now, those are the two most powerful postulate processes of which 

I have any acquaintance, because they do not necessarily change a 

case but they certainly upset one!

Now, we've fooled around with this quite a bit. Years ago we had 

Concept Therapy. Somebody down in Texas (a traitor to the state 

by the way), turned this out just as Concept Therapy, and he's 

been fooling around with it ever since. And they've had their 

various vicissitudes. But Concept Therapy is one of the limited 

therapies. The only thing wrong with it is havingness; it throws 

havingness down. You directly make somebody change his mind. You 

run the positive and the negative in order to get out the maybes. 

A maybe is composed of the positive and the negative. We remember 

all this. This is years ago -- Scientology 8-80. It's true and 

there's nothing wrong with it except one thing: It doesn't work 

well on people who are still getting acquainted with the 

mechanics of existence. You get that? So it's one of these real 

high-toned processes. A fellow would have to have a Remedy of 

Havingness from A to Izzard. He'd just have to have a Remedy of 

Havingness the like of which you never heard of, on any subject 

under the moon, stars and sun. He'd have to be able to accept and 

reject anything and everything on the whole planet Earth and the 

surrounding galaxy, too. And then Concept Therapy would work 

without liability.

But why do we have a therapy, since a thetan can do this anyhow, 

and if you get him up to that state, he can always simply change 

his mind? Remember there are certain things he doesn't want to 

change his mind about, and the first two processes I gave you are 

those things. He doesn't want to actually get into a frame of 

mind whereby the whole universe is invalidated and he has no game 

left of any kind whatsoever.

Now, we could work this out in various ways so that it became 

more workable and we got around these odds and ends, but it's too 

high for the usual case that you run into. That case has to be 

run on mechanics.

So, the two major classes. You get somebody exteriorized in 

present time, he'll run on all the postulate processes you ever 

wanted to do. And you can do the first two on him with great 

success; he'd love them. But he'll tell you after a while, "You 

know, you're trying to ruin the universe if we keep this up much 

longer!" He gets quite convinced of that.

So mechanics do fit into the realm of existence. It is no good to 

be a physicist, and reject all masses.

Now, I want to call to your attention an omission in the first 

ten Axioms. There is an omission in those Axioms. One of those 

Axioms says that the particles, grouped, become masses. Do you 

know that? Well, masses also become masses simply by being mocked 

up as masses. Got that? So there's a little added clause in that, 

and you'll see the proper correction on it one of these days. 

It's already been done.

Now, when we started to keep walls from going away, it became 

apparent at once that our people had been misguided by the field 

of physics; and the whole subject, in paying some attention to 

physics, had itself been misguided. So we just took physics out 

of Scientology. The one thing that seems to run out when you keep 

walls and masses from going away is simply this: molecules, 

atoms. They're a swindle. A wall is a wall! It's solid! How come 

it's solid? Well, because it was postulated as being solid. 

Ground is ground. Mass is mass. And in view of the fact that 

nobody has ever seen one of those molecules or atoms, it of 

course gets into the realm of invisible particles, which the 

physicist is terrified of.

You would never get into such terror in your life as you would 

get into running a physicist on making the air of the room solid 

without seeing that it had to become so. There's real terror on 

that for these boys. The invisible particle; they're haunted!

Actually the whole field of disease depends on these invisible 

particles. Radiation for its reaction on the body depends upon 

its invisibility. Invisible, invisible, invisible, invisible.

Well, you see, it's closest cousin to being a thetan. It can 

produce an effect but it can't be seen. Well, that's disease 

germs and so on. Somebody invented a microscope and found out 

there were little wigglety-wiggles and animalcules and things 

like that and this convinced him. But he never asked this: Did 

they exist as live forms or did the body make them? That's a hell 

of a thing to throw at a... Do the diseases exist as a separate 

protoplasm line, chasing endlessly through time (the way they 

teach you in biology) or does one body scent the postulate from 

another body that it is making glumwums, and it starts making 

glumwums, too?

Now, the question is, is do glumwums make glumwums? This is an 

interesting question. I'm just asking it as a question. I'm not 

giving you any data here. I don't have any real evidence -- in 

spite of the fact that they say glumwums can be cultured, I don't 

have any real evidence that they're real glumwums. I think 

they're just glumwums that stimulate the body into making 

glumwums. I don't know that a body can be affected by some other 

body's glumwums beyond seeing the other body has glumwums and 

wanting to be duplicative and nice about it, of course, mocks up 

glumwums.

See, this whole subject is very interesting. In other words, is 

the entirety of disease autogenic by the disease or is it simply 

a generative function of the body, restimulated by the existence 

of such a pattern in another body? This is one of these 

fascinating questions. You could go round and round about it. But 

if you did go round and round about it, you might suddenly come 

up with the answer to disease!

You see, glumwums are supposed to be very, very chewish. They 

chew, you know, on everything, you know? They do! They just gnaw 

everything up and swallow it up and spit it out. But how come

they don't chew up some bodies? Do they have some kind of a guild 

law -- hm? -- that bacteria must not eat bodies that have 862 

more cells per cubic centimeter than other bodies? Or... It gets 

too complicated if you go that way.

So you find some bodies will always escape in an epidemic, and 

yet all of these bodies are made out of meat, and the most 

fastidious cuisinarian in the Solomon Isles would not be able to 

detect the difference of taste between one of these bodies and 

another, but one of these bodies is susceptible to glumwums and 

the other body isn't.

I don't care how new the disease is. It suddenly springs forth 

from the Middle East and chews up everybody in England -- the 

Plague! Well, how come everybody in England didn't die of the 

plague? Well, they should have! Or were there some bodies around 

that didn't think they ought to generate them?

It normally requires a fear of the illness before the bacteria 

will bite. Now, we know that in Dianetics and Scientology.

Um! So if somebody is very afraid, he is liable to be very 

agreeable. This is the principle that's used in international 

relations by France, England and other countries.

I wonder if this just isn't one of these things where some bodies 

make glumwums and some don't. You put some glumwums into body A 

and body A says, "Ah! Eeek!" and immediately makes some. You put 

some glumwums into body B and it says, "Ho-hum," and doesn't 

bother to make any and therefore it gets a sign hung on it saying 

"Immune."

You see, if you came way downscale about disease, you would 

consider at once that it was a thing, wouldn't you? It would 

become a thing.

Actually barbaric races always develop into a visible god any 

poorly understood phenomenon. They always give it a visibility. 

They build it a house and put it on a pedestal. They give it 

mass, in other words. If they don't understand something well, 

then they'll symbolize it in mass. Just like medicos and other 

barbaric peoples: They don't understand anything about the brain 

so they give it -- they give thought mass, and yet there is no 

evidence that any part of the brain performs any real function in 

the process of thought. There really is no evidence to this 

effect.

I know we've heard about people with bullets in their brains and 

they then couldn't perform certain functions. Well, we had one 

not too long ago in the HGC; and when we got through with him, in 

spite of the fact that he hadn't gotten any brain back, he'd 

gotten all the functions back, and they hadn't transferred over 

to something else, either.

So it doesn't look to me -- it doesn't look to me any more than 

somebody has manufactured a terminal to match up the postulate 

when the body starts making glumwums. Do you see that? And it 

fits in with more of our way of thinking, if we really conceive 

this, this way. It's by agreement. "I get sick; you get sick. 

Okay? Fine." Tu-huh! And yet there is such an agreement.

Now, this goes down into a terminal and the terminal is a 

glumwum. This is an agreement gone solid. But what is an 

agreement? An agreement is a postulate gotten lonely.

Now when the glumwum disappears, we have the phenomenon of the 

solid communication line. In other words, the glumwum is a thing 

now, and so we say it's a solid communication line of some sort 

or another, but the terminal is invisible. See that? An 

invisibility of terminal then occurs. You've got just the Reality 

Scale falling south here. And then pretty soon even the 

communication line disappears.

Now, let's look at that. Let's look at that, because this 

particular civilization has not yet attained that depth of 

depravity. The terminal is no longer visible. Just how you get 

glumwums is not clearly discerned because it's very hard to 

isolate all carriers. But they still isolate some carriers, don't 

they? They can still do that, in spite of the fact that the 

terminal is invisible. So we have come to a point of a substitute 

terminal. We call it a carrier or a host. In other words, we can 

find the host but we can't find the thing easily.

Now, the more electronic microscopes they invent, why, the 

greater difficulty they have trying to find glumwums. This is for 

sure.

I made one of these microscopes, by the way, in 1932, which was a 

very successful microscope. The first one used the principle of 

ultraviolet light, which I recognized was registerable on a 

sensitized plate -- photomicrography, in other words. And 

therefore, you could see smaller. We had already gotten to the 

microscope's limit on light, and you had to get a tinier wave of 

light in order to see smaller things, you see? So I went -- got 

smart here, one way or the other; got lazy or curious or 

something of the sort -- and went south into ultraviolet light 

against photographic plates. Very interesting. Interesting 

phenomena. Using a very, very, very fine-grain emulsion, and I 

couldn't see any difference myself. Although I'd gone south, it 

didn't seem that we had really wound up anywhere. I got some 

cultured slides -- some slides of various cultures of this and 

that and so on -- and looked at them. And they were definable; 

they were discernible and so on.

And the next year got even more curious, and we had something 

that would bombard a screen with very, very tiny particles that 

they have now assigned very interesting names to -- alpha, gamma, 

Eisenhower, all kinds of names to these menaces -- and anyhow, I 

found out the same thing that Yale spent, I think, two and a half 

million dollars finding out about eight or ten years later.

They've had these big electronic microscopes -- they fill a room! 

I don't know why they had to build them so they fill a room, 

because all they are, in essence, is some sort of a screen on 

which a particle, directed in straight line, will register. The 

particle, of course, sees something by detouring around it. So 

you just have magnetic plates that keep the particles going in 

straight lines, and where they encounter something, why, they 

leave a pattern on the screen. That's about the whole of it.

And two or three times they've had measles all beautifully 

categorized. They've had beautiful pictures of measles. Only they 

keep coming up with different pictures. And you can't take a 

slide and throw it into one of these machines and say, "Ah! 

Measles." You say, "Now we'll inject it into something and see if 

it gets measles, and that was measles, and we've collected 

another picture of measles." It's not a certainty.

It's like electrocardiographs. Have you ever seen one of these 

things? Well, somebody spends four or five years studying the 

patterns of these in order to detect whether or not somebody has 

heart trouble. Look! Anytime you've got to spend three, four, 

five years studying a meter to find out how to read it, you'd 

better invent a new meter. Either that or the meter isn't 

registering anything.

It's like Rorschach. You spend four years to get so you can 

interpret a Rorschach. Well, any time anybody can take kid 

inkblots that were invented back about 1860 -- you drop a blot of 

ink on a piece of paper and then you smash another piece of paper 

down over the top of it. That's the first game. And you get an 

inkblot. And now the kiddies look at it and they say, "What is 

it?" and they guess what it is; because it makes a strange 

pattern. Now you take a white card and you drop some ink, then, 

in the middle of this, and fold it good and tight. Squish, you 

know? And then you bring it out like that, and you look at the 

resulting pattern.

Now, that is a Rorschach inkblot! Was originally a child's game, 

and still is! Somebody goes to the university or some other 

pathological area and he studies for four years to learn how to 

interpret these things. And if anybody, however, has ever gotten 

a hold of the textbook, he can interpret in any way, shape or 

form that he cares to. And that's what makes it such a handy 

test, is it doesn't depend in the least upon the person being 

tested.

You always want several tests like this around. They lend to the 

authoritative atmosphere, you see? Requires super experts in that 

case.

Actually, the responses on Rorschach are supposed to be very 

standard from one type of insanity to another type, or one insane 

person to the next, or something like this and so on. Actually, 

there's the wildest response you ever heard of. And it doesn't 

coordinate against other types of tests, which makes it, of 

course, at once suspect. You take all the people in several 

insane asylums and you give them the test, and you take several 

people in a university and you give them the test, and you get 

what the difference is. And if the difference is undetectable you 

give it to several people out in the public and see if there's 

any difference again. Empirical findings.

All these tests do from our standpoint, by the way, is measure 

change.

That's a little bit off the subject. The subject is that we 

simply are dealing with the field of detection. Now, what is this 

detection? What are we detecting? We are detecting a terminal 

which has become invisible.

Now, if you'll notice, people wear glasses when they can no 

longer see small objects. Then they'll wear glasses to see the 

small object. Don't you see? Well, there is nothing wrong with 

wearing glasses. You're just boosting up the sight ratio. After a 

while people wear microscopes. Got the idea?

What is a pair of glasses? You notice eyes are supposed to 

deteriorate; the glasses have to be thicker and thicker and more 

and more powerful in order to see these objects more clearly, you 

see? Well, this is just the symptom of something going out of 

terminal. It's going out of the class of terminal into the class 

of visible comm line. You take anybody with glasses and have him 

mock up beams to the object, and he'll find out he can do that. 

If his glasses fit him at all he can always get beams between 

himself and objects rather easily, of course, given a clear 

field. You want to worry for him a little bit if he has to do it 

forty or fifty times before he gets a beam, because he's running 

upscale from no beam. Got the idea?

All right. Now, the invisible terminal is a vast study and an 

important one, because it is the lowest rung of the field of 

mechanics. And we apparently have come back to postulates, only 

we haven't.

I want to call your attention to this rather strongly. We 

apparently have come back to postulates because we can't see it. 

It does exist but we cannot perceive it, therefore it's 

invisible. It can render an effect upon us, that is obvious, and 

yet we cannot perceive it beyond its effect. We can still 

perceive the effect area but not the cause area at all. Terminal 

gone.

Now, doesn't that look like a postulate? It certainly does. It 

certainly looks like a postulate; and you will find more people, 

then, classifying postulates in that band rather than in their 

proper band.

"Thetans are fearsome things. They fly around in the air and 

throw postulates at you." See? "Anytime we get sick it's because 

of the ghosts and devils." See? Actually, it's just an invisible 

terminal that was set up there God knows when. Just held in place 

endlessly.

How many of these things are there? Duhhh! How many terminals 

have become invisible, per any given preclear? A few.

Well, let me tell you something very interesting: A thetan 

originally didn't think it was a good house unless all the light 

in it came out of the objects. We're using an entirely different 

system here. The light shines on the wall and then shines back. 

The wall reflects, or reflexes, you see? Well, this is different 

than the object emanating, and once upon a time a nice object was 

one which emanated. But how does an object emanate? Well, it has 

to glow, of course, and we get the whole phenomena of gamma and 

so on.

Well, now. These terminals have disappeared. One doesn't see 

these around very often, but one knew they were around and one 

knew they were scarce and one knew therefore that they were 

dangerous, and so one reacts to gamma.

Now, we can explain this very easily. It's a matter of lost 

terminal, invisible influence, hidden influence -- anything you 

want to call it there; hidden influence is what we normally call 

it in Scientology -- but it simply means the terminal is 

invisible.

Now, you run a fellow upscale and he will find more terminals 

than he thought were there, and several of these will be 

radiative terminals, radioactive terminals. We process mechanics 

on somebody who is sure it is all postulates and we're never 

wrong. Got that? We're sure. This person is absolutely certain, 

you get it, that it's... We've seen a lot of those cases.

I begin to suspect my own sanity every once in a while. I got a 

fairly wide comm line going on Earth here. And you guys got some 

comm lines going, and we put out some ideas, see? And these ideas 

wind up places. You know, all of a sudden they wind up in 

someplace, and somebody is glibly coming on the air and giving 

forth one of our ideas. Now, our comm lines are better than you 

think. They're much better than you think.

Well, I forget this every once in a while -- I forget how good 

these are -- and I get a shock like I got in Great Britain one 

time. And I really tried to follow this comm line back, and had a 

hard time following it back. And it wasn't for about two or three 

weeks after my first effort to track the comm line that I found 

the actual communication channel; and the actual communication 

channel existed. Put out an idea out of the PABs about educating 

peoples before we armed them. I mean, just as simple as this. The 

Labour Party grabbed this whole-hog (of England), and came out 

with a policy which is now their policy with regard to other 

countries than England proper. It's very fascinating. And I 

thought, at first, you know, I says, "Well, what do you know! You 

shoot an arrow into the air and it falls to earth you know not 

where."

One night the TV was turned on (British TV) and here were a 

couple of chaps, a Labourite and a Socialite or -- Conservative 

and a Labourite, that was what it is -- and they were discussing 

this idea. You educate them, and you make sure that you have 

democratic principles beaten into their skulls before you start 

shoving freedom and machine guns in their paws. You know, that 

was all the idea there was, and they were discussing this, and I 

said, "The -- the -- the -- the -- the... What the hell here? The 

-- just a minute. Am I skidding? Maybe I shoot an arrow into the 

air..." I said, you know?

Well actually, people in insane asylums are sure they do this all 

the time. That's the thing they're sure of. See?

So I said I'd better go over and take my Rorschach or my 

Wassermann, or whatever you take, and make sure I'm still moting 

on all eight cylinders -- well, at least one or two of them. And 

it had me in a bit -- a bit confused there. So I tried to run it 

down along one channel, and I wrote one auditor who had such 

connections and I said, "Hey! Did you put this through there?" 

and he wrote back after some time and he said no.

And just about the time he wrote back and said no, I got a long 

letter asking me for more material, from a person who had simply 

sort of hung around on the outskirts of the London organization 

but who is intimately connected with the government. And this 

person was writing me to get more data on the same plan. So it 

wasn't an invisible communication. You get the idea? But for a 

while there I had my doubts! What's going on here? What have I 

got here, an invisible communication line? From no terminals? 

Worried me.

But downscale they don't worry about it when they see something 

like this. They just "know" that is the thing. They just "know" 

that is the thing.

Now, you add it up to the fact that the person can't work, can't 

spit, can't think and can't run on any process that you run him 

on, and yet they're absolutely sure that all they've got to do is 

just accidentally think a thought that somebody is going to run 

into a lamppost, and somebody will run into a lamppost. Got it? 

They get sold on this invisible terminal, invisible comm line, 

way down south -- way down south below nowhere. Now, a thetan way 

up top can do these things. And they sort of remember this 

capability. Now, these people at the same time tell you that 

there is no such thing as a mechanic. They tell you there are no 

walls; they can take care of that sort of thing, you know, and 

they tell you that's easy to handle. Their emotional tone is 

quite often beautiful serenity.

Now, this is interesting. This person not-ises mass and puts 

himself into some kind of an ecstatic state. He's got the whole 

universe on the back of his neck. He daren't look or the whole 

thing will fall in on him, don't you see? He has this all 

suppressed with such pressure that it is fabulous. He has the 

universe itself completely suppressed. Do you see that? All 

right. We see this commonly amongst holy men in India, Tibet, so 

on. They're quite good, many of them, and many of them are quite 

nuts.

There's a nice piece of differentiation here. You have to 

differentiate between the person who can do it and the person who 

says he is doing it. See, there's a difference. And that 

difference is the acceptance of the mechanical universe. The 

fellow who can do it can also accept or build or construct or 

reject the whole cockeyed universe -- the whole thing! -- and the 

other fellow daren't accept any part of it.

So don't fall into an error here in processing. The fellow who 

does it all by telepathic thought and has Western Union wiring up 

his brain so the government can read his mind, or something of 

the sort... It doesn't even have to be that crude. He tells you 

that he doesn't have to be processed on any of these things like 

walls or things like that; he's rather insulted about the whole 

thing. He's much better than that. This is your boy. You run him 

on mechanics. You just run him on mechanics.

Now, we don't care what processes you use. You certainly, 

however, use walls. You use walls and spaces and floors. You can 

put ideas into them, you can do anything with them you want to do 

with them. You make invisible particles solid if you want to. You 

do anything you want to. We don't care what you do as long as it 

is a mechanical process. The process must then process the 

mechanics of existence, with very good procedure, with tremendous 

stress on the communication formula. The funny part of it is, 

you'll have a hard time.

The other boy who can really do it is quite interesting in that 

he can be processed perfectly and easily on mechanics. He's just 

as willing to be processed on mechanics as he is on eating soup. 

Doesn't matter to him. He can stay in good communication with you 

or not. He might change his mind and not be in communication with 

you, too, you know.

Furthermore, the game (and here's the other one) does not have to 

be complicated for the fellow who can make the postulates stick 

at a distance. The game can be so simple it's idiotic. It can be 

awfully simple, and he can still enjoy it as a game. And brother, 

the other fellow has to have nothing short of Brahms. See? It's 

got to be nice. And, of course, if he's really interested, it'd 

be Prokofiev. That's life. That'd be really interesting!

That's fascinating to see there that we have newly inherited a 

brand-new method of detecting differences of tone, and that is 

complexity: What is interesting?

This, by the way, gives you the whole substance of interest. It 

tells you that interest has to be enforced by complexity as you 

go downscale, whereas interest and disinterest upscale is by 

postulate.

Now, you see those first two sweeping classes of processes? You 

have to call them classes because when somebody gets out of 

mechanics, he can handle mechanics, he can mock them up, he can 

do things with energy and spaces and masses, motion and no-

motion, and so on, he can do things with all these things; he 

then has only one class of processes on which he can run with 

benefit and that consists of postulate processes. But we didn't 

understand it three years ago that these were as widely separated 

as they are. They're plenty widely separated. And so we have to 

treat them as two entirely different classes.

Now, these two occasionally coincide so that you can do both at 

the same time, and where you have that you have an optimum 

process because it processes both. But just because you're 

processing both, for heaven sakes don't think you're processing 

one thing, because you're not.

Some cases react very, very well to mechanics alone and some 

cases react to ideas and mechanics at the same time. But you're 

doing two things at once; remember that you're doing two things 

at once. Substitution and Confronting as processes are doing both 

postulate and mechanics at the same time, and there you have the 

coincidence of the two fields. But they are two fields, and if 

you get somebody who cannot even vaguely embrace both of them at 

the same time, you have then to run on him mechanical things, 

mechanics. Get him to feel walls, put walls there. Do anything 

you want to do but run him only on mechanics without straining 

the brain. Got it?

Okay. Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

WINDUP ON STABLE DATUM AND REST POINTS

A lecture given on 2 November 1956

[Start of Lecture]

Thank you.

Well, I want to give you a talk rounding up rest points and 

stable data. And I've been talking to you about rest points and 

stable data for some time. And one of these days, why, you'll 

know all about them. I say "one of these days"; that's a cynical 

remark, but good auditors cognite on this, after a very careful 

briefing with examples, in about three days. They say "Yes, yes, 

I understand that. There's nothing to that. I got it all 

straight." And "Yes, yes." And then about three days afterwards, 

they hysterically get on the telephone and they say "My God! I 

see what you're talking about!"

So I'm merely alerting you that people have had difficulty 

wrapping up this thing. And I'm not asking you to have any 

difficulty. All I'm doing is asking you to be sure that you do 

understand it. You just ask the -- just look at it from all sides 

and see if you've got it taped, see? There might be something 

there you missed.

It's very simple. It's very simple. Confusion and the stable 

datum. A confusion of data is aligned by selecting one datum and 

then aligning other data with it. And if you do elect that datum 

which is the stable datum of that, or that class of confusions, 

then indeed you'll have an alignment. If you elect the wrong one, 

you will still have something of an alignment, and it is still 

better to most people than a confusion, but it itself is 

aberration.

The difference between aberration and sanity is simply that: One 

elects the right stable datum in any given confusion. If you fail 

to elect the right stable datum, you are apt to get misaligned or 

missing or random data left over.

Now, if you follow the modern scientific method, you would simply 

throw these unwanted data away. But if you were honestly and 

actually doing research, you would, of course, see if you had the 

right stable datum which did include these other data too. And 

you would do a good job then and get them all aligned.

Now, the confusion and a stable datum are exactly aligned with 

the Axioms you find under Dianetics -- that portion of the Axioms 

of Dianetics which we called Logics -- and the whole story is 

contained therein. That was fall, 1951.

However, the full impact of that did not hit until the fall of 

1955, and no processes that handled it to amount to anything 

emerged until the spring of 1956, and no sweeping use of it was 

made until about October of 1956.

Now, this material, then, has been with us a long time, but like 

many simple things has gone overlooked, because the material 

itself was not entirely evaluated. In other words, it, being the 

evaluation of all material, did not itself get evaluated. Do you 

understand how then you would just completely miss looking that 

squarely at it? And yet we've had it in our possession all these 

years -- five years, really.

And it has to be stated, however, in such a way as to express 

itself in mechanics.

Now, I talked to you yesterday about mechanics, because you have 

to understand that it isn't enough to consider confusion and a 

stable data in terms of postulates and data. So actually 

something brand-new has been discovered: Its application to 

mechanics have been discovered. I want to show you that mechanics 

are parallel with postulates but are a different class of action.

Therefore, if you take this matter of confusion and the stable 

data... Let's take a confusion of data; let's take the Department 

of the Interior. The Department of the Interior, let us say, is a 

confusion of dispatches, orders, departments, bureaus, sections, 

units, activities and so on, and every few years, they try to 

bring order to this by putting in a new secretary of the 

interior. But in view of the fact that the department itself is 

not too clear on what it does or why, and in view of the fact 

that people seldom bother -- who are working on a clerk or a 

bureau level -- seldom bother to inform the new secretary what's 

going on... Which is true enough; there's nobody as ignorant 

about the Treasury Department or the State Department as the 

secretary of the treasury or the secretary of state. As a matter 

of fact, every once in a while the departments will stage a 

mutiny against this new political appointee, and they just cut 

him off the comm lines and he's dead.

Now, the only man that ever held down the Department of Interior 

thoroughly was Ickes.

I remember Ickes pronunciamentos, and I knew some fellows who 

knew Ickes. I never knew about what Ickes did. I have no idea 

exactly what his modus operandi was, but he did attempt to act as 

some sort of a stable datum to his department.

All right, however that may be, a confusion is not really as-ised 

or aligned by adding any new stable datum to it. Do you see that 

clearly? I mean, just by appointing a man to the Department of 

Interior, or appointing a man to the Department of Commerce, or 

appointing a man to the Treasury or State Department does not 

necessarily make these departments into a smoothly running 

organization. Not necessarily at all, because he may or may not 

know the stable datum of that particular department, and he may 

or may not act to align its communication lines, bureaus, data 

and administration.

There was a fine Department of Agriculture, once, run by Wallace 

-- not today's Wallace, his progenitor. As a matter of fact, 

today's Wallace depends, if I remember rightly, for his repute 

mainly upon the old man's organization of the Department of 

Agriculture. Now, before the older Wallace, if I remember 

rightly...

I'm very foggy on this sort of a thing because I'm from 

Washington, you see, and you just wouldn't know. You see things 

running around in Cadillacs, and four years from now you see more 

-- different kind of things running around in Cadillacs, and it 

just doesn't make much impression on you.

But the departments themselves do make an impression on you. You 

go into them. You run into them all the time. Their activities 

are very much in control of the district, and before the older 

Wallace, if I remember rightly, Department of Agriculture didn't 

do much. It didn't have much. It was a confusion. Agricultural 

programs and so forth had not gone out, and I think the old man 

did a great deal to bring order into this. He actually created 

the thing. And by golly, the thing is still running on the older 

man as a stable datum, or was a few years ago.

This difficulty, of course, is that you have an orderly 

organization by a stable datum which has an exact definition for 

what it is doing, and that definition is held in common 

throughout the entirety of a department. That is the only point 

I'm trying to get across. Whether we have the right people or the 

wrong people in charge of these departments doesn't matter. But 

the point is that this man does represent and is part of every 

other bureau or organization in his department -- would make him 

a stable datum to that department, don't you see?

Now, supposing we simply appoint somebody -- oh, I don't know, 

oh, let's get real goofy. Appoint somebody from California; 

appoint somebody from California to the Supreme Court. Fellow saw 

a law book once; used one to sit up to the table so that he could 

get high enough to eat his cereal. And this man is simply 

appointed, and they say "Now, you're the chief inquisitor." And 

he never bothers to inquire what a chief inquisitor is. He 

doesn't do anything like that. Next thing you know, the place is 

in a sort of a confusion. Well, that's because it's running on a 

pretended stable datum.

Now listen: it's much worse to have an organization running on a 

pretended stable datum than it is on no stable datum at all. 

Remember that. Remember that real carefully, because aberration 

itself is simply that action of pretending something is a stable 

datum when it is not. This stable datum is there by force; it 

does not color or represent the activities of the remainder of 

the area, so that we have a great many discoordinated and 

disrelated data. Do you see that? Many data which do not mesh 

with data. You follow me?

We'll pass all sorts of laws, make all sorts of decisions, go 

completely overboard, dive in all directions, scramble 

everybody's eggs, you see? Things could become very random under 

such a circumstance. Procedures fall into disuse which are the 

main procedures of the administration of an organization. 

Procedures which are of no use whatsoever come into being, which 

tie up the wrong terminals with the wrong communication lines, 

and the next thing you know you have a preclear.

All you have to do, you see, is just elect the wrong stable datum 

and make sure it is a stable datum. And those actions are the 

actions of aberration.

Well, let's take Ickes and the Department of Interior. All right, 

this boy sat there, and he fought and spat and roared, and I 

don't even think old FDR even ever backed him up. He never 

stepped backwards for a split instant. He was mean. And you 

started to cross up the Department of the Interior, or mess up 

some of its functions or whatever department he had there... I've 

been in on some meetings where this person was present and I was 

very impressed, very impressed. He was terribly forthright and 

awfully clear-cut. Nobody could get him involved in a 

complication. That was one of the interesting things.

The law that was handed to him said so-and-so, and if it 

coordinated with his department or unit, why, that was fine; and 

if it didn't, Congress had better watch out. I mean, the man did 

stand as something his own division and people could count on. 

They counted on this man, you see?

The odd part of it is, there was another great secretary I knew 

better than Ickes by a long ways, and that was Knox. And although 

Knox got knocked around quite a bit, and although he dramatized 

his name occasionally by offering to take off his coat and fight 

you if you didn't instantly agree with him... He was a pugnacious 

little man -- a man, by the way, who was a very fine secretary of 

the navy at a time when they needed one.

They had Knox and Forrestal. I don't know that anybody deserved 

these men, but they had them. But Knox was quite interesting in 

his earnestness and interest in every part of his department; he 

was all over the shop. And yet the man was simply an owner of a 

newspaper out in Chicago before he came in here. He actually 

brought in part of his own newspaper staff. You'd see them 

scattered around over the place. You'd see sergeants of Marines 

and newspaper reporters from his paper almost of equal rank.

And the difficulties that he got into were only the difficulties 

that the Navy Department got into. Now, get that clearly. If the 

Navy Department was in difficulties, why, he was in difficulty, 

see? He didn't get into difficulties disrelated from the Navy 

Department. You got it? He did operate as a stable datum, in 

other words. See, he was stable as a personnel.

Every once in a while, why, his chiefs of operation, something 

like that, would get real wild. And of course, all they had to do 

was take their umbrellas or their rubbers or whatever they wear 

when they get to be admirals and diddle across the street and see 

Franklin and say "Franklin, Knox is being mean to us. He won't 

let us have those new pretty gray uniforms we saw, here in the 

middle of the war. And he says it'd be a bad burden on the 

service and on the manufacturers, and so forth, to have to turn 

out a brand-new uniform, a brand-new type of uniform, right in 

the middle of a war."

And Franklin, of course, he was an indulgent man. He'd say "Well, 

we'll just bypass him." Well, they bypassed him once too often 

and they killed him. But with him and Forrestal went the Navy.

The Navy is sitting over in the "Pantagon" [sic] building now. 

The sailors are wearing corporals' and sergeants' stripes on 

their sleeves, and the officers are wearing army bars on their 

raincoat shoulders. And I think the last time any naval 

officer took a ship to sea, he ran it into the mud down here, 

didn't he?

Well, you see, the area got into a confusion as soon as you 

disturbed its stable data too well.

Now, I'm not asking you to side politically with this; I'm 

actually trying to show you some examples of how you'd work this 

out.

Now, supposing you had a company and the company sold insurance. 

And the head of the company was yourself, and you were interested 

in selling insurance. And you were interested in all parts of the 

company and its insurance business and the activities and actions 

of all of the personnel in that company, and also interested in 

its customers and the communication lines. And you were operating 

simply to run a good company. That was the postulate on which you 

were going. You were going to run a good insurance company.

Well, that company would be not confused; it would be an 

unconfused company. Do you see that? Why? Because you are 

operating as a stable datum in that company. You are working for 

that company, and you are serving that company, and the company 

is serving you. In other words, it's reciprocal. You see that?

Now, one fine day, you move aside. You get interested in 

something else; you go to Florida, or we suddenly open up the 

draft and you're only seventy-two, so you get drafted. And you've 

said a kind word about the wrong people, or something of the 

sort, so they draft you.

Anyway, you get ahold of somebody who tells you he's an insurance 

man, only he's really best trained in running food-canning 

plants. None of his data aligns with insurance. And somehow or 

another, by some fluke or pressure or exigency or something, he 

gets in charge of your company. You just know that the customers 

sooner or later are going to get their policies in tin cans.

Well now, if he simply worked at the job of running the company, 

it would be confused, but possibly it'd get by -- possibly get 

by.

Now, let us say, you lost that man; you put another man in. He 

apparently was a good man too. But leadership being what it is in 

these United States today, this new person that you put in didn't 

work for the company, had no sympathy for any of the difficulties 

of its people or employees or anything of the sort, did not try 

to operate as a point of justice, adjudication, administration, 

origin, but instead worked only for himself.

Now, there's an interesting fact, because you have a camouflaged 

hole -- what we call a camouflaged hole. Here's a post that is 

there, but it's not there. And a camouflaged hole is worse than 

no head of the company.

You realize that people have been around in employment this long, 

you walk off and you leave them for a while, and they still 

operate. To some degree they still operate. They'll mock up 

something; they'll keep functioning one way or another.

But you put in somebody who stops their operation or backs them 

up or directs them in some other direction for some other purpose 

than that for which they are working, and you have at once an 

insanity. Do you see that?

He's trying to make a few quick bucks to stick in the bank in 

Florida for himself, you see, and the company somehow or other 

continues to try to run an insurance business. But every time 

they run into a nice big policy sale that isn't going to net 

their present manager any money, or something like that, he 

cancels it, stops it and queers it one way or the other. Maybe 

he's trying to drive it downhill to a point of where he or some 

of his friends can buy the company for nothing and then sell its 

assets or do something like this, you see?

Now, you've seen that situation in a national transit strike. 

There was a fellow by the name of Wolfson. Why he's named such a 

thing, I don't know, because it's an undignified thing to do to a 

wolf. But this dud managed to get deep enough into politics so 

that everything went his way, so that he could take a great 

transit company, bleed it white of its amusement parks, its new 

equipment, its proper plans for improvement, everything else, and 

just sell these things in all directions, put some money in his 

pocket, and so on.

Now, that man was pretending to be the head of a transit company. 

Now, that transit company without any head whatsoever possibly 

would have gone on running quite smoothly. The streetcars would 

have gone back and forth. You'd have possibly found the motormen 

would have forgotten, maybe, to wear uniforms after a while. They 

would have become individual to some degree, without being 

driven. You'd probably find them driving along eating sandwiches 

and drinking Cokes or something of the sort. It'd have been a 

relaxed atmosphere, but you still would have had streetcars 

running and functioning. But with Wolfson at the helm -- 

interested obviously in nothing but making money -- there was 

nobody with whom anybody could negotiate. Because he was not 

negotiating on the subject of transit; he was negotiating on the 

subject of how much money he could get out of the federal 

government without taking a gun to people. And he did a very fine 

job of it. He did a very fine job, splendid job -- for Wolfson 

and his brothers, but not for the transit company.

And here we find, a year later, the same situation, the same 

involvements, the employees all upset with their union, 

everything in chaos, and you have a transit company that doesn't 

transit. It talks about strikes and other things, you see? Now, 

that's insanity. Do you see that?

Now, what causes this insanity? It is a false stable datum who is 

simply pretending to be or who is pretended to be -- somebody 

else pretends he is -- the head or stable datum of this area or 

organization, and is not. There you have a camouflaged hole: 

There's no datum there, but everybody thinks there is. And that's 

insanity.

And that's what's wrong with your preclear! That's a very 

sweeping statement -- "That's what's wrong with your preclear" -- 

but it's very, very true. That you could sum up aberration as 

rapidly as saying that it is a false stable datum holding in 

check an entire body of data, is quite a statement. Now, that's 

not stated to be exactly worded, but it is certainly there. Don't 

you see? That is.

Now, an idea can become fixed, and a person can then force other 

data to align with that idea, and you have individuation. An 

individuation is a fixed idea disassociated from other ideas with 

which it could associate if you pulled a couple of barriers or 

rearranged a few stable data. That is individuation. Something 

becomes individual by refusing to take part of its class. By the 

way, individuation is not necessarily a good thing, not 

necessarily a good thing at all. Not necessarily a bad thing; it 

certainly makes a game.

But too much individuation itself is an insanity, and we have the 

manifestation known as the "only one." An individual who should 

be part of certain classes of data does not consider himself to 

be part of those classes of data, but considers himself to be 

standing on a lonely plain all by himself, when as a matter of 

fact, he is in close communication with many other data and he is 

refusing that communication. The refusing of that much 

communication, of course, is a psychotic situation.

Now, we've applied it to something as big as a government 

department; we've applied it to a transit company and so forth. 

Well now, how about the totally mechanical aspect of a bunch of 

particles gyrating in space? In other words, a mechanical 

confusion. How about just a bunch of particles mixed up, 

confused, in motion, in a certain given area of space? Now, how 

do we apply it to something like that?

We apply it on this basis: We say none of those particles moving 

in this given area of space are still, therefore it is a total 

confusion.

You understand that when you think of particles running in an 

area of space, you are apt to also add the walls to contain the 

space, and the walls are motionless, and you can compare the 

movement of the particle to that wall. But let me assure you that 

if there are no walls there at all, then all particles are in 

motion with no particle to regulate any motion with. You cannot 

compare, then, the motion of any one particle with the motion of 

any other particle unless you try to operate on two particles in 

motion simultaneously.

Now, I understand they do this in the navy. They have what's 

called mooring-board exercises and so forth. You have two 

particles in motion and so on, and these guys pretend -- they 

actually have the gall... This had me thrown one time. I just was 

thrown on this. I would go around in circles seeing mooring 

boards in front of my face.

You had a destroyer going in one direction, a battleship going in 

the other direction or some odd angle, each at a different rate 

of speed, and you wanted to know how far they would be apart at a 

certain period of time, and they were pretending that all 

particles were in motion. Now, it's not an understandable problem 

as long as all particles are in motion. It can't even be worked 

out. There is no answer.

They omitted (the idiots that dreamed up this mathematics) to 

mention that the mooring board which you're handed has a center 

point. That point is motionless and all other particles (the 

courses and ships) are moving in relationship to that center 

point. They are moving in relation to a motionless something.

But even if you considered the center point in motion too, 

remember there is another point with which their motion can be 

compared and that is Earth, the center of Earth.

If you were to lose some night the center of Earth, all people 

engaged in working with mooring boards would have to go get lost 

too. More importantly, all navigators would be out of a job. They 

are totally dependent on the center of Earth. They're not 

dependent on its surface but the center. Even if you didn't have 

stars, they could still work something out. They consider the 

center of Earth motionless. They neglect its movement. They 

consider all heavenly bodies as in motion compared to the center 

of Earth. That's the way they do it.

In other words, even [in] this complex problem of the mooring 

board and mathematics of this character which are really 

tremendous, you have these things compared to something. They are 

compared to something which is motionless.

Now, it may just be the person who is solving it who is 

motionless. But you'll always have something motionless with 

relationship to any problem, or it is a confusion and is 

unsolvable. Get that plainly. A total confusion is not solvable 

short of Scientology. It just is not solvable.

Scientology has something new here. Man is doing -- but 

Scientology states that man is doing this thing: He arbitrarily 

appoints one spot in the confusion or one particle. in the 

confusion, regardless of its rate of speed, as motionless. He 

just arbitrarily says, "Okay, that's not in motion. All other 

bodies are moving in relationship to this body. We'll therefore 

neglect all other motions of this body. In comparison to them, 

we'll compare all particles as moving in relationship to this 

motionless bit of chaff." And at that moment, the confusion 

becomes not only that much less confused, but observable. This is 

the fabulous thing about this thing. For the first time you have 

become aware that there is a confusion to be ordered.

You nail down one point and say, "This point isn't in motion. All 

other things are moving in relationship to this point," and then 

look. You may find yourself completely out on the edge of the 

galaxy and you really shouldn't have elected that particular 

particle at all, but what difference does it make?

So the secret of the whole thing is simply that in a confusion we 

have to consider that all particles belong to more or less the 

same class if they are ever to be classified. They must belong 

more or less to the same class.

For instance, it'd be pretty hard to figure out the cosmic-ray 

bombardment through this room if you considered it in 

relationship to the air in this room. See, the air is already in 

motion or other things in the room are in motion, don't you see? 

And you've considered one set of motions versus another set of 

motions, and that in itself is a hell of a confusion. It just 

simply means that you have two classes of confusion which are 

making a new confusion, and you're getting very involved.

But you can consider cosmic rays in this room very easily by 

considering they're moving in relationship to the floor, or in 

relationship to the body's head or in relationship to anything 

else, even a photographic lens that you have parked someplace 

that you're going to take photographs of them with. It doesn't 

matter what you have there; you've got to have something 

motionless which has something to do in intention with cosmic 

rays, at least. It must have a similarity, even if only a 

similarity of intention.

Now, you could consider all the cosmic rays in the room, as they 

fly through the room, in relationship to one cosmic ray in that 

whole group that is flying through the room. And then you 

wouldn't be studying the cosmic rays in the room; you would be 

studying a class of cosmic rays, and you are apt then to get 

answers. See, you're apt then to discover something about their 

behavior. Otherwise you are considering them with relationship to 

a datum which is not necessarily related at all: the room. We've 

added an extraneous stable datum, a camouflaged hole. Cosmic rays 

have very little to do with rooms; they go through walls. Rooms 

don't stop them, therefore why should you study them in 

relationship to a room? You'd have to study them, really, in 

relationship to cosmic rays or something that would photograph 

cosmic rays or do something about cosmic rays which itself was 

motionless. Don't you see this?

Well, supposing somebody has been going along fine and he's 

gotten into a traffic jam. Obviously it's a tremendous confusion. 

Remember that it is a class of moving particles; it is traffic. 

And remember that he is occupying one stable datum: his own car. 

He always considers the traffic moving in relationship to his own 

car. He usually does.

Very few people consider their own car, going at any rate of 

speed, as in very much motion. The passengers do but the driver 

doesn't. And therefore the traffic can be driven through in a car 

very easily. It's just usual, ordinary.

Well now, the moment you tried to go through the traffic with a 

pushcart, you would find more randomity. Why? The stable datum 

you have selected -- a pushcart, which is not going to be in 

motion -- is not of the same class of data as the remainder of 

the confusion. So trying to understand traffic by looking at a 

pushcart becomes difficult.

Now, let's go a little further than that and let's just look at 

traffic from some vantage point of which we are totally unaware. 

If we're totally unaware of a vantage point, then looking at the 

traffic only and not examining the highway or a signpost or 

anything of the sort, we would see an interestingly confused 

scene.

The traffic would be going in all directions without being in 

relation to anything until we did what? Until we selected out one 

car or even a still signpost or something to judge the motion of 

the confusion by. See that? So in that degree we would begin to 

understand the traffic.

Now, as we begin to add it up and find out it totally consists of 

automobiles, we would begin to separate it out. But as we observe 

it, we see that there are also trucks in that traffic, and being 

able to look better than they have been able to look in traffic 

(hah!) engineering departments, we would see that the trucks 

produced a randomity of flow which was quite interesting. They 

are not of the same class as the remainder of the traffic; they 

are wider, heavier, slower, they go at different rates of speed 

and so forth. So we find the traffic falling over these trucks.

Now, if we were to choose a truck and say, "That is the stable 

datum to all this traffic," as a trucking company would do, we 

would then try to resolve all traffic from the standpoint of a 

truck, and it wouldn't resolve. Trucks would keep getting run 

over by small cars.

Now, if we were to take all traffic from the standpoint of a 

passenger-vehicle operator, we would once more not solve the 

traffic problem, because we would have to handle passenger cars 

and trucks. And what do you know, we finally find out that it is 

really not possible to solve traffic by taking either of those 

two viewpoints. It's not possible. Traffic will not really ever 

be solved until they have classified the particles of the 

traffic.

Now, there are three particles in traffic. There's another 

particle which is growing up and which is rather treated 

levitiously, at this time but shouldn't be, because it's getting 

to be a very dominant part of traffic. There is the truck; there 

is the routine driver -- routine passenger vehicle, simply on its 

mission of carrying something or somebody here or there -- and 

then there is the sports car, or the fast automobile which is 

speeded up well above routine workhorse cars. Now we've added 

another class of traffic.

Now, there is transcontinental traffic, or transstate traffic, or 

large-distance traffic, and then there is short-haul traffic. So 

we've got two more classes of traffic which we had better 

separate out of this problem and look at very fairly, and find 

out that any traffic situation then must satisfy all these 

classes of traffic. We can't satisfy just one of them and satisfy 

all of them; we'll still have wrecks.

Now we've got to look at the whole problem of drivers, and we've 

got to examine drivers from a standpoint of "How do we classify 

drivers?" Well, drivers are most easily classified as people who 

can drive and people who can't drive but are driving. And we find 

out all the real difficulties with traffic come down to the 

directive control of traffic -- these people. These people cause 

a great deal of difficulty, because the people who can't drive 

but are driving are not stable data, and never could be stable 

data to any of this problem anywhere, because they're camouflaged 

holes. And traffic accidents happen and people get killed in 

traffic because traffic contains many of these false stable data. 

So we have finally reduced it all down to a class of person, a 

class of thing, which isn't. Everything else is traffic, but 

these people aren't traffic. These people are saying, "We are 

part of this traffic; we are drivers." They are not drivers. 

Don't you see? God knows what they are!

But just for this inability, and inability to understand this, 

and for lack of these Scientology theorems, as many people are 

killed every year as were lost in World War I on the U.S. side. 

That's a lot of people. Why doesn't somebody do something about 

it? Well, that's because they're too stupid to do anything about 

it because they don't have the mathematics necessary to work out 

the problem.

We actually have a little test we could give to people that would 

immediately slice out of this whole problem the pretended data, 

the data that are not of the class. We would at once see that 

this person is not a driver; this person is a murderer. This 

person is not a driver because this person cannot control an 

automobile; this person cannot control something so therefore 

this person is not that thing.

A driver by definition is somebody who drives a car, by which we 

understand he's in control of the automobile. Well, there's about 

10 percent of those people out there on the roads are not in 

control of an automobile at all, and that's being very 

charitable, I assure you. But I'm only talking about the extreme 

case! The cars are rolling down the highways being started and 

stopped by traffic lights and intersection signs, when they are 

started and stopped. "The car stopped me that time" sort of 

thing.

Now, you look this over and how had we taken this problem apart? 

We took it apart in all classes, but we found these classes were 

still related, until we found something that was pretending it 

was what it wasn't.

Now, as we take apart a preclear's bank we do the same operation. 

We find something that's pretending to be a stable datum and part 

of the preclear, which isn't.

Now, we did a great deal of work on this very early when we found 

and isolated the engram. Up to that time everybody thought this 

was part of the person, but it wasn't part of the person because 

you could delete it and you'd get more person.

Well, when you delete something and get more of something, you 

obviously aren't dealing with the same class of thing. You're 

dealing with some false thing that is reducing the remainder. 

See, you're not talking about the whole class, you see? You're 

talking about a false datum; it's a camouflaged hole really. We 

erased the engram and we found out the individual became more of 

a person. You see that?

So actually these engrams were pretending already to act as 

stable data to the confusion of the preclear, and they weren't, 

so they didn't ever take care of the confusion. They themselves 

contain the confusion.

But we can look at this as auditors, at this class of things 

called engrams. You see that? We're looking at these pretenders; 

they pretend they're in control of the situation and so on. And 

the whole task is how you delete, eradicate, these things, or get 

somebody up to a point where he can accept something else for a 

stable datum besides an engram. That summates auditing in the 

final analysis. The fellow doesn't obey things which have no 

right to command him.

People are so commonly obeying things which have no right to 

command them that they at length stop obeying anything. Now, you 

an auditor have a right to command a preclear; that's for sure. 

An engram, put in by some black operation of one kind or another, 

thrown into restimulation by this and that, has no right 

whatsoever to control a preclear, even if it's just because I 

said so! See, you could add it just by postulate like that. But 

the fact of the matter is it doesn't have a right to control a 

preclear because it's not capable of controlling him. It's only 

capable of confusing him.

Now, every one of these engrams, oddly enough, mirror this whole 

problem: confusion and the stable datum. An engram always 

consists of confusion and stable data, only we say it this way: 

It consists of random particles and rest points. There's a point 

in it which is considered to be motionless. The preclear occupies 

that point of the picture. See, the scene isn't there anymore. 

The engram is pretending something else: It's pretending the 

scenery is still present. It's not.

So we have all this confusion driving the preclear into working 

with the first and foremost series of postulates he made 

regarding mechanics and motion -- that you select out one thing 

and call it motionless and thereby evaluate the remainder. So the 

preclear occupies a rest point or a motionless point in the 

engram and considers the rest of the thing in motion.

Now, I'll give you a little experiment. All you have to do is 

stand up in front of somebody and start waving your hands in 

front of his face and so forth, and the next thing you know he 

just goes dthuhhh. You didn't hurt him. You stand him up and 

start waving your hands in front of his face, just like this -- 

just motion-motion-motion. Watch what he does.

He will immediately follow this basic law, that to take care of a 

confusion you occupy a rest point. You consider one point of the 

confusion as motionless and view the remainder of the confusion 

from that point. What's he do? He stands stiller and stiller and 

stiller and stiller. The more you flash your hands around in 

front of his face, the quieter he gets, up to a point where you 

bodily thrust him off of the rest point he has elected to occupy 

and force him to occupy no rest point, and then it all goes Boom!

See, power of choice let him at least say, "Well, I will stand 

here and fix myself so that I can look at this motion." But when 

you shoved him off of even doing that, now it is all confusion 

and he himself becomes confusion. You've overcome one thing. On a 

high positive basis, you've overcome his power of choice. You 

have not let him occupy the point which he said he wanted to 

occupy, therefore he can take the confusion.

It's quite interesting in a house, for instance: If you were to 

say, "Well, I'm going to take this little back room back here, 

and I'm going to put my clothes in here. I'm going to set this 

up." Even though the house was very, very noisy, you would be 

able to handle it to a marked degree. Why? You had elected to be 

in the little back room, and you figured you could get that up, 

and you could keep traffic from going completely and always 

through there; and you have decided on a rest point and that's 

that. Now, the confusion you would find would not bother you 

anywhere near as much. You always had a (quote) "hole to crawl 

off to" (unquote). You got that?

Now somebody comes along with vast authority one way or the other 

and says, "We need this room to put together the icebox and so 

on. And we're going to put the icebox and so forth in this room. 

And we're moving you into the front guest room because that room 

is much more comfortable." It's even better insulated and 

isolated, but you notice the confusion more occupying that room -

- your power of choice on what you elected.

Now, you take some little kid -- finest thing in the world to do 

to a little kid is something I am guilty of doing to little kids, 

is move them around quite a bit, see? They object. You really 

have to give them a lot of affection, quite a lot of processing 

and so forth. They lose their toys, their favorite places and 

that sort of thing.

But the serious thing to do is a blunder I pulled once and I will 

never, never pull again: There's a regulation saying that all men 

of one rating should not be in one compartment. You see why that 

is; if the compartment is wiped out with shellfire you 

immediately lose all of your machinists, or all of your gunners 

or something of the sort, you see? Very wise regulation. But a 

crew went aboard ship, tumbled into the choice bunks, first-come 

first-served sort of a basis and there were only two or three 

that had to content themselves with no power of choice whatsoever 

over the bunks. And these fellows, because they had been trained 

in gangs -- more or less, they had been trained by their ratings 

and were just out of schools -- were all friends, and they 

grabbed off compartments, one after the other.

Somebody came aboard. I was very busy. I was trying to keep the 

fellow in charge of shipbuilding, the officers in charge of 

shipbuilding, from making too much commission out of the ship. I 

was trying to get some of the stuff aboard that they had billed. 

And somebody rushed up to me and he says, "You know, the crew is 

all nailed down one type of rating per compartment."

And I said "Well, to hell with that. You know what you're 

supposed to do on that." I said, "Scatter them up."

Now, I didn't bother to inquire. I didn't ask anything about it. 

I didn't even know they'd all gone aboard. Didn't know it at all. 

I just thought he was talking about some kind of a plan or 

something of the sort. So I said, "Shake it up," and he shook it 

up all right. He assigned every man his bunk throughout the ship. 

Boy, for about thirty or sixty days, boy, these guys were 

uncomfortable on that ship. I didn't understand it till recently.

They hadn't elected to be there, most of them, anyhow. They 

hadn't elected to have a war. Nobody'd come around -- Eleanor had 

never come around and said, "Bill, you want to have a war?" 

Nobody had done that. An oversight; she was probably busy.

We were finally driven down to the fact that it was terribly 

confusing, but they at least had grabbed their own bunk, don't 

you see? And even if it leaked overhead, why, you would have had 

a hard time disturbing this fellow. And I turned around and 

messed it all up again.

Well, by the time it could get rescrambled the other way and so 

forth and adjusted, why, everything was going well again, because 

we'd got so much shuffle the other way to, that I finally had to 

tell them "Go on and pick your own bunk" all over again, you 

know? We'd been into a yard and gotten patched up so that 

everything got rearranged, and they got some power of choice 

again and their morale came up.

Now, why would their morale come up? Just power of choice over 

"what I am holding down as a stable datum." You got that?

Do you see at once why a learning process is one of your most 

important processes? Now, for instance, I sit here and I tell you 

that a stable datum and an area of confusion is damned important 

business. If you yourself can't see that, it is not important 

business at all. If you can't find that in your own experience, 

and if you cannot, by applying it, discover that it works in 

preclears, it is not then an important datum. Do you see that?

All I can do is demonstrate its possible existence to you. I'm 

unfortunately making you look at the very anatomy of any engram 

you've got in restimulation, and that's a rough thing, then, to 

teach. I tell you that the engram consists of pain, 

unconsciousness and compulsive exteriorization. All right, but 

its mechanics are composed totally of confusions and rest points! 

You don't have to believe that until you see it.

You might say a preclear, a thetan, is a living being occupying 

an unstable particle in the midst of an intolerable motion. Well, 

the unstable particle he's occupying is unstable or he wouldn't 

consider it difficult to occupy the motion area. He obviously is 

not occupying those points or particles or positions which are 

related to all other particles and positions. He must be 

occupying something which is disrelated, hence it's an engram. Do 

you see? He's occupying something that's not related to these 

other things; he's just standing back and watching the confusion. 

Otherwise he would have related this thing to all the other 

things, it would have ceased to be a confusion, he couldn't have 

cared less. See? He simply would have walked off. He would have 

moved up the track.

So there's a contradiction going on. He's sitting there on a rest 

point and the engram is waving its hands in front of his face. 

You get the idea?

Now, that inverts and he gets driven off of this point, and then 

he is in the motion watching a motion. Wow! That's pretty rough. 

But not as rough as this one: He's in the motion looking at a 

stable datum. He's in the motion looking at a stable datum. He 

doesn't have the stable datum! He can't have a motionless thing 

or body; he must stand there and look at a motionless thing or 

body of which he can have no part, and in which and with which 

he's not in good communication. Don't you see? There he is.

So you get these three conditions, or you simply get the 

condition of no preclear: He's not a preclear at all; he wouldn't 

be occupying anything mechanical at all.

Your preclear -- you could classify this and say -- could occupy 

a motionless particle that is not in any way related to or 

surrounded by any other particle. But he gets a question if he 

does this. He doesn't know whether the particle is in motion or 

not.

So you get the next condition: Your preclear is simply looking at 

a confusion. Or your next condition: He's occupying one point of 

the confusion, considering it motionless, and is therefore 

looking at all other particles as being in motion. Or he has been 

shoved off this point and is looking in a confused way at 

confusion, but that's not bad. Or he is in the confusion and 

knows it's a confusion because he can look at but not occupy or 

be or assume or assemble this stable datum. You got it? He's 

looking at a stable datum.

Let us say he was living in a family which had a person, quite a 

reproving person, that wouldn't permit anybody to be him, who was 

the most stable thing in the family. This would be pretty wild, 

see? This person is so obviously stable so obviously still, so 

obviously fixed and set...

Now, this person, by the way, actually attains this by telling 

other people they're in motion all the time. So you get a sort of 

an engramic situation here. "Why don't you be calm like I am?" 

"Why don't you take this whole thing calmly?" "Why don't you 

rest?" "Why don't you do this?" All of which infers that the 

other person is not. And eventually the other person will wind up 

out there in the confusion looking at the stillness.

Now, you run this process on them, it practically kills them: 

"Look around and find something in the room that is still. Now 

make your body confront it." Yeooow! This runs out more motion 

than you can shake a stick at; actually is a killer on the 

subject of obsessive motion.

Let us say somebody had a twitch in his hand; his hand twitched 

all the time. Well, tell you something fascinating. If you said, 

"All right, now look around and find something that is 

motionless. All right, now make your hand confront it. Now you 

make your hand confront it." If it could be made to come real at 

all, why, the next thing you know -- if he even vaguely had the 

idea of making a hand do anything -- you'd all of a sudden see 

the twitch turn on much more rapidly and then run out. See that 

use of it?

Now, Substitution and Confronting are two very fine uses of this. 

One of the processes of Substitution is to get him to substitute 

stable data for stable data. If you yank the stable datum out, 

he's in the confusion for sure. If you yanked it out completely 

enough and quickly enough, he would go all the way out of the 

confusion and wouldn't be bothered with it anymore. But it's a 

little bit difficult to do that. You don't yank it that cleanly.

So what you do is you substitute for the stable datum, or 

substitute for the confusion. So this becomes a laughably 

workable process if it is done only four or five times.

"Make up a stable datum for that difficulty." See, that must be 

very briefly done because he simply as-ises usually... He 

generally just picks up his old stable datum. If you only do it 

four or five times, he usually feels fine. Or you could say 

"Invent an individuality that could cope with that situation." 

That is the longest statement you could possibly make to add up 

stable datum. "Something that could withstand it" -- any of these 

things would summate into that. And you say, "A worse condition, 

a confusion, a difficulty, a problem" and you're all saying a 

confusion. See?

So this is the way you handle these mechanics. You can substitute 

for the confusion, substitute for the stable datum, or you can 

simply bring up his level of tolerance in confronting motionless 

things and things in motion. These are essentially the basic, 

blunt methods of handling it, but there is the whole category of 

Creative Processes whereby you have him create confusions, create 

stable data, create things confronting the wall. Have him dream 

up or think of a stable datum that could withstand that confusion 

or something like that, and simply have him mock up then that 

stable datum, on and on and on and on and on. He says, "An 

iceberg." You say, "Okay, mock up an iceberg." And for the next 

two hours you have him mock up icebergs.

These are the types of process which are used in this. But Stop-

C-S and other things also bring these things into view, and 

practically everything you're using will display this phenomena 

of the stable datum and the confusion.

Thank you.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]
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[Start of Lecture]

Thank you.

Want to talk to you about disaster relief and the handling and 

alleviation of atomic fission casualties.

We have covered in this course here a great many things, and it 

is time during the last half of this course that I became very 

specific about our activities and our various gains.

The handling of atomic fission is not a problem as far as setting 

a bomb off; it is not a problem as far as delivering the bomb or 

getting the appropriation to build bombs. It is a problem in 

human foibles, is a problem in human discretion.

There is no problem in controlling the bomb before it goes off, 

but there is a great deal of problem connected with controlling 

people who might set a bomb off. Just as you would not let a 

child play with a .45-caliber automatic, loaded and cocked, so 

should no relatively aberrated person with hates and passions not 

at all under control be permitted to handle or direct the use of 

anything as broadly fatal as atomic fission.

Unless we can enter the problem at that level, we have to think 

in terms of handling casualties. And so there are two levels 

where we could operate here. One would be an infiltration of the 

personnel and departments that do handle this and try to 

guarantee that those people that make policy are in a good state 

of sanity.

Failing that, however, and failing also to be able to regulate 

these same establishments in any nation that has an atomic 

establishment, we think, then, in terms of repair or escape.

We have, then, two levels to which we can immediately address our 

attention. The first level that I mentioned is not immediately 

available to us is more available however than we think. We have 

a great many people who are very interested in Scientology in the 

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, and when we realize that these 

people sooner or later will realize that their own health and 

sanity has been very badly threatened or injured by their close 

association with this activity, they will want help. Well, 

there's no help for them except the help that we ourselves can 

give. So that is not an entirely blank page, the first strata. 

That's not entirely blank. Don't consider it entirely blank 

merely because it looks a little farfetched. Don't think of it in 

terms of an impossibility, because it is not an impossibility.

For instance, just this morning I am in correspondence with the 

Atomic Energy Commission on some material and have been for the 

last year and a half. We have some answers in mathematics in 

which they're very interested, and so forth. In other words, I'm 

drumming away; I'm holding the carrot up in front of the donkey's 

nose. The carrot in this case being some mathematical definitions 

which are of great interest to them.

We do have more positively these other two levels. And the first 

of those levels is the patch-up of Homo sapiens' bodies, which 

have been effected by radiation, whether used in war or in peace.

This problem is far more serious than the world yet knows. The 

world is beginning to understand the seriousness of this problem, 

but we are well ahead of them. And we are the only ones that have 

any positive alleviation for this. There are no serums or salves 

that operate effectively on a person who has been given a 

considerable dose of radiation. They can be treated at a level of 

treatment which requires about one hospital per person. It is 

such fantastic quantities of equipment that the fact is rather 

obscured that they don't cure anybody with the equipment.

If a man is burned today, he's going to suffer because of it. 

There isn't much going to interrupt the course of that fission 

burn except Scientology.

Now, the next step -- and we will go over these a little more 

succinctly -- the next step of escape is of considerable 

interest, because once again we are the only group on earth who 

could even vaguely effect the only type of escape possible in a 

planet supersaturated by radiation. And that escape is to boost 

or assist or make easy exteriorization, of course. That final 

type of escape is again in our hands and once more is not as 

silly as it sounds.

So the area of infiltration of atomic personnel and political 

controls is not completely shut to us. And although it is a 

fiendish problem, the field of escape, even though it is rather a 

ridiculous field, it itself is certainly not shut to us, since we 

could take about 50 percent of the populace and kick them off 

almost at once.

Now, here then is a middle field of study. One is very feasible 

-- escape. Infiltration of atomic areas to guarantee the sanity 

of those who direct atomic policy is, of course, something that 

would take time, but that is being worked on. And that leaves us 

mainly interested in this middle strata of alleviation or cure.

The history of this begins, actually, in Phoenix, Arizona where 

we were being exposed to as much as 300 roentgen rather 

consistently day and night as a staff. We tended to get very 

interested in this. And the boys were also interested in locating 

uranium; they were having a lot of sport going out and finding 

uranium. And the whole area began to count.

Now, we had Geiger counters and the whole area began to count. It 

was just as easy to find, with a Geiger counter, a potential 

uranium mine in a piano as it was in a stone quarry. Everything 

became hot. And the more bombs were blown off in Nevada the 

hotter the area of Arizona became. And we read rather ridiculous 

government reports saying "No one should worry about the effect 

of gamma from these bomb explosions because the fallout is being 

carefully watched." And day after day, why, the boys would come 

in and show me clippings and so forth, how the fallout was still 

being carefully watched.

Well now, we do not even know that this is a problem in fallout. 

Now, that was one of the first data which came through to me in 

this story. We don't know that it's a problem in fallout. We do 

not know that at all. We do not know a great deal about this.

But recently, knowing that fallout was not the total answer, I 

bade fair to understand a little bit more about the ionosphere in 

an effort to find out why atomic-radiation illness was 

restimulated by the flash of bombs in Australia clear on the 

other side of Earth, which was restimulated immediately. It was 

not restimulated by something that blew there on the wind; it was 

restimulated at once.

And a study of the ionosphere demonstrated that there is a 

possibility that at the moment of flash of a bomb that the entire 

ionosphere flashes. There's that possibility. You may get also 

the spherical effects talked about by Tesla, and you may have a 

great many oddities concerning the behavior of gravity, behavior 

of electromagnetic fields under the impact of a gamma explosion.

Now, what technology exists on this subject probably exists in 

its most advanced state right here in this organization. We have 

accumulated more material on it from many more sources than are 

available to any single country. It is quite amazing. We have 

material from the United States government; we have it from the 

British government; we have it from the Russian government -- all 

of it classified. And it's quite interesting, even amusing, that 

their ideas from one government to another are at such wild 

variance. If any one of them knows the truth about atomic 

fission, then he has not bothered to utter it in his own 

publications.

Therefore, the problem of alleviating the effect of radiation or 

radiation injury is not a problem of war. It's a problem which 

attends testing; it is a problem which would undoubtedly, on a 

whole-population basis, even attend reactors if they were used 

for industrial activity the world around. You probably would even 

have a problem on a population level if we were using atomic-

powered reactors -- atomic-powered power plants. We'd probably 

even have that.

It certainly would be a problem no matter what activity we 

engaged upon, if only a problem of the industry itself that was 

engaging in the use of atomic fission. Do you follow me? See? 

Even if it is not a population problem, it is certainly a 

specialized-skill problem -- the skill of those immediately 

connected with the use of atomic energy in industry.

Now, I'll tell you a little isolated datum that came through to 

me. At Las Vegas a great deal of the pipe that was being used by 

the government in its tests was sold off as surplus, and 

evidently the whole city of Las Vegas is now piped below ground 

by atomically hot pipe. The population of Las Vegas is very ill 

today, reportedly.

And you see, it isn't, then, a problem which is intimate to war; 

it is simply intimate to the fact that man is using, 

experimenting with, and you might even get so colloquial as to 

say goofing with, this thing called atomic fission.

Therefore, if we are the only ones that have an alleviation for 

this at this time, then you are entitled to know the exact 

procedures of this.

Now, as I say, it began back in Phoenix and came on forward. And 

in Ireland -- which government does not have any interest in it, 

nor anyone in it who knows anything about it -- it was very easy 

to conduct several experiments along this line.

We, by the way, have generated atomic fission without the use of 

uranium. This is not a difficult thing to do. All you do is 

synthesize a gamma ray and synthesize some other rays and by 

concentrating them, you can get an atomic explosion. It's not 

even a problem, then, in manufacturing uranium.

Now, we have, then, a considerably advanced knowledge of these -- 

the action of atomic fission on living tissue. And I myself fell 

a casualty to this back in February, rather ridiculously. I 

didn't know that a thetan could generate actual gamma. I thought 

this was -- you know, you could generate a picture of it 

certainly, but I didn't know you could make a counter buzz, and 

you evidently can with considerable ease.

And I threw a nice atomic-radiative block of stuff next to my 

body and my body caved in, in no uncertain terms. And it was 

quite remarkable having to process that out using processes which 

were not yet developed as a subject. I was ill for some weeks 

with this and didn't snap back to battery as fast as I should 

have.

And I began to be curious as to why I didn't get over this. So I 

began to count gamma in rainwater and so on and found out that we 

already have a saturated atmosphere. If the atmosphere goes much 

further in this direction, why, I am not quite sure exactly what 

we'd have to do to get a brand-new atmosphere, but it's a problem 

of that magnitude.

Now, the U.S. bombs waste very little gamma; they do not waste as 

much gamma as Russian and English bombs. And when the Russians 

set off several bombs in a row, the amount of gamma which was 

injected into the atmosphere equaled the total amount that had 

been set off previously by the U.S. We can ascertain by this 

about what the state of actual practical Russian atomic 

development is. They have not progressed very far.

Now, nevertheless, the problem became much more intimate to me 

because people in the organization here and there were becoming 

ill of a type of influenza which was not normally understood as 

influenza. And it became necessary to discover some means of 

alleviating this in an atmosphere which was already charged and 

which ran the stuff in about as fast as the auditor ran it out. 

This is quite fascinating then.

And we discover here, in attempting to do this, that we don't 

have enough technology to proof a body against atomic radiation. 

As far as I can tell at this time -- and a great deal of time has 

been spent on this -- there is no known way to process a body in 

such a way that it would thereafter not be subject to atomic 

blast or burns.

It was quite amusing, I said quite offhandedly, I suppose then 

it'd be necessary really for us to simply be able to mock up a 

body, and actually did proceed along those lines and discovered 

the upper echelon of Postulate Processing, and there does seem to 

be a possibility of some such thing. As idiotic as it first 

appeared that a person in this atmosphere, in this time and place 

and in this universe could actually assume a godlike role of that 

character did lead to great developments which do constitute the 

developments which we are using at this moment. Quite 

interesting.

In other words, I found out that you couldn't proof a body, and I 

said at once, "The best thing for us to do, then..." I said this 

in a highly facetious way, I said, "We'll simply have to get so 

good that we can just mock up a body and there it is. And 

somebody blows the town up and so we can mock up a body and mock 

up a town and mock our friends up again." And this did bear 

fruit, did bear fruit. And tremendous developments came out of 

this because I had no other direction in which to proceed. I'd 

exhausted all direction, so I just took that one, and it did bear 

fruit.

It's quite interesting that such things as Confrontingness, 

keeping things from going away, such things as turning on mock-

ups in full, and all of that did stem from this last February's, 

of 1956, fiasco, and this new idea that we would simply have to 

mock up bodies for ourselves as far as that's concerned, if we 

experience an all out wipeout.

Well now, prevention, then, of atomic in the field of cure is 

not, as far as I know now, within our power. We cannot take the 

existing mock-up and proof it in such a way that it would go on 

living.

To give you some idea of the difficulties of this, is the present 

mock-up needs food, and food is living, and all living things 

would be seriously affected by radiation. If they keep up tests 

and so on from this date forward, we can look forward not to a 

world which will go out with a bang but which, like that very 

fine piece of poetry, will die with a whimper. The world will die 

with a whimper because atomic fission will have made everyone so 

ill, so apathetic and so upset that they are no longer capable of 

promoting life or continuing civilization.

This is apparently it. It is very possible that a bomb will never 

be used. It's just, they keep on testing and so forth, and 

eventually, why, everybody gets sick and nobody can keep anything 

going.

The difficulty here is that there is a curve which follows the 

level of sanity and the level of absorbed radiation. And these 

curves do seem to be parallel. The more radiation which a person 

absorbs, the less sanity he can be expected to exhibit. It does 

seem this is the case. He goes down Tone Scale, and he goes down 

rather rapidly.

Well, is there any place one could make a halt with this? Is 

there any process that could be used to stop this? Well, 

currently we have under test one of the drugs which were with us 

in 1950 and which was evidently not understood at that time by 

the biochemist.

It says in the pharmacopeia that nicotinic acid turns on a flush 

and is therefore toxic. Well, what sort of a drug is it that 

requires 90 grams or some 900 grams or -- ah, it's some upstairs 

figure -- to kill somebody off. It's some huge quantity of it. It 

would be several bottles all taken all at once more or less. And 

yet which is toxic on the administration of 100 milligrams. And 

what sort of a drug is it -- we discovered this, by the way, in 

1950 -- which turned on flushes only where people didn't wear 

bathing suits? It becomes one of those fascinating things. What 

sort of a drug is this?

What sort of an educated drug is this that makes one break out 

and turn red only in those areas which have not been covered with 

a bathing suit and which leaves on the body a pattern, 

unaffected, of bathing suits? Well, this was at once the 

giveaway. And we recognized that this nicotinic acid... Old type, 

by the way; not the new niacinamide, I think it's called, or 

nicotinic amide or some such thing. I couldn't care less about 

the later developments, because they don't do it. They're a 

refined form of the drug which don't perform as the drug does, 

which I think is rather curious, so they couldn't possibly be the 

drug. You couldn't call it a newer form of a drug because it 

doesn't perform.

But old-style nicotinic acid does perform. It performs with 

thoroughness.

Now, in 1950 all we ran out really were sunburns. Isn't it 

interesting that just six years later, that the same drug is 

producing an entirely different manifestation. I am sure that the 

manufacture of human bodies and the manufacture of nicotinic acid 

have not varied. I'm sure that something has varied, however. 

Nicotinic acid, administered today, is no longer running out 

sunburns; it is running out something which exactly parallels 

atomic-radiation sickness.

Got this happy thought here a couple of weeks ago and thought we 

would give it a whirl. Did we really know of anything, I said, 

which would knock out the cumulative effect of radiation? Was 

there anything which would? Yes, evidently. Evidently.

You see, we know more about drugs than other people because we 

know about engrams, and we know that an engram can be run out. 

Now, the biochemist is not so equipped with that knowledge; he 

does not have that knowledge. He thinks that an action is an 

action. He thinks that nicotinic acid turns on a flush and that 

it will always turn on a flush.

Ah, but the interesting part of it is, is that it comes to a 

point where it doesn't turn on a flush. Not by conditioning of 

the body -- that is not what occurs; it runs something out. Well, 

what does it run out? We know it runs out sunburn, and the odd 

part of it is that sunburn does happen to be atomic-radiation 

sickness.

Now, the nausea, vomiting, colitis and nasal disturbances which 

accompany radiation sickness also run out on the administration 

of nicotinic acid.

Let me describe radiation sickness. Evidently, radiation is very 

old on the track, and a thetan has come to a point that he can't 

have it. He has had it and he has lost it, so he doesn't any 

longer find himself able to have it. Therefore, it is very 

sickening to him.

Well now, to proof a thetan against it is the easiest thing in 

the world. But to proof a body against it, which is built more or 

less along those lines, is actually to take the whole body apart. 

I don't ask you to accept that finality at all. It is a finality 

which I accepted only when I was aware of the fact that I could 

make no fast progress along this line.

All right. Now, this radiation sickness does recur along the path 

of several other human illnesses such as measles, scarlet fever. 

These things are illnesses which harmonic, evidently, on old 

whole-track implantations with atomic radiation. As a matter of 

fact, the modern inoculation for measles is, by the way, aided 

and assisted by added gamma. In other words, they do have an 

inoculation for measles and it does contain gamma.

Epidemics of noncontagious measles (that's a very difficult thing 

to find out, how you would have an epidemic of a noncontagious 

disease, but they have managed it) occur in the shadow of these 

atomic tests. If you look at the public health records of cities, 

you discover then that these childhood illnesses break out in the 

wake of atomic testing. Influenza is apparently a similar 

mechanism.

So that we can say that atomic-radiation illness could be 

characterized as something which turns on a hot, prickly 

sensation on the surface of the skin which makes the skin very 

red, which makes a person have chills, run a very low-order 

fever, run a subnormal temperature alternately with the low-order 

fever, which would effect the respiratory organs rather 

thoroughly and chronically, and which would effect the stomach, 

making the stomach upset and a tendency to vomit and so on be 

continuously present, and affects the gastric system otherwise 

with an intestinal upset or diarrhea. Now, these things would 

follow and do follow atomic radiation, exposure to.

Exposure to atomic radiation, excessive exposure, brings on these 

symptoms and characteristics. Those are the symptoms and 

characteristics of, then, atomic-radiation sickness. It is a 

sickness; it is a sickness which looks something like several 

other human ills.

Now, hives are present, a rash can be present, body sores of one 

kind or another can be present.

Now, the internal condition of the body is one of leukemia. The 

red blood cells no longer procreate; no more hemoglobin is 

created in the system, and the ability to procreate then seems to 

die out of the bloodstream, and you get all sorts of procreation-

allied illnesses.

Now, we already know that cancer is a procreation illness. It is 

a second-dynamic illness. It is intimately connected with shocks 

on the second dynamic. The illness, then, of radiation sickness 

has one common denominator and that is "no more track -- GE line 

dead -- ends here." Now, we got it?

Evidently, the GE mechanisms have experienced planetary disasters 

to a sufficient number that the mere presence of atomic radiation 

is a conviction that this line and planet will also end. 

Evidently, it is the history of this material -- radiation 

material -- that it has ended planetary life sufficiently often 

to lay into the genetic line a complete certainty that there is 

no more track. This, then, allies itself with the second dynamic. 

It says "No more procreation, no more sex, no more progeny, no 

more future generations." And the body behaves exactly as any 

body behaves that is convinced of this fact.

When you get a conviction that there will be no future, then you 

are liable to get wild cellular behavior or efforts to procreate 

within the body itself followed by a complete refusal to 

procreate.

The fact that the hemoglobin no longer produces blood cells, the 

fact that atomic radiation results in bone cancer, and so on, 

gives us all these answers. So you don't have to know too much 

about this. It is simply any manifestation that would occur if no 

further GE line would be permitted in an atomically destroyed 

world. We get a restimulation of "no more line, no more 

procreation, and no future." That is what we get a restimulation 

of. People die, then, of this postulate. That is the postulate 

back of all this.

Now, if we look this over carefully, we see a new, strange fact: 

that gamma apparently radiates, radiates over a long period of 

time, and is invisible. This is a parallel to a thetan. Gamma is 

a counterfeit thetan. Fear, then, of other life forms preceded 

fear of gamma. One had to be afraid of spirits, one had to be 

afraid of other thetans, one had to feel superstitious about an 

atmosphere being filled with thetans, before one could succumb to 

the invisible influence of gamma rays in the surrounding space.

The postulate we know, and that postulate is "No more track, no 

future." Another postulate we know: "Anything that looks or 

behaves like a thetan will hurt and injure us."

Now, thetans originally mocked up everything out of gamma or some 

other radiation factor. They did not have walls reflecting with 

light; the wall itself originated the light. And this, of course, 

is a terrible counterfeit for life; it's very close to life.

Now, any cure or work done on this would be a comparison between 

the ability of life to create and the ability of this stuff to 

create. Cures then would have to compare the thetan to the 

invisible particle. It would have to compare the creation of a 

thetan as a nonlighted subject to the creation of a thetan as a 

radioactive subject. A thetan, evidently, is pretty good at 

mocking this stuff up. If a thetan can almost destroy his own 

body by simply carelessly throwing a mockup within five feet of 

it, certainly the ability is latent in anyone.

Now, it's a "can't have such a mass"; it's a "can't have 

thetans"; it's a "can't have future track." And all of these 

things go together.

There's no mystery that Dulles was suddenly discovered to have 

cancer. He has been trying to prevent atomic wars, atomic 

radiation for a long time, and he's become more and more 

convinced of it.

So we run into the next factor: That which we resist, we have a 

tendency to become. So that a continuous resistance of this 

factor called atomic radiation, or fear of it, would itself 

accelerate radiation sickness. Fear of the consequences of 

radiation could easily bring about the consequences of radiation. 

It's quite interesting but very true.

Now, the difficulty, then, in its treatment is only that one 

would have a hard time replacing a body which was totally burned 

away; one would have a hard time returning a body to any kind of 

activity which was a quarter burned away; and worse than that, 

one would have a difficult time returning a body back to battery 

if it bore no burns at all but had only been exposed.

Now, a peculiarity of atomic radiation is that it is cumulative. 

If you were burned by atomic radiation for ten minutes, it would 

result in the same effect as if you were burned for one moment -- 

one minute per year for ten years. In other words, it doesn't 

pass away as an irradiative effect; it's cumulative. Ten minutes 

worth of radiation exposure all at once or one minute per year 

for ten years would then produce the same state.

Now, if we are handling this, if we are handling this at all, we 

discover that it is rather easy to, today with Scientology, run 

out the cumulative radiation in this lifetime. That's easy.

In the first place, just a heavy slug of nicotinic acid will 

certainly take away the bulk of the immediate effects which one 

is experiencing at this time.

Well, how do you administer this nicotinic acid? What would be 

the trick of administering it?

Well, it's very uncomfortable stuff, but it's terribly 

convincing. The fellow certainly knows that something is 

happening. It turns on any phase of atomic-radiation sickness. 

And if the cure is not completed -- listen to this carefully -- 

if the cure is not completed, it leaves one hung up in some phase 

of atomic-radiation sickness. But he is already in some phase of 

it, so what difference does that make? It's only that the cure 

has to be continued long enough so that the effects of nicotinic 

acid upon the body are run flat.

Now, you could expect to hang somebody up, then, in a case of 

hives. It could go on for months. You just gave him a small slug 

of nicotinic acid, and then you gave him no more nicotinic acid. 

The nicotinic acid you gave him, a couple of hundred milligrams, 

turned on a fine case of hives. It just moved him through an 

engram that far. Do you follow me? Just moved him that far and no 

further.

It could turn on a red rash. The hives, by the way, are the first 

manifestation you will get if the person is violently saturated. 

See, you get -- a person has to be pretty bad off to get hives 

first. The ordinary thing he gets first is a red, prickly flush.

Now, below that level, just a prickliness without the flush turns 

on and nausea, colitis (that is to say, a diarrhea), and other 

manifestations turn on rather mildly under nicotinic acid, and 

any one of them can hang up.

Now, I can guarantee that a person who gets the hives will also 

get chills sooner or later down the line. A person who merely 

gets a red flush and a prickliness and so on, probably will not 

get many of the side effects. Follow me?

Now, it has to be carried through to conclusion. Fortunately 

nicotinic acid is very cheap. But if too much of it is taken you 

are apt to get nightmares, so that it has to be backed up with a 

little B-1. Well, if you're going to back it up with a little B-

1, then you had certainly better back it up with some vitamin B 

complex.

Now, I'm talking in the field of biochemistry right now. And 

there's evidently a biochemical reaction on the part of an engram 

which produces certain physical manifestations, and we have 

various ways of countering these things.

Now, I can give you the experimental formulas which were used in 

ascertaining some of these results. The experimental formula 

which is used today on vitamin B complex is more or less as 

follows: It's about 30 [of] any B complex which is rather heavy 

on the B-1 side. You take the B complex graded by the amount of 

B-1 in it, and you take about 30 milligrams of B-1. You take 

enough B complex to give you 30 milligrams of B-1. This has to be 

accompanied by from 10 to 15 grains of calcium, and that has to 

be accompanied by another ingredient here, ascorbic acid, at 

least 250 milligrams.

Well, that's a little bomb package that you would give anybody. 

That you might say is modern guk. It's enough B complex to 

compose 30 milligrams of B-1. You have to read it on the bottle. 

You'll find much of the B complex which is sold only contains 1 

1/2 to 2, milligrams per tablet. You don't want that sort of a 

tablet, you want an extremely strong B complex tablet. Must 

contain about 30 milligrams -- that'd be a minimal dose -- 30 

milligrams of B-1.

And then, of course, there are all these other things that go 

along with B complex, but they're monitored by how much B-1 is in 

it, more or less. This is not terribly important. But it is 

important that it takes at least 30 milligrams of B-1 to call it 

anything like guk.

Now, to proof that out and smooth it out, you would have to take 

along with that, as I have just told you, from 10 to 15 grains of 

calcium. Dicalcium phosphate is ordinarily packed with viosterol. 

The exact calcium is dicalcium phosphate. It's not calcium 

gluconate; that is not very good. It just doesn't seem to be very 

useful. And 250 milligrams of vitamin C.

Now, that is a guk formula which won't kick your teeth out. If 

you don't take enough calcium, why, these other things begin to 

rob calcium out of various parts of the body -- the bone, the 

teeth and so forth. And a lot of us have hurt our teeth on this 

stuff a long time ago. But this is the way you keep it from doing 

it. You got that now?

Now, you take a couple of those bombs a day, or one of those 

bombs a day, and you're not liable to get very many nightmares.

Now, that is safe up to 75 milligrams of B-1. That is the top 

limit of B-1 in that dosage accompanied by 10 to 15 grains of 

calcium and 250 milligrams of ascorbic acid. That could be pushed 

ahead right up to 75. Less than 30, it won't do you a bit of 

good, and over 75 you're taking too little calcium, taking too 

little ascorbic acid.

It's quite interesting, by the way, if you would omit the 

ascorbic acid and take this dose for two or three days, and then 

omitting the dose itself and -- you see, that's taking the dose 

without the ascorbic acid -- you start to develop scurvy. Good, 

standard, polar-expedition scurvy. And if you were to take, then 

-- after a person had taken this for a few days without ascorbic 

acid -- if you were to take suddenly a 1000 milligrams of 

ascorbic acid, the effort to remedy that scurvy is so sudden and 

so violent that every tooth in the head starts screaming out loud 

until it rebalances. You got the idea? So you have to take that 

ascorbic with it.

Now, this dosage, you understand, is not a dosage which has been 

carried forward on a careful monitoring of a great many people. 

This dosage has been developed and moved around and is now being 

taken successfully by quite a few people, and there have been no 

complaints. That is the level of experiment that it is, you see? 

It isn't a Ford Foundation, a-million-for-the-commies, a-hundred-

thousand-for-the-laboratory sort of an activity. It's just a 

straight, flat-out "there's a lot of people taking this stuff, 

and that seems to be about its dosage, and they're not getting in 

any trouble." Got the idea?

Well, you take one of those packages a day; that would be 

sufficient to carry you through on this nicotinic-acid 

experiment. Now, nicotinic acid is simply nicotinic acid. It 

isn't any fancier than that. It is niacin, it is lots of things, 

but just remember it's nicotinic acid. Why remember it's 

nicotinic acid? Because you yourselves can make the stuff with 

cigarettes. It's just nicotine, you understand, nicotinic acid. 

It is not, then, a rare drug. It can be synthesized.

The mere fact of your smoking, by the way, tends to titillate the 

amount of gamma that you have already been exposed to by having 

been a citizen of Earth since Franklin Delano '45. See, I mean, 

just a little bit of smoking is liable to bring you down into an 

apathetic feeling or a little bit of stomach upset. Just barely 

restimulate it so you'd hardly notice it. All right.

I'm not trying to back up the hearse; this is a fact.

All right. Now, nicotinic acid is taken more or less -- and 

believe me, it's "more or less," because this is the least-exact 

series that has ever been run by anybody. This series is more 

inexact than the best series' of the AMA. Now, what do you like 

that? I mean, this is inexact. Now, get that. I'll tell you when 

a datum is a stable datum and when it's not, and this is not a 

stable datum. It's what we've been getting away with lately. Got 

it?

The series on this is not very long. But remember, to this we can 

add all of our 1950 guk experience. And we experimented with 

niacin back then, not knowing what it was running out, but 

thinking it was running out only sunburn.

I recalled that, walking down the street, I think Thursday night 

before last. All of a sudden I remembered all that sunburn and 

wondered what it would do. We at once got to work on it, and so 

help me, it turns on the symptoms of radiation sickness, and 

that's that. We weren't running out sunburn. Sunburn was an 

incidental thing that we were running out in 1950. But at that 

time nobody was loaded, and today we're evidently all loaded. All 

right.

You start out on something on the basis of 100 milligrams of this 

stuff. Let's be cautious. Let's not turn on any bigger dose of 

hives than we have to turn on at once. We don't yet know how our 

patient is going to react, so we give him 100 milligrams of the 

stuff and see what happens. Well, we give him one of these guk 

bombs along with the 100 milligrams. That's to get him over any 

delirium tremens he's liable to experience.

Because some people are sufficiently shot through with this stuff 

and don't know it that they get a really violent reaction; it's 

just gorgeous. And 100 milligrams is enough. And if they got a 

very violent reaction, I'd let them go through till the next day 

before I shot them again. All right.

A hundred milligrams today with a guk bomb; tomorrow with a guk 

bomb, a couple of hundred milligrams. Beef it up. The next day 

with a guk bomb, 300 milligrams. The next day with a guk bomb, 

400 hundred milligrams. The next day with a guk bomb, 500.

Now, you needn't feel bad about it; the lethal dose is about a 

hundred times that. It's way up above that. I mean, you're well 

within a safe margin, and we have had one noble experimenter on 

this line who was taking 500 every time he happened to think 

about it during the day. And you see him here in the flesh, and 

so on. Of course, he knew that we had to have a very deliberate 

series on this, so he really slopped himself up on this stuff. 

And he was running out everything you could think of.

Male voice: Took 10 grams in five hours.

Ten grams in five hours and he's still alive, so you needn't 

worry about this too much. Okay.

Now, what can we expect to have happen? What can we expect to 

have happen? Well, our person will turn on hives or a red flush. 

If they turn on hives, they will then turn up a red flush. If 

they don't turn on hives, they will simply turn up a red flush 

one way or the other, and that is liable to go forward to a 

feeling of nausea, to colitis -- very minor; minor feeling of 

nausea. This is all minor, the reactions you get off of this 

stuff, by the way. Minor feeling of colitis, minor stomach 

nausea, and chills, a little bit of fever: Got it? These symptoms 

can be expected.

Now, if your patient... I say "patient" because you're dealing 

here with drugs. I don't believe this stuff, by the way, any of 

it, is a drug. I think it's all food more or less. I don't think 

it comes under the Pure Food and Drug Act. And by the way, I 

don't want you to go tipping our hands. We're liable to sell this 

to the Atomic Energy Commission. In fact, we're in action doing 

it right this minute as "Dianazene." We'll mix it with a lot of 

magnetic iron so as that the testing of people we have filled 

with it will throw them a red herring. The people that we dose, 

that would come to us from there, would undoubtedly have to have 

a lot of processing at the same time. You got the idea?

Now, this treatment which I'm giving you here is -- don't call it 

a treatment; this "dosage" -- can be carried along without any 

processing. This isn't something you give somebody at the same 

time you're processing him, you see? That could be carried along.

Now, supposing you're going all out to cure somebody of atomic 

radiation. Well, we have learned that we had better give him a 

bunch of niacin for two or three days before we start to audit 

him, because it makes the auditor scratch too. See a preclear 

sitting there scratching and very uncomfortable and his mind 

flicking all over the place, well, let him get rid of that 

reaction and let him get over the peak of difficulty with 

radiation before you start auditing him, and then keep him right 

on niacin and guk but audit him right on through. You got the 

idea? Hm? You see that?

In other words, you'd slug him for two, three days anyway. If you 

got lots of time, slug him for a week. Let him get down to a 

point of when you pour him 500 milligrams of the stuff, why, he 

just gets down to -- there's a low buzz in his left ear or 

something. That's all; it's flat. Because all these symptoms 

apparently run out on the administration of niacin. They run 

flat. At least they appear to, and doesn't seem to be any 

evidence that it turns on the same symptom twice, which is really 

remarkable.

So you would handle this, then, in a fashion of either just a 

therapeutic dosage all by itself, not recommended with auditing 

but can be done. See, you could hand them this and audit them 

too. But that at this moment isn't recommended. Maybe we'll 

change our mind tomorrow. But we've already had too many -- to be 

very, very exact, I've only had three cases now observed trying 

to audit the person while they were on too much niacin. They're 

so distracted you can't get them to run well. And so you let them 

run it out.

Audit them without it, audit them with it, give plenty to them 

and then audit them afterwards, or just give them niacin with the 

guk, see? In other words, you could handle it all those ways.

And the recommended way that I would give you at this moment 

would simply be, let's get all the hives and rough stuff out of 

the way in the first week or ten days of a series -- three days, 

a week, ten days, however long you're going to make him keep on 

this stuff before you audit him -- and then give him some 

processing. Got it?

Now, what processing would you run on him? Well, one of the 

processes would simply be to start making things solid, and 

finally make the air solid. "Make radiative particles confront 

things other than self." Almost any modern technique you have. 

But these things that I gave you first directly handle it, 

particularly making air solid. Boy, can the guy spot spots in 

space after he's made air good and solid. That's fine; that's 

easy.

Now, you'll find cases that are worst off are fighting a hidden 

influence, God knows what and where, and they're apt to be mighty 

flighty. The case doesn't audit very easily when they are all 

gowed up on this stuff. But if you've run out the niacin first, 

the case will probably audit much easier afterwards. "Probably" I 

said; I have no guarantee of that.

Well, how about some specific technique? You know -- just, you 

know, that is headed just at nothing but. Well, I'll tell you, 

there's only one that I know of offhand, just one that does seem 

to work, and that's only because I have worked that one technique 

on somebody who has been flash-blinded. In other words, he's 

confronted an atomic bomb flash with the attendant blinding and 

so forth. And I just made him spot where the flash occurred and 

where he is now and so forth, and the whole thing ran out. So 

this would be a basic assist: Spot where he was and spot where it 

happened. And spot where he is, spot where it happened. Spot 

where he is, spot where it happened. Spot where he is, where it 

happened. Spot where he is. In other words, just change in space. 

That's all.

And atomic radiation isn't actually too hard to handle on an 

alleviation basis -- on an assist basis -- if your boy is not in 

too bad condition, if preclear is not too bad condition.

But above all things remember this one I told you: That which you 

resist you tend to become. Got that? Hm?

Well, therefore this is the foremost thing to get out of the 

road, and we have a whole series of techniques known as 

Confrontingness techniques which handle this with great ease. You 

run them Confrontingness by the dynamic. You mock up the 

confusions that the dynamic should face. Got it? So you come to 

the confusion: "Mock up the confusion mankind should face." And 

the guy is going to mock up atom bombs out there one way or the 

other and atomic confusions, and you just go on making him do it 

for a long time. That's only one of several variations of 

Confrontingness but is a very, very powerful one.

Now, I'll talk to you again sometime about Confrontingness in its 

relationship to keeping things from going away, and restriction. 

There are these classes which run as a ladder, one-two-three. But 

I'll mention it right now.

The lowest of these is keeping things from going away, the next 

up is restriction and the next up above that is making things 

confront other things. Got it? Now that runs the DEI circle in 

reverse. You keep things from going away, then you restrain or 

restrict a communication in something, and then you mock up the 

something confronting other things, and that handles more or less 

on a gradient scale. Do you see that? So there's all manner of 

mock-ups that can be used in this.

I would not advise you, however, to have your preclear ever mock 

up live radiation close to the body. If you're going to drill him 

in this, you'd better get him an awful long ways away from his 

body, then let him mock it up.

But with keeping things from going away, mocking up the confusion 

that mankind should be able to confront, and this sort of thing, 

you tend to walk your preclear straight away out of the woods as 

far as an assist taking place after radiation is concerned.

As I say, I know of nothing that will proof up the body against 

bombs but you probably could save any person who would normally 

die after forty days after exposure. You undoubtedly could do 

that just using standard auditing.

Now, don't think that there is any wild difference between 

standard auditing and auditing toward atomic fission. They would 

both get there. You understand? There is no vast difference. If 

you're giving somebody an intensive, give him an intensive. If 

you're going to handle him and start running cumulative radiation 

out of him, why, you better not tell him to take drugs, because 

that's against the law.

Just like I'm telling you today, I'm telling you only about 

experiments that have happened. I'm not telling you to take these 

drugs, I'm just saying you better.

Here is a whole series of tests which are accumulating themselves 

into more and more information on this subject. And we are making 

sufficient progress that I have considerable hope. Unless some 

complete, gibbering madman begins pitching these bombs around, 

why, we will undoubtedly make the grade. If an atomic war holds 

off here for five years, I'm sure we'll have done it. And we're 

just fighting for a little bit of time.

And over the last few days I have been very, very upset because 

we did have a madman that wasn't quite a gibbering madman -- he 

unfortunately doesn't gibber; he speaks English, threatening 

people who wouldn't know what to do with a bomb unless it was to 

throw at somebody -- and he has almost upset the apple cart. He 

didn't ever -- I'll have you witness, he never came up here and 

asked us what he ought to be doing. And we've had no consultation 

on it at all. In view of the fact we're the only people that have 

a remedy for it, I think, funny or not, he probably should have.

But I wouldn't be a bit surprised one of these days, but what 

you, an auditor, would be putting out the word that you can 

handle this cumulative radiation, putting people back to battery 

who have been exposed to it. It would be a specialty. But in 

order to do anything at all, I think you yourself had better know 

how to handle it in yourself.

Thank you.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]
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TIME TRACK
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[Start of Lecture]

Thank you.

I want to talk to you a little more about the mechanics of the 

track.

People have time tracks. Time tracks stretch from here back to 

when. They also could stretch from here up to then, couldn't 

they? They could. Matter of fact, many people think they do.

Now, the anatomy of a time track is of extreme interest, since it 

is a mechanism by which a thetan seeks to defeat time. I'll go 

over that again very slowly. A time track is a mechanism by which 

a thetan seeks to defeat time and recover the havingness which 

the automaticity of time repeatedly costs him. Follow this?

Pocketa-pocketa-pocketa; there goes time. The walls now are not 

the walls then; the walls then are not the walls now. Boppeta-

boppeta-boppeta.

Fellow gets married, loses a wife. In the final analysis, what 

cost him a wife? Time. He hasn't got her, he did have her; that's 

that. Obviously, the villain is time.

Fellow buys a new car, runs into a D.C. or a London driver: no 

havingness. What cost him a car? Time. Fellow was rich, now he's 

poor. What cost him his wealth? Obviously, time. Obviously. He 

had it, didn't he? He can remember having had it. He hasn't got 

it. Therefore, the wealth was in the past, so he was cost wealth 

by time. Quite obvious.

Fellow has a beautiful game going: He has a planet with everybody 

in revolt. Beautiful game. People getting shot in all directions. 

Electrocardiograph catches up with him -- he has spoken from the 

heart once too often -- and he has no beautiful game. Gone, all 

that lovely confusion. What cost him that? Time.

Time is an agreed-upon consideration by which we get rid of the 

things we don't want. Time is an agreed-upon consideration by 

which we inherit things which we don't have yet. Time is a 

beautiful consideration and is, of course, the heart of motion. 

Motion is simply motion; time is time. We record the postulate 

time by the change of position of particles in space. We record 

time by the change of position of particles in space; that's all. 

That's all we do.

We could say that time is the change of position of particles in 

space, but that's not really true. That is the mechanical 

definition, and as such it does process in the field of 

mechanics; it does process in the field of mechanics. But of 

course, above the field of mechanics, we have the entire field of 

postulates, and all these changes of position in space -- all 

they are is a proven record of the passage of time.

Not only is the postulate time there, but we have convinced 

everybody that it is there, and then we prove it by changing the 

position of a car from A to B, and we say, "See? Time has went." 

Time is basically a postulate or a consideration, as all things 

are, and that consideration came into being in order to produce 

motion, randomity, havingness, a game and other such basic 

considerations. But weaving through all of these other 

considerations we do have this one consideration of time.

Now, it would be possible to have without time. That is the one 

single exception in the field of mechanics. And so a thetan tries 

to defeat this as the last-ditch effort. And he makes a time 

track, and he has pictures on the time track, and these pictures 

are the shadows of what has happened.

Now, actually that is an inverted universe. That is not his own 

universe, usually; that is the universe he has created by taking 

pictures of the stuff as it has gone by. And that is a time 

track. The time track is the last vestige he has of his own 

universe. All he has left of his own universe is an ability to 

make a picture of other things that have been made. Now, that is 

the final analysis of what a time track is. It is that mechanical 

activity of taking pictures of what already exists and storing 

these in some orderly or disorderly fashion in order to have 

yesterday -- at least have a picture of what has gone by. That is 

what most people call their own universe.

Now, that is quite an interestingly dim shadow of an actual 

personal universe. That's pretty dim. A personal universe would 

be one in which one made the space and made the beings, made the 

walls and the floors and the planets or anything else he cared to 

make. Only I don't think anybody would be so silly these days as 

to make planets. That seems to be a rather strange activity; very 

aberrated.

But the time track which you see in the preclear's (quote) "own 

universe" is the last vestige of that universe, and as he goes 

down the hill toward never-never, this too disappears. Our most 

ordinary glimpse of a person's own universe, then, on this planet 

at this time, is simply an inspection of his time track. Now, 

that time track consists of a series of pictures of another 

universe that he does not consider entirely his. Well, this tells 

you that that is a very interestingly dim personal universe; but 

nevertheless we do have this time track.

Now, everything that has happened to him is recorded on this 

track, and all these happenstances, in picture form, form a 

permanent record. Now, we at one time thought that they formed 

only a permanent record. They do not do this, actually, entirely. 

There is another thing that this time track is seeking to do 

which is far more important to the auditor, and that is, this 

time track is an effort to retain the havingness of yesteryear. 

That is more to the point than remembering. A thetan can 

remember; this is not very difficult. But to get some havingness 

that is transportable through time, the thetan takes a very 

straightforward action: He takes pictures which he hopes some day 

he can make adequately solid. And so he has a time track.

His time track, then, is a mechanism by which havingness is 

sought to be recovered, not a mechanism by which one seeks to 

recover memory. If you understand this thoroughly, you will see 

the exact role, then, of the time track in processing. It is a 

havingness consideration, not a memory consideration.

When we asked people, in Dianetics, to run out engrams, we were 

actually giving them back havingness. For one thing, we took the 

perceptions out of an area and let him covertly handle a 

situation which he had not been able to handle at the time. Then 

we brought him up into a state of mind of believing that he could 

handle this situation if it occurred again. And having brought 

him to this state of mind, we were rather astonished to find out 

that he could handle such a situation when it occurred again. 

That was a big bonus for us.

But the erasure of an engram did not consist of the destruction 

of the masses contained in the track. One simply sort of wore 

down the perceptions a bit. The masses were still there; they 

converted. You can increase anybody's IQ by throwing him into 

birth. We all know from Dianetics that birth is a very aberrative 

action. Then why should his IQ increase simply by throwing him 

into birth? That is because birth is primarily an incident, an 

engram, which is held because it is a piece of yesteryear and 

because it has havingness. And the havingness is more important 

than the consideration of significance. One would rather have the 

mass contained in that picture than the pain in it. In other 

words, one is perfectly willing to lay aside the pain in an 

incident if he can have the havingness connected with it. It's 

quite amazing.

Now, we have the old DEI cycle. That actually is CDEI: curiosity, 

desire, enforce, inhibit. And this is the cycle of lost 

havingness. This is the cycle of -- look a little higher -- 

retained havingness. This is the cycle of havingness not yet 

obtained. It's the CDEI -- curiosity, desire, enforce, inhibit. 

And when it goes out the bottom, it hits inhibit. Now, there are 

harmonics on that. As you go below, you'll find these things 

inverting, and all sorts of curious phenomena occur because this 

cycle repeats itself. It is a cycle rather than simply a 

straightforward scale.

Curiosity: How does one get into the trap? He gets curious about 

it, of course. If he sees enough in the trap to constitute just 

havingness -- no more than that -- if he sees... "Ah-hah," he 

says, "I wonder what that is over there? Oh, that's -- might be 

some mass connected with that. Here I go. I want it." The next 

point is, one says, "I've got to have it," and then one says, "I 

better not have it," and he is trapped; and that is the cycle of 

being trapped. CDEI.

Now, we find that phenomenon repeated repeatedly upon the time 

track: CDEI, CDEI, CDEI. So this is not only a record. That is 

the least important thing about it, that it is a record. That is 

really the least important thing -- from the auditor's 

standpoint, I assure you.

You may think this is a little bit difficult to grasp if you 

yourself have made people well by simply altering this as a 

memory record. But remember, you didn't always make somebody well 

by altering his memory record. In other words, we don't have a 

whole approach to the entire thing when we say "a memory record." 

Yes, the memories in this are quite important, but other things 

are more important than the memory.

Now, therefore, we have this memory record which can be used as a 

memory record but which is basically a havingness bank-mass. If 

you chase somebody's time track all the way back, it would open 

out from the time track which you see -- a record of the 

environment -- and would become some vestige of his own universe 

and then would become his own universe. In other words, somewhere 

way back along the track, he departed from something that was 

pretty good called his own universe, and he went into this 

universe. And then we see more and more and more that he only 

copied what he saw. In other words, he was obsessively in 

communication with a universe that was held in agreement with one 

and all.

Now, the CDEI cycle begins at the moment he departs from his own 

universe: He's curious "What would happen if..." And if we just 

wrote that on every tombstone that was out here in every 

cemetery, we would have the only truthful inscription present. 

"Dear and loving mother of twelve mourning children" -- usual 

inscription. "Departed from his beloved business and family -- 

"another inscription and so on.

We look these over; sometimes they're dramatic. Like, there's a 

couple out in Columbia, California that are very dramatic. And 

one of them says, "Killed by a..." -- this is not a direct quote 

-- "Killed by a sniveling skunk that also tried to cheat him at 

cards." And the next grave to it says, "The sniveling skunk." 

Erected by his brother -- the first man's brother. It's very 

interesting.

But those things are not necessarily truthful. But if you put it 

on there "CDEI," you'd have a truthful record on every tombstone. 

Got it? CDEI.

Well, actually, one departs from the standpoint of "I wonder what 

would happen if..." or "I wonder what that is," to go into "You 

know, that's pretty nice," to go into "I've got to have it," to 

go into "It isn't obtainable." "Make it scarce" is another motto 

that goes along with this.

So we see that the time track itself -- that part of it with 

which we are concerned, which begins after departure from own 

universe -- begins with this CDEI cycle and then oddly enough 

does something else: itself, as an entity, follows it. It follows 

the cycle, as an entity. It is now a specialized piece of 

havingness. And at first we're curious about the time track, and 

then we desire the time track, and then we've got to have the 

time track, and then we better not have it. Got that?

Well, a reversal of this cycle will return to anybody the time 

track. A Remedy of Havingness, per se, will simply return to 

somebody a lot of time track. Time track untangles, then, on 

havingness. It doesn't untangle very well on memory alone, but it 

does untangle on havingness. If you ran something on this order, 

you said -- this is a "bad" process, by the way. It's not a bad 

process; it's just mediumly workable, you know, hundred thousand 

times as good as anything they had before but, you know, not much 

good -- you said, "You looking at a picture? Good. Copy it, copy 

it, copy it, copy it, copy it, copy it, copy it, copy it." When 

he finally got so he could copy the picture rather easily, you 

would find out that he would have some more pictures. And then 

you say, "Take a look at that. What have you got there?"

And he says, "Oh, so-and-so and so-and-so."

You say, "All right. Copy it, copy it, copy it, copy it, copy 

it," see? You'd eventually get him a time track. Eventually.

But the time track is booby-trapped. The CDEI cycle not only runs 

at separate portions of the track at its beginning, and for the 

track as a whole, but runs in particular types of incidents.

Now, it'll rather amaze you to believe that pain is a 

fantastically precious possession to many people. And yet you can 

have a thetan waste pain, and he will after a while realize that 

he really wants pain. And it's as easy as that. It's one of those 

easily demonstrated things.

Now, you reverse this cycle with havingness remedies. Now, the 

first mechanism of that is wasting. The second mechanism is 

shoving it in and throwing it away. The next mechanism to it, of 

course, would be to just continue a Remedy of Havingness, and 

you'd find it'd go up to C. Eventually a person would get curious 

about it.

Now, he won't get out of the trap unless you remedy havingness 

long enough to get over the point C. You have to get him over his 

curiosity. If he doesn't get over his curiosity, he dives back 

into the trap again by simply running the cycle forward which you 

have just so carefully run backwards. You got it?

All right. The track as a whole responds to a Remedy of 

Havingness. That is its first and most interesting 

characteristic, to me, that it was a stored record of havingness. 

And the fellow would much rather have something than nothing. A 

fellow would much rather have anything, by the way, than nothing 

whatever; it gets that bad.

All right. Now, let's look over this. How about the fellow that 

you've taken a time track totally away from? How about this guy? 

Is he happy? No. Nope. Unless you restore his capability to 

create, that which he has is too precious to part with. You can 

take the significance out of it and you can let him inhabit more 

portions of the time track than he inhabited before, but there 

you've just about had it.

Now, a person who could occupy any portion of the time track was 

by definition, in Dianetics, Clear. He could occupy any portion 

of the time track at will, he was Clear. All right, that's that. 

Actually, what was going on in Dianetics to make a Clear was 

something else which was not at all observed at first: That was 

the fact the fellow exteriorized out of his track because he 

considered that the track was not vitally necessary to his 

continuous survival. He actually exteriorized out of the track, 

which is to say he could occupy any portion of the track if it 

had occurred to him to do so.

Now, let's look over this time track a little more factually here 

and find out it's a collection of mental image pictures which 

contain all perceptions (which is to say about fifty-four 

separate perceptions) and which contains a time tab and contains 

the capability of solidity. It is a record, it is discovered, 

which can be swelled up. You can have somebody make more 

havingness on a time track than he can easily handle. And if you 

do it in that fashion, you will give him back a track faster than 

any other way I know about. We're almost talking about Dianetic 

auditing now when I'm talking to you about Over and Under. This 

is almost Dianetic auditing.

But the key to the time track is that it did begin as a record 

when it only copied. That we consider really the beginning of the 

time track when somebody started to copy.

All right. Now, let's take the next characteristic of this track 

and that was that it contained a time record. That is very 

important. This says "This havingness existed then"; it says when 

the havingness existed, see?

Its next characteristic of considerable importance is an 

automaticity which closes off the past and future, and leaves the 

person with the present. This should strike you as very peculiar 

that people occupy present time at all. It is a very peculiar 

mechanism; it is very funny. In fact, it's so pat that it's 

something one becomes very suspicious about when he begins to 

research. Say, "Oh, what is this? Everybody in present time? How 

incredible." Now, you just figure up the number of chances a 

person has of being in present time, and they are so remote that 

of course he is 90 percent someplace else. But why does he even 

have a body in present time? What is he doing in present time? 

This is the curiosity, not that he has a time track. That is a 

great curiosity.

Well, it's factually true that thetans never go anyplace; but the 

havingness moves around. You see that? Thetan doesn't go 

anyplace; the havingness moves around. So actually a person goes 

out of present time to the degree that he considers himself 

havingness. I mean, it's just as simple as this.

In other words, there isn't -- you suspect this freak that 

everybody is in present time. Well, they aren't anyplace else 

ever. There is no other place than present time. It is only by 

the trick of becoming convinced that there is a time track, that 

there are masses, that one conceives whennesses. And when he is 

too thoroughly convinced of these whennesses, he drifts into them 

himself. Whennesses. When he drifts into these whennesses. why, 

he is drifting to some degree, with his perception right in 

present time, into a feeling that a whenness exists when it 

can't.

But this mechanism of "out of present time" is just a little bit 

of a misnomer. It means he's got some havingness that doesn't 

belong in present time. Got that? Now, that's factual; that is 

correct. The other's not correct. He has some havingness which 

doesn't belong in present time.

Fellow is walking around in a court costume of 1320, see? We'd 

say he's crazy. Well, I don't know why you'd add that 

significance. He's troubled with too many already. It's just some 

havingness has been boosted into present time that shouldn't be 

there.

Therefore, as you accustom your preclear to havingness, you 

accustom him to having it in present time and out of present 

time. And you never did send somebody back on his time track, but 

you moved his time track up to him. You got that? That was 

actually, factually what happened. But it talks better the other 

way, because everybody is doing that and that is more game. 

Everybody believes that he does this, see; that's more game, to 

go back into the past. Actually, all one ever does is move 

havingness up into the present. Got that? You see that clearly?

Now, in view of the fact that all things depend upon conviction 

and proof -- conviction and proof: It is proved to somebody so he 

becomes convinced. He has, already, a mechanism of conviction 

which permits him to be convinced. He has a mechanism of 

conviction which permits you to prove something to him. He says, 

"At all times, if I do A plus B plus C, then it is true." What 

does he mean by true? A lie, of course. In other words, this time 

track exists by conviction.

Now, what we did in Dianetics was quite fantastic. We picked up 

some convictions from way back when, to hell-and-gone back in 

terms of thinkingness, and we actually put people into a 

sensibility of something which they had been quite sensible of, 

and were sensible of no longer. That is to say they had once upon 

a time known they had had time tracks; they had once known all 

about this mechanism of synthesizing the universe in any given 

instant and storing it as records of havingness which could be 

expanded and so forth; and we realerted them to this mechanism. 

And they came around in a circuitous way and were able to take a 

look at this mechanism once more and were able to inspect it much 

more closely and find out more about it.

Now, they already had known something about it, so we actually 

moved them upscale. Just telling them something about the track, 

of course, moved them upscale. One of the things it did was show 

them that they had an available havingness of such magnitude that 

they probably never could run out. Now, that alone was a very 

heartening thing for anybody to discover; unless one, of course, 

was on the total inversion of "I mustn't have anything." And 

that's the case we had trouble with. We showed him he had a 

track, we proved to him he had a track, and he, however, didn't 

get over hating to have one. So he was upset.

Now, this time track has some interesting incidents on it, that's 

for sure. And these incidents, however, we classify very crudely 

and bluntly as simply -- first title, first proper word is 

"facsimile." Any of these pictures we can call a facsimile. That 

is the whole thing. That is different than a mock-up. A mock-up 

is something that somebody creates; a facsimile is a copy of. Got 

that?

So there are really two types of picture on the time track, and 

one would be a mock-up or a creation and the other would be a 

copy. Now, of course, something had to furnish the energy for 

both, and that was done circuitously or directly by a thetan. So 

we don't have to worry too much about where the energy came from. 

The energy is common to both. And across this bridge of the 

commonness of energy, we can then take a facsimile and chew it up 

with mock-ups, because the havingness is from the same source. 

Follow that.

All right. The first thing then is a facsimile, copy of. 

Preceding that, in terms of time or ability, would be this other 

thing called a mock-up, a creation -- a word taken from World War 

II when they used to go through drills, climbing up and down the 

sides of ships and doing and flying airplanes and so forth which 

weren't airplanes, and so on. It's slightly derogatory but it 

really shouldn't be. Nobody thinks of it as being derogatory or 

otherwise these days. A mock-up is simply a mock-up; that's that. 

That's passed into Scientology terminology. You couldn't get it 

out any more than you could get the word "auditor" out.

The last thing in the world you could do would be change this 

term "auditor." Would not be possible. Similarly, I don't think 

you could even vaguely change this term "mock-up." Guys go 

around, they speak of their bodies as "my mock-up" and so forth. 

They really like this word. All right, it's a technical term.

Facsimile and mock-up: You got the difference between those two 

things?

All right, now let's take the next singular difference that we 

run into. Some of these incidents are sunk out of sight, and we 

call these moments of unconsciousness. They were a picture of a 

moment of unconsciousness, and they stay out of sight. They stay 

unknown even on the track. But they are there and everything is 

in them, and it's quite interesting to recover one of these 

moments. That is a moment of unconsciousness.

Now, there are other moments on the track which are moments of 

pain; these are mental image pictures of instants of pain, and 

they also contain the pain recording.

Now, the next significant instant is the emotional incident which 

we consider as a secondary -- technical term, secondary. And that 

is simply an engram of a secondary nature. It really depends on a 

moment of pain and unconsciousness, and it contains emotion, a 

grief charge. Also there are secondaries which contain laughter 

charges and all sorts of things.

It's quite interesting that any emotion could be seized up as a 

mental image picture on the track and if this is the case we then 

have what we call a secondary. Got it?

Now, the moment of pain and unconsciousness we call an engram. 

And the reason I didn't enumerate that at first is I wanted to 

show you that there were two different types of engrams: One is 

unconsciousness and the other is pain, and we got them both 

together, we've got a brute!

Now, there's another type of incident there and that we call a 

compulsive exteriorization. Fellow was blown out of his head. In 

other words, he lost all of his havingness all at once, one way 

or the other. And this moment of compulsive exteriorization is 

also on record on the track. And in Scientology this becomes a 

Scientology engram: pain, unconsciousness and compulsive 

exteriorization. All three together, we have a ring-tailed 

snorter.

Now, that ring-tailed snorter will act underneath one of these 

secondaries. You see the picture now. You could have a moment of 

pain and you could have a secondary. You could have a moment of 

unconsciousness, you could have a secondary too, you see? You 

could have a moment of compulsive exteriorization and have a 

secondary on that.

Many a time you've told somebody to get out of his head and he 

actually has picked up at that instant a secondary. Compulsive 

exteriorization was restimulated by his exteriorization in 

session. He became very upset. He thought of dying and all sorts 

of things. Really you were laying in a secondary right there at 

that point. All right.

This word engram then is a loose word -- a loose word -- since it 

could contain only unconsciousness or contain only pain or 

contain compulsive exteriorization. But in Scientology we knitted 

all these three together and we say "An engram is a moment of 

pain and unconsciousness and compulsive exteriorization," and 

that is a Scientology engram because it's a wicked one.

Now, if he doesn't have an engram, he can't get a secondary. Do 

you see that? If he doesn't have an engram he can't get a 

secondary. Got that?

The old theory was all you had to do was yank the bottom out from 

under him by pulling the engram, and what do you know, that's 

true; still true today. You'll blow the secondaries loose.

Very often a person cannot cry. You remove a moment of pain and 

unconsciousness and all of a sudden he is able to cry, and you 

run out a secondary engram, the loss of his dog. Quite 

remarkable.

Now, you see these moments that we classify as an engram? What 

are they? They're moments of pain, moments of unconsciousness, 

moments of compulsive exteriorization.

Actually, very loosely, just any kind of an incident like that 

(mental image picture of) we could call an engram, but if we're 

very precise in Scientology we say it has to include pain, 

unconsciousness and compulsive exteriorization. Then we've got an 

engram because we know that's the biggest engram on the track. 

And if you can pull one of those and get one of those 

straightened out, you've really done something.

But do you know that until really recently we did not have the 

processing weapons to accomplish the erasure of a Scientology 

engram? All right.

Got an engram, got a secondary -- loss of mother, anything; see, 

it contains an emotional charge -- and then we have a key-in and 

then we have a lock. Our old terminology.

Key-in means, this engram -- nobody had thought about it for a 

long time and the external universe came along one day and 

thought about it and one got another incident which looked like 

the engram, and we call that incident a key-in.

Now, if we want to put the engram back in the file drawer, all we 

do is have to run out the key-in. There's a lot of trickery 

connected with this. We run out the key-in, the engram goes back 

into the file drawer. The guy lives for ten more years before he 

gets another incident that pulls that engram into being, then 

once more he has bursitis, or rheumitis, or Eisenhowerosis.

And anyhow, we get, then, a lock simply as being a moment of 

conscious memory. That is the total definition of a lock. That 

really is all a lock is, because you'll find out in handling 

preclears that any picture they've got is appended to some chain 

series of one kind or another.

We have this general word called facsimile which covers all these 

breeds of cat: covers engrams, covers secondaries, covers key-ins 

and covers locks.

Now, back in Dianetic days we said a lock very definitely was 

something -- an incident which succeeded a key-in. Got it? So you 

had a whole chain of locks on top of that. Now, that was 

technically correct. However, in running this thing that erases a 

Scientology engram, we find the fellow doesn't recall anything 

else.

You actually have to give him an awful shove to get him off of 

locks into a very nonsignificant facsimile. If you want to be 

precise then these are the categories and these are the 

definitions.

Do you understand them?

Audience voices: Yeah. Mm-hm.

Some of you here have looked at these for a long time; you know 

more about them than I do. But these doggone things are the 

anatomy of the time track. Got it? Those are the anatomy of the 

time track.

Person is no longer building his own universe. He's taking 

pictures of this one. He stores them up in chronological order. 

They have time tabs and pictures of things. And every once in a 

while one of these pictures gets a supersignificance and these 

supersignificant pictures louse him up. And any psychosomatic 

illness is traceable to one of these supersignificant facsimiles.

In order to be supersignificant, the thing at least has to be a 

lock; it at least has to be that. Only there are some people that 

locks go into like engrams. I mean, you start to run them through 

a lock and you have four hours work on your hands; you're running 

a lock off.

Somebody mentioned his first wife's name or something like that 

and it takes you four hours to erase the party. Why is it so 

sticky?

The keynote of all that stickiness -- I tell you now, and this is 

new -- is havingness. If he considers things sticky his concept 

of what he can have is down. He's run the CDEI on the whole 

track. The whole track is considered by him to be terribly 

inhibited. Havingness in it is just gone. There just isn't any. 

See this? See how this could be? Well, he's sad about the whole 

thing. He can't have it, so he wants to throw it away. If you did 

give him some havingness he'd do something horrible with it, 

because he says, "It's awful scarce stuff, and I can't have that, 

and I know it doesn't exist." He's on an inverted conviction.

Well, let us look this over. Havingness is the keynote, not 

memory! Well, there must be a terrific shift or change of 

havingness connected with an engram. Mmm. Well, you make 

something too painful for somebody and he can't have it, see? 

You've beefed it up above his level of tolerance and he can't 

have it. You make him unconscious and of course he has lost 

things, hasn't he?

And now, let's look a little bit further, and a compulsive 

exteriorization was the loss of the works, wasn't it? That was 

really the loss of the works. Even though he came back into his 

head, he now knows that he could lose it all. Got that? The key-

in was another threatened moment of loss of the same order as the 

engram. Somebody just walked in and says "I think I'll knock you 

out." Doesn't, you know? Just walks off then, but that's good 

enough to take a knockout engram and put it into restimulation. 

You see, it's a threatened moment of loss. Got it?

All right, we look up the line just a little bit further and we 

find out that a lock would be something just like he was sitting 

there thinking about maybe he'd lose it.

Loss. Loss. Get this now. Loss. Not loss of memory; that's not 

even vaguely important. Loss -- that is. Have -- lose.

Some people have come up with the computation that if you have 

anything you lose it. It's just enough to have something to lose 

it. You give them a Christmas present, they instantly get the 

sensation of having lost something. They are so certain that if 

they have something they'll lose it, that they don't acquire. And 

that is why they don't acquire, because they know they will lose 

it, and that will bring them pain, and that's that. See? It's 

just a twisted-up no-have.

Well, we for a long, long time knew about this thing called loss. 

We knew that loss was the common denominator, but loss of what? 

Loss of a thing, we thought. Oh no, it wasn't loss of a thing; it 

was loss of havingness.

Now, you can't lose something unless you've had it. That sounds 

awfully simple, but it's the anatomy of this whole works. You 

can't lose what you have not yet got. You can acquire that. But 

anything you have had is something that you lost. You see, you 

have had it and you no longer have it, therefore, you must have 

lost it in some fashion. And we find loss is the common 

denominator of those pictures in restimulation in the average 

case. It's very weird, but they're pictures of loss.

You have a preclear sitting there; he's looking at this picture. 

This picture is of a backyard. And every time you run him on Over 

and Under (which I'll talk about in a moment), every time you run 

him on this Over and Under, why, he lands --for a later view, you 

know, for "later than," "an instant later than that," "a 

facsimile later than that," he'd say, "Ah, I got one."

You say, "What is it?"

And he says, "It's the backyard."

Well, after you've run him earlier and then run him later again, 

he says ("Well, what have you got now?").

"I got a picture of the backyard."

Well, that's very interesting and so on. You should by this time 

become very interested in what he is going to find out! He will 

eventually tell you, after he's returned to this backyard about 

ten times, some cases, "Yeah, I know why I'm remembering this. 

This is where I lost my cat!" The fact that he lost the cat made 

him hold on to the backyard. He at least had that. Now, when they 

lose the cat so thoroughly that they can't hold on to anything, 

they get a black spot, or they get a blank, a total blank. You 

got it?

So the engrams have it that one loses. And sure enough, one does, 

and this lock in Over and Under is omnipresent. Locks. You're 

just always running locks. You never get off on to facsimiles 

until your case is practically Clear.

He's all -- you don't care. It's perfectly all right. There's 

nothing wrong with this that he just keeps running these locks, 

but he keeps finding out that he's got pictures in restimulation 

of all those times when he has lost something.

Well now, if your time track adds up finally to a totality of 

loss, it of course is lost. So time becomes looked upon as a 

mechanism which loses things for you.

You have there the mechanism of old age. You have the mechanism 

of body deteriorization. You have all kinds of things there. I'm 

not asking you to add all these things up; you will in due time, 

and there's no reason I should burden you with them at this time, 

because it would just be burdening you, because it's a long, long 

list of significances.

But it's enough for me to tell you that they ordinarily get 

moments of loss, and in Over and Under they run practically 

nothing but locks. I made a technical error just a little earlier 

when I said the rest of them are called locks. That's because I'm 

puppy to the root here with Over and Under. The rest of them are 

called facsimiles. They're all facsimiles, but facsimiles of loss 

are locks. There are other pictures.

Now, this is what's amazing. This is actually amazing to some 

people that there are other pictures than moments of loss on the 

track. But anybody that's having any difficulty does nothing with 

them. He says "You know, I have a picture here of a street. It's 

not a bad picture of a street; it's an interesting picture of a 

street. And I every now and then see this picture of a street." 

You start to run him on Over and Under, the picture of the street 

will turn up eventually as the place where he lost his pocketbook 

when he was seven years old and couldn't go to the movies. See?

Now, the other significance about this track that is quite 

important and is the common denominator of it is the fact that 

the past track is a not-know and the future track is a not-know 

and the present track is a know. The width of that know, as I've 

said to you earlier, is very important. Is it five milliseconds 

wide? Is it five seconds wide? How wide is present time? It is as 

wide as he has not put not-know on automatic. As he puts not-know 

on automatic -- not-know the past and not-know the future -- as 

he puts it on automatic, the automaticity begins to swamp present 

time. And it moves in from the future, and it moves in from the 

past, and present time gets as narrow as a slice of baloney 

bought in a lesser delicatessen. It is a terribly thin slice.

Now, this is actual havingness. See, this is actual havingness, 

present-time havingness.

Increasing the width of that havingness is done by either simply 

a Remedy of Havingness or running not-knowingness processes 

objectively. In other words, we can take over the automaticity of 

the future and past.

Now, I'm going a little bit fast for you here, I think. But you 

realize that an individual does this to get rid of the past. He 

not-knows it; he forgets it; he puts it on the backtrack. And he 

acquires the future by knowing the present and moving up into the 

future, but he has to keep the whole future not-known. It doesn't 

even mean that he could know the future. He certainly can change 

the future. But the future is something which is not-known on 

purpose.

Now, it's quite amusing that if you have somebody run this 

process, that he begins to predict very accurately. You say, 

"Tell me something in this room that's having an effect on 

something else." You run this on him for a couple of hours and 

he'll start to predict. Why? Because predicting the future is 

becoming an effect in present time. One is never otherwise than 

cause really, but he can get into a prediction of the future 

which means "I am here in present time and the future is going to 

have an effect upon me." Therefore, his present time is an 

effect.

He does this by not-knowing a future which he has mocked up. Now, 

he has to have mocked it up and not-known it in order to have a 

future. But the common denominator on it is not-know. So you have 

not-know for the future, not-know for the past. And these not-

knows encroach on present time until it gets as thin as a slice 

of baloney that you buy in a New York delicatessen. You see that?

To a preclear who has no perception at all, present time has 

become totally extinct. Do you see? The automatic machinery -- 

get this carefully -- the automatic machinery of the future and 

the past have not-known so automatically and so thoroughly that 

they've wiped out present time too. How do you turn it on again? 

How do you broaden present time? Now, that is the goal: broaden 

present time.

Now, how broad present time can become I do not know, but I think 

very possibly it could be broadened up to two or three years at a 

crack -- very possibly. And there is no total impossibility on 

broadening it up to a million years into the future and a million 

years into the past, and it'd all be present time. Present time 

would be two million years wide, don't you see? The person just 

wouldn't be not knowing it. My, that would be an awful lot of 

mass, wouldn't it.

Now, how does a thetan get so he likes mass in the first place? 

Well, people keep shoving things at them until he accepts them -- 

CDEI. At the enforced level he begins to believe he has to have 

mass.

Now, let's look at this. The not-know then: you could just run 

not-knowingness processes and exercise and take over the 

automaticity of not-knowingness, you would broaden present time. 

You could simply remedy havingness and you would broaden present 

time. You see this? And then all you would really have to do as 

far as the ordinary preclear is concerned is simply cure him of 

having to have; not by taking everything away from him, but by 

showing him he could mock things up. That is the more esoteric 

remedy.

But you have three things then you can do about the width of 

present time -- three things at once. The processes you run on 

not-know are very simple. "Look around and tell me something you 

wouldn't mind forgetting" is a wording that communicates to most 

preclears. Fabulous things happen. It's one of the most workable 

processes in Scientology. "Look around and tell me something you 

wouldn't mind forgetting." Of course, "forget we know" is the 

wrong postulate, but he interprets the other; he's going to run 

forget for hours before he ever gets on to not-know, so you might 

as well start him out on it. Shift your gears later on when he 

tells you that he ought to. Now, you could do that, then. That 

wouldn't be too difficult then, would it? Hm?

All right, and let's take the next thing. Remedy of Havingness, 

that's fairly easy to do. You do that by gradient scales. Take 

any given substance or object or space, and you remedy his 

havingness with it in any given space. Now, you do it by 

gradients.

Now, remedying the havingness of space is quite interesting. 

That's done by mocking up and spotting more easily than 

otherwise. But it actually can be run as part of just straight 

Remedy of Havingness: "Mock up a small piece of space and shove 

it in. Mock up a small piece of space and throw it away." This 

has an efficacy.

Well, you could start somebody wasting this significant bit of 

havingness, and then you would have him mock it up one way or the 

other and push it in, and mock it up and throw it away. And you 

would have him mock it up on gradients, throw it away in 

gradients, give him enough of it right where he is sitting to 

where he is willing to throw one away.

It's quite interesting. An individual says, "I cannot throw away 

a box of that."

You say, "That's fine. Mock up another box, another box, another 

box," and if you were looking in his head you would see the box 

he couldn't throw away is still stuck out there and every 

additional box that he mocks up of it, the box he was trying to 

throw away moves a little bit farther away. In other words, he's 

holding on to it quantitatively. If he has enough of it, why, he 

can throw it away. Now, that's a low-order postulate. Quantity 

doesn't enter into this at all, oddly enough. It is not a basic 

consideration. It's a very low-order, aberrated consideration -- 

quantity. But the thetan has got it. He's got this consideration 

that quantity is awfully important -- he thinks the most 

fabulously important thing he ever ran into.

All right, you got it that far?

Now, in view of the fact that he's obeying his track... Or you 

could simply have him mock something up; just him mock it up, and 

mock it up, and mock it up. This is the simplest of all remedies; 

not necessarily the most workable. On a lower-order case that 

can't create, he simply strips the bank of a stable datum and 

away we go -- confusion.

You say, "What's the most stable datum that you ever had in your 

lifetime?"

He says, "Oh, I don't know. I guess my father."

You say, "That's fine. Father, that's swell. Now, mock him up and 

mock him up and mock up your father, and mock up your father, and 

mock up your father, and mock up your father."

After a while he says, "You know, I can't get any more mock-ups 

of father." Watch that remark "I can't get any more mock-ups of." 

That means he wasn't mocking it up. He's using some kind of 

facsimile. And what did he do? He as-ised the totality of father, 

and he has no more stable datum in the bank, and all of his 

childhood illnesses and everything just go swamp! -- confusion. 

You've taken out the stable datum, you get the confusion. You 

take out the confusion and you get the stable datum. See that? 

Substitutions?

But an individual who cannot create can't follow that process. 

But anybody can do this one -- anybody can do this one: You 

tackle the time track directly and run Over and Under Solids. How 

do you do that?

Let's say he had a horrible accident when he was fourteen. That's 

fine. He had a tonsillectomy. He had anything happen when he was 

fourteen. You say, "All right..." You've isolated this now as the 

primary rest point of his case. Now, don't move him off that rest 

point! Got that now? You found out he's stuck there; well, don't 

move him! Got it? Don't move the injured.

You say, "Oh, you had a terrible tonsillectomy."

"Yes, as a matter of fact, got a picture of it."

"Well, that's fine. You had a terrible tonsillectomy when you 

were fourteen. Well, think of that now. All right, now we'll call 

this the center incident, and we will say -- when we say 

fourteen, we mean that incident. All right."

And the fellow says, "Oh, yeah, that's fine."

You say, "Fourteen, that incident."

You know, you can use the file clerk to do this. You can look at 

somebody and say, "When I snap my fingers an age will flash." The 

age flashes. Use that as the age, you'll never be wrong. If you 

get a flash response and so forth, just use that as the center 

point in Over and Under and you've got it. Quickest way to 

establish it is that way, by the way. This requires an old 

Dianeticist. All right.

Now, we have this series of commands which immediately result 

from this. You say, "Fourteen, all right, a tonsillectomy, that's 

that. Fourteen. Whenever I say 'fourteen' then we mean that 

point. That's fine. Now, can you get a facsimile" -- see, this is 

a very factual sort of thing -- "can you get a facsimile of a 

moment later than that?"

He says, "What's a facsimile?"

You say, "Mental image pictures, of course, you nut. No wonder 

I'm processing you. Don't even know things like that." Whatever 

chitter-chat you enter in upon, it's a "facsimile." Use that word 

because the word "facsimile" is seldom found in engrams. Got it?

"Can you get a facsimile later than that?"

And he says, "Oh, yes. Yes, yes, yes, I've got -- I have this 

facsimile of my college!"

You say, "That's fine. That's fine. Make it more solid." He 

struggles; does so. "All right," you say "that's fine. Now can 

you get a facsimile of a moment earlier than fourteen?" Get the 

difference: You don't say "earlier than that tonsillectomy." 

Don't go as-ising that rest point or your boy will be in 

confusion. Just say "fourteen," you know? "Earlier than 

fourteen?"

And he says "Oh yes! I've got one here of me running into a tree 

with my bicycle."

You say "Can you get another one?" Why do you say "Can you get 

another one?" You walked right straight into an engram there, 

didn't you? Well, don't ever, if you can help it -- if you can 

help it -- you will, and don't worry about it. Don't sit up all 

night and sweat because you did this. But try to avoid picking up 

other facsimiles and making them solid, because the moment you 

make them solid you stick him in them. He can look at them 

without sticking.

So he says, "A bicycle running into a tree."

And you say, "That's fine. Can you get another one earlier than 

fourteen? Can you get another facsimile earlier than fourteen?"

He says, "Oh..." and disgruntled because that was an awful nice 

wreck. "Uuuuh," he says, "Uh... uhh... I don't know, here's my 

mother standing alongside of my crib."

You say, "Well, that is fine."

Now, you pays your money, you gives your command and you takes 

your chance, see? Very well may be that he has whooping cough and 

all sorts of things as he's lying there in the crib with his 

mother alongside of it, but it doesn't appear to be. Now, the 

truth of the matter is you can't get into too much trouble. We're 

trying to avoid the majority of engrams and secondaries. And if 

we hit a few, all right. But let's not do what the preclear will 

half the time want us to do, which is take only engrams and 

secondaries as the earlier and later incident, because you'd have 

him in more spots of track than you could easily count. Got that 

now?

All right, he gives -- you say, "All right. Make it more solid." 

Not make her more solid! Got it? Make it. Because you asked for a 

facsimile; you make the whole picture more solid. How did he do 

it? We don't care. It become more solid? That is the answer. "It 

did? All right, now can you get a facsimile of something later 

than fourteen?"

And he finally finds being bawled out by a professor. You 

consider this isn't very engramic so you, "Can you make it more 

solid? Not the professor; can you make the facsimile, see, more 

solid?" Early and late, early and late, early and late, early and 

late. And never fourteen!

All of a sudden he'll start getting stuck in fourteen. And you 

say "Ah-eh-eh-eh-eh!"

"Can I make it more solid?"

"No, nope. Nope. We want this processing to last longer than 

that. Something else, something else, something else."

Now, what happens is you build up his time track on both sides of 

this maximal loss point and thus fill in that maximal loss point 

very neatly. Do you follow me there? Hm?

The other thing is never under any circumstances change that 

fourteen-year-old rest point! Got it? Never change that; never go 

to some other rest point.

Now, that's Over and Under, and all the phenomena of the track 

will appear as you do this, and even on a black case you can run 

it. So he says, "I see some blackness."

"All right," you say "Make it more solid. Earlier than that 

blackness. All right, make it more solid." You can do extremes on 

this, and it works on any low level of case and it remedies the 

time track and brings a preclear out in the clear.

We have never had this particular process fail, and it is a very, 

very good process indeed. It straightens out the time track and 

it does make a Clear.

Thank you.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

CREATION

A lecture given on 7 November 1956

[Start of Lecture]

Thank you.

Going to talk to you about Creative Processes.

Cycle of action is create, create-create-create, no create.

Now, you say, "What happens? Where's it go?"

Well, if there's no postulate in the creation for its 

continuance, if there's no time connected with it, it doesn't go 

anywhere. There is no place for it to go. Now, basically, the 

reason why is there was nothing there in the first place, except 

your consideration.

Therefore, if it does evolve that an individual creates over a 

long time, he actually has to continue the creation. He has to 

continue the creation. In other words, he has to create it, 

create it, create it, create it, create it. All the time he has 

his attention on it, regardless of how many vias, he's having to 

put it there, put it there, put it there, put it there. And what 

is that but a re-creation?

He can say by consideration -- if he has the former consideration 

that he can do this -- he can say, "That mock-up will now stay 

there." But remember, he had to have the former consideration 

"When I say a mock-up is going to stay there, it continues to be 

created."

Now, that's what survival amounts to in almost everybody's bank. 

It says when it lives it lives; when it goes on living it goes on 

living, and that's the postulate and that's it.

Well, create, then, is a common denominator of many things. Why 

does one have to create again? He has to create again because of 

the postulate time. And that is the fact that we have a different 

universe every given instant. So we have to create something in 

this new universe at any given instant in order to have anything 

there in this new universe.

In any given instant, then, we mean that we have a disappearance. 

Well, we don't have a disappearance. We have a nonexistence. 

People ask the question, where did the mock-up go? It didn't go 

anywhere. And that is what is so puzzling. See, it didn't go 

anywhere. What happened to yesterday's universe? Well, it didn't 

go anywhere. It is not waiting anywhere at all. It was put there 

to last for a certain period of time and this, then, didn't 

require it to go anywhere. It's only going to last as a 

consideration for a certain period of time. Therefore, it no 

longer lasts. It just isn't there. It doesn't go anywhere. To go 

somewhere infers that it's continuing to last elsewhere. And 

every case you'll ever process has a louse-up right on that 

point. Where did yesterday go? Well, it didn't have any place to 

go to. Yesterday quit.

"Where am I going to store all these mock-ups I made yesterday?" 

Well now, a fellow can start doing that. And therefore, every 

time he creates today he has to create yesterday too.

I spoke to you yesterday about the time track. In every given 

instant the time track has to be re-created all over again. 

Because yesterday didn't go anyplace, we have this interesting 

mechanism, then, of storing it. Storing yesterday via a time 

track. When you look at it again you have to create it.

Anything you are looking at was created in that instant. Got 

that? Anything you are looking at was created in that instant 

that you are looking at it. The illusion occurs this way: We 

create by vias so that we think we are looking at something that 

was, that became a now. But we have vias that mock this up.

Now, we speak a lot about the destruction of engrams. All that an 

engram is, is a re-creation of an extant situation by a certain 

pattern. But the pattern is just by a series of vias which exist 

in now. It's the most fantastic testimony to what a thetan knows 

and doesn't know that he knows, that he can create things he 

knows nothing about all over again and then find out things from 

them that amaze him.

So this thing called a time track is to a marked degree a trick. 

That which you perceive was made at the instant you perceived it, 

to this degree: One's perception is more limited than the 

creative sphere. And that's another little law that has to go 

down there. Perception is usually less than the created sphere 

and is never more. Got it? It's usually less than the created 

sphere.

In other words, because you can see Keokuk does not mean that you 

also didn't create Los Angeles and New York. Just because you're 

only looking at Keokuk doesn't mean that you left Los Angeles and 

New York out of your creative action. You created Los Angeles, 

New York and Keokuk and only looked at Keokuk. People think of 

that happy day when they were children and only thought that the 

home front yard, they say, was there; and there was nothing 

beyond that front yard at all. But you tell them where Germany 

is, and they say it's over that little range of hills. Why do 

they think it's so close? Well, that's because in failing to 

create it properly, they create it in the wrong place. It's quite 

interesting though, if you took them to Germany they would see 

Germany. See, that becomes fascinating. That's the bug. How come 

they can see Germany?

Therefore, a thetan tells you one thing while he's doing 

something else. This is obvious.

Now, what -- what do we find as a common denominator of 

processing, then? Creativeness. Creativeness. Creativeness has a 

scale which begins with lies. Lies are the lowest level of 

creativeness.

The next scale above lies is, of course, the creation of a 

thought. Just plain creation of a thought, independent of other 

thoughts.

The next level above that is the creation of a mechanic. But 

people run them in reverse: They have to be able to create the 

mechanical adequately before they can create a thought. That's 

just the way it stacks up.

The number of people who create thoughts are very few. H.L. 

Mencken, just before his death, wrote quite a dissertation on 

this. And his opinion of the ability of man to think an original 

thought was poor.

But for a man to create a thought, he evidently -- if he's fairly 

low down the line -- has to have the idea that he can create a 

mass or a space or something. So the creation of masses, spaces, 

particles, so on, is actually below the ability to create a 

thought.

You see, one gets starved for masses, spaces and particles and 

believes that these have in them a number of thoughts. They 

believe these things have in them a number of thoughts. And so 

they take the thoughts out of these masses. They remove the 

thoughts already extant in the masses of yesterday. Of course, 

they have to put them there to remove them, but that's perfectly 

all right. They believe that these thoughts came from the masses.

They develop philosophies. Man is fantastic. He develops a 

philosophy like dialectic materialism. He says every thought 

comes from the collision of two forces. (Two or more forces he 

should have said.) By the way, that's not even scientifically 

well written. You know? I mean, it has extraordinaries. Like why 

two forces? Why not three forces? You know? That kind of 

nonsense.

Of course, somebody with a scarcity of masses treasures the 

masses. And he says, "These masses are really something." And he 

rather deifies them. And he says, "When you bump these two masses 

together, of course, you get a thought out of them; that shows 

you that they're God."

And the only difference between Roman Catholicism and nuclear 

physics is that the Roman Catholic has an easier idea getting 

some thoughts into space. In nuclear physics we get thoughts into 

space by banging together masses. But there's no less deity 

involved. There is no less a worshipful attitude toward these 

masses that give up these beautiful reactions.

Every once in a while they turn around and tell you, if they're 

not watching themselves too carefully or if they've had a drink, 

"Isn't God wonderful!" You know, they turn the reactor on and let 

it react for a while, and they turn around to you, "Isn't God 

wonderful!" Now, they got tired of having God in space and put 

him back in idol form. That's the truth of the matter.

Any race does this eventually. It gets tired of looking into 

space and ruining all of its havingness and puts their gods into 

masses. Actually, probably idolatry is much more healthy from a 

standpoint of body masses than a spatial religion. You got 

something real solid, you can walk up to it and lean on it, you 

know, and you can say, "Oh boy. Yeah, I know God heard me now; 

there he is." See?

Savage people worship rocks, and so forth. And that's pretty low-

toned and pretty barbaric when they get down to worshipping 

rocks. But when you get down to worshipping rocks you can't see, 

you've got the modern atomic physicist.

So anyway, these boys actually are copartners in the creation of 

any given instant. And the instants which were, just aren't. It's 

too simple though, of course, you see? It's -- have to make it 

more complicated. But the instants which were, aren't: They 

didn't go anywhere.

Now, if you understand this clearly, then you understand what is 

wrong with your preclear is his ability to create. Ability to 

create thoughts, his ability to create particles and masses in 

terms of the bank and certainly, observably, he is very deficient 

in being able to create walls that are as big as and solid as the 

room walls.

I told a preclear one time -- just making an experiment -- 

something that would appall you, I'm sure. You speak of the 

Auditor's Code, a break this bad, you see, malice aforethought, 

can happen in the world of research but you actually have to add 

about four or five more clauses onto it before the break can be 

conceived to be big enough. You see?

He was making mock-ups, and he was doing rather well. I was 

testing the action of mocking up barriers. And he kept saying he 

was mocking up barriers, and he kept saying he was mocking up 

barriers. And I finally said to him, "You're sure you're mocking 

up barriers now?" I said, "Where are you mocking them up?" And he 

pointed to a line out in the middle of the floor and so forth. 

And I walked over and patted the line and felt around it and 

passed my hand through it and so on. Pulled Steves's trick that 

he pulled back there in '53. Kept telling preclears to mock up a 

Coke bottle, and then say, "I can't see it." You know? This was 

to encourage them to make more solid mock-ups. And I told this 

preclear I couldn't feel that wall. I couldn't feel it. I didn't 

think he was doing well. Asked him if he was sick or something. 

And got him to struggling to make the walls thicker and heavier 

and thicker and heavier. And I finally said, "You know, I don't 

think we better go on with the session. Maybe you need some rest. 

Maybe you should go take a rest and we might try this again 

tomorrow."

He says, "Why? What's the matter with you?"

I said, "I can't feel these walls. I don't think they're there."

He went into an awful decline. Isn't that odd? I was trying to 

find out why he went into a decline. He intended to pick an 

agreement and he picked a disagreement.

So he came in the next morning intending to pick a disagreement. 

We had a wonderful fight, and he felt much better. And we got on, 

and his mock-ups got right back to where they ought to have been. 

You see? I was trying to damage his mock-ups so that I could 

improve them again, and succeeded in doing so. I had him with 

mock-ups there that were fabulous, for him. He never saw such 

mockups. But he kept making them, by the way, on the basis: "Of 

course, you wouldn't think this is very much, but..."

Now, what is this whole mechanism of creation in terms of masses 

and spaces? It is conviction of existence. Conviction of 

existence. There are a number of postulates which go into this 

action of putting up a mock-up. But the basic postulate, of 

course, is "There it is!" The next one is, is "I perceive it."

Now, if you go around having a preclear saying, "I perceive it, I 

perceive it, I perceive it, I perceive it," why do the walls get 

stronger to him and heavier? Now, that is, then, a reverse 

perception. He was on an inversion. See, he'd said "I perceive 

it, I perceive it, I perceive it" so hard and so furiously, so 

factually, he tried to be so convincing about having perceived 

it, that he started to drop out of the bottom on this whole basis 

of having perceived it. And the harder he says "I perceive it" 

now, the less he perceives it. Why?

The mechanism didn't work. He has lost on this mechanism too many 

times. He said, "I perceive it," and then nobody else agreed with 

him. He said, "I perceive it," and then something happened to it. 

Somebody else had a mock-up in front of it. Somebody was playing 

a joke on him or something of the sort. You see? Mix-ups of 

perception. But the perception was basically "I perceive it." 

However, your preclear doesn't go into all of these delicacies. 

He simply wants to put something up and see it. And this he does, 

and he needn't make an articulated postulate in order to do it.

A thetan doesn't go around thinking "Now I will think a thought: 

Mm. I have thought a thought." No. He says -- he doesn't have to 

think "Now I am going to put up a mass," and then put up a mass. 

He just -- Mass. See? That's all there is to it. He doesn't 

really think "Now I am going to move my body's arm," and then put 

a postulate into the body's arm which then moves the body's arm, 

see? It's perfectly easy to make the postulate the action. See, 

not to confuse two things; I mean, that's the postulate, see? You 

could do that just as easily as the other way.

You can get a guy so that he doesn't know whether he's walking on 

his head or his hands by simply asking him, "Just what do you 

tell your legs to get them to move?" Of course, this is a lie! He 

doesn't ever tell his legs anything to get them to move. He 

simply says "Action," and he has an action.

Now, because he has to tell other people something before they do 

anything, he gets this confused with himself. And he believes he 

should tell himself something before he does something. And this 

is not at all true.

So therefore, any instantaneous reaction in front of his face in 

the engram bank is liable to surprise him. He doesn't consider 

himself capable of it. He doesn't say, "Now I am going to get an 

action," and get an action in front of his face. Instead of that 

-- that isn't what happened -- he simply has an action in front 

of his face which can exert considerable influence against the 

body, and this surprises him. He doesn't know that he's capable 

of this.

Well, I don't know why he keeps this hidden from himself, except 

that it makes more game. But the funny part of it is, is an 

engram appears in front of somebody's face on the same basis that 

he moves his arm without telling it to do so. You might say it's 

a mass postulate. Quite amazing.

Now, you can actually get somebody making these mass postulates, 

and he can get into much better shape. You can ask him such a 

question as "How much effort could you exert in moving that 

desk?" You just run this as a process. "How much effort could you 

exert in moving that chair?" "How much effort could you 

exert...?" Not how much less effort, you know, but just how much 

effort, which makes him really go in the direction of more 

effort. "How much effort could you employ, now, in holding 

yourself to the floor?"

Now, he'll think he's running out things. He isn't running 

anything out. He is exercising his ability just like the 

strongman exercises his ability to appear interesting in front of 

this huge audience. A strongman takes a five-hundred-pound 

dumbbell and -- although he, after the show, picks it up and just 

tosses it lightly on the truck -- in front of the audience, he 

picks up that five-hundred-pound barbell with the grunts and 

groans that would give a giant a hernia. Man! And sweat runs off 

of him, and he trembles, and he poises himself just so. And 

finally gets it up to a half-lift and then finally shoots it to a 

whole-lift. And boy, this is really dramatic! It's easy for him 

to do it. Now he's trying to make it harder to do so that he'll 

get more appreciation.

There isn't anything in the universe that is hard to do. But 

nothing that is easy to do gets applause. So the communication 

formula enters into the basis of "if you want attention you'd 

better make it difficult," and that is where we get our basic 

complexity. That's why things must be more complicated. The 

strongman effort.

For instance, I upset a pediatrician, just yesterday. I told him, 

"You handle children extremely well." A wave of pain went across 

his face. I'd come close to tapping this one: It is fantastically 

easy for him to handle children. Everybody considers that this is 

very difficult. And in two or three years in his career, he will 

have made it more difficult. But I tell him that he does it well, 

you see? I have already crossed him up a little bit. Just malice 

aforethought. Just my pointing my fangs at the medical profession 

slightly.

Of course, I probably should have gone one better. I think now I 

should have asked him, "How do you go about handling children 

that well? Just what do you do that..."

I told him this because he made a strange remark to me. He asked 

me if I ever read the book called Peter the Fisherman, or 

something of that sort. The little children, he'd pick them up 

and they'd stop crying. That was how he explained his ability. I 

think this chap will be needing our assistance one of these days, 

because he's got himself all mocked up into the saint bracket. He 

must be eight yards, invertedly, back of his own head. You know?

If a thetan can't stop a child from crying he ought to quit. It 

is very easy. But if you think it's difficult, and you get a big 

regimen for doing it and so forth, you'll find it's hard to stop 

children from crying -- quite difficult to stop children from 

crying. As a matter of fact, the more you insist that they stop 

crying, the more they cry. Isn't that peculiar? Hm? You say, 

"Now, you haven't got anything to cry about; what are you crying 

for?"

It's an interesting thing that if a child has skinned his knee, 

for instance, and you tell him, "That is nothing. That is 

nothing. What are you crying about? You shouldn't pay any 

attention to that," and so forth, you can actually observe the 

bruise develop much more rapidly. Because he actually is holding 

a bruise up to you. See? Well, something is putting the bruise 

there. The body, without assistance, wouldn't hold the bruise. It 

has to have the assistance of a mental image picture bank in 

order to hold that bruise.

So we get this whole thing of making it more difficult. If you 

want to get attention you make it harder. Got the idea?

Now, if you've got somebody who has this kick, all you have to do 

is ask him to make it more difficult. Now, you can process an 

incident this way: You can say, "Tell me something worse. Tell me 

something worse than that. Come on, give me something worse than 

that. Give me something worse than that. Something worse than 

that. Something worse than that. Something worse than that." And 

it's an interesting thing that the incident will process under 

these lines: You just make it worse, make it worse, make it 

worse.

Actually the alternate question -- "Invent an individuality that 

could cope with it," and "Tell me or invent a worse situation" -- 

is a killer. That blows engrams. That's a real fine process. One 

and two. One and two. One and two. "Invent an individuality that 

could cope with it." "Invent a worse situation." "Invent an 

individuality that could cope with it" -- just some specific 

incident.

All right. Now we have this, then, workable in other factors, and 

one of those factors is effort. And most everybody around has 

difficulty with effort. They have difficulty because of 

estimation of; they don't measure the resistances of other 

things. See, they don't measure this. They get one-sided about 

every effort problem. They don't measure the resistance of the 

door; they measure their resistance in opening the door. You got 

that?

Now, what is wrong with their ability to experience is the 

ability to experience effort is poorly developed. You got it? If 

you cannot measure the effort of the door at the same time you're 

measuring your effort in opening the door, you won't open the 

door smoothly. Now, this is the answer to that peculiar riddle: 

Some people do things very clumsily and some people do things 

very smoothly. Some people go down and run a piece of machinery 

on and on and on, and nothing bad occurs. Somebody else starts 

running this same piece of machinery and everything bad occurs. 

Well, that is because the individual running the machinery is 

measuring one of two things, or both.

Now, somebody could actually only measure the machine's effort. 

Or somebody could only measure his own effort. It requires 

somebody to measure both efforts. He has to be sensible of both 

efforts in order to do a good job of handling. Follow me?

In order to speak, it is not enough to control the body and the 

voice tones in front of an audience. Oddly enough, you also have 

to have in some small grip the audience's ability to listen. See 

that? There's two sides of this.

Now, pan-determinism is the term we assign to handling both sides 

of a situation, two or more sides. And self-determinism is the 

definition we assign to handling one side.

Now, it's awfully good for a person to handle just one side. 

That's awfully good. That's wonderful if he can handle one side. 

Few people can do that. He can handle one side of it perfectly, 

so we say he's a self-determined individual, and this is a 

compliment.

But the funny part of it is, if he were really good, he'd handle 

both sides: He'd be pan-determined. He would have the rock's 

effort to stay against the ground and his own effort to lift the 

rock so measured and calculated that his effort to lift the rock 

would be minimal. Unless he was trying to make it difficult.

Well, the way you make it difficult is to make that rock decide 

all by itself how much it should stick against the ground. And in 

that there's nothing there to decide, we of course get a heavy 

rock. See this?

All right. Now, we look this over and we find out, then, that a 

preclear is making his case more difficult. He does not go easily 

in the direction of simplicity of case. He makes his case more 

difficult. His case got him attention; in order to get more 

attention, he's got to have more case. Got the idea? Case got him 

attention. More difficulty: more attention. See?

Also we have this other factor coming in alongside of it. We have 

more communication. There are more things to communicate with. He 

has a greater complexity of communication. He knows better than 

to break off communications; this is always painful. This he 

knows. So we ask people questions like, "How much effort could 

you use in lifting that chair?" "How much effort could you use in 

lifting that rock?" "How much effort could you employ?" "How much 

worse could you make that situation?"

That is sort of an insulting sort of question, but I've had it 

work many times during an emergency. Somebody is running around 

in a small circle, and I've stopped them and asked them, "Now, 

let's see, how much worse could you make this situation?" They 

take a double-take, and then they kind of laugh and actually do 

something effective. See, it snaps out the exactness of their 

action.

People are too prone to think of thought as without force. You 

can think a thought called a lightning bolt if you really know 

that lightning bolts are really simply a thought thought. See, 

lightning bolts are just a thought thought. Think a thought, 

crash! See? People articulate their thoughts. People think a 

thought and tell something else to think this thought and so on. 

Get the idea?

People postulate. That's just a little bit different than an 

action thought. They say it will happen; it is going to happen, 

so on.

There is the thing of just happenstance. You know, it happens. 

You mustn't overlook this because you'll run into it in auditing.

More game -- more difficulty. As a test I have sat and asked a 

preclear for five solid hours, "How much worse could your case 

get?" "What could happen to you?" I've asked him. I didn't ask 

him that as a repetitive auditing question; his case couldn't 

have stood it. See, I asked him that question but I asked it in 

so -- enough ways to get into communication with him. "Well, you 

say your health has been pretty bad. How much worse do you think 

it could get? Mm-hm, hm-mm. Could it get any worse than that? Uh-

huh, well, you say your lungs. Well, could they get any worse 

than that? What's the worst you know about concerning lungs? How 

bad off can lungs actually get?" Of course, he runs down to the 

very unsatisfactory zero of dust. You know, dead, dust, so on. 

That's a nothingness. He doesn't like that. So the lungs, of 

course, he concludes, must survive in a badly decayed condition 

for a very long time. See, because they really don't get worse 

when they die. Body goes and makes some better lungs; he knows 

that. Follow this as an action?

Now, creation, then, gets branded with a number of significances. 

These significances are what the individual thinks are good and 

what he thinks are bad. And these are regulated by "How much 

attention can I get? How much attention can be delivered?" or 

"How much communication would I have to get up if I got rid of 

something?" Even an engram is something to communicate with in 

the lonely little shell of a head that the thetan has, you know? 

Even an engram is something to communicate with.

Now, you essentially, as an auditor, use these principles 

continuously. You use these principles all the time. You say, 

"What more could I communicate with around here, for this 

preclear?" You say, "All right, now we'll have him communicate 

with the wall. We'll have him communicate with the floor, the 

ceiling." Why? That's to give him enough communication.

Now, if you give him enough communication, after a while you can 

call it to his attention that you are breaking communication. 

Now, you can call that to his attention roughly or smoothly. You 

can say, "Break communication. Break communication, break 

communication, break communication." And he'll collapse. I don't 

know, nobody has ever taken it past the point of death, so we 

don't know whether a thetan has ever gotten well from this 

process or not. Might be a wonderful process, but nobody has ever 

survived it. We get them down toward feeling woggy and out of 

communication, and they stop running the process. And we really 

don't have any way to keep them running the process. So we assume 

that breaking communication or breaking ARC or stopping ARC is at 

once a fatal activity for an auditor to engage upon.

Now, this goes further than that. It is a very arduous thing to 

run processes which are broken-communication processes. It's hard 

to do this. In addition to that, they are not very therapeutic, 

which tends then to kind of rule them out. Doesn't it?

But there is one break-communication process which stands in an 

isolated state; Not-Know Processes. Now, those are broken-

communication processes and theoretically should make a guy 

worse. But because it's an automaticity that's being overcome, 

the worseness of it is improved by the gain from taking something 

off automatic. The earliest version of this is "Something you 

wouldn't mind forgetting." A later version is "Look around the 

room and find something you would not mind forgetting," since 

not-know doesn't communicate well. You tell them, "Look around 

the room and find something you would not mind forgetting."

Now that, of course, is essentially a break-communication 

process, isn't it? Evidently the automaticity that is overcome 

permits the person to gain more. His havingness actually 

increases on the process, not decreases. So he's really getting 

more communication all the time. It's quite amazing. In other 

words, there's a trick involved with that process which makes it 

the peculiar way you can get him to break communication. But 

don't try to get him to break communication in other ways; it 

doesn't work.

I'll tell you a signal failure: You ask an individual, "Break 

communication with the ceiling." He finds that not too hard to do

because he hasn't got hold of the ceiling. "Break communication 

with the wall behind you."

He says, "That's all right. I can do that. I'm not looking at it 

anyway."

"Break communication with the side wall. Break communication with 

the other side wall. That's fine. Break communication with the 

front wall." He's still able to do these things, you see?

And you say, "All right, now break communication with the floor." 

You say, "Go ahead, break communication with the floor. What's 

the matter?"

He says, "What's the matter?" he says. "I've broken communication 

with the floor."

"I don't know. You still got your feet on the floor."

"Oh, you want me to break my body's communication with all these 

things. Well, I can't."

"Well, let's start it all over again now. Let's break 

communication with the ceiling. Let's break communication with 

the back wall. Break communication with the right-side wall. 

Break communication with the left-side wall. Break communication 

with the front wall. Now break communication with the floor."

"What are you trying to do to me?" Down the scale he goes.

Give him a subjective process. "How many people could you go out 

of communication with?" "Is there anybody around that you 

wouldn't mind not talking to?" Any of these processes. These are 

all killers!

Now, they appear to be good processes, and therefore you could 

sit there obviously obeying the Auditor's Code and kill your 

preclear. I won't say that there aren't some preclears that 

deserve it. But I will say that it's not therapeutic. It just 

isn't. Why? Since obviously the world and the universe is 

breaking off the fellow's communication every instant.

There goes the time track, pocketa-pocketa-pocketa-pocketa-

pocketa-pocketa-pocketa-pocketa, lost communication, lost 

communication, lost havingness, lost havingness, lost havingness, 

lost havingness. He'll eventually try anything he can do to stop 

this continuous loss. He never asks himself this question: Is it 

lost? Is it lost? Did it go into wasn't? Has it disappeared into 

any ain't? Or have you still got it? We're obviously merely 

dealing with a trick. The individual, then, isn't breaking 

communication with every given instant on the track.

He could look the other way and find out that the time of the 

future as it becomes the time of the present gives him something 

new to communicate with in any given instant.

You can actually turn his attention on this. You can say, "Shut 

your eyes. When you open them up find a brand-new world. Open 

them up. All right. Shut your eyes and when you open them up find 

a brand-new world. Open them up. All right. Shut your eyes...

And all of a sudden he says, "What's going on here? You mean I'm 

getting a new universe every second? Of course, I can't count on 

it! Whoever that is, Skirt the drummer, may stop drumming at any 

moment." One of the more civilized theories of what keeps the 

universe running. It's somebody's dream, and the person will lie 

there and dream as long as his drummer keeps drumming; but 

someday the drummer is liable to get tired. And then the dreamer 

will wake up, and Earth is gone, and the world is gone, and the 

universe is gone. That's much more practical than most scientific 

theories on the subject. Now, merely because it's romantic is no 

reason to denounce its practicality.

All right. Well, the common denominator of all this is 

conviction. Funny part of it is, it doesn't process worth a 

nickel. Must be something wrong here if it doesn't process any 

better than it does. Must be, then, that a thetan really can put 

a universe there and perceive it. Just look over that statement. 

He really can put a universe there and perceive it. It must be a 

fact that this can happen. It may be that this is not simply a 

delusion. It may be that he actually can put a universe there. 

Got the idea now?

Now, what is this? This is just the grading of a consideration. 

This minute grading of a consideration. People who cannot create 

or do Creative Processes are people who are convinced that there 

isn't anything there even if they create it. People who can't 

create are people who are convinced that there isn't anything 

there even if they did create it.

Now, let's just accept as factual that a thetan can create 

something and perceive it. Let's just accept that as a fact. You 

got it? That he has to continue to create or he doesn't continue 

to perceive.

An easy example of this: If an office boy fails to create his job 

newly in any given hour of the day, he soon finds himself without 

a job. He thinks he is holding a job. Nobody ever holds a job; 

one creates a job; one has to continue to create a job.

And this one, fully explained to a PE class over a course of a 

couple of hours, will cause some of the doggonedest reformations 

of attitude toward work you ever cared to measure. You don't hold 

a job; you don't get a job and then hold it. You have to create a 

job and keep it created.

Now, the ability to create goes over into an unknowing creation. 

And this unknowing creation could be solid or it could be not 

solid. But this is beyond this realm of discussion. It may be 

true that a thetan can create a universe. After all, you perceive 

one, don't you? Well, it may be true that it can be created. It 

may be true that it is not a delusion. It is maybe true that it 

is not a chimerical universe. But it's certainly difficult to 

create a universe that you can't see. Ah, that's difficult.

He scares himself half to death whenever he does this: He creates 

particles like gamma rays that he cannot see, which yet have a 

terrific effect upon his universe. Boy, what a game that is! What 

a wonderful game that is! Creates these things and he can't see 

them, and he doesn't know when they're present except by reading 

the action of a needle. Well, the needle can perceive them, a 

body can perceive them, why can't a thetan perceive them? That's 

just because he says he can't. Everything else can perceive them 

but he can't. That's one of the silliest things you ever ran into 

in your life. He's just decided that he can't perceive them.

So you see where we're going here? We're not talking about gamma 

rays; we're talking about mock-ups. Now, the rays are there. 

Needles can see them, meters can see them, bodies can see them, 

health charts can see them, but a thetan can't.

Well, it must be that he can't simply because he's decided that 

he can't. And that is the single decision which stands between 

being able to get a mock-up and not being able to get a mock-up. 

That's the single decision. You can get a lot of contributory 

decisions, but it's certainly a clear-cut decision when you 

finally hit it. He has decided that he can't see mock-ups.

When did he decide this? Well, you don't care. There are two ways 

to wear it out. Simply make him mock something up until he can 

mock it up. That very often works, but it's not a panacea or you 

would hear more about it as a process. You could have him look 

around and find things that weren't making mock-ups. This is 

effective. Effective. It does something. But if you look around 

and have him find things that can't see them, you're liable to 

solve that, right now.

See, there are several things that would work. There are several 

triggers on the line that should work. But the test is, the one 

that does work. The one that does work. Having a person spot 

things which can't see mock-ups will run out an awful lot of 

auditing. See why it would?

Now, if you ask Joe to put up a mock-up and he put up a mock-up 

and then you convinced him it wasn't there, like I convinced that 

preclear under a test (that guy wasn't a -- he was a test case; 

he wasn't a preclear) "Put up a wall. Put up a wall. It's not 

there. I can't feel it. What's the matter with you? Are you sick? 

Why don't you go home and get some rest?" I keyed that boy in 

across the boards. Ruined him; invalidated him; upset him, so 

forth. How come he got mock-ups the next day? (I didn't tell 

you.) Well, he got mock-ups the next day because I had him spot 

things that couldn't see mock-ups. Got it?

Now, an individual who can no longer see mock-ups does this 

interesting thing: He mocks them up and otherwise perceives them, 

otherwise experiences them, but doesn't any longer see them or 

forthrightly, in a high knowing category, perceive them. And he 

feels haunted. He feels pretty upset.

Now, an individual who can't make one is something else entirely 

different. This category we have to enter into and inspect, one 

way or the other. This individual is having trouble with effort. 

We always call him the trouble-with-effort case. And the funny 

part of it is we really can't get him to postulate it. There is 

nothing wrong with his ability to make them except that he won't. 

So therefore, we cannot consider him a clear-cut case. "The 

reason Joe does not have mock-ups is because he can't see them." 

That's not exactly the proper statement.

There could be two things wrong. It may be that he won't put them 

up. And this would be something on the order of a fellow who 

wouldn't lift his arm.

You say to this fellow, "Can you lift the arm?"

And he says, "Well, maybe."

And you say, "Well, go ahead and lift it." And he lifts it. And 

you say, "Did you lift your arm?"

And he says, "Yes."

All right. You say to this fellow, "Can you make mock-ups?"

And he says, "Ah-mm, no."

"Well, have you ever tried?"

"Yeah, I tell the space out in front of me to have a mock-up, but 

nothing happens."

You say, "Well, put one there. Put one there. Now see it."

"Yeah, but how do you put one there?"

"Just put one there."

"Well, where am I going to get it?"

"Just put one there, will you?" And this is what is difficult 

about the process: getting him to put one there rather than say, 

"One will now appear." You get the difference?

Now, one of the ways you do that is to get him to lift his arm, 

and say, "Did you tell your arm to move?"

"No, you did."

"Oh well, I suggested to you that you should move your arm; then 

did you move your arm?"

"Yes, I then moved my arm."

"Well now, then did you tell your arm to move?"

"No."

"Well now, move your arm again. Good. Now, tell it to move."

So he says, "All right, arm, move. Move. Move, damn you!" Arm 

doesn't do a thing.

You say, "All right, now you move your arm." And he does.

You say, "Now, just how are you putting these mock-ups there?"

"Well, I'm telling them to appear, of course."

"All right. We'll go over this again."

By the way, I've spent an hour and forty minutes with a preclear 

just telling him to do these things before he finally caught the 

re -- got the correlation between these two points. I don't 

expect people to be that stupid. But this guy finally got it. He 

finally got it. And he was real proud of himself and he finally 

put a mock-up there. He said it was very exhausting at first 

because he didn't know where the energy was going to come from. 

So I told him to put the energy there too. I was in for another 

hour of it.

Now, you can get a guy, actually, to clench his teeth -- 

something he gets rather easily, particularly men; he will say it 

was somebody else's fist -- but you can get him to clench his 

teeth and grip his hands together real well and strain at it real 

hard and make a fist appear in front of his face. Actually put a 

fist in front of his face. Got it? Actually do that. Men do that 

rather easily. Girls, it takes an open hand usually. Now, the 

funny part of it is, if you exercise on this very long, you can 

have a preclear practically breaking his own jaw with a 

nonexistent arm and a nonexistent fist that he put there.

There is a type of postulate which results directly in mechanics. 

And it isn't really a postulate at all; it's simply the mechanic. 

It is the fact! And if you work hard with a preclear, you get the 

preclear eventually to simply have the fact appear. Don't you 

see? The arm moves!

Now, sure enough, there may be consequences. But he's putting 

consequences there for the motion of his arm: His arm moves and 

it gets tired. "Well now, put your arm there moving without 

tiredness; don't put tiredness there, just put your arm moving."

He goes, "It's pretty hard to keep the tiredness from going 

there."

You say, "No, no, just don't put it there; don't put it there. 

Let's try that again. All right. Now, you make your arm -- put 

motion there, put your arm moving, without putting any tiredness 

there." You say, "Now is your arm tired?"

"No, you told me not to put any there."

You say, "That's fine."

Now, a fellow is told that when he puts forward the mechanic of 

working and the use of energy he must also put forward tiredness 

with it. That makes it more difficult, don't you see? That gives 

him more game; that's more complexity. But when you tell him 

directly to do this without putting tiredness there and then work 

with him until he can, he can work just directly, just like that, 

with no further nonsense connected with it. It's rather fabulous.

Now, this is what you might call direct creation. You don't say, 

"Space will now appear," and then look around, as you sometimes 

see a preclear do, to see if space appeared. Look, he couldn't 

possibly -- he couldn't possibly get away from knowing it 

appeared if he put it there. Could he? And yet he will look 

around for the mock-up. So you tell him to go ahead and see it. 

Well, this one he finds very difficult to manage sometimes.

Now, you can approach this on a covert or indirect way, such as, 

"Spot things that can't see mock-ups." See? That's a very covert 

way. Got it? "Spot things that aren't putting up mock-ups." See, 

that's pretty good.

Have him do something he already can do -- moving his arm, or 

something like this -- have him do it for a while and find out 

what else he's doing there, and just tell him to skip putting 

that up and just put up the motion of the arm. See? It's quite 

fabulous. Quite fabulous. Terribly direct approach, almost 

insultingly direct. You see? Awfully direct.

Now, if you get a guy straining at it, he can really put a desk 

here. Not on the basis that he is already putting a desk here so 

you're making him take over the automaticity of putting a desk 

here. That's too roundabout. When you simply make him put a desk 

here, he'll be able to experience the existence of the desk here. 

And his perception goes right up like a rocket. Got it? It's much 

too direct a process.

That's why I am teaching you learning processes. You catch? Hm? 

That's why I'm teaching you learning processes. Because here are 

some processes that are so fantastically direct that all you do 

is cancel the preclear's effort to make them complex. You don't 

even pay any attention to it. You don't say we have to run a 

gradient scale on this. The only gradient scale you have to run 

on it is the gradient scale of persuasion.

It's just "You do it. Now knock off whatever else you're doing; 

let's put that there."

And he says, "Well, my energies are being all exhausted..." And 

some other line of reason, reason, reason, reason why, reason 

why, reason... Well, skip it. Tell him to put it there and tell 

him to perceive it now. Put it there and perceive it. He'll scare 

himself half to death some of these times, by the way.

Now, I gave you another set of postulate processes which reaches 

this more covertly. They're very excellent, and I don't know 

anybody they don't work on: "All right, decide to put a mock-up 

out there. Decide that if you did so it'd ruin the game and 

don't." And after a while, when he decides to put a mock-up out 

there, he simply starts putting one out there.

Now, that we know for sure works. But once you've put this one 

there and you accomplish that one, you have the next one: "Decide 

to put a mock-up there that everybody can see. Now decide that 

would ruin the game and don't." See, those processes.

Now actually, that merges eventually with this other thing of 

"Put a mockup there," but it doesn't do so smoothly. It isn't 

inevitable that these two processes go together and one produces 

the other, and you depend on the automaticity of those two 

processes following in sequence.

If you do that one for a while -- "Decide to put a mock-up there. 

Then decide that would ruin the game and don't. Decide to put a 

mock-up there -- a big, brilliant mock-up up there, as big as 

that wall. Now decide that would ruin the game and don't" -- 

you'll get him onto the inversion. See, his effort not to put one 

there causes one to occur. All sorts of oddities occur because of 

this. You fool around with these and you see these inversions 

work out, and so on.

But you have this other one, and this other one follows, to a 

marked degree, in its wake. Now, if you want somebody to mock up 

a man in the middle of the room that everybody can see, he simply 

puts a man there that everybody can see. See, it isn't just a 

matter of he says, "A man will appear and everybody can see it," 

because he doesn't do this, see? He puts a man there. You get the 

idea, see? And he puts it there in a way that it stops light and 

therefore becomes perceivable. Got it? And boy, that really takes 

learning processes.

He has to finally listen to you. You have to really be able to 

audit. You have to get a communication through. And you should 

yourself have some very good concept of what you're doing there. 

You get that, of course, by moving the arm and doing other 

things, and saying, "Now, wait a minute. Now, I move the arm. Now 

I feel some motion inside. Isn't that peculiar that I feel motion 

in this arm when I don't feel any motion in that chair out in 

front of me. I don't even feel its sitting-stillness. I feel this 

body's sitting- stillness. Well, why don't I feel that chair's 

sitting-stillness?"

"I don't know, why don't you? What's wrong with you? You been 

sick?"

Now, people stop doing this every now and then because they think 

they find it uncomfortable. They see a clammy wall or a clammy 

milk bottle or something.

First time I ever did this with any violence, had a wax-covered 

milk bottle out in Phoenix -- you know, one of these paper 

bottles -- and it was sitting on the table. And somebody was 

giving me some coffee-shop auditing. And I put this milk bottle 

-- I wasn't putting the milk bottle there; I was just simply 

seeing if I could communicate with anything else in the room, one 

way or the other. And all of a sudden, I communicated fully with 

this milk bottle. The Phoenix climate there promotes a certain 

clamminess on something that's very, very cold and is suddenly 

brought out into the room air. It was the clammiest, horriblest 

feeling thing I ever ran into directly.

I recoiled. Nobody could convince me that I ought to feel 

anything then for the next five minutes. Get the idea? You hadn't 

ever felt anything that far from the body -- five or six feet... 

Feeling it, you see, just exactly as though it was the body. You 

know, feeling it just as though you would feel it -- not with 

your hand, with a beam, but just experiencing its existence. And 

it was cold and clammy and covered with wax. Nyah!

Well now, things get more difficult; things are, in final 

essence, an action called creation, creativeness; and mechanics 

do not require a thoughtful statement. They are their own class 

of action or beingness. You know learning processes; you could 

communicate this fact to a preclear or receive this fact yourself 

sufficiently well that you could bring these actions or objects 

into existence.

Thank you.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

SIMPLICITY

A lecture given on 8 November 1956

[Start of Lecture]

Okay. We have some discussion concerning the rudiments, control 

and ARC.

But first, before we go into that, I have a joke on you good 

people. I have a joke. The entire last lecture was devoted to the 

fact of nonrelatedness and nonsignificance of putting it there 

and perceiving it. Got this now? I merely talked about there was 

thereness and perception, and these were nonrelated factors. Then 

you could go ahead and add to them, if you wanted to, but the 

isness of that is the isness of that, and that is all the isness 

of that there is. See?

And I've had, since, a half a dozen questions which wanted to 

know the moreness! So I want to tell you, first and foremost, 

that the relatedness, and so on, of a mock-up is zero. It is! 

See? And you perceive it. And if you can get a preclear simply to 

put it there and perceive it and just knock off any additives -- 

see, this is not particularly workable; it's just a fact -- why, 

if you can do this without any additives whatsoever, you got it 

made. Got that?

Now, the only thing that gets difficult about processing is the 

degree of complexity which is required. And yesterday, after the 

lecture and so forth, I got a considerable number of additives to 

this fact. Because since the lecture was about, directly, the 

isness of a mock-up and there are no additives -- see, it just 

is.

And after its isness, why, then you could put on additives and 

cross-relations and associations and so forth. But a mock-up 

simply is, and the perception of it is simply the perception of 

it. And that is all there is to it. Now, we add: Is it good or 

bad, artistic, perfect or imperfect or... You can add things, you 

see? "What is the significance of what we have just done?" Well, 

the significance of what we have just done, which is the 

deadliest and most important significance, is that a mock-up is. 

You see, it just is.

It is not an illusion. One does not think he sees it. You get the 

idea? One does not suppose, in some peculiar way, that he is 

deluding himself, that it's a hallucination, that energy then 

isn't. You know? These are all additives. It simply is.

You look around, you see the universe. There's the universe and 

it is. Now, the significances of how it is and where it goes and 

what it does after that, that is quite interesting, that is very 

fascinating. But these are all significances. Basically, the 

universe is.

Now, the only joke I had was that obviously I didn't make my 

point. I didn't make my point, because my point simply was, there 

is the mock-up and now we have to cross-associate and add 

significance to have anything more than simply the isness of a 

mock-up.

And to get a preclear to just abruptly put a mock-up there and 

say that it is and that he perceives it and just get him to do 

that without any postulates or anything else -- you know, just no 

additives of any kind -- well, it'd practically be the end of his 

case. See that? But it, again, is too complicated. I mean, it's 

too complicatedly simple, you see? The joke was that I was 

immediately handed some additives.

All right. Now, let's look at this. Let's look at this. This is 

an evaluation of importance. Now, it comes under this heading: 

What is the most important datum about a mock-up? The mock-up! 

Got it? What is the most important datum about perception? 

Perceiving, of course! Just that.

Now actually, it is not on a logical chain. There is no logical 

chain connected with it. But a logical chain can be connected 

with it, and you can pretty this thing up in the most wild and 

peculiar ways that you ever wanted to see.

For instance, the most powerful motor I ever saw was a Fiat. Way 

back when. I don't know what year that Fiat was. There's 

undoubtedly people around here that are experts on this so I 

wouldn't -- authorities -- so I wouldn't venture. But this Fiat 

had been made sometime shortly after World War I -- this motor -- 

and it merely consisted of four huge barrels. And I don't know 

how they got as simple as they did, but all it was for, all it 

was supposed to do was supposed to take in some gasoline and 

explode it and turn a crankshaft. See? And there just wasn't 

anything beyond that. It was an internal-combustion engine that 

did just that.

The way it fed its gasoline in was ghastly as far as economy is 

concerned, but it was certainly simple. When the thing went down 

it pulled almost whole gasoline into the chambers from small 

pipes. This is a very fascinating engine. And that thing was the 

doggonedest, goingest engine I ever cared to look at in my life.

Some boys got some railroad rails and they put them on some 

axles, and they decided that wasn't heavy enough so they got a 

whole bunch more railroad rails and put them along there too, you 

see, in order to get enough ballast to hold this thing down, and 

put some wheels on it and mounted them.

Well, they did an interesting job of putting this thing together. 

They had a nice heavy chassis, and it was sitting there and 

everything. And it just never would do anything else but run them 

into any handy ditch because it went too fast, too suddenly. The 

gas was fed quite directly into cylinders. The vaporization in 

it, I suppose, was noticeable, but you could burn almost any kind 

of gas in it, I suppose. It ran best on aviation gas. The oiling 

system on it was very, very peculiar; it had big cups, and you 

put oil in the cups and the cups dropped oil onto everything 

else. Here was simplicity. Here was simplicity. It had tremendous 

horsepower.

Now, an even simpler engine than that was an old Frisco Standard. 

They were a two-cycle engine; they ran around 1912. And you see 

them occasionally still in fish boats. These things have never 

worn out. They consist of one cylinder, one gasoline-injection 

device, one crankshaft, you know, one bearing, and they fire 

every time. You see, they come up and they go down and they fire. 

Not four-stroke but a two-stroke engine. Those things are 

powerful. They're huge. You could throw a Great Dane through one 

of those cylinders, you know? It's just one cylinder sitting 

there. But, of course, they had to have an enormous flywheel to 

keep that thing turning over through its dead spots and so on; 

and it has one. But hardly anybody can make one of those things 

stop. If they get started it then becomes a contest of wit to 

stop one because there's so little that you can regulate.

Now, compare that to a modern Alfa Romeo or something. I don't 

know, eight blowers on a side or... These complicated modern 

engines are turning up enormous horsepower for their weight; that 

is for sure. But you try to follow the lines and so on, that lead 

here and there and do this and that -- I imagine mechanics today 

just look at one of those things that comes in and call up the 

local watchmaker. It must be a very difficult job to keep one in 

repair and running.

I had a mediumly complicated engine, a two-and-a-half liter 

Jaguar, and that was a very peculiar engine. It ran beautifully, 

it ran splendidly, if it was set just right. Very delicate. Very 

high compression, so on. Just right, it just ran wonderfully if 

you ran it exactly at 95 degrees centigrade. I don't know what 95 

degrees centigrade is. I imagine it's about 199 degrees 

Fahrenheit. It's up there close. If it ran too cold it didn't 

run. And if it ran too hot it spat out its con-rods. But if you 

could adjust it just right it ran wonderfully. Got the idea?

As you go into complexity -- there are many better examples than 

internal-combustion engines -- but as you go into complexity you 

do not necessarily go into workability. It's not necessarily true 

that as you move into simplicity you move into action either. 

There is a certain level of complexity demanded for any maximal 

efficiency.

But there is every reason to believe that this level of 

simplicity demanded is almost always exceeded by man. He does not 

try to simplify, he tries to complicate. And the action of 

complication follows the curve create-survive-destroy. As we look 

at that curve, we see from this point of "It is," you see, the 

isness of this mock-up and the fact of its perception -- just got 

that; just no more than that -- the isness of the mock-up and the 

fact of its perception. See, there's no additives there. We only 

get a curve by adding complexities. In order to make it survive 

now we start adding complications to this isness. In order to 

destroy it we usually add many, many more.

Actually the destruction of a mock-up is simply its isness and 

perception. It begins right where it ends. That you get in 

perfect duplication. You know about perfect duplication in The 

Creation of Human Ability: You make a perfect duplicate of 

anything, it'll disappear. Well, of course, what is a perfect 

duplicate? That is the isness of its creation. It is; we perceive 

it. So if we say, "It exactly is," and we exactly perceive it, it 

isn't. See, it already exists; we really run out what we just did 

and it disappears. That's a perfect duplicate.

But why doesn't the thing have persistence? That's because it 

hasn't got any place to "went," and because it doesn't have any 

future to go into; it is. Don't you see? We have to invent past 

and future as the first invention to get off the first point of 

the cycle of action. Now we start moving up into more creation 

and more survival and more destruction, and we do this by adding. 

It's an additive process.

Now evidently, destruction is a subtractive process. Everybody 

thinks it is. But the type of destruction which is utilized in 

this modern world is additive. Man, they certainly leave debris 

around!

Now, let's take the atom bomb. You say the atom bomb is a great 

destructive weapon. I don't know that it is even a weapon. In 

fact, I doubt that it is a weapon. Not from a standpoint of its 

industrial use, but it just isn't a good military weapon. It is 

insufficiently directive. It's like using gas in a high wind 

which is liable to shift in any moment. It just is not a weapon. 

It's liable to affect your own personnel more thoroughly than the 

enemy personnel. You're liable to get all sorts of complications 

in using it as a weapon.

But we take this thing called the A-bomb or the H-bomb, fission, 

fusion, and we do destruction with it. And now we get additives 

nobody can solve. You see? We get various compounds and 

derivatives and et ceteras that are far more complicated than the 

original ingredients. It's very wonderful. I mean, how much more 

complicated things get the moment we explode one of these things. 

And yet obviously when we explode the bomb we have no bomb. See, 

the bomb is now gone, it's exploded. But what have we got left? 

Wow!

Now, man believes that when he destroys something it disappears, 

and therefore, he is totally uneducated -- he's at an educational 

level, let me say, inadequate to the handling of destruction. 

Because the more he destroys something the more difficult he may 

find the situation. As we seek to destroy things we're liable to 

add complications to the situation.

Now, man himself is adding these. It isn't a phenomenon of nature 

or something like that. Man adds these complications all by his 

little lonesome with no assistance whatsoever. He is on this kick 

of addition, additives, more of it, more complexity, to such a 

degree that if it didn't make complications he'd invent some for 

it to make.

Let's look at what happens when we attempt to destroy a person in 

this society. We shoot the person. Probably the randomity 

occasioned by this would consume several hours of the day. One 

would have to do many other things after he shot the person. Then 

ensues the Dragnet television drama of rounding up the killer, 

and then the comedy of a fast and speedy trial as called for in 

the Constitution that drags on for two or three years. And this 

complications, complications, complications. And eventually 

there's difficulties concerning the execution of the murderer. 

And not only that, but having executed one of its citizens, the 

government of those citizens is now in more trouble than it was 

before, because it's now executed somebody, which is a crime of 

murder, after all. There's the difficulty of the disposition of 

the body.

But the disposition of the engram is just left up to 

happenstance. In other words, one never did do anything but add, 

from the moment he sought to remove somebody from the 

environment, straight on forward. It's quite interesting that I 

don't think any living being or any living thing can be wiped out 

with total impunity. It's not possible. There are always 

consequences. Man would have it that way. Because he wants 

consequences, and he gets complexities.

Let's look it over now. He wants consequences. They are 

protective consequences, and so forth. He wants to be 

safeguarded, he wants certain things and certain parts of the 

game to stay in certain grooves. And so what does he do? What 

does he do? Right straight along the line, what does he do? Just 

adds complexities. More of them he gets, why, the more of them he 

has and the more complicated he will make those things.

You couldn't possibly come out with some little square box that 

you would plug into your house circuit which would give you 

current from there on out and sell it for a dime. You couldn't do 

this. This is a fantastically simple thing. It'd be some sort of 

a little box that was inexhaustible, and it maybe had very simple 

constructions, and it'd be plugged into your house circuit, and 

there would be juice from there on out. Now, you think that would 

be very nice and there wouldn't be anything to this at all. But 

the funny part of it is, introduction of that much simplicity 

brings -- in the anxiety of man to get along the cycle of action 

-- brings almost immediate chaos.

The more simplicity you try to introduce, the greater the chaos 

which is liable to ensue. It's a little law involved with it. Of 

course, if you did that you could look at the expanding spiral, 

just in the field of economics, of what would happen if everybody 

started to plug in one little box into the light lines which 

furnished him with all the light he needed from there on out. We 

say, "Well, it couldn't possibly affect us because all it would 

affect would be the power company." No, the power company has 

stock; the power company owns real estate; the power company owns 

the Federal Reserve Bank; the Federal Reserve Bank owns the 

government... And here we go! See? We're on some concatenative 

chain.

Now, the trick is, then, to achieve a simplicity which does not 

then fit on any logical sequence. Got that? The moment you could 

move off, totally off, of a logical sequence, then you could have 

a simplicity. And so we get the invention of death, 

exteriorization after, and a new life.

It's against the law practically to... In fact, you couldn't 

possibly sue somebody who died last year for the debt he owes 

you. You could sue his estate, but you couldn't sue him. Even if 

you isolated him. Even if you found out that this little baby now 

over in the Jones family was actually Bill Kraft, and he owed you 

8,642 dollars and you waited for Bill (now Jones) to grow up to 

his majority. And even if he inherited a large amount of money in 

the Jones family in some fashion, and you sued him for it, 

everybody would conspire to knock this thing silly. Because they 

have a complexity invented called continuance in death, and you 

are seeking to wreck a complexity by being very simple. You're 

saying, "Bill Kraft is Bill Jones." No, they want a complexity of 

identity. There must be identity changes. Do you see how this is? 

The society is set up, then, to follow along certain complicated 

lines and it tends, normally, to make them more complicated.

All right. What's this got to do with a preclear? Well, it has 

everything to do with a preclear. The preclear is hellbent along 

a curve called create-survive-destroy and if not processed off 

that curve or in some other direction, he will destroy himself, 

even with good auditing. Be alert to that. Be alert to that.

He'll follow that curve from simplicity to complexity no matter 

what you do. Now, he'll get a cognition, let us say. He gets a 

cognition, and he sails along with this cognition. Now he adds 

something to this cognition; he adds something else to this 

cognition; he adds something else to this cognition. And he's 

finished the auditing you've given him. He's gone his way and so 

on. He's had this cognition. Now he will add, add, add, add, add, 

add, add, add, add. If you yourself have not broken him off of 

this curve to some degree, if you have not reversed this 

direction, if you have not boosted him into some kind of a 

cognition that he can accept some simplicity, you simply will 

have aided and abetted his hellbent career along this cycle of 

action into a destruction of one kind or another. Do you see 

that?

Now, the simplicity which he can achieve then becomes our study, 

not the complexity. As far as ability is concerned, we do not 

want to know how many balls he can balance on the tip of his 

nose. This we do not want to know. That's a complexity, you see. 

We want to know if he's got a nose. See that?

Now, it actually would probably be easier to establish an ability 

to balance three balls on the end of his nose than (without 

Scientology) to establish the fact that he had a nose. See that? 

So it requires a simple technology -- and Scientology is 

basically a simple technology, in spite of the complexities which 

it apparently gets into sometimes -- to cut back through this 

morass of complexity.

Now, there are three ways to handle a black panther. Three ways: 

One, attack him. Two, avoid him. Three, neglect him. Three ways 

you can do it. Of course, avoiding him also includes running away 

from him. We used to erroneously call this the Black Panther 

Mechanism. The Black Panther Mechanism, we thought, was simply 

"Neglect it," and it became synonymous with "Neglect it." 

Actually, it all came out of this story in Book One about three 

ways to handle a black panther.

Now, what would happen if you neglected the complexities of a 

case? It's a very interesting question. You better look it over. 

You better look it over very well. What would happen if you just 

abandoned or neglected the complexities of the case?

Male voice: He'd make it more important. You'd get sidetracked.

Male voice: He'd simply persist on the create-survive-destroy.

Male voice: He's going to bring them up even sharper to get you 

to look at it and say, "This is effect."

Female voice: I think he'd move quite -- right along quite well.

Well... Well, it's a funny thing, but it's the preclear and his 

body that make everything there is complex there. And there's a 

possibility that if you don't get him to make them, they won't 

ever be made.

Let's look at this very carefully. You have to process as though 

you were adding complexities -- do you get the lie? -- in order 

to add a simplicity. Now, there's a fundamental formula. That's 

very fundamental. That's more fundamental than any process we are 

using at this moment. More fundamental. In that way you achieve 

simplicity. That is the fundamental of modern auditing. That 

comes under games conditions. It satisfies all sorts of things. 

To state it differently, you go at it as though you're going to 

make it so complicated nobody can do it, you see, and just throw 

him the curve of simplicity continually.

How would you go about such a thing? You want him to touch a 

wall. That's a simple action. You're trying to get him the isness 

of the wall; the wall is there and he is perceiving it. You add a 

games condition anytime you make the preclear do it. The common 

denominator of a games condition is cause-distance-effect, which 

backs him along the create-survive-destroy curve. Now, if you can 

get him to do a cause-distance-effect, then you back him up 

toward create. See? They're parallels. They're curves, you might 

say. You get him to do cause-distance-effect.

Now, the rule actually is, is anything that's happening to him 

you get him to do. That is a general rule. And allowing for the 

simplicity-complexity pattern or mechanism you can then effect 

almost anything you want to with the preclear, allowing for his 

acceptance level of complexity. It's cause-distance-effect. That 

is what you process with the preclear sitting at cause, so on.

Two cause-distance-effects are in existence at all times. The 

preclear is doing a cause-distance-effect upon his environment 

and the bank, and the auditor is doing a cause-distance-effect 

upon the preclear. This is a simultaneous action. Preclear 

actually doesn't too well notice the auditor's cause-distance-

effect. He has a tendency to ignore that as a causative thing 

because the interest of the auditor is in the preclear, which 

gives the preclear the idea of cause too, you see? But the truth 

of the matter is, the auditor is doing a cause-distance-effect on 

the preclear; the preclear is doing a cause-distance-effect on 

his bank and the world around him.

Then that tells you that we wouldn't have the preclear run 

himself as a victim unless we ran him causing himself to be the 

victim. You got it? So you could even run him as the victim by 

having him cause the victimization. But this is not a victim 

situation. You got it?

So the basic fundamental we use is this thing we call a games 

condition. We process a games condition. A games condition is no 

effect on the preclear, total effect on the environment. To 

achieve what? A total effect on the preclear.

Now, we have just stated, in a slightly more precise or 

mathematical way, the first thing: In order to make it simple, 

make it more complex. They're not parallel statements; they don't 

substitute one for the other. One is what you do, and the other 

is how you do it.

Now, look-a-here: The amount of complexity which a preclear can 

achieve will always exceed your imagination. That's a safe rule. 

It's not at all true, but it's a safe rule. Got it? Amount of 

complexity which he can assume -- always exceed the auditor's 

imagination. It's a safe rule. Because he's doing it unknowingly, 

he's had seventy-six trillion years to dream these things up, 

he's got them all in his hip pocket and Lord knows where he's 

been and what he's done on the track. And all of it sums up to 

this: How to be complicated.

Well, now, a body can't breathe unless it has lungs. Why not? 

Well, it can't breathe unless it has air, and the air has to go 

into the lungs and the air has to be distributed through the bo-- 

I want to know what the devil this air is doing in here. How'd 

the air get in here? Oh, well, you have to have air. That's so 

you get combustion with something or other so you'll have heat! 

Oh, heat now! Uh-huh. Well, all right. Well, how do you get heat? 

Well, the food he eats. Hey, now wait a minute; we're off on to 

food! You get some sort of an idea of this?

To have something fall you have to have gravity. That's an 

interesting thing to have. What do you have to have, to have 

gravity? Well, you have to have a planet, of course. You do? 

Well, to have a planet, you see, you've got to have space and a 

universe, naturally. Oh, wow! Not really! You mean a fellow just 

can't say "Gravity" and have gravity? Yes, I'm afraid he can; he 

can say "Gravity" and have gravity. But this exceeds his desire 

for complexity.

Now, what do we mean by all this complexity? We could mean just 

game. We could mean just game and that's all. He wants more game, 

more problems. And they're not good for him!

We're in the position of threatening to give the preclear all the 

ice cream he can possibly eat, but because it would, and we know 

it would make him deathly ill and knock him off ice cream 

forever, why, we give him the bare spoon and convince him he can 

create the ice cream. You got the idea? He feels better 

afterwards. It's quite interesting that the auditor seeks to 

achieve a greater simplicity by inviting the preclear to do it in 

a more complicated fashion.

Now, I'll give you one of the ideas of this: "Invent a worse 

situation." Now, this is a rather fabulous process -- just that 

process all by itself; "Invent a worse situation." It's a sort of 

a common denominator of all processes.

He said, "Oh, I'm having a terrible lot of trouble with my 

girlfriend."

You say, "Well, could it be any worse?"

"Well, I don't see how it possibly could be."

"Well, you invent a worse situation."

And after a while he has worsened it sufficiently that he can 

look at it as a simplicity. It no longer is a complicated 

problem. Why? You satiated his appetite for complexity. Just as 

easily as that. "You invent a worse situation," you've said, 

"than this situation you have with your girlfriend."

Now, a problem of incomparable magnitude is an interesting 

mechanism. You know that you can find a problem of comparable 

magnitude to every fundamental, single data in this universe by a 

problem of incomparable magnitude as a process. Why does that 

work? Well, it works very simply: He's trying to suppress the 

unimportance of his problem. You ask him for a problem of 

incomparable magnitude, and he has to think of the problem he has 

as far more important than it is in order to think up something 

far less important than the problem. You get the idea? He has to 

throw out his evaluation of that problem. That's what happens. So 

problem of comparable magnitude and problem of incomparable 

magnitude aren't actually comparable processes. Problem of 

incomparable magnitude is incomparably superior.

Now, I'll tell you one of the data ways this is used. This is 

actually usable in research. We ask somebody for a problem of 

incomparable magnitude to time. He can give us tons of them. 

Incomparable magnitude to time? Wow! That's easy, simple. Nothing 

wrong with this. Easy to run. And all of a sudden he'll come up 

with a problem of comparable magnitude to time. Ah, but you say 

at this moment that there is no such thing. Yes, there is. There 

are many problems of comparable magnitude to time. But you cannot 

get the preclear to think of them directly.

Now, that is a simple comparison; problem of comparable magnitude 

is a simple comparison. You ask for a non-simple comparison; you 

ask for incomparable magnitude. Now, boy, that takes it around 

about four more vias, don't you see? He has to look at time, and 

he has to look at something or other, and he has to compare these 

two. And then he has to make sure that they are not of comparable 

magnitude, and then he has to say they are not. And the next 

thing you know he achieves the simplicity of a problem of 

comparable magnitude to time.

Now, that's quite interesting because that is more than any 

philosopher has ever done in this history of this planet. It's 

quite a stunt. You get your sixty-nine-IQ preclear into getting 

problems of comparable magnitude to time; that's pretty good. You 

mean there are other data as important as time? Well, you 

devaluate the importance of time as a datum and you devaluate the 

whole causative action of time. Time ceases then to be a 

causative action.

Preclear is cause. Why is a preclear cause? Well, he achieved 

something as complex as time. He did it on a via. We don't ask 

him to solve time, we ask him to get a problem of incomparable 

magnitude to time. He finally comes up with a problem of 

comparable magnitude to time. We ask him still for problems of 

incomparable magnitude to time; he will eventually come up, on 

this fantastic number of vias, to a problem of comparable 

magnitude to time and then eventually a problem superior to time.

Now, you think at once, space being such a dominant thing in a 

universe of this character... You can actually get any preclear 

-- if he can be held into session, if he's workable at all -- to 

find problems of comparable magnitude to space. He actually can 

find things that are of comparable importance, quite brilliantly. 

In other words, you're off on a track of inventing up a whole new 

universe. And you do that by a problem of incomparable magnitude 

to space. Incomparable magnitude, however stated. You could say, 

"No matter what you think of time, give me a problem now which is 

infinitely less important than your worry about time."

Now, what is this? We can get him to get a problem of comparable 

magnitude to space. We can get him to invent. And if we can get 

him to invent we can get him to create. If you were to take all 

the stable data of Scientology, one right after the other, you 

would find that you could do a substitution. And it becomes a 

Substitution Process, which is the simplest process of all. And 

on a look at it, just as processes go, on a solid front of 

comparison, we find out that if you can just substitute -- he 

thinks A is important -- if we can substitute B for A with as 

great an importance, then B and A are first equally important and 

then, of course, A ceases to be as important as B. Grading and 

value. You want somebody to go out of this universe, zoom? He'll 

certainly go out.

Now, how does this effect this thing called a stable datum? 

Stable datum is terribly important here because you can only get 

him to shift his stable data by showing him that he can create 

data as stable. And therefore, problems of incomparable magnitude 

to any stable datum as listed in Scientology walks a person 

straight out of the universe. This is one of the more fantastic 

actions that can be taken. You've asked for something very much 

more complicated than a datum of comparable magnitude. That is a 

simple comparison. You ask for a problem of incomparable 

magnitude -- a problem not nearly as important; a problem anyway 

you want to state it -- and you'll get the whole substitution 

mechanism carrying forward neatly and smoothly. And the next 

thing you know, you've got it.

Now, just take time, space, energy, mass -- take the entirety of 

the sixth dynamic: problem of incomparable magnitude to 

radiation; problem of incomparable magnitude to gamma rays; 

problem of incomparable magnitude to the past. These are big 

data. These are the fixed data of the track. Now, why are they 

fixed data of the track? Because there's only one of them. We 

have a law that fits in there: A datum becomes important by its 

absence of a comparable datum. Got that? Fixed data. Now the 

fixing and unfixing of attention and data itself then compare in 

these two things. Right?

Now, I'm just giving you an example here of how we go about this. 

Let's look at this far more simply. There is a simpler process 

than this. That's just make the preclear do something simple, and 

add the complexity by threatening to kill him if he doesn't! You 

got it? That's not always the most therapeutic process, but it's 

certainly direct. We say, "Touch that wall."

Now, the complexities tend to run away and so forth, because you 

won't let him create them; you make him neglect them. And if they 

are neglected then they aren't created. Actually, 8-C is 

apparently a much tougher process than many figure-figure 

processes because of its fantastic simplicity.

Now, of course, you can keep it from being too simple in the 

preclear's eye by permitting him to be awfully significant about 

it. The actual truth of the matter is you're merely demanding 

that his obsessive creation of complexities cease and desist at 

this moment, that he walk over to the wall, that he touch the 

wall, that he let go of the wall, that he turn around and see 

another wall, that he walk over to it. You got it? Wow! You're 

saying, "Cease and desist. No more complexity. No more 

complexity." And if you run it so that he's really there and in 

session, and he can't wiggle sideways from you, and he can't 

think of anything else to amuse himself as he walks, you've had 

it as far as the preclear is concerned. He's going to get over it 

or die in the attempt!

Well, you get two breeds of cat: You cater to the mechanism of 

complexity with a problem of incomparable magnitude; you neglect 

it utterly -- just let complexity go by the boards and insist on 

simplicity. And there's even another way to go about it: Just 

keep telling the preclear not to get complicated; tell him to 

avoid it. In other words, you could go on with long discussions 

about how he wasn't to get complicated and so on. See that? He'd 

have to look at complexities in order not to get them. He'd have 

to do all sorts of interesting things.

Now, there are two techniques on Connectedness which are terribly 

interesting to the auditor. They're both game-condition 

techniques. They are apparently quite similar. One is "Look 

around here and find something you wouldn't mind making connect 

with you." This, by the way, is a fine process. It is amongst the 

best. Fascinating process.

There is a more complicated version which runs out his 

complexities. The first one merely exteriorizes him, rather 

directly, and makes him neglect his body and everything else. If 

anything, it's too direct on some cases. So you say, "What 

wouldn't you mind making connect with you, on how many vias?" 

"What wouldn't you mind making connect with you?" And then, "How 

many vias can we get in there?" And you'll find out that the case 

runs more longly and more smoothly and runs out many more things 

and settles down eventually at its own speed to a direct 

connection. More self-determinism involved in that process. See? 

I don't care which one you use.

The 8-C Connectedness version is fascinating: "Look around here, 

find something you wouldn't mind make connect with you." Bang! 

See, just boom! And they go out of their heads rather easily if 

there's any reality on what they're doing at all. But if there is 

no reality on it, "On how many vias?" puts the reality into the 

process. You downscale for complexity to get the reality. You got 

that as a process? Hm?

All right. Now, why have I been going into this under the terms 

of rudiments and auditing procedures and so on? Well, it's just 

because an auditing session is too damned simple for most 

preclears, and -- I hate to say it -- for many auditors.

The rudiments exist in this fashion: There's an auditor, there's 

a preclear, there's an environment. One, two, three. Those are 

the rudiments. But get the simplicity of their establishment, the 

fantastic simplicity of establishment here: You just say 

"Auditor. Preclear. Environment!" and, of course, he's on his 

way. Naturally.

Except that's what's wrong with his case: There's nobody else 

alive in the world, he isn't in any environment and he isn't 

present. That's the totality of wrongnesses as far as the case is 

concerned, don't you see, unless you get awfully significant and 

very additive to it. He isn't where he is: Well, that's an error 

in environment. He isn't who he is, so that's an error in 

personality. And the person that is with him is somebody else, if 

he's there at all. But this is the working atmosphere of this 

preclear.

Now, if all you knew about auditing was this -- establish the 

auditor, establish the preclear and establish the environment -- 

and you insisted on these three things occurring from there on 

out, from the beginning of the session to the end of the 

intensive, I am very much afraid that you would have achieved 

just about all the gain possible. You see the possibility of 

that? I just give it to you as a possibility.

So just move the auditing situation as a synthetic situation into 

a real situation, and you've got it made. You've got it made: He 

can recognize that somebody else is present; he does recognize 

that he is in an environment; he does know who and what he is. 

And, of course, you would have a Clear on your hands and that 

would be that. You could almost state it as a definition of. It'd 

be a person who knows where he is, when he is there, who he is 

and who he's with. That's getting awful simple though, isn't it? 

Hm?

But your auditing situation is a synthesis of life. It's an 

artificial livingness. Well, how come it's artificial? Why don't 

you just then proceed forward and make it real? Then you would 

see an auditing situation in every person you contacted anywhere. 

It doesn't just put you on "always audit." Doesn't put you into 

an always audit. What other kind of a situation is there in this 

universe? Well, there's the fellow by himself and the environment 

around him, and the fellow by himself and the environment around 

him and other people. But is there such a situation as the fellow 

by himself with the environment around him? How are you going to 

get out of an auditing situation? Now, I'm being overly simple, 

I'm sure. But yet anytime you become somebody's auditor out in 

the society at large, boy, do you win! I mean, the situation 

becomes under control at once, if you really do it smoothly. It's 

a fantastic thing.

I even had it pulled on me once. I was arguing with a 

Scientologist about something or other and he all of a sudden 

woggle-woggled me an auditing command. He did! He threw me an 

auditing command. He did it by accident. I immediately became 

aware of this fact that this guy was not fighting with his 

weapons. I'm unfortunately usually without opponents -- people 

don't fight with me for some reason or other; doggone it. But he 

slid one in and I was at once aware of the fact that if he had 

proceeded along that line just about two more sentences, that 

would have been that as far as the argument was concerned. In the 

first place, I couldn't have kept a straight face. He was feeling 

a little bit desperate, and he was trying to throw himself into 

the situation he invariably is able to control, which is an 

auditing session, see? He was cutting for cover. And he was just 

discombobulated enough to throw out an auditing command. But it 

had such impact that I was fascinated with the thing.

So I watched this thing -- so I watched this thing -- and I found 

out that there hardly is any argument or fight involved that a 

couple of auditing commands thrown into wouldn't blow up. That's 

a fascinating thing, then. That's a fascinating thing. So you 

aren't just learning about auditing, you're learning about this 

thing called a person, another person and the environment. Right? 

Those are the three.

Now, it isn't always true that an individual should, at all 

times, be in control of his environment. That is not necessarily 

true at all. Do you realize, if that were true, no motion-picture 

image would ever unfold before you on the screen; you would 

simply stop the projector. See? Because you don't control that 

which entertains you. You have to be able to make things 

controlled or leave them uncontrolled at will. And the definition 

of good control is to control or to leave totally uncontrolled at 

will. That's the two sides of control. Neither one is more 

important than the other. They are both important.

To be able to do either of those two things at your own 

determinism determines the happiness and success of your own 

life. And that's for sure. To control or leave uncontrolled 

anything in your environment at will. Boy, this is really 

superman stuff, see? You would certainly exteriorize at will. 

You're busily controlling the body and all of a sudden you don't 

control the body. Well, you would be elsewhere if you weren't 

controlling the body at all. Do you see that clearly?

However, for the purposes of auditing session and getting along 

in a rather aberrated world, you should be able to control or 

leave uncontrolled the people you are with. You control them 

while you yourself are talking to them, and you leave them 

uncontrolled when they're talking. And we have it as a two-way 

comm, and then we have some interchange and randomity in 

existence, and so it becomes livable. In other words, when we're 

talking to them, why, we have control and when we're not talking 

to them they have control. And that's all. And if you're 

satisfied with either side of this -- how fascinating -- people 

never worry you anymore. That is the end of people as a concern, 

see? Got that?

Two-way comm consists of an ability to do this. And where people 

fail on two-way comm, they can't do this. See? Got it? For 

instance, a person almost never can speak effectively to people 

unless he is totally willing to leave them uncontrolled and let 

them speak to him. See? You see at once a little factor that 

interjects there: A person who is afraid of an audience cannot 

control one. See? That's obvious. Well, that's just low ARC, 

isn't it?

And we have the totality of ARC regulated by the degree that the 

control formula is followed. An individual who is willing to 

control others and willing to leave others totally 

uncontrolled... You understand, I didn't say, "Be controlled by 

others." This doesn't necessarily follow in there at all. It's 

still cause-cause basis; he's willing to control others or leave 

others totally uncontrolled, at which time, of course, he would 

or is liable to fall under some control of others. But if he can 

control others, this control then could be thrown off at will.

Now, this individual, then, experiences varying emotions in 

comparison with his ability to perform this. His ability to 

control others and to leave others totally uncontrolled -- from 

an auditing standpoint, of course, assumes that others will 

inevitably, from time to time, control him -- rather establishes 

the amount of ARC there is in the environment. Remember I said 

willingness to control.

Now, let me assure you there's practically no ARC involved in a 

situation where an individual is totally unwilling to control 

anybody around him. Funny part of it is, it may sometimes look a 

little bit like ARC. If you dig at it a little bit it is, 

however, apathy. And things go apathetically in his environment. 

See that? ARC is monitored by control, factors of.

Now, I don't mean to tell you that control is more important than 

ARC. That is not what I said. I said control monitors ARC. ARC 

can be too, you know; you simply postulate it or carry it along 

at that level and it is. But with a cross-exchange we find out 

that control can monitor it. And you know that you're liable to 

have a better ARC with a positive control, even in one direction, 

than a no-control situation. That would be a horrible shock for 

somebody in churches and back in the Dear Souls Area, and all 

that sort of thing, to realize.

They wonder why the country went mad the other day and voted for 

some person that has just been doing nothing but cut comm lines 

for the U.S. He's having one hell of a time. Now, why did they?

I've studied this whole fact of bad government. I've made a very 

thorough study of bad government here in the last two years. Had 

ample opportunity to do so, not just on our own scene, but in 

many areas and scenes. (Last three years, I should say more 

accurately.) I've studied this historically, and I've been 

fascinated to discover something which is evidently an 

indisputable fact: What we normally would look at with a careless 

glance and consider a bad government inevitably lasts longer than 

a good one.

We could add this up, if we didn't know any Scientology, in lots 

of ways. We could say at once, well, people are so thirsty for 

overt acts that they immediately buy this, or people are so 

hungry to be knocked around, or they're all masochists. No, this 

isn't so. No, a government which will exercise positive control 

over a people is better than a government which will not. But 

when a government really does exercise control over a people, 

being a pretty aberrated organization, it's normally conducting 

its affairs, here and there and spottily, in a rather brutal way.

The government really doesn't come up very high on the Tone Scale 

when it begins to control people. It's too disinterested; it's 

too... it divides the people off into masses -- there's masses 

and there's us, and so forth. But those governments on Earth 

which have not controlled people but just hoped prosperity would 

happen, or something of this sort, have been brief and have ended 

unhappily, rather uniformly, for the last two thousand years. 

This is a very broad study.

Why, for instance, does the rottenest government Constantinople 

ever formed last fifty-three years, and then they get an heroic 

leader -- a good boy, nothing wrong with this fellow at all, 

evidently, pals with everybody -- and he lasts a year and a half? 

Well, this fellow might have been pals with everybody, but he did 

not reach out to the degree that he should have to have 

controlled the entire population of the area.

The government that was so lousy, was so bad, in spite of its 

mechanisms and so forth, still was exerting a positive control. 

It was enforcing its laws. Its laws were not to be sidestepped. 

Those laws existed. The game was there, the lines were rigid. And 

no matter how bad conditions apparently were or no matter what 

terrible consequences resulted from this control, the people 

wanted that before they wanted a no-control situation.

You know what I'm telling you? I'm telling you that even if you 

badly control a pc you will get better results than if you get 

some synthetic no-control ARC going and sit back and let him 

wander all over the place. You got it? To that degree, bad 

auditing is better than no auditing. Got it?

Now, your control is as good as you can actually exert -- exert 

it and leave uncontrolled the preclear. Your control gets better 

and more positive, and you become better as an auditor to the 

degree that you can control it and to the degree that you can 

abstain also from the use of force and duress. When you're really 

good at controlling people, you don't use any force at all. But 

don't ever make the mistake of looking at the lower harmonic of 

no-control and saying, "This is just good ARC," and think you're 

doing a good job. Because you're not! You're just afraid to knock 

his head off, that's all that's wrong. Now, you see where this 

stands? You see how this fits?

Therefore, the establishment of an auditor, a preclear and a 

session is certainly mandatory because there must be something 

there to do the controlling, something to be controlled and an 

area in which the controlling happens. So, once again, we get the 

establishment of the rudiments establishing, actually, the ARC of 

the session.

Thank you.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

SKULL GAZING

A lecture given on 9 November 1956

[Start of Lecture]

This is a lecture on skull gazing.

Audience: What?

It is a very interesting thing -- an extremely interesting thing 

-- that skull gazing is one of the older sciences and arts known 

to man.

If you prowl about the confines or precincts of any witch 

doctor's establishment, you will discover a number of skulls; 

this is fairly certain. The skull is the badge of the witch 

doctor. He is known also in some barbaric tribes to consult with 

these skulls concerning the hiding of weapons, loot and goods by 

the dear departed. He talks to the skull in order to discover the 

happenstances of another age.

Of course, this is not necessarily barbaric. I think people go 

down to the Lincoln Memorial, down here, and consult with Lincoln 

with regard to the Civil War. I think they do, you know. He is 

there, and they obviously are there for some purpose or another.

But when it comes to modern skull gazing, it has fallen into 

great disrepute -- great disrepute. Because -- I hate to use a 

dirty word (there are ladies present) but psychiatry has not been 

able to perceive anything in skulls for some centuries and so has 

taken to skull chopping. Now, this is not to be confused with 

skull gazing. It is a debased branch which is closer to the 

military arts than the medical.

However, this whole subject of skull gazing is one to which I'd 

like to invite your interest because the crystal ball, for 

instance, is probably nothing more than a symbol for a skull. The 

whole idea of skulls occupies many people's attention.

Now, it would be all right to know the parts of a skull; be all 

right to. It would be all right to know the number of cubic 

centimeters of brain capacity of the Cro-Magnon man, and other 

data. But I myself would classify these under a column I have 

which is sarcastically headed "Little facts we cannot do 

without."

Now, skull gazing is a substitute for thetan reading. I admit 

that it's a very debased substitute, but it shows that man was at 

least looking in the right direction when he was trying to find 

out about life. He fell short, trapped no doubt by that imposing 

mass of calcium, but he was at least looking in the right 

direction.

Looking at or into somebody's skull is quite worthwhile if you 

want to do something for them.

Now, it's a fascinating thing that the skull is usable in many 

other ways. You can saw off the tops of them, use them for 

ashtrays.

I one time had a very, very good friend whose name is entirely 

unpronounceable. I finally got so I called him "Buck" for short, 

but he had an awfully long name. But I envied his collection of 

cups. They were very fine cups. They were quite beautifully 

carved and so on. And they were always used to serve the guest a 

potion of beer and so on. And I complimented him upon his cups, 

and he told me "Yes, that was the late, lamented (another 

unpronounceable name) that I vanquished in a battle just over the 

mountains there," and so forth. It was a skull. And I had been 

looking at it upside down. So that shows you that I have my 

shortcomings in skull gazing: I'd been drinking beer out of a 

skull and didn't even know it.

Now, I'm not asking you to collect skulls, or drink beer out of 

skulls or anything like that, but I am making a certain plea with 

you to at least look in that direction while you're processing a 

preclear.

At the expense of its becoming known to him -- he however is 

quite aware of this, and he himself was kidding himself about it: 

just yesterday, we had a splendid example of another practice 

known as not-skull-gazing (it's a hyphenated practice), and it's 

not recommended at all.

A staff auditor had been processing a preclear for about ten 

days, and the preclear was making no progress to amount to 

anything. And I saw him for about three minutes last night. I 

took one look at him, and I asked him if he was on Dianazene. And 

he said "No, what's that?" you know? Took another look at him, 

and it was quite obvious that something was going on here.

This preclear had been many times injured, and he'd been X-rayed 

within an inch of his life. I think even X-ray treatments had 

been used on him. And he immediately gave me the information that 

for the last three years, he had had this continuous flush and 

prickly sensation.

Otherwise the auditor there had been doing a very fine job of 

skull gazing. A very fine job. He had simply omitted looking at 

the preclear at all. He'd looked at everything in the case but 

the preclear.

Here was a preclear sitting there at a moment when we were 

testing various compounds. Clinic knew all about it; everybody 

knew all about it; he knew all about it, and there sat his 

preclear halfway through one of these incidents that run out on 

Dianazene, and the auditor hadn't noticed it.

Now, the preclear had never had any Dianazene of any character. 

He was simply halfway through one of these incidents. It 

followed, we found out rather rapidly, his last series of X-rays 

for an injury. Of course, X-ray contains a considerable quantity 

of unwanted particles.

Now, that is an example there. Obviously, it wasn't that 

processing couldn't help this individual. As a matter of fact, 

undoubtedly one could have shoved it through, but one would have 

had to have made things solid, had to have done something with 

invisible particles, would have had to have done something there 

to have removed or passed along or given a fast shove this 

particular, peculiar kind of engram -- since this peculiar kind 

of engram, we have discovered, is one of the more difficult ones 

to handle in processing. It can be handled directly, you know, 

without any Dianazene assist at all, but it is a job of auditing! 

(exclamation point) It's considerable, because the whole bank 

seems to be grouped around such radiation-type incidents.

Well, how would you like that? To sit down and process somebody 

arduously five hours a day for ten days and then discover at the 

end of that time that you had not looked at the preclear at all? 

It'd be awfully critical of one's powers of skull gazing, 

wouldn't it?

The auditor thought this was very funny. He thought it was a very 

good joke on himself. He took it in very, very good order. It's 

not something that would ordinarily happen, but it's that kind of 

incident, that kind of circumstance, which is usually present 

when a case refuses to move, bogs down or doesn't roll. It's just 

that the auditor doesn't look at the preclear.

Now, what could you tell from skull gazing? Just what could you 

tell about a preclear just by looking at him? In the first place 

you could tell if he was in good shape or bad shape 

physiologically. This would be an interesting study in itself. 

Actually, that presses along and becomes practically the entire 

field of medicine: Simply looking at somebody and putting down 

facts or going "Hmmm" afterwards.

Now, this observation is not limited to the medical science. In 

other words, you're not practicing medicine if you observe or 

examine a preclear. As a matter of fact, if that were true, why, 

you could be arrested on the grounds of practicing medicine 

without a license for having an Esquire calendar in your home, 

you see? So examination or observation is not necessarily then 

diagnosis, is it?

And so, we don't really have to categorize the inspection of the 

preclear by the auditor under the heading of diagnosis. In the 

first place, it is too formidable a word. In the second place, 

it's much too complicated for the actual action. All one does is 

look at the preclear and then tallies up what he sees.

We look at a pretty girl, and we remark that she's pretty; she's 

got nice legs. We look at a nice-looking guy, and we say he 

carries himself well and so on. These are just cursory 

examinations. But they happen to be of importance to an auditor.

If you were to see a nice-looking girl and you looked at her, and 

you didn't find very much wrong with her, that would be quite 

remarkable in this day and age. That would be quite remarkable.

In the first place, both in England and in the United States, the 

beautiful woman is just a little bit out of date. Man's 

acceptance level has apparently dropped a bit; they feel 

insecure.

As a matter of fact, I can tell you by experience one of the most 

dangerous possessions which you can acquire, of course, is a very 

beautiful woman. I mean, that's very dangerous, because obviously 

other chaps come around and you're always involved in fisticuffs 

or arguments or something of the sort.

And I remember the fact of the matter was that my experience went 

further than this. I found out that that once had been the case, 

but it seldom was today. You want to be careful about having a 

girl who isn't very good looking. You see, she's entirely too 

attractive to her fellow man, see? Sounds odd, doesn't it? But 

just look back at old acceptance level.

All right. Now, that is a bit off the subject, but it's certainly 

true that the acceptance level of an individual of the appearance 

of another varies from person to person.

It's quite remarkable, by the way, that in England some of the 

most stunning women you have ever seen are married to colored 

persons from Jamaica and so on. Now, there's nothing wrong 

particularly with colored persons, but just as colored people are 

critical of this mixture of races, why, so might white people be. 

But why would only beautiful women be married to these? Well, 

that's because they're above the acceptance level of the white 

man in England. And he knows by experience that they are quite 

dangerous to have around.

Therefore, we look at this girl; we find her a beautiful girl. 

She is under a certain amount of hammer and pound in the society. 

There has been a certain amount of tension surrounding her 

growing up. There has been and would be normally a certain amount 

of tension, but this would be what you might consider just 

routine entheta, just routine environmental enturbulance -- you 

know, just routine. And she'd more or less know how to handle 

this -- other girls being catty and that sort of thing, people 

clawing her around one way or the other, protecting herself one 

way or the other.

But how about a sudden shift, such as all of her teachings tell 

her that beauty is acceptable and will bring about her acceptance 

into society and on the part of all males in the society. And 

then discovering that her beauty debars her from the society and 

the acceptance of males in the society. Now, what about that?

Here we have a long series of I'm-supposed-tos. The standard 

pattern of any training is based on now-I'm-supposed-to. If you 

want to make a preclear really dizzy (not necessarily well), just 

have him start out "Now I'm supposed to--," and let him furnish 

in the blanks. It's quite remarkable; he runs out an enormous 

number of patterns. "In order to be acceptable, I'm supposed to 

be beautiful" winds up in "Being beautiful is being 

unacceptable," which then leaves this horrible problem: How, 

then, is one acceptable? Dahh! See, we've got one of these must 

reach-can't reach / must withdraw-can't withdraw computations. It 

just hangs dead center. It is a puzzle. It is a puzzle.

Now, these puzzles can be quite severe -- quite severe. One of 

the more amusing ones that I ever ran into is I found somebody 

whose past was all snarled up on one postulate only. Now, this is 

a rarity; this is a rarity that you would find just one point on 

a case. But this case just unraveled and came all to pieces on 

just hitting this one postulate.

Got to talking about his considerations of the past. What about 

the past? And we discovered that he found it would be impossible 

to teach young people anything about history. Why?

Well, they haven't ever seen the object so that they couldn't 

possibly associate the actual item of time with training. Person 

had been a school teacher, and he just couldn't figure out how to 

teach anybody that the American Revolution or something of the 

sort was a century and a half ago, because the idea of a century 

and a half had no reality to the child as far as he could see. 

And his effort to teach the child, and his consistent failure on 

the thing had finally wound up his own past.

Quite amusing. Naturally, the child -- we know in Scientology -- 

knows all about that past and that measure of time. There was no 

difficulty there at all, but the fellow did measure up a 

difficulty; he did create one. And because he couldn't solve it 

at all, he simply hung up on an unsolved problem, and his past 

was hung on that.

We ran into that rather easily, just discussing the past, 

considerations of the past. I asked him how did he know how long 

ago that was, or some almost accidental question, and this other 

datum tumbled out, and the time track straightened out just like 

that. Interesting, huh?

Well now, looking at him would include discovering what he had 

been. What men have been, furnish the training patterns that you 

are confronting. Those training patterns consist of fixed, not-

to-be-changed data. Now, these are confirmed as training patterns 

and put out beyond his power of control when he is injured or put 

under very heavy duress with injury and unconsciousness during 

activity in one or another occupations.

To give you some sort of an idea how this is, a painter that I 

processed was having a terrible amount of trouble with painting. 

Now, we'd expect a painter to have trouble with painting because 

of the various mechanics of trying to make a piece of canvas 

appear to be in motion that was actually still. Total 

contradiction: he faces something still and tries to put it in 

motion. Eventually he obsessively seeks to put everything in 

motion that is still. He cannot tolerate stillness. This gives 

him a considerable number of difficulties. Don't you see how this 

would be?

All right. This painter was having trouble with painting, so 

therefore it was obvious to me that a physical injury -- I was 

trained in Dianetics -- a physical injury, you see, must have 

been associated with painting. So I asked him about it. And he 

had never been injured while he was painting. He'd never had to 

paint while he was ill. He'd had to paint sometimes when he was 

tired, but there was no good, solid basis for the fact that 

painting -- just the act of painting -- made him sick. No good 

reason for it at all.

But the more we talked about it, the more difficulty began to 

appear. We were working with an engram about nine hundred years 

old. It was right there; nice, old engram.

He had not just been injured; he had been a painter before and 

they'd killed him for it -- besides knocking off his servants and 

breaking up the house and ripping up all of his paintings, and 

throwing him still half alive on the fire. Otherwise, there was 

no engram connected with painting. This is quite interesting.

Writing... one time I found a writer who was a writer who wasn't 

a writer at all, but was doing a life continuum for a writer in 

this lifetime, but had had no real association with this writer 

in this lifetime, but was doing a life continuum for that writer. 

How amazing! Until we find out that the preclear had been the 

wife of a writer about three hundred years ago, and she'd killed 

him. She was doing a life continuum for that writer, who vaguely 

resembled this present-time writer, and she hit this lifetime and 

suddenly started to do a life continuum for this casual 

acquaintance.

It's quite interesting because one would never have suspected the 

valence, but the valence was sitting on good, hard, solid, 

engramic foundation. The techniques that bring these things into 

view -- holding things solid, making things still, Over and Under 

-- any one of these things will blow these puzzles and problems 

into view, but when you've blown them into view, for heaven 

sakes, know what you've blown into view. You are, after all, 

looking at a preclear, and the preclear has a story. He has a 

present-life computation; he has a service facsimile -- that 

which he uses to get himself some sympathy and out of 

difficulties.

The life computation is very interesting: He considers himself 

all snarled up; he doesn't know wherein. You start running 

something like Over and Under, or inventing problems of 

comparable or incomparable magnitude or anything else, this data 

is liable to tumble out. And it'll be tremendously significant to 

the preclear.

Now, we're not ransacking his bank to find these significances, 

but when they turn up, if we do not know where to persist rather 

than change -- if we do not know where to persist -- he never 

sees them.

Now, we have to look at him so he can look. If we don't look at 

him, he never looks.

Let me tell you some more about this. There's many a fellow comes 

along, he sits there, we know exactly what is wrong with him. It 

is so obvious: He's in his father's valence, has several chronic 

somatics of his father. By his own detailed story, that's his 

father. His hatred for his father, his affection for his father, 

his ideas of his father, the missingness of his father during 

early childhood, on and on and on and on, all add up to Father.

He sits there and he says, "Yes, I'm in Father's... I realize I'm 

carrying on for Father and so forth." But nothing happens. He 

knows it; you know it -- nothing happens. Well, what is going on? 

Well, that isn't what's it. That's all.

If he knows all about it, it isn't aberrative. It is 

unfortunately -- to dramatize right along with the gamma ray -- 

the hidden particle, the hidden datum, the hidden influence which 

is the effective one. Do you see that? It's the hidden one.

Now, what is the virtue of discovering what is wrong with a 

preclear? Because today you can do something about it. And very 

often he simply comes to you to be audited solely because there 

is something wrong with him that he would like to remedy. But he 

doesn't know what is wrong with him, and he really cannot 

articulate what he even thinks is wrong with him. So therefore, 

it's up to you.

You don't take what the preclear says. You base your evaluation 

or examination of the case on the way he says it. And some of the 

data of it may be pertinent, but not as he thinks it is.

It's quite interesting to process only those things which the 

preclear offers you to be processed. You know right away in 

running Learning Process Number One that this would be the most 

fatal procedure in the world. He said, "I have birth in 

restimulation; I want to get rid of it."

Well now, if this is a Scientologist talking, he had birth run 

halfway through and nobody finished it, this is a fairly rational 

statement. He just wants to do something technical. It's just 

totally technical. Go ahead and flatten birth if you want to, but 

you won't improve his case. Go ahead and do it. It'll make him 

unhappy if you don't.

One of the easier things to do is simply to get off all auditing. 

How would you do that? Have him invent an identity or an 

individuality that could cope with auditing, and invent a worse 

situation, of course. Just those two commands run alternately 

will dispose of more auditing in less time than you could easily 

experience. "Invent an individuality that could cope with it."

Most people have felt they have been coping with auditing anyway. 

You know, just barely. The moment that the auditor really started 

to get someplace on the case, they felt they were no longer 

coping with the case or the auditor, and they submerged out of 

sight. Particularly somebody who is removed from himself about 

sixty-four valences and who thinks of himself as a ridge or an 

atom or an angel or something, you see? You really start to get 

somewhere with the case, and he will immediately assume that he 

has lost. Well, he hasn't lost. Something has lost, and if you 

don't run it a little while, he won't find out what has lost; it 

is seldom him.

All right, now let's take this a little bit further. Let's just 

take it on surface examination, not quite so esoteric. I 

discovered quite by accident a preclear a very short time ago had 

a lump in the breast. Quite by accident. Assisting her to take 

off her coat and she winced. Hah! Hah! Of course, there's Ronnie, 

puppy to the root right away; somebody winced. Somebody displayed 

a nonroutine reaction. Got it? That's the entrance point. No 

matter how minor that was. A catch of the breath, something like 

this.

"What was that?" I say. "What was that? What happened there? 

What's the matter?"

"Oh, nothing. A beautiful day, isn't it?" and so forth.

"What was that?"

"Well, if you must know, why," rather embarrassedly the lady 

said, "if you must know I have a lump in the breast that is -- 

ever since I had an automobile accident."

I said, "Well, who was driving?"

She says, "My husband was."

Now, the familial relations had been strained for many months. 

Here we had a physical manifestation; there was something there 

observable which was extraordinary -- an extraordinary 

manifestation -- a lump in the breast. Lord knows what it was. 

Who cares?

Now, what would one do about this? The person says yes, this is a 

little bit serious but knew where it came from; not very 

important. Oh, not very important? Well, here's where you should 

know a little bit, you know? Here's where you should know a 

little bit about diagnosis and health and things like that. You 

don't, to just fool with it. There isn't very much literature on 

the subject. You might as well yourself invent what you know 

about it; that saves you time. Because much of it that you read 

is totally incorrect.

It was like my effort of fifteen, twenty years ago to understand 

something about cases by reading -- by reading lists and cases 

and so on. I had a pathetic, rather childish faith that I would 

actually find something there that would be worth reading. And I 

found that all of the data might or might not be present, but 

certainly the conclusions were in some difficult direction. But I 

couldn't find any cases that had recovered from anything, and I 

began to be suspicious. And after a while I found out there 

wasn't such a thing as a science of mind loose on Earth. That was 

an interesting discovery. It was an awful shock to me one day 

when I discovered that. I sat down; I was absolutely stonied. I 

said "Oh, no! You don't mean I got to put this whole thing 

together. Why, these lazy bums! These stupid blanks."

All right. How about this lady with the lump? Now, the basis of 

any auditing process today is "make the preclear do it and know 

he's doing it." In other words, have the preclear do it. Run 

preclear at cause-distance-effect, you see?

So the most elementary process along this line would be "All 

right, injure your breast," see? That an interestingly plain 

process? See, that is straight-on games condition. "All right, 

injure your breast."

"Well, how am I supposed to do that?"

"Well, just mock up something and you make it injure the breast, 

you know?" you know. If you want to put it that way. I added one 

more via, see? Oh, that was acceptable.

So here we go. And on and on and on, and all of a sudden in oh, I 

suppose forty, fifty commands, of course, with somatics and pains 

turning on and off and various facsimiles flicking around -- but 

not interestedly; she wasn't very interested in this -- then she 

went anaten, and then went anaten again, and then went anaten 

again and then come out of it, and go anaten again and come out 

of it, and go anaten again and come out of it. And all of a 

sudden looked at me and said, "He didn't really need to hurt me 

that much." Husband! One year, pc has carried around a lump in 

the breast as an accusation against the husband.

"All right. Mock up something and make it injure your breast" a 

few more times and came out of it, came uptone on the subject and 

the lump went away. The lump was probably cancer.

Now, it is totally possible. The lump in the breast is not a 

strange mechanism, and in this radioactive area I just suppose 

cancer will be a routine affair.

But what about this? The preclear was wearing her case, and so do 

they all.

Now, it isn't up to you to guess what it is, but look, and see 

what you see, and you'll have something to audit at once that is 

terrifically productive. If you only use this "You do it." "You 

do it," you know?

Fellow has got a twitch of some sort, a twitch, you know? Twitch, 

twitch. You just tell him, "You do it." Simplest auditing there 

is, games condition. Something else is twitching; you make him do 

it. Make him go a few times like this and it sort of wears out. 

But more important than that, if you audit very expertly, in very 

thorough communication with the preclear, why, at least a goodly 

portion of his case will tumble out in your hands -- not to then 

be audited; it's just there and solved, that's that.

Why is the fellow going like this? He all of a sudden says, "You 

know, that's like that ape."

"What ape?"

"Well, the one that bit me."

"Well, what ape is this? You never told me about an ape biting 

you before. Where have you been that apes bit you?"

"Oh, that was when I was in Borneo."

"In Borneo?"

"Oh yes, I was raised in Borneo."

Wild business!

Now, it might occur to you that people's anxiety to be victims, 

to be betrayed, and other complications, might have some use. 

Might occur to you that it might have some use. Yes, it does. The 

person is trying to do it himself. He is trying to do this exact 

process that I have just given you. He's trying to do it himself. 

By doing what? By talking about it's having been done to him. 

That is at least trying to do it himself, you see?

But it's too circuitous, and he doesn't do it repetitively 

enough, and there aren't enough people that will stand around and 

listen. So this is the mechanism, the exact underlying mechanism, 

to why some people's troubles go away simply by talking about 

them -- upon which Freud based all of his hopes; he based all of 

his hopes on that -- and not going away. One, was the person 

permitted to do it himself? Was the person permitted to do it 

himself? If he was not permitted to do it himself, nothing went 

away. You get the idea?

Now, if himself is the victim, you have him do it to himself. You 

see?

One of the most horrible processes you ever ran on anybody -- and 

it's probably therapeutic; I wouldn't know. I've never gotten too 

interested in it. There are too many ways to go at the same 

proposition, and frankly, I have not made the test, that's all. 

Why should I go around Robin Hood's barn about it? I just have 

not audited it. And that's cause versus cause: The preclear 

mocking up somebody else as cause, which of course makes the 

preclear cause of somebody else's cause. Got it? It's a process 

known as Causing Cause. And it's sitting there in the shelf to be 

tested someday.

But one of the processes would be this: "Mock up somebody 

accusing you. You mock up somebody accusing you. You mock up 

somebody accusing you. You mock up somebody accusing you." You 

could settle with the preclear who's doing this, the person that 

he mocks up is saying "You did it." So you just have him mock up 

somebody saying "You did it" accusatively. "You did it. You did 

it. You did it." Now, he is causing cause. The other person is 

assigning cause to the preclear. The preclear is unwilling to 

have cause assigned to him, but his entire health depends upon 

his being cause. So he is actually fighting against his own best 

interests.

And there are people who go around all over the place accusing. 

Now, they're just trying to do it themselves, too, you see? It's 

quite an amusing thing.

There are several small computations of which we have knowledge, 

any one of which explains all human phenomena, leaves none 

outside. It's quite interesting that there are several that do 

this. There really are several that do this.

It's also unfortunate that all of them have to be used to solve 

cases. So you'd say none of these are the master data of the 

entire race, but they are certainly master data of classes. And 

evidently one of them can be substituted for another one rather 

easily. so that they run out each other's classes too. But every 

now and then they'll flunk. They might explain everything 

beautifully, but not solve all of the cases, don't you see?

All right. Causing Cause is probably one of these. I can't tell 

you too much about it, not having audited it. But one mocks up 

somebody accusing him of causing something. I know that this 

gives a pretty wild reaction, because the only cursory little 

test I did of it I desisted; I desisted, that's all. It was over 

the preclear's ability to withstand agony.

He was a very sensitive preclear anyway. He was always 

complaining. I remember one time we were doing 8-C, and I stepped 

on his foot and tripped him, and so forth, accidentally and so 

on. He complained; he claimed it was an Auditor's Code break, and 

so on. Always complaining about something or other. I made him 

slam his hand against a wall on another instance and there was a 

nail in the wall, and complained about that. I finally said, "My 

golly, you certainly complain about everything."

And he says, "Well, come to look at it, I guess I do. It's 

probably my mother. Let's run out Mother's valence." So we went 

on with the process of slamming the hand into nails. Anyway. You 

have to have more sense than that, actually, to run, with modern 

controls, preclears, because they will wind up doing anything you 

tell them to do on their own determinism.

Anyway, here we have this whole difficulty of people being the 

victim. Well, if they're trying to be the victim about anything, 

you could say, more or less, there's their case. Well, their 

effort to be the victim of this is their effort to do it. It's 

actually no more significant than that. And the reason overt acts 

go up against motivators is the action of the preclear in doing 

something tends to release its having been done to him, see, only 

to the degree that he processed it by doing the act. You got it?

Now, this doesn't say that the initial act on the track was 

always native to somebody else. The initial act on the track 

might well have been the preclear's. There's no reason to get 

into a big bundle of morality and tribulation and retribution 

about this sort of thing; it's simply much more simple to examine 

it on the basis of "he's trying to do it." Now, the little boy 

who bumps his head and then goes over and bumps his head some 

more got his head bumped in the first place when he didn't do it. 

And he seems to know, basically, that if he does it a few times 

he'll be all right.

Now, a fellow can -- a child will always remove his own splinter 

(or try to), preferable over and above the parent removing a 

splinter. See? It's better if he does it. You got the idea?

Well, we won't give this any higher rationale than that it's more 

therapeutic mentally. It gives the cause-distance-effect or game 

condition. And if you simply make the preclear do this on 

anything, he's quite happy.

We don't have to go into the complexities of games condition, 

although those complexities are very well worth inspection. They 

are complex, but less complex than what man is doing broadly 

because a games condition and a no-games condition -- the two of 

them contain practically the totality of complicated impulses 

that man is subject to. He will do all of these things. This is a 

simplification; games condition, no-games condition are 

simplifications of man's complexities and are not themselves 

terribly complex. There's a definite list of them. You should 

know those lists, by the way. You should know them by heart, 

because you will see evidences of them and find use for them in 

this.

But let's just take this highest denominator of those, and let's 

discover that if we make the preclear do it himself, you have a 

good chance of winning. If you don't win, it's too simple. So you 

got to make it more complicated. So you have him do it himself by 

vias. And if that's not complicated enough, do it himself by vias 

with vast significances and just keep piling up the significances 

from there on out. And you'll win someplace along the line. 

You'll find a workable process.

All right. Making him do it himself: This woman, for instance, in 

knocking her own chest around, all of a sudden ran out a too-

deeply-buried antagonism or responsibility on the part of the 

husband. You see? Had assigned this whole thing to the husband 

and had gone on accusing the husband, but not verbally, since 

that's not permitted. She could do it by mock-up: sick breast, 

see? Wear the scar. "Look at the battle I've been in," sort of 

thing, you know? The body is very prone to this. People wear 

scars and illnesses like medals.

Now, don't think this really worries a thetan. It really doesn't 

worry a thetan very much. If you have a thetan waste pain for a 

while, he will discover that he loves it. Beauty is by 

consideration. There's all sorts of ways and means that we can 

look this over, but we can't find any real reason to be upset by 

somebody being a victim. Got it?

But if we look him over, we find out what he's being a victim 

about. He's wearing some obvious manifestation. Now, some of the 

manifestations he has -- and all preclears have many -- are, you 

might say, more deeply ingrained than others and are less easily 

removable.

In other words, let's say the fellow had, well, burn scars on his 

forehead, he had a cauliflower ear, he has one finger which is 

broken and twisted, he uses a cane, he carries glasses. Let's 

just look over that. See, that's an array. That is array.

Well, you sort of pays your money and takes your chance, unless 

you know the Know to Mystery Scale. Put the somatic or the 

obvious physical illness on the Know to Mystery Scale and tackle 

the lowest one first. Got it? Tackle the lowest one first.

Now, that is why Herr Breuer and Freud, and particularly Freud, 

achieved so much success on sex, but why their people never got 

any better than sex. You notice after they've been treated a 

little bit on sex, they started to worry about eating. And Freud, 

later on, was wondering whether or not he shouldn't go into 

eating, too. Well, he was having a hard time getting away from 

the starting point. They go on into eating, and they go on up 

into the areas of symbols and thinkingness and effort, and so on, 

right on up the line.

So you take the observable manifestations and foibles of the 

preclear -- and these, by the way, are the physically worn ones; 

they are not his mental quirks -- just take these physically 

exhibited manifestations, make a list of them, put them on the 

Tone Scale, process the lowest one first. By doing what? Make him 

do it. Any way you could get at it, that's the formula for the 

removal of a chronic somatic: Make him do it.

Now, a pain is much higher toned than a set deformity of some 

sort. A pain is higher toned, let us say, than a scar. So if you 

process at his somatics, you're going way upscale. Where are you? 

You're into 1.8, area of pain. If you process his emotions, 

you're way too high. If you process his perceptions, you're way 

too high. That's why people still go around wearing glasses and 

having trouble with perceptions and so forth. They've got other 

difficulties that no auditor has ever noticed. They've got other 

difficulties which are lower on the scale. You'll find these 

things have a tendency to wind off, one modifying the next in 

some fashion.

Now, we're looking at the physiological, the solid 

manifestations; the solid manifestations of a case. They are not 

the mind. See, they're not the mind.

If you saw a thetan going down the boulevard dragging behind him 

an old, bent-up bronze wreath of some kind or another which 

clanged and clanked, and would keep getting caught on milestones 

and corners of things and so on, you would say, "What you doing 

with that wreath?"

Well, it's rather obvious; it's a memento of his last funeral or 

something like that. We could say it's just a token or a 

substitute for the body he just lost. We could say it's a lot of 

things. And we'd say, "Hey, you don't need that wreath. There's 

some much better items around if you want to pick them up. As a 

matter of fact, you could go pick up another body if you wanted 

to."

He might do that. But if he didn't, and if he didn't drop the 

wreath and he just kept dragging it down, complaining about how 

hard it was to get on down the road, but all the time he was 

trying to get on down the road the wreath kept getting caught in 

the milestones, you know? I mean...

And you say, "Hey! You know you're dragging a wreath?"

Funny part of it is, you gave him a big explanation at first, and 

you told him he didn't need it, and you told him a lot of things; 

you were assuming he knew he had a wreath. If you were to say to 

him, "Hey. You know you're dragging a wreath along behind you?"

Fellow is liable to say "Nahh."

And you say, "Well, look around."

And he'd say, "Where? Where? I don't see any."

You'd say something must be wrong with his perception, one way or 

the other. Well, actually the truth of the matter is there's 

probably something wrong with you, because there's a Model-T Ford 

he is also dragging along, but that's another quarter of a mile 

behind him. And his attention is so fixed on it and it won't run 

that he's never noticed the wreath.

Well, just add that up as a straight observation of a preclear.

I'll tell you a funny story with regard to that. Processed a 

preclear one time that had a missing ear. Ear was totally missing 

-- gone. Zip. I assumed the preclear knew all about this missing 

ear. How stupid can an auditor get, see? Wasn't getting anyplace 

on him at all. He didn't seem to have anything else wrong with 

him. He was doing all right. Had a few freckles, but they're 

allowable. Finally in desperation I said, "How did you lose your 

ear?" This was the wrong question. It didn't take me long to find 

out it was the wrong question, either. Not that he blew up. Not 

that he blew up, but I had asked him how he lost it, not "Have 

you got an ear?"

Now, you'd say it was utterly impossible for an individual to go 

around without an ear for a long time and not know that he didn't 

have an ear. This fellow knew all the time he didn't have an ear, 

but he didn't know he didn't have an ear, don't you see? And all 

of his difficulties and so forth were surrounding the incident of 

the ear, and in order to get rid of those difficulties and forget 

them, he had to forget that he didn't have an ear, too. Don't you 

see? He had to forget everything, and when I finally called his 

attention to the ear, we got into an argument. I thought it was 

because he was sensitive about it, but actually we were bringing 

him into the cognition that there was an ear missing. And he 

hadn't thought about this since he was about fifteen. There was a 

time when he was fifteen that he had thought about it, and had 

felt very bad about it, but the rest of the time he was totally 

unaware of a no-ear.

Now, you think people are sensitive about some of their 

deformities and that sort of thing. That is a commonly held 

belief, and I don't believe it has any slightest bearing. It's 

quite remarkable. I've seen a person with a birthmark, rather 

badly disfigured with a birthmark, be quite surprised that nobody 

ever spoke to them about it. I had one person become convinced 

that everybody ignored her.

"Why does everybody ignore you?"

"Well, nobody ever comments on anything I wear or how I look or 

anything of the sort."

"Is that right? Nobody ever says a word about it?"

Says, "No, nobody ever mentions this birthmark."

Now, the trouble with you as an auditor is the trouble with me as 

an auditor. It's the trouble with all of us. We're reasonable 

people. We're not mad enough to be able to diagnose a preclear at 

first glance unless we ourself have fitted it into a reasonable 

framework. Because there's nothing quite so batty as battiness. 

And what is batty about battiness is, of course, that it is 

batty, and that's all there is to it. And I'm afraid that any 

further dissertation on the subject is getting too complex.

What you do about it is quite something else. You have the game 

condition, you have a great richness in tools with which to work. 

You can do all sorts of things with this person, but if you want 

to hit at his battiness, it is normally, simply his battiness. 

And it isn't reasonable for thetans to go down the road lugging 

bronze wreaths, or going along on crutches. It is not sensible 

for a body to go along on crutches. This is not reasonable, 

because the locomotion characteristics of a body are not adapted 

to crutches. See, we consider, though, it is reasonable. He can't 

walk, so he's using crutches. It might just as well be the other 

way around.

And you'll find out if you process him that he is using crutches 

because he can't have ashtrays. And you look at this finally, 

when it finally turns up on processes, and you'll go glong! Well, 

that is what is batty about it. It does not compute, does not 

equate, and the identification of A=A=A does not form any logical 

sequence along which a thetan can travel.

So he gets to this point of "I am very beautiful so men should 

accept me; I am very beautiful and no man accepts me." Drzzzh! 

See?

Now, that is a light look at it. But how about a fellow with a 

clubfoot? You want to straighten out his clubfoot for him. Well, 

you'd have to have him make it clubbed one way or the other. 

You'd have to do something in that direction. You'd have to put 

in on a games condition off of a no-games condition. And then, 

then you would discover why he had a clubfoot. Only he'd discover 

it too.

Now, not-knowingness, or not-knownness, is of course a very good 

common denominator to aberration. We find all aberration is not 

known. The factors in it are not known.

For instance, one day a very, very short time ago, when somebody 

started processing me on light, I couldn't understand what the 

devil the auditor was doing. Why was the auditor making me keep 

those lights from going away? I was sitting on a stage, and I was 

being processed in the exact location on an exact thing. And I 

couldn't find out why the auditor wanted me to do this. And all 

of a sudden lights ran the entire emotional scale on me. I'd been 

standing on stages in the glare of stage lights and footlights 

and so forth, so long that they had caved in my conception of 

that peculiar, particular type of light. Not these lights. The 

same process wouldn't have worked on those lights. Because it 

wasn't very bad off, it was not associated with all lights. It 

was completely localized to stage lights. But stage lights were 

more articulate than I was. That was quite interesting.

The auditor was smart enough to ride over my protests and just go 

right on (it was Julie, by the way) and she was smart enough to 

just as-is all the argumentation. I kept saying, "I don't see why 

you're having me process these lights. This is silly. Let's get 

on with it. We came down here to hold this hall still and get 

this thing squared around and it has nothing to do with lights." 

Talk about stupid!

Auditor barrelled on with it, and all of a sudden, bang! the 

lights had emotions, independence, automaticity. Wow! I thought I 

was really gone there at first, because all of a sudden a stage 

floodlight did a dance. It did a lovely dance. It just moved from 

the left to the right all on its own. And I said, "Well, Ronnie, 

you've had it." "You've been at this too long," I says.

Something has gone completely out of control and the preclear 

doesn't know it. Now, he has a clubfoot and he knows, maybe, that 

he has a clubfoot, but he doesn't know why he has a clubfoot. And 

until he gets it onto a logical sequence and brings it back out 

the other way, he will continue to have a clubfoot. That's for 

sure.

Now, a preclear is wearing a body. Now, that is a silly thing for 

a preclear to wear sometimes, particularly in a radiative age. He 

can't tell you why he's wearing a body, just like somebody else 

can't tell you why his body has carbuncles, until you process it.

So it is required of you as an auditor that you observe the 

obvious. Please observe the obvious. That's the most difficult 

thing in the world to observe: the obvious. General Sherman tank 

wrecked at the middle of 14th and F streets is not obvious; it's 

unusual. See, that is extraordinary.

Well, there are many too many things which are very obvious which 

nobody ever sees -- nobody ever sees. The automobile parked at 

14th and F streets is very usual. Nobody sees it. That's why we 

have pedestrian accidents. See, it's too usual. They don't see 

this.

You see this person; this person has some kind of a deformity, 

something off the ordinary, something that isn't in common to 

everybody, something he would have no use for at all, some 

deformity, some condition. You start going into internal 

conditions, you're wasting your time. Internal complaints are too 

many and too varied. One of the first internal complaints a 

person has is he has a stomach, intestines and lungs. I never 

heard of putting stomachs and intestines and lungs in bodies. The 

idea! Show you there's something wrong with the body. Anyway...

But we consider that usual, and so he accepts it and it has never 

worried him. The unusual has to some degree worried him, but the 

unusual that is also obvious will be the center of his case.

Physical -- physical observation is demanded, and only then can 

mental observation be achieved.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

SIMPLICITY VERSUS ALTER-ISNESS

A lecture given on 12 November 1956

[Start of Lecture]

I have a couple of things to take up with you here. And let's 

see, what is this, the 11th? 12th?

Audience: The 12th.

The 12th. Oh, Armistice Day was yesterday.

Audience: Yes.

Yeah, they always have an Armistice Day just in time to greet the 

new war.

I have a couple of items to take up with you. One is the attitude 

of the preclear and what we call happenstance. And the other one 

is what we are doing currently with processes. Now, both of these 

are quite important. And I'll take these up in the order of what 

we are doing with processes.

In doing an intensive, the auditor gets along best in using 

processes on which he himself has a good subjective awareness. 

And when he doesn't have a good subjective idea of the 

workability of the process, or what it does, and so on, actually 

he does rather poorly with the process. We can take three 

auditors, one of them has a good subjective reality, and two do 

not. They run three preclears -- more or less the same type of 

preclear -- and you will find, I am sure, that the one who has a 

subjective reality gets an excellent result, and the others get 

rather mediocre results with the same process. Quite remarkable, 

but is definitely part of processing.

Now, today, we are not using very many stunty processes. It would 

shock you to realize that 8-C and things of that character, the 

Trio, and such things are run-of-the-mill and routine. They are 

what is done.

Now, naturally what we've learned about communication, that is 

employed. What we have learned about various other factors, we 

employ those too. But we actually try not to employ these faster 

than we give somebody a reality on them himself. So it takes a 

little longer to put a process into actual action in the HGC than 

it once did. We want to see somebody audited on it; we want to 

see some results on the process. So therefore, we have a tendency 

to fall back on older processes.

Now, when I say "older processes," I mean, of course, anything 

over the last three years that produced a remarkable result.

Right now there is a research survey which has been sent around 

to every auditor in the world on what processes he himself gained 

on and what processes he has obtained gains with, and we will do 

another summary like we did about two, three years ago. I'm sure 

I know already what we will find in this project. Every one of 

you, by the way, should have received one of these things, and 

appreciate very much your treating it as a must to make out and 

return. I do want to know your opinion. If you don't have it in 

your hands, it's probably home waiting for you.

So here is the rundown on processes. Certain processes have 

obtained results, and those, then, are valid processes. That's 

all it amounts to.

We are no longer looking for the central button amongst all 

central buttons that makes cases go wham, because we have central 

buttons that make cases go wham, and there's no sense in looking 

for them anymore.

But to get somebody upscale is a human problem, not a mechanical 

problem. It's a human problem. And if you recognize that clearly 

as an auditor, then you will realize that the tremendous breadth 

of work in Scientology has -- each process, each step of it -- 

been aimed in the direction of paralleling what the mind is 

actually doing.

Now, of course, above all this, the mind is actually living, and 

the person is actually engaged in living. And therefore, the more 

artificialities that are added in, the more peculiarities that 

have nothing to do with the formulas of life itself, why, the 

less chance he has of recovering. Remember that.

Now, that tells you at one fell swoop that the introduction of 

steel pipes into people's legs is a poor solution. It tells you 

also that the use of any drug is a poor solution. These are only 

stopgap solutions. I don't care what the treatment is. If 

somebody has a broken leg, we put the broken leg back together 

again, that's for sure. But remember, it's a stopgap solution; it 

really doesn't necessarily cure the person of having a broken 

leg. It gets him into mechanical condition again.

Now, we don't know that the body would not snap back into this 

mechanical perfection if it were not being handled in some 

fashion by the mind or various reactions. You see, we're not at 

all sure that a body is meant to fall apart. We think this has to 

be assisted. And therefore, any one of these stopgaps, any one of 

these immediacies, is no more and no less than a cure for a cure. 

Now, you got that carefully?

That is to say, obstetrics: The body through many, many 

generations has been thoroughly educated into the difficulties of 

childbirth, you see? Therefore, we have to have an obstetrician 

in order to handle the difficulties of childbirth. You got that? 

In other words, we're curing the cures.

Now, you say the difficulties of childbirth are not a cure. Oh, 

yes they are; they're a cure for childbirth. If you look this 

over carefully, the girl who protests madly about the agonies and 

so forth of childbirth is basically protesting the continuance of 

the race just as much as Schopenhauer was protesting its 

continuance in The Will and the Idea. She is not being quite so 

philosophic or profound, but she is being a little bloodier about 

it. And she says, "Well, I was thirty-nine hours in labor. And 

there was no possibility of any relief except a Caesarian, and so 

we had a Caesarian," and so on, and so on, and so on. "And I 

haven't been well since, and here I am in this wheelchair," see?

Now, the current generation may not be the author of that cure 

for childbirth -- which is what makes some of our activities 

difficult. It isn't the thetan who has the body at this time who 

began this, who began to narrow down the pelvic bones, you see, 

and so on. And somebody has inherited somebody else's grief. You 

got it? So there was grief on the backtrack; somebody comes along 

now and inherits that grief. Now, that person who has inherited 

it has a legitimate protest then; something has happened. But 

it's only legitimate up to this point: wouldn't have restimulated 

if he hadn't agreed with it. Got it? If she hadn't agreed with 

it, it wouldn't have restimulated.

All engrams that are in bad shape have two parts, parts A and 

parts B. Part A is the thetan's engram package, and part B is the 

body's engram package. And only when these two things match do 

you get a restimulation. In other words, there have to be -- 

there are always two engrams present, not just one. Now, you see 

that?

All right, these things, then, are a cure for cures. Obstetrics, 

drugs, even Dianazene, or anything like this is a cure for a 

cure. The body knew how to stop everybody from using radioactive 

horse pistols. The body knew how to do this: It became terribly 

allergic and set an example of the horrible consequences of, you 

see?

Now, some radiation shows up and it continues this cure; it's a 

cure for the use of radiation. All right, now we, then, have to 

have a cure for the cure. And in almost all activities, we are 

doing just that: We're curing the cures.

Now, as auditors, we are curing the mechanisms which assisted the 

thetan and the body to remember, recover, and which rather 

insisted that life should be lived along a certain pattern. The 

environment in which that life should be lived, however, is no 

longer present. We have another environment. And we find it 

necessary now to live life on another pattern, which is forbidden 

by the mental image pictures and so on that have been accumulated 

in the mind.

But remember, these mental image pictures, each one of them was 

at one time a cure. It said, "Now, the way we've been getting in 

trouble here is this way. We will take a horrible picture of 

this, and then any time we go ahead along this line, why, this 

somatic will turn on and we will deviate. We'll no longer follow 

this dangerous course." Each one of these engrams, each one of 

these locks, computations, and so forth, stands across a track of 

danger, imagined danger.

But the idea of danger itself is a cure. See, that itself is a 

cure. Pain is a cure, and so on. So when you're indulging in 

therapeutic actions, you are always curing cures. Do you see 

that?

There are such processes as "Correct that wall." See, "Look 

around the room and find something that you could correct." And 

you get an undercut of the critical processes. It's quite 

interesting, but they are corrections of corrections.

Now, as such, an auditor must at all times be aware that his 

results then depend upon attaining some simplicity that is 

earlier than the first correction which he is trying to correct. 

In other words, he is attempting to undercut the whole subject of 

correction.

This, therefore, leaves us with certain fundamentals, certain 

simplicities, which we have attained and which we use. And 

amongst those we have 8-C.

Now, you understand that a cure of a cure would always result in 

an alter-isness. But the first cure was an alter-isness. So you 

have the track of what you're trying to handle is a concatenation 

of alter-isnesses. You see, this was the way it is. And that's 

why I gave you that talk the other day about -- here is a mock-

up, you know? It is; perceive it, see? That's all there is; 

there's no further significance.

Now, we have to alter-is in order to obtain a further 

significance or interest. But if we keep alter-ising from that 

point of isness of the first mock-up, don't you see -- if we keep 

altering it -- we get all sorts of things. We get persistence; 

that's just one of the things we get. We get interesting points 

in this thing, see? We get hidden meanings, hidden influences. 

The whole computation, by the way, of atomic damage is based 

entirely upon this one button: the hidden influence.

There is nothing more interesting than something which must be 

searched for and which doesn't exist. See, that is an interesting 

game. These things all come under the categories of games. That's 

one of the most interesting games there is: to search for 

something and be completely certain that something exists to be 

searched for which yet does not exist. And one can always be sure 

of a continuing game; he doesn't run out of game suddenly by 

finding it.

It's a terrible shock to find something -- you're just getting 

all wound up to get mad at the maid or the wife or something of 

the sort for mislaying your hammer. You just got a wonderful game 

mocked up here. You're just going to clobber the whole works, 

knock the foundations out from underneath the house, scream, you 

know, and so forth, and show who is boss around there, and by 

golly you find the hammer. So you see, that sort of game comes to 

end. And the head -- it's the liability of having an ending.

Well, the way to have a game with no ending is to have a hidden 

influence. So one of the things that you put into one of these 

isness things, you know -- mock-up; there it is -- is "There is 

something else about it." Got it? And now we have an interesting 

time of it. There is something else about it; nobody can 

establish what it is; expert opinion can be consulted in all 

directions, and this game can go on forever without the least 

chance of ever finding anything. Because, you see, nothing was 

there. You have the whole science of medicine, you see?

Now, this, however, is a liability. Although the thetan played 

this game then, he doesn't really intend to play this game now, 

you see? He's out of his time environment. He's -- things have 

changed. There's been an alteration in his track. He's interested 

now in other games. He wants to do certain things; there are 

limitations on the body he's carrying around, and he wants to do 

something else about it.

Well, in other words, his first bent is to practice an alter-

isness. Please get that. The preclear who comes to you wishes to 

practice an alter-isness on alter-isnesses. That's all he wants. 

He does not even vaguely have any concept of a simplicity. He's 

going to practice -- he thinks you should practice -- an alter-

isness on an alter-isness.

In other words, he has an alter-isness he doesn't like. Now he 

wants to alter it. Got it? Now, if you follow through and do 

that, you are in the soup. Because you're alter-ising an alter-

isness which existed to alter-is about eight thousand other 

alter-isnesses. And we're trying to walk back on a backtrack here 

of such horrible complexity that if you wished to invest eighty 

thousand hours of auditing, there is some possibility that you 

would have succeeded in straightening out every alter-isness with 

another alter-isness called auditing. Got it?

Therefore, auditing must be fundamental. It must be extremely 

simple. It must not get complicated. Now, the simplicities of 

auditing, then, must follow the basic computations of existence 

itself, mustn't they? That is to say, if you can parallel these 

items which are common to all isnesses and alter-isnesses and 

everything at once, if you could take something which has been 

there since the beginning of track, if you can actually measure 

up these various abilities such as communication, such as 

location, as possession -- now, if you can just straighten those 

things out, then you are not really practicing alter-isness. 

You're practicing a continuance of skill. Got it?

Therefore, when you hit at these fundamentals, such as parts of 

the communication formula, and so on, you are running a 

continuance of skills. This was the best that he could do. Hate 

to say that, but that's the best that he could ever do. See, that 

was good. He could put something there. He could perceive it. He 

could communicate in all parts of the formula. He could engage in 

a game. He could create other things to do.

Now then, instead of altering all the conditions to which he is 

prone and liable, instead of altering all these conditions, you 

then must fundamentally advance into present-time abilities which 

have only suffered because of alter-isness.

See, he's alter-ised these things, too. He alter-ised 

communication for certain purposes; he alter-ised mock-up for 

certain purposes; he alter-ised perception for certain purposes, 

don't you see? Now, it's only necessary to get him to do them 

straight and anything wrong with him will branch out.

But the funny part of it is, there is the matter of his current 

interest: his immediate interest, his interest today, his 

interest now. His attention may be centered so thoroughly and 

then not centered so thoroughly, you see -- having been centered, 

it is now no longer centered -- on some sort of a condition that 

he's locked up. He doesn't move in any particular direction at 

all. There he is. He's just stuck right there.

In other words, he had a blow, and he can't free himself from 

this blow, although he is no longer aware of the blow, don't you 

see? And you have a psychosomatic illness. In other words, the 

fellow is in a little bit of suppressed pain or discomfort.

Now, just about as far as you want to go with this alter-isness 

is to relieve his attention, relieve his fixation, make him feel 

well enough to then practice better communication, mock-up, 

perception, duplication, interest, creativenesses, and so on.

He's not going to be able to do any of these things as wound-up 

as he is, though, in the chronic somatic. Now we call this 

present time problem. And you are very familiar with that 

mechanism.

The individual who is entirely engrossed with a present time 

problem is not fit to audit on anything except the present time 

problem. You'll find out that when you don't flatten a present 

time problem, you don't have a successful intensive. That's all 

there is to that. I mean, it's as simple and as idiotic as that.

We say, "Is there anything worrying you lately?"

And he says, "Yes, I'm getting a divorce."

And you say, "All right. Well, let's get a problem of comparable 

magnitude..." (a little more smoothly than that), and he does, 

and so on, and then we say, "Well, are you worried about it now?"

"No, I feel I can do something about it."

And you say, "Well, we'll go on and be audited." Oh, come on, 

auditor!

Is a present time problem flat as long as he feels he has to do 

something about it?

Audience voices: No.

That is the most silly thing in the world. You know, there isn't 

anything you have to do about anything actually. So the present 

time problem will really work out best if you flatten it to a 

point of where he could create a similar game. Got it?

Well, if you leave him at this point... This is an actual case 

history, and I'm really talking to you about case histories this 

morning. This is an actual case history; I ran into it in Dublin.

Auditor was on a long haul on somebody or other. And I said, 

"What's the matter?"

"What's the matter!" he said. "I'm doing fine!"

Well, I'd seen his preclears for a couple days running and there 

was no change; there was just no change. The person might as well 

have been riding around in a streetcar as getting audited. So 

although it wasn't my position to do so, auditors are still 

auditors to me. And so I said, "Well, all right. Now, what are 

you doing?" And we traced it back to finally he handled, he said, 

the present time problem. He handled it; it was fine.

And I said, "Now, let me see. This just doesn't seem to me right, 

somehow or another. I just smell something wrong here. How do you 

mean you handled it?"

And he said, "Well, I got her up to a point where she could do 

something about it." And he says, "That was good and she's going 

to do something about it now. She's going to go home and 

straighten up the situation -- get a divorce, and so on. And so I 

got along with auditing."

And I said, "Oh, come now! You think that's flat, do you?"

And he said, "Well, she's willing to do something about it. She 

was never willing to do anything about it before."

"Well, now you go back and get hold of her and flatten that thing 

until she couldn't care less, till she can invent problems much 

more interesting to her than this situation with her husband."

All right, he did -- because they usually do what I ask them to 

do; not because I'm a nice fellow but because it sometimes works 

out -- and by golly, he had been within twenty minutes of 

flattening the present time problem. Within twenty minutes. And 

he ran it just an additional twenty minutes: It went flat. She 

shrugged; she laughed; she thought it was a very amusing 

situation, and then kicked it overboard entirely and went right 

in, puppy to the root, and got rolling on some duplication, and 

that was that. And that case just soared. Do you get the slight 

difference there?

All right. Now, this alter-isness that we are practicing isn't 

what shows up on one of these analyses. Here's an American 

Personality Analysis. This is not an alter-isness.

If you think it is an alter-isness, then you're going to have 

difficulty with auditing. It isn't an alter-isness. This is a 

greater simplicity of preclear. Got it?

Now, you notice that the blue line there is a bit low and very 

low in a couple of spots, and the red line is pretty even there, 

see? Well, the red line is the second one, blue line is the first 

one. This, by the way, is only ten hours of auditing. All right.

Now, is this an alteration of condition? No, it is not. This is a 

return of condition.

Now, if you think, too, that "return of' goes in the tradition of 

"When we all get back to childhood, it'll all be much simpler," 

or the simplicity of a child, or something like that... A child 

is batty! He's in the terrible confusion of just having kicked 

the bucket. He's still half the time got a facsimile of the 

headstone they just buried his body under, see? He's upset!

One of the reasons -- I've always had an easy time with kids at 

large, but one of the reasons I have a very easy time with kids 

these days is because I understand this. I know what the score is 

with the kid. I know that he's a bit confused, that he's a bit 

rattled, that he's not well adjusted, that he doesn't feel too 

welcome where he is, that his body is a sort of a purloined 

thing.

No, don't think of these simplicities of children, see? A child 

is not in a simple condition, but is in a terribly complicated 

condition. Now has to learn arithmetic all over again! See? Knows 

arithmetic but now has to learn arithmetic all over again. Nobody 

would ever believe this child if he simply said, "You know, I 

know arithmetic." It's just that factor alone which keeps people 

teaching him arithmetic; he never says he knows arithmetic. Don't 

you see?

All right. Now, this is not, then, an alter-isness, and going 

back to childhood is not a demonstration of simplicity. A thetan 

in simpler shape is a thetan in better shape. Got it? A thetan in 

simpler shape is a thetan in better shape.

And what you've done here is strip off some alter-isness. And 

this makes the gain. We have less alter-isness with the red line 

than we have with the blue line. See that blue line? See where it 

dips there? Well, that blue line is an alter-isness of the alter-

isness of the alter-isness of the alter-isness, don't you see? 

And that's a big complexity which eventually became a confusion 

on some point or another with big identification.

All right, then, we strip off some of this alter-isness and we 

get a gain on that point. And that's a pretty good gain too. 

That's a gain of 15... Um... I guess that's a gain of 10, 20, 35 

-- 35 percent on "Depressed and Unhappy"; he's 35 percent 

happier, see? This is quite a gain, see? All right.

That's not an alter-isness that we practiced. We practiced a 

simplizization. Not a simplification; that would be different. A 

simplizization. See? We got him simpler. See that? And that is 

what makes that change, and that's all that makes that change!

When you understand that, boy, you're really going to soar as an 

auditor, see? Really going to soar. We didn't alter-is the alter-

is. In other words, we didn't bring him in and put him on a 

massage machine.

Walked into a psychological clinic one time, and they had a new 

bed which wiggled sideways and jumped up and down -- I mean the 

mattress did. And the psychologist said, "Isn't that an 

interesting bed? It was just delivered over here."

And I said, "Yes, it is an awfully interesting bed. What are you 

doing with it?"

And he says, "Well," he says, "I've been reading some of your 

work." (A psychologist, it's always your work, you know? 

Ownership lies very heavy on their heads.) And "Some of your 

work, and some of your ideas." "And I found out that this thing 

will stimulate what you call Fac One every time." And he was 

using it for that purpose.

And I said, "What are you doing that for?" And, of course, he 

didn't have any answer.

But he was certainly altering something. And he was just on an 

obsessive alteration. He could alter the perception of a case, 

and that was all he wanted to do. He just wanted to alter it. No 

further purpose, see? He could make a guy have a pain, who had a 

pain from there on out, see? And he thought that was a good gain. 

Well, maybe it was; maybe the guy couldn't have a pain before.

But the main difficulty we run into here is that healing and 

medicine have all been on this kick of alter-isness. And you 

inherit it as part of the environmental knowledge which comes to 

every person living in any environment. You without realizing it 

are in contact with the ideas of Freud, the ideas of William 

James, communistic ideas, socialistic ideas. Even though you have 

never examined textbooks or anything else as such. These things 

are woven into the woof and warp of the news stories, the 

magazine stories, and so forth.

I read a Western story the other day with a complete 

characterization of its lead, its hero: psychoanalytic -- all 

about his repressions and his libido and his suppressed desires 

for his mother. Otherwise, it was a good two-gun western, but it 

just suddenly broke pace right there, and there we had it, see? 

All right.

Now we've got this tremendous number of ideas which are in the 

society. These ideas float through the society. These ideas are 

well known to the society. And we occasionally bite a bite out of 

some of these pies without recognizing we're eating any peculiar 

kind of pie.

Well, now if any idea is afloat, it's the modus operandi of 

healing. The modus operandi of healing is that if you alter 

something often enough, something happens. And it's true; it's 

true. If you alter something often enough, something happens. 

That's absolutely true.

Now, the difference between making something better and something 

worse is less alter-isness, more alter-isness. If you want to 

make something worse, alter it more. You just change it more, 

change it more, change it more.

I'll give you an idea. You have a living room, and you just can't 

figure out what the devil is wrong with this living room. You're 

trying to furnish the thing, and you're trying to set it up and 

make it look pretty, and it just dhtuh, you know? It just doesn't 

jell, that's all. It just looks like hell no matter what you do 

with it.

Well, it's an awfully good idea just to lug all the furniture 

outside, and just look at the room, and then lug the furniture 

back in again. Yeah, I know it's a lot of manual labor. When you 

bring it in the second time, you'll find out that there are three 

pieces of furniture that just don't belong in there, that's all.

Now, particularly if you do it on this basis: the simplicity of 

the idea. Instead of conceiving a vast design, or something of 

the sort, if you just lug in a piece of furniture that you know 

has to be there, and then put that in the right place, see, and 

then you lug in the next piece of furniture that has to be there 

and put that in the only possible place it can go in. Now you 

would merely conceive at this point that only a few more pieces 

can go in there and these have to be of such and such a 

construction and action, and you probably don't have them. Got 

the idea?

Instead of getting the whole thing cluttered up and just keep 

shifting pieces around, why, just unload the works.

Now, painters, painters learn this, and they learn it from me 

every now and then. I have a lot of pals that are painters, and 

there are three famous artists here in Washington, D.C. that were 

with me on an expedition. And these guys didn't get any rest as 

far as I was concerned because they were doing this weird one: 

They would paint something and then they would change it, and 

change it and change it and change it, and they'd have hash.

And I started rescuing their watercolor sketches. We had the 

first underwater color motion pictures and painted scenes on this 

particular expedition. I used to rescue these things before they 

got a chance to mess them up. The guy would sit there and he'd 

sketch, sketch, sketch, and he was going to finish these after he 

got back to the ship, you see? Sketch, sketch, sketch, sketch.

I'd come by; I'd send my messenger (cabin boy) over, telling them 

I would take care of them so that they wouldn't get damp going 

back to the ship or something of the sort, and then I'd never 

give them up.

And when I got back into this area, I had folio after folio after 

folio of (quote) "unfinished, unchanged" watercolors and oil 

sketches, see? And I gave them back to them. "Boy!" they said 

"That's the luckiest thing in the world! The luckiest thing in 

the world!" They had finally gotten the feel of the area; they 

knew what belonged in these things. Where they were not finished, 

they would complete the painting, not change what they had, you 

see? And they had some honeys. They were very, very nice -- very 

nice pieces of stuff. But they weren't changed out of existence. 

You got the idea?

They had a bad time from me. Sit around and grouse, "We can't -- 

you won't let us change any of the paintings that we have. You 

won't let us mess up our own work. We'll just have to sit here 

and paint what we're now looking at in order to keep busy." You 

can understand how this would just... It just about quadrupled 

their production on the cruise, you see? See how this would be? 

All right.

Artistry is to a large degree simplicity. Therefore, simple 

processes are very -- most prone to bringing out artistic 

elements in a case.

Stop-C-S has no peer if the preclear can stand it, if he can run 

it -- if the auditor can stand it -- because the simplicity is 

fantastic. Stop-C-S. And I know of nothing which does more in the 

long run for the artistry of an individual than Stop-C-S. Just 

like that.

It is simplicity. It recovers for him his ability to control 

masses. He controls the mass of a body. Do you realize that good 

handwriting is simply the ability to control a pen, not the 

ornateness of the stroke. Good painting is simply the ability to 

control the paint and the brush in rendering what he sees.

Now, there's many a fellow looks out across the water and sees a 

fine painting, but he doesn't execute it on the canvas. That 

execution requires control of his media to reproduce what he has 

perceived -- not in altering it or interpreting it particularly, 

but in taking those elements in it which he considered beautiful 

and translating those things onto the canvas.

Now, that doesn't make a photographer out of a painter. However, 

it does this: A painter can pick up those elements which he 

wishes to be in the picture and put them in the picture. Or he 

can make a totally synthetic production. He can say, "A picture 

ought to look like this," and he paints it, don't you see?

Now, that requires control, and when you go straight out on 

control which would be flat-out control -- is Stop-C-S, that's 

all. I mean, the Change is minimal compared to the Stop. The 

Start works out if the Stop is handled, so you've got Stop-C-S. 

What simpler process is there?

Well, what does it do? It permits him to stop without further 

reason or significance. It permits him to change without further 

reason or significance. In other words, it just strips alter-

isnesses off like mad.

Now, he's been stopping a body via-via-via-via-via-via-via 

machine, see? You make him stop it directly, and he recovers his 

ability to be artistic. He can walk more artistically; he can 

behave more artistically, you see? Quite amazing.

The unit you are processing, known as a thetan, has a high 

concept of beauty, has a very high concept of ability, has an 

enormous capability in the generation of force, power, masses, 

control, thought, creativeness. And you're trying to take enough 

gimmicks off of this machine to let it run again.

Now, I don't mean to make any cracks about any particular brand 

of automobile, but there is an automobile known as the Cadillac. 

Maybe you've heard of them. And the last one of these I saw, I'm 

afraid -- I didn't tell the owner at the time, but I stood there 

in a horrible state of shock. I didn't feel he'd keep this car 

very long. But I never saw so many things hung on a motor. 

Everything was hung on that motor -- everything. You couldn't 

even find the pistons anymore, you know? They probably had 

omitted them. That was what I suspected -- that there wasn't any 

motor inside all of those gimmicks.

Now, when you look at a preclear, that's what you suspect. You 

suspect there's no motor left at all. See, you see nothing but 

gimmicks; you see nothing but accessories.

I know my granddaddy was a wonderful old pioneer. He had been 

with the wagon trains and everything else of the West. And he'd 

"fit injuns" all night and run cows all day. And he'd had it in 

many ways. But he survived up into the Model-T area, and life was 

not sufficiently interesting to him at that time. There was 

hardly anybody getting killed every day, and life was dull. 

Frankly, frankly it was dull. Hardly anybody to hang anymore and 

no cattle rustlers and... You know? Awful simple. And he was used 

to a cayenne-pepper diet, you see?

So he got a Model-T Ford. I know Model-T Fords run by the way, 

because in 1929 I had a 1914 Model-T Ford. See, it was already 

fifteen years old. And I simply pulled everything off of it that 

I could find to pull off of it, and left it in its pristine 

simplicity; it didn't even have a self-starter. And my golly, 

that motor ran! Gee, it was quite amazing. Fine motor.

But my granddad always had trouble with them, always had trouble. 

And he used to open up parts catalogues and so forth, and he'd 

start buying. And there was something in there which pulled in 

warm air into the carburetor, and you drilled a hole in the side 

of the carburetor and you drilled another hole in the side of the 

exhaust manifold or something. You connected a wire so as to get 

the hot exhaust gases to warm up the gasoline, you know? And then 

it was fancy spark plugs that you particularly packed very well 

with asbestos, whereas ordinary spark plugs weren't packed well 

with asbestos, you see? And there were other things. There were 

gimmicks in there that you put here to do that. And then you 

burned a great many fluids in your gasoline. Lots of extra fluids 

in the gasoline.

Now, my Model T, in 1929, would run on kerosene, but he seemed to 

have an awful lot of trouble getting it to run on -- his to run 

on the best gasoline you could buy. You had to add fluids to it.

Well, by the time he got through with a Model T it was a wonder 

that it ever got anyplace. And it was quite remarkable because he 

got all over the West with one anyhow. But he was always stopping 

with this car in order to fix one of the accessories. And the 

basic car didn't go bad, but the accessories certainly did.

I put an oil radiator one time on a Jaguar racing car. I was very 

embarrassed, because just before a hot sprint -- a race -- why, 

it all of a sudden lost all of its oil out of the oil radiator; 

it just went splash and that was that. And it was a funny thing. 

There was nothing else ever went bad about that car but that oil 

radiator. And I just remembered at about the time it broke, "You 

know, I put this oil radiator on this thing, and it was running 

fine without it. And here its vibration, and so forth, has 

knocked it loose." So I grabbed a couple of pipes and got myself 

all plastered up with oil, and jammed the connections back 

together again, put some more oil in the crankcase, and tuned her 

up and got her on the starting line. That was that. And she ran 

like a dream.

Had me scratching my head for a long time. I never did take the 

oil-radiator core out of there however, and a certain length of 

time went by, and it shook loose again and jumped sideways into 

the fan blades. But that's all right. Here was an additive 

factor. One spends all of his time, evidently, repairing or 

acquiring additive factors. And if all of his time is 

concentrated on this, then the motor disappears, don't you see; 

the central motor power disappears.

Well, that's what happens, essentially, to a preclear. See, 

that's what happens to a preclear. He keeps dreaming things up 

and adding things on and does this by automatic and that by 

automatic. And you get these gains only when you've stripped off 

some additives. And you best strip them off by showing him he 

doesn't need them. And you get down to basic thetan. And he can 

do anything his machinery can do. It's quite remarkable; he can 

do anything his machinery can do. In fact, he can do an awful lot 

more than his machinery can do, and he can do anything his 

machinery can do or any individual machine can do, and he can do 

all of it at the same time. So it's quite a person you're putting 

back together again here. But you're not really putting anything 

together: You're taking something apart and getting somebody. You 

got it?

Audience voices: Mm-hm. Right. Yep. Yes. Mm-hm.

Well, the alteration of a case is something you want to have 

nothing to do with. When a case comes to you that's been too 

thoroughly altered -- the doctor has put plumbing in there and so 

forth -- take it easy, because you've got something there that 

processing will not as-is. Got it? Processing is not addressed to 

the disintegration of matter at this time. It's not.

And therefore, if you can -- think you can get this preclear up 

to a point of where he'll take apart his various steel plates and 

braces and buckles and that sort of thing, why, all right. But 

your best bet, even with that case, is to just knock off and get 

away from the alter-isness there and get the best simplicity you 

can find in the case and improve it. Make it more simple; make it 

more powerful.

Just persuade somebody to just put something there. You know, 

just -- if you did nothing but this, you would make more gain.

All right. That, then, is what one of these represents. You see 

this clearly? Do you have a better idea of this now than you did, 

hm?

Now, that is the fruit of somebody being simple.

Now, I'll show you one in here that is the fruit of somebody... 

Now, what do you suppose would do this in twenty-five hours? See 

that? You see that?

In other words, person was all the way down on many points over 

here at the beginning of the intensive and was all the way up on 

all points at the end of the intensive. But that isn't the story. 

That wasn't what this preclear was being processed for. This 

preclear was being processed to make this preclear more 

intelligent so that this preclear wouldn't have difficulties in 

taking an HCA Course. Got that? Because the preclear's IQ was 68. 

You imagine somebody taking an HCA Course with an IQ of 68? Be 

pretty rough, be pretty rough. And at the end of twenty-five 

hours this preclear has an IQ of 98. Now, the HCA Course will 

continue and take care of the rest of it.

That's a 30 point rise in the impossible sector of rise. 

Everybody knows that you can do nothing for a 70 IQ: You can't 

educate them; you can't make them any smarter; you can't change 

them. That's the difficult area of rise. It's much easier to 

raise an IQ from 120 to 150 than from 70 to 80. And yet this 

preclear went from 68 to 98 on IQ and got that profile too, which 

we weren't even shooting for.

We thought the HCA Course boys would take care of the rest of 

that profile, see? They thought they'd take care of the profile; 

we weren't interested in the profile. Only thing we were 

interested in was the IQ. So we ran a process we knew would 

improve IQ, and that was all we did, which was Havingness. And 

that's just twenty-five hours of Havingness by a very good 

auditor -- Smokey Brand, see? Very good. Twenty-five hours of 

Havingness: That's the total action.

I said, "Smokey, we want to get this girl smart. She's a good 

girl, she is a good-hearted girl and everything, but she'll have 

a heavy time of it, and we want to get her sharpened up. And you 

know and I know about all that will do that is something on the 

order of Havingness. So you just go ahead and run Havingness on 

her, Smokey." So he did. By the way, Havingness has a lot of 

variations and forms but he ran off some valences with "can't 

have." See, anything that came up, he'd run "have" or "can't 

have" on it, you see? And "Look around the room and find 

something you could have" and so on.

Now, there isn't any particular flip on this. What I'm trying to 

give you here is there's no great big new process, see? No 

gimmick, see? It is simply an old process done superlatively 

well. Now, that is the missing ingredient where these old, simple 

processes don't work: they aren't done well. Got it? So we lose 

faith in the process.

Procedure today is 60 percent; the process is only 40. Got it? 

Now, that's quite a remarkable case, but not something that would 

go into the "Scientology Times."

Now, here is a case that is coming up off bottom, see? But the 

case is coming up off bottom. Three years ago -- there are two or 

three of you here know this case -- three years ago, case 

wouldn't move off bottom. Well, what's changed here? What has 

changed here? The only thing that has changed is that the 

preclear himself is being audited and was made to do some 

simplicities. That's all that's changed.

Now, that's a pretty good gain, you know, for a case that is as 

heavily down as this case. When they're scraping bottom like 

that, you don't expect them to change during the first week. This 

case has two more weeks to go, see? All right.

But let's look over here and find out what we got. And let's see 

here. Did anything else happen in this case, see, that -- besides 

this profile? Yes, the IQ went from 123 to 142 with that. Now, 

nothing very difficult was run. You would be amazed at the simple 

things. "Look at me. Who am I?" was run to get him in session. 

And then an old version that they've had over here in the clinic 

for some time of "Touch it and tell a lie about it" -- you know, 

"Touch the wall and tell me a lie about it." In other words, get 

off some of the obsessive alter-isness. Get the idea? Then some 

two-way comm, and Hand Mimicry, communication and awareness of 

auditor, see? Found out we didn't have the session well enough 

started, so the auditor started the session all over again, you 

see, at the beginning of the second day. Interesting.

And then working off some more alter-isness off the case by 

getting him to tell lies about things. And then finally he 

decided that he could satisfactorily give the preclear a regular, 

real crunch process, "Keep it from going away." See, so he did 

keep it from going away on objects here.

Then we got into Hand Mimicry at the beginning of the next day. 

And he ran "Keep it from going away" and a little bit of alter-

isness. To handle this automaticity of alter-isness that kept 

coming up, why, he'd make him tell some lies about some things. 

And then at the beginning of the next day he gave him Hand 

Mimicry some more and a little more "Look at me. Who am I?" He's 

still starting the session. You understand, this was one of these 

preclears that was impossible three years ago. All right.

And he kept it from going away: a chair and a table -- bigger 

objects. And then the next day he starts the session all over 

again, see? Gets the session. And he keeps it from going away for 

four hours. And then he again started the session. And then 

finally got the preclear up to Havingness. Twenty-five hours; 

this case absolutely on the bottom, and Havingness was an 

impossible process early in the intensive. Auditor knew he had 

some time to go and so he did that, but he finally got into 

Havingness, and Havingness began to bite.

Now, of course, if he can get this case to have havingness, which 

case has never had havingness, this profile and IQ will go up 

some more. But where do you go up from a 142 IQ, huh?

And as far as these profiles are concerned, this case is being 

run very, very smartly. This is Al Kozak running this fellow. 

Running him very smartly. He looks over here, and he sees "Well, 

what do you know, this guy is 'Scattered, Nervous.' Way down at 

the bottom! Oh, he has no stable data." Hence you see all this 

"Look at me. Who am I?" see? He's trying to give him the auditor 

as a stable datum, and he's winning. Won ten points worth -- ten 

points worth of "Scattered, Nervous." Next week that'll come up 

some more, but he'll have to do some more of this. Twenty-five 

hours he's been starting a session. See that? And he's winning, 

all the way up the line.

Now, here of course is a rather fantastic case. I don't know if 

you can see this too well. This is the last one. The last one is 

right in that band right there, see? You can certainly see this 

evenness of this final gain, and you can certainly see the 

tremendous dip on that first one, way below the line, got it? All 

up and below the line there. Well, here's a wild jump from bottom 

to top in little fits and starts. Just a short period of 

processing and then twenty-five hours and then another ten-hour 

period of processing. I'm not at all sure what the total of it is 

here.

But we got, with this particular case -- wish somebody would 

standardize these things -- we got no significant gain in IQ; all 

we got was a gain in personality, which tells you that not enough 

Havingness was run. Perfectly all right; it was a good case, but 

just not enough Havingness was run in this case. But this is a 

havingness sponge, this case is. She's just a sponge on it.

And again we have one moving up the line here. But here's just a 

ten-hour intensive of somebody who walked in off the street. Ten 

hours. Got the case moving from very severely on the bottom to 

not quite so severely on the bottom. And probably the auditor 

handled some kind of a chronic somatic or something.

Female voice: The problem there was the gal can't read back 

dictation when she takes it.

Oh well, this was some kind of a problem. When they come in like 

this, they are ordinarily some kind of a specific problem. So I 

see there the problem was handled. You handled the problem; 

didn't handle the case. And you got, consequently, less gain 

because all the auditor can get in and do here was merely to 

handle the present time problem, see, and did handle the present 

time problem just to get the case underway, to get the case's 

attention a bit unfixed. Do you see that now. Hm?

Now, there is essentially what one is trying to do. He's trying 

to persuade the preclear himself that he can do it. That he can 

do it -- he's trying to persuade the preclear of that, and 

persuade the preclear to do it. And when the preclear can do it 

and does do it, why, you'll find out that it doesn't have any 

further charge.

These IQ profiles, when they rise, means that the preclear has 

gone to a further simplicity. It's actually a stripping off of 

additives and a regain of simplicity. And more important than 

that, an IQ gain is simply this: He is thinking through less 

equipment, because the thetan would have an IQ, probably, that 

would be untestable; it would just be too high and too fast, 

don't you see?

To raise the IQ of something that knows everything already is 

quite a trick. But you get him to do it simply by letting him 

abandon some of the additives he's added as things that he 

absolutely has to have, this he knows.

And do you follow the course of cases here today?

Okay, thank you.

[End of Lecture]

ABERRATION AND THE SIXTH DYNAMIC

A lecture given on 13 November 1956

[Start of Lecture]

The difficulties of processing are nothing compared to the 

difficulties of preclears. Preclears are often more difficult 

than processes. A process is very easy to understand but 

preclears aren't. You can run a process on exactly what is wrong 

with the preclear, and you know it very, very well, and it 

doesn't work. And the preclear is difficult, and he won't do 

anything about it all. He refuses to cognite. He refuses to leap 

up in the air and say, "What do you know!" He refuses to do 

anything. He just sits there, as a sodden lump of dough, and 

says, "Nyah, nyah, nyah."

You say, "Are you doing the process?"

And he says, "Nyah, nyah, nyah."

This is a situation which we're addressing today, and procedure 

could be defined as that action which forestalls your busting his 

head in. It is a gradient scale of doing so which doesn't excite 

the more bestial impulses of auditors, you see. It warns him in 

due time that he's not going on the right line. Now, we have that 

in procedure, too.

Part of the procedure that I haven't stressed very much, is the 

auditor, sitting forward tensely, no longer leaning back in the 

chair, with a rather strained look on his face, and a sort of a 

hopeful light shining in his eye. And this part of procedure is 

that point where we have to have better processes or we'll get 

dead preclears!

Now, there are several processes which are designed to keep 

procedure from going to its ultimate conclusion. Now, processing 

is a fight between procedure and a process, really. Procedure 

tends to defeat a process, of course -- tends to -- because if 

you carried it forward to its ultimate, there would be nothing 

left there to process. In other words, you would have controlled 

him down to nothing. You would have acknowledged him until he 

didn't have any head left. You would have completely fixated him 

on you to such a point that he would no longer be aware of 

anything in life except an auditor looking at him tensely.

Now, the process is there simply to interrupt this cycle. That's 

the only reason there's a process there at all. Now, if you 

carried a process through to the ultimate, he'd get up to a point 

where he wouldn't obey your commands anymore. So you mustn't 

carry a process through to the ultimate, either. We've got to 

keep this whole thing in a state of balance between procedure and 

the process, and that's why we stress the two of them these days.

You lose preclears, actually, if you don't balance these things 

properly. They get well, they leave, they recover, or they kick 

the bucket, or they cave in. You see, if you bring too much 

imbalance between these two things, why, you get a change of 

case. Now fortunately, it's very difficult for a person to -- 

very difficult for a person -- to change for the worse. This is 

an unfortunate fact. I've lamented it several times. It's just 

been forced upon us by nature. We can change him for the better, 

always, but change him for the worse is much more difficult.

So if you are trying to change him for the worse, the procedure 

you use actually has to be reversed procedure: When you should 

acknowledge, don't; when you should throw in a communication 

bridge, drop an ashtray; when you have an ability regained, 

unflatten it again by running the process in a tone of voice 

which seems to indicate that he's gotten nowhere! You actually 

have to run procedure in reverse, and even then you're simply 

holding your own with the preclear. He's really not getting much 

worse.

Of course, preclears can be thrown downhill rather suddenly and 

rapidly by Scientology auditing by sudden and surprising gambits, 

which have to be well thought out in advance. Don't leave these 

things up to automatic at all; don't leave them to chance. You 

have to plot them very, very carefully.

When he says he has had a hard night, say in a mock-sympathetic 

voice -- here's this interesting gambit -- say in a mock-

sympathetic voice, you see, with no sincerity in it at all, you 

see, "Oh, that's too bad." But make sure you say it in the tone 

which should say, "I couldn't care less," you know? And when he 

originates some communication or another, receive it in such a 

way as to make him realize that you have heard it often before, 

and it seems to be very old and useless for him to do anything 

like that. Every time his case betters, accuse him of trying to 

avoid the process.

There are a number of these things. They have to be carefully 

thought out in advance and carried through with a complete plan. 

If you just put it on automatic and so on, why, the case doesn't 

worsen. It's very difficult; it's almost impossible to worsen a 

case. And as a result an auditor has to work harder at that than 

he does to better a case.

Now, if you're just in a calm frame of mind about life and you're 

doing all right, and you're merely processing people for the fun 

of it, and that sort of thing, they get better; they get better. 

So you want to watch carefully this attitude of careless 

insouciance, you know, of just, you know, mediumly sloppy 

procedure, and so on; they'll get better under it. And you have 

to be more careful if you want them to get worse.

Now, the fact of the matter is that bad auditing -- by which we 

mean simply auditing which is somewhat offhand, indifferent, 

incorrect, the auditor auditing his own case out of the preclear, 

you know, that sort of a thing (well, we'll call that bad 

auditing) -- is actually better than no auditing at all. It 

actually is. So you have to be very careful if you're going to 

worsen a case.

See, it isn't enough to be merely offhand and careless and kind 

of dumb about what you're doing, and so forth. That is not 

enough. The case will get better. I'm just warning you; case will 

improve. You have to get down and plot it. You have to make sure 

that you have decided that you're tired of auditing. You have to 

make certain that the preclear understands that your treatment of 

him is merely an imposition, as far as you're concerned.

One of the things that works very, very well in that regard is 

tell him after he pays you for the intensive, right there at the 

beginning, "Now that I've got your money, I couldn't care less." 

You know, that sort of thing. These things tend to worsen a case.

But now, if you really want to make one worse, I'm afraid that 

you have to go in for mechanical assists. I think you do. I think 

it takes a mechanical assist like a fist, or it takes... Well, 

I'll tell you the best one I know; how's that? The best one I 

know is to take a sheet of glass and put it in front of the 

preclear -- clear, very clear glass -- which is supercooled, 

preferably about a -100 centigrade. You got that? Supercooled, 

you know? And then put the preclear right in front of this 

supercooled sheet of glass and suddenly shove his face into the 

glass. Now, that's pretty good. I mean, that was developed about 

five billion years ago by a whole-track psychiatrist. And it's 

pretty thorough, because its conductance is such, the whole bank 

of the thetan -- which is already short-circuited to the body, 

you see, it's connected to the body -- now connects to the glass, 

and you get a total collapse of engrams, facsimiles, locks. 

Anything electrical -- ridges, anchor points, anything like that 

-- collapses at once upon the glass. See, you put the body in 

physical contact with it.

Now, you can do better than that by throwing some water in his 

face just before you shove his face into the glass; it does it 

faster. But this refinement is only worth another ten seconds.

Takes about twenty seconds, then, to accomplish a total brainwash 

of a case.

Now, if you wish to play God, as the whole-track psychiatrist did 

at that time, all you have to say at this time is, of course, "Go 

to Earth and be president," or something like that, you know? And 

a thetan, being properly brainwashed now, will take off, and 

that's that. But that's a rather thorough, purposeful procedure.

It's much better to say, "Stay here, you dog," or something like 

that, or "You can't leave," in the midst of all of that confusion 

so as to give him a stable datum to as-is that amount of 

confusion. Now, in the future as he goes along, whether he 

exteriorized or not, it's quite interesting to note that any 

electrical energy which comes in his vicinity will continue to 

collapse upon this vacuum. So that if he does form, or he has a 

body that forms a great many facsimiles or engrams or something 

like that, these facsimiles and engrams will then collapse upon 

the old vacuum, and this keeps him rather perpetually 

brainwashed. And he's not much troubled with facsimiles. He has a 

black screen or something like that.

Well now, as the engrams and so forth collapse upon the glass, 

they turn black, and they leave a field there, which is quite 

interesting. A fellow can't see. He has to have some other means 

of seeing so he can see around the field. Also, it interrupts the 

mechanisms of perception in various ways. So that you can do most 

anything you want to do with this particular regard.

Now, there are other ways to do it. You can take liquid air, for 

instance, and put it in a glass and give somebody a drink of it. 

This is always good; it's always good. You can take -- there are 

many ways to go about this, you understand -- supercold, just 

supercold items, one kind or another, any way you wish to apply 

them.

I know I myself had a rig worked out in order to take care of 

witch doctors down in Africa. Ran this way: I was going to get an 

asbestos glove, you know, and -- it doesn't matter whether 

something is supercold or superhot, you know? They both burn and 

there is sensation, so the practitioner should be careful when 

he's doing something like this. I was going to take an asbestos 

glove and I was going to put a metal disc, preferably a lead 

disc, in the palm of the glove, you see? And there'd be a little 

snap in there so that it could be taken out and put in easily. 

And get this little disc supercold, totally supercold, you see? 

Get it down there to maybe -200 or something like that -- way 

down, you know -- and then snap that quickly in the glove and go 

out and shake hands with the witch doctor.

Well, the dampness of a palm is quite adequate there, and it 

would of course brainwash him. Be very, very effective. As a 

matter of fact, one could probably take over the entirety of 

witch-doctoring throughout Africa with the greatest of ease, 

particularly if you shook hands with all of the witch doctors in 

front of the tribe, and they instantly went down on their knees 

and went "gaggo bulla," and you said, "Bark," and they would 

thereafter bark.

You see, they hold all the natives in that sort of a thrall. And 

so if you held them in that sort of a thrall, why, then the 

natives would of course do what you said twice as good as they 

would do what the witch doctor says; and this is already perfect.

You see, this is a very good method of throwing people downscale, 

but it's mechanical; that's its disadvantage.

Now, working as a thetan, you can drive a beam through somebody's 

skull and give him a stroke; this is very easy. Nipping, it's 

called, and so forth. And you could reduce people on the Tone 

Scale that way. There are many mechanical means, therefore, by 

which you can suppress the survival rate of a thetan who has been 

foolish enough to get connected with a body -- many mechanical 

means. There are practically no mental means which are effective 

which do not depend upon the person's already-existing dependency 

upon mechanical means.

Now, the only reason a person could be brainwashed is because his 

brain has become mechanical; only mechanical means can reduce it. 

Therefore, if you work in the direction of handling good Black 

Dianetics -- if you work in that direction -- you must be very 

careful to utilize all the mechanical means possible. Now, you 

can impede somebody's action in a certain field by telling him he 

has to do something by several vias. If you make these vias 

convincing enough, you will simply impede, however, that one 

skill. You actually haven't hurt the person very much. This 

requires a mechanical approach.

Now, if it does require a mechanical approach, then let me ask 

you this: Why? Why does it require a mechanical approach? 

Actually, there are no vis-á-vis mental means of totally, swiftly 

reducing a case down to the last notches without a mechanical 

assistance. You need energy and spaces and tricks with heat and 

extremes of one kind or another. You need mechanical renditions 

of pain, as the Spanish Inqui -- Spanish Inquisition, by the way, 

was quite practical until they wore it out completely. They got 

[to the] point where nobody would belong to church anymore; he 

might be inquisited, and so on.

But they used pain and so on. In other words, they could pull 

people downscale rather easily by use of mechanical means. Now, 

why is this?

Dependency on mechanics, then, must be the entrance point to a 

downscale slide. Dependency. Dependency on spaces, particles, 

masses, so on; dependency on these things. Because the dependency 

becomes an impossibility to have, and when one can't have it 

anymore, why, it then becomes painful when he accepts it.

Now, I'll give you an idea of this. Somebody loses his wife. And 

years later somebody comes along and says they found something 

out in the garage, something interesting. And they give him the 

sewing basket she used to use. His reaction will be pain. Mental 

pain, we call it, but actually it's physical pain too. It's 

actual loss of the body restimulated, don't you see?

So here's the case where being given something causes pain, and 

yet the something is not capable of causing pain. Let's look that 

over rather carefully. An individual has no associated pain 

particularly with anything, and he was very fond of his wife, and 

he doesn't associate any pain with her materials at all. And 

she's gone now; she died, and he felt very bad about it. And for 

years he was getting along all right, and somebody dug up this 

sewing basket, and they simply shoved it in his hand. He'll 

experience pain. He cannot at that moment have a sewing basket. 

Well, that's silly, isn't it? It's not a threatening object.

Now, if we look this over carefully, we will find the course of 

havingness tracing the course of pain and upset. To give somebody 

pain you only need to deny them this thing for a long time and 

then present them with it. If you can go to a sufficient extreme, 

it'll work every time. But you have to go to a sufficient 

extreme.

Now, this loss of the wife had to do with his dependency upon a 

wife, to make him sad. He had a dependency, and he became sad. Do 

you follow this?

Well, why do doctors today administer pain? Why does one 

associate pain with doctors and dentists? Why? Could it be 

because they were scarce? Were they ever scarce? Well, were you 

ever hanging up in eight thousand cubic light-years of space -- 

in the middle of -- all by yourself, badly injured, without ever 

a doctor to assist you? You wanted a doctor. You were shot by 

some means or another -- got in a space war or something of this 

sort. You're hung up in the middle of space, you're shot. You 

need a doctor, otherwise you're going to lose that mock-up.

You say, "I want a doctor." There are no doctors.

Years later, you run into one. What he does to you is quite 

innocent; it hurts. Have you ever seen a little child simply 

recoil from a doctor? Doctor didn't hurt him any, child recoils. 

Doctors can become so scarce that the faintest idea about them 

could be painful. Follow me? It's possible for this to occur. You 

admit it's a possibility. Medicine could become so scarce that to 

take it would kill you. Now, how does this come about?

Let's look at death. Death is the greatest therapeutic measure 

ever dreamed up by a thetan. It is probably his best invention. 

Since it is terribly easy for him to invent mock-ups and terribly 

easy to give them significances, where does he go from there if 

he is already committed to a line of action and identity which he 

no longer finds desirable? And he invented death. It was a 

wonderful thing.

It took a lot of inventing. A mock-up would fall down. And 

somebody else would say, "What are you doing? Stand up and 

fight."

And he'd say, "I'm dead."

"Oh, you're dead. What's that?"

"Well, while I lie here I am incapable of motion. I am no longer 

damaging to anybody. And just to prove it to you, the mock-up 

will decay from here on out. It's not alive, see?"

Look at the amount of sales talk that it required. Now, you shot 

somebody, and he stands there with a hole in his chest, and you 

say, "Well, fall down!"

He says, "Why?"

You say, "You're dead."

He says, "What's that?"

"Well," you say, "I'll explain that to you. That's a state of 

inaction on the part of a mock-up, complete inaction."

"Oh? You mean a mock-up can go into complete inaction?"

"Yes, and it doesn't exist anymore, and it has no further 

significance of any kind. It has no further identity, and it's 

not alive."

And he stands there.

And you say, "See, now you got a hole in your chest. That proves 

you're dead."

And he says, "How does that prove I'm dead?"

"Well, a chest can't operate with a hole in it."

He says, "It can't?"

And you say, "That's right, it can't. Now try to operate it!" You 

see?

And you hold him carefully with a beam from another quarter while 

he tries to make his chest operate, so that it won't operate 

anymore.

And you say, "You see? Chest won't operate. Now, that means the 

rest of the body will go into a decline, and it'll decay, and it 

will die. So you might as well do it right now."

"Oh, I don't know," he says, "You're not being very logical. But 

I'll try it; I'll try it." So he kicks the bucket. Terrific 

amount of sales-talkery connected with this whole subject of 

death.

But after a while people got tired of the mechanism. They decided 

that every time you wanted to die, they'd make you live. They 

decided this is a bad mechanism. Somebody prevented them from 

dying when they wanted to die, and so on. And it got worked 

around after a while to where this dying thing became scarce; it 

became hard to die.

Well, it was working at the same time that mock-ups were becoming 

scarce. Laws had been passed and agreed upon: Thou shalt not mock 

up more than three mock-ups every blue moon, you know? So we had 

a case there of mock-ups getting scarce, but this particular 

action of the mock-up became scarce: This condition called death 

would not be admissible under certain circumstances. They 

invented all sorts of things. They invented suicide forbidden, 

murder forbidden; all kinds of things became forbidden. In other 

words, this thing became scarcer and scarcer, and all of a sudden 

somebody one day hurt when he died. It hurt to die. Couldn't have 

it; didn't want it -- he said.

Yet if you keep company with any three-, four-, five-, six-year-

old child for a little while, when they get too driven they tell 

you they're going to kick the bucket. They're going to go away 

and die, and everybody is going to be sorry. And they give you 

quite a rendition on this.

Well, they've lost the capability of putting it into effect 

because it'd make Mommy and Daddy sad; and a lot of odds and ends 

have been entered into it. It's gotten complicatedly significant, 

and so they don't die every time they say they want to die.

Well, it'd be perfectly all right for them to die every time they 

said they wanted to die if they could mock something up in its 

place. But that's explained to them as a very painful action. It 

requires childbirth, and it requires all sorts of things. And all 

these complications are added onto the situation of a mock-up, so 

that death is again debarred by the scarcity of a mock-up.

But death itself becomes an unwanted, a very painful and an 

extremely difficult mechanism. But it was once a therapeutic 

mechanism. It was once one way to get out of the game you were 

tired of playing, and one could do it rather easily; he could do 

it at any time.

It is today no less a pretense, since you can walk up alongside 

of any corpse and call the thetan back. It's no longer as 

fashionable as a game-end condition, but it is very definitely 

present. And it's now compulsory and inhibited at the same time 

and is quite a confused piece of stuff. Do you see that? It's 

very confused, this whole subject of death. It's quite funny, as 

a matter of fact, the amount of this and that that is paid, the 

amount of flowers and that sort of things which are shipped 

around at dead corpses after the thetan has shoved off, and so 

on. It's very amusing.

Well, was there any other mechanism like death? Yes, there was 

another mechanism that predated death, and that was insanity. 

Now, you could say it predated death or it followed death. You 

could fit it into either logical sequence rather easily. But 

point of the matter is it simply said, "I am now incapable of 

further responsibility for my own acts, so cessation of 

punishment is thereby indicated." It was a method of declaring 

that one was through with a game.

Therefore, death was a cure for insanity. That's one of the 

mechanisms. The reverse, too: Insanity is a cure for death. Death 

was a cure for insanity. You get the catatonic schiz. Catatonic 

schiz is stopping being insane by dying. But, you see, insanity 

itself was a method of ending the game.

One had to work real hard. He said, "Look. I'm irresponsible. I'm 

no longer capable of doing anything. I can't direct my attention; 

I don't know who I am; I don't do anything but this silly motion 

this way. I'm no longer a menace or a danger to you in any way, 

and therefore you should go away and leave me alone."

Well, this was a thetan mechanism, whereas death itself is a 

mock-up mechanism. Nobody ever will buy the idea that a thetan 

can die. It's too much subjective reality on it. But they will 

buy the idea that a thetan can become non compos mentis or that 

he can have a mock-up which dies.

Now, both of these things are therapeutic; they remedied a 

condition of existence. And so it is that every single evil, 

every single poison, every single bad situation you have today, 

at one time or another was a desirable situation and was 

therapeutic. The common denominator of practically any condition 

there was, at some time or another it's been a cure for 

something.

The reason why you have difficulty with atomic fission today is 

because it was used too thoroughly as a curative potion. It cured 

anything; it cured everything. Very interesting; fabulous device. 

An invisible particle that came in and went woggle-woggle and 

kept bursting, and it straightened everything up for you, so 

forth. Fascinating mechanism; very fascinating mechanism.

Now, what do we have as a result of it being used 

therapeutically? What do we have? It kills a body; it stops it 

from creating. Therefore, I tell you at one time or another it 

must have assisted the body in creating. At one time or another 

it must have been used along this line.

Now, let's just take this possibility that all things which are 

now poison were at one time therapeutic. Let's just take this as 

a statement. And now we start to look at some of the poisons and 

find out if at any time this is true. And let's start tracking 

them back and discovering what's the case.

Well, we have some processes which demonstrate this. We can waste 

things until the preclear can have them. We have not made many 

tests along this line, for an excellent reason, is that mock-ups 

must not be knocked off. So we mustn't run the risk of knocking 

off mock-ups. Death is not that fashionable. It can't be had 

these days. Therefore, we don't make such a test as having a 

person waste arsenic, in brackets -- thoroughly care for the 

whole subject of arsenic -- and then feed him spoonfuls of it; 

remedy havingness with it, subjectively. If we did this, would 

the arsenic kill him?

Well, we have this in other gradients. Milk to some people is a 

deadly thing. We can test milk rather easily. Milk is deadly; 

milk gives them hives and does all sorts of weird things. 

Therefore, what are we going to do to make this test? Let's have 

him waste milk for a while, until he can at length have milk and 

milk no longer gives him hives.

This is a fascinating observation; very fascinating. "But," you 

say, "milk is a food." Well, once, not many hundred years ago, 

arsenic was one of the best therapies that could be advanced. It 

was used by the entirety of the witchcraft, which, remember, was 

the only therapy in extant in Europe before the encroachment and 

swindle of Catholicism. Now, that's an awful lot of therapy. An 

awful lot of people depended upon witchcraft.

I don't care whether it's bad or good. We listen to a lot of 

Catholic church propaganda these days, and we hear how bad the 

witchcraft was. Well, one of these days we'll be listening to 

some communist, and he'll be telling us how bad the Catholic 

church is. And then one day, why, we'll be listening to somebody 

else, and he'll be telling us how bad the communist is. All these 

are, are a concatenation of supplantations. We're supplanting one 

remedy with the next remedy. And we do this, and we can do this 

ad infinitum. But the old remedies are pronounced poison, and a 

new consideration comes into existence regarding these old 

remedies. Do you see that?

Now, in the data I have just given you, you have a cure for 

anything. You therefore, for the first time, have a cure for 

anything, because you can cure cures. Do you see that? So what 

I've just given you, actually -- facetiously and otherwise -- is 

actually a total cure. It's also a method of succumbing, used 

reversely. All you have to do is keep condemning remedies and 

they become poisonous. Takes a long time to do this.

Just because the AMA, for instance, keeps saying that Dianetics 

and Scientology are bad is not in this generation going to make 

Dianetics and Scientology bad. It's much more likely to make the 

medical doctor bad. Why? Well, because he's saying at the same 

time that mental therapy is the thing. He's contradicting 

himself. He is a discredited source. He is the older source, and 

the older source always has less chance than the newer source.

Now, if we were to go around and say the AMA was bad (which we 

do), they would eventually become poisonous. They wouldn't be 

able to heal anything. Now, why? Because the race is going on 

that cycle of action which shows us that all old things go into 

destruction. And all you're doing really here is examining the 

cycle of action. Do you see that? It's the cycle of action 

applied to remedies.

Now, you can reverse the cycle of action by reversing havingness. 

Straight Havingness, Trio, and so forth, are the best for this. 

But there are special and more direct havingness materials, much 

more direct on such a thing as substitution. You substitute one 

thing for another.

You know, you can tell a fellow to take a walk around the block 

and keep looking at things until he stops worrying. And if you 

tell him to do this and he does it, he will; he'll stop worrying. 

What, then, is therapeutic? You're depending on the buildings and 

the concrete and so forth to be therapeutic.

We then get down to the common denominator of all of these 

therapeutic measures, which is mechanics, and the thetan still 

believes these things are therapeutic. But he gets down to a 

point where he can't have them; he'd have to waste them before he 

can have them.

Now, most people will be able to walk around the block until they 

feel better and stop worrying. That's just it. It's "Take a Walk" 

is the name of the process. You tell them walk around the block 

until they get interested in things, and you'll find out when 

they come back they will no longer be worried about what they're 

worried about. It's the most idiotically simple process you ever 

asked anybody to do. It works.

But on some people it wouldn't work at all. You would actually 

have to waste it. You'd have to waste buildings and waste things 

one way or the other for a while before it would work again. Now, 

however you did that is beside the point; you'd have him walking 

around the block, same way. You have restored the therapeutic 

value of MEST.

The therapeutic value of MEST is why the doctor gives you pills. 

How did this come into bearing? Whenever a fellow was hurt in 

this universe, he looked around and he wanted a doctor, all he 

saw was particles and MEST. So he substituted particles and MEST 

for the doctor he wanted, and that's the way it got that way. 

Fabulously simple mechanism. It's just too damn simple. Funny 

part of it is, is although it's simple, it processes.

Now, you'd start in a case that had had too much auditing, or too 

many auditors, on having him look around and find a substitute 

for an auditor. This would run flat after a little while because 

it's appended to another thing -- doctors. You'd have him look 

around and find a substitute for a doctor. And all such things as 

atomic fission and everything else blows off if you run this as a 

relentless, decent process.

In other words, a person couldn't have what he wanted so he got a 

substitute, and we get the concatenation of cures. Follow me? He 

couldn't have what he thought he wanted, or what he said he 

wanted, so he took a substitute. And he gets, finally, so he 

substitutes everything for everything on a cycle of action. And 

then he gets into a cycle of action of substitutes. Anything he 

has, then, goes through a cycle of action, so when it starts to 

reach the cycle of action, he needs a new cycle of action, so he 

finds a substitute for the cycle of action of the last thing.

And this we have, then, as a chain of bodies. He has a man's body 

in 1800. He substitutes another body for it in 1830. He 

substitutes another body for it in 1880. He substitutes another 

body for it in 1915. Substitutes another body for it in 1955. 

Don't you see how this is?

Only he'll substitute many other things in addition to the body. 

He will substitute methods of living; he will substitute one for 

another. Each one is supposed to be better than the last and is 

supposed to cure the effects of the last cycle.

"If I could just have enough women's bodies," for instance, this 

woman says, "I would cure having a woman's body." See, it's 

perfect identification. "I could cure myself of having to have a 

body if I had enough bodies." See the logic? "I know what's wrong 

with me. I have a woman's body; that's what's wrong with me. Now, 

to cure that, I have to have enough..." See, this is true; but 

not quite. It's just got a little curve in it.

"I have to have enough bodies, enough women's bodies, to get over 

having had one." You'll see this work out in the mechanics of 

processing. You get somebody, some girl, to waste women's bodies 

and then mock them up and accept them. And the next moment, she's 

exteriorized. Exteriorization is simply that mechanism of being 

able to depart from or have a distance between self and some 

havingness. That's all it is.

All right. Do you see this clearly, then? Do you see this clearly 

that these old remedies are supplanted by new remedies, old 

havingness is supplanted by new havingness, on a substitutive 

basis?

Now, the psychologist dreams in terms of association. He thinks 

that he has to associate everything with everything. Psychologist 

associates everything with everything, don't you see? Well, that 

is a completely obsessed substitution. Can you see association as 

an obsessed substitution? Hm? He can't even quite make the grade 

of making it occupy the same space; it merely comes close to it. 

It's an interesting mechanism. So you run substitution, or you 

run association.

The way you run association is: "Look around here" -- you do it, 

you se "Look around here and find what you could make connect 

with you." If you want to make it more complicated you say, "On 

how many vias?" "Look around and find out what you could make 

connect with you, on how many vias?" All right. That, you see, is 

an associative or connective process.

But let's -- that's one process. "How many other things could 

that ashtray be?" This is an identifying type of process. All the 

closures he has identified with ashtrays will come off.

Now, we take another look at this and we find there's another 

process which is actually really no better and no worse, 

probably, than Connectedness. These are both very powerful 

processes; these are whammies. You say, How many -- on this 

matter of substitution, "Look around here and find a substitute 

for --." Now, you don't care what. As long as one part of it is 

objective and one part of it is subjective you'll win. See? Half 

the process is objective, half subjective.

You think up something. You say, "Mother. Mother isn't present, 

but you look around here and find some things Mother can't have." 

You get that? Well, he's looking around and he's actually 

spotting objects, and in the process of spotting objects, just in 

the process of spotting objects, he is getting an objective look 

on a subjective subject, Mother. Do you follow that? Objective, 

subjective.

All right. Now, when we get these two things, then -- objective 

and subjective; one played against the other -- we always have a 

safe process. "Look around here and find a substitute for --. 

Find another substitute for --." Now, we don't care what. Could 

be any valence, or could be anything. It's a very terrific 

process.

We also find that this works on "Look at me. Who am I?" We have 

"Look at me. Who am I?" as a process. This merely establishes the 

auditor. All right. Supposing he can't do that, or he's comm 

lagging on it, or it's over his head or something; you could have 

him find a substitute for the auditor: "Look around and find a 

substitute for the auditor." You'll find he'll pick the most 

amazing things. Practically everything is a substitute for an 

auditor. Quite amazing.

So you run the next one (because he'll run into this rather 

rapidly), "Find a substitute for a doctor." "Find a substitute 

for a doctor." Fantastically workable. It'll clear the auditor. 

That is to say, it clears the auditor in the preclear's bank. 

"Find a substitute for a doctor." He has associated with doctors. 

You start running this, almost all preclears have this 

associated: the auditor and the doctor. They do get badly 

associated.

Now you could find a substitute for a psychiatrist, and he might 

be off on that kick. Now, you ask the preclear, you say, "What 

remedies have you used in your life?"

"Well," he says, "Well, I've used Vick's VapoRub. I've used, I 

don't know, some medicines doctors gave me."

"What medicines were these?"

"Oh, sulfathiazole, penicillin, cough syrup. Quite a few of them. 

Aspirin."

Make a list of them. Now, you take each one of these remedies and 

ask him to look around and find a substitute for it. You'll find 

out the whole universe gets substituted easily for the object. 

You have, then, the therapeutic value of particles or masses or 

spaces.

Now, when everybody ran out of fission particles jumping through 

space at a mad rate, when there was no more fission particles 

scattered around to amount to anything, they invented something 

in space. They invented a deity who was a therapeutic agent, and 

if you prayed to him he fixed you up. Couldn't have fission 

anymore, couldn't have particles; gamma couldn't be there 

anymore. It was very therapeutic. But you could have empty space, 

and so you could pray to this empty space and so forth. So we had 

this fantastically therapeutic quality of religion over a period 

of a few hundred years, which then waned and disappeared, and it 

hasn't been back since.

It hasn't been back to such a degree, such a fantastic degree, 

that churches in some parts of the country now even claim that no 

such thing as a miracle could ever exist. Only Christ could 

commit a miracle, you know; nobody else can. There are no 

miracles, you know, so on. They've reversed on this completely. 

That's why this particular religion has fallen completely from 

grace.

Now, if somebody wanted to start idolatry again they would have 

an enormous success. Idolatry would go. Idolatry does go on at 

this time. People do worship various shrines. Always has went, 

one way or the other.

But when a fellow starts really falling out of it is when MEST 

itself is no longer therapeutic to him. And then he's in trouble, 

because just the action of living doesn't clear him day by day.

But we have come to this end-of-track as far as this particular 

set of computations is concerned because we now have the 

computation which makes the computations. And all you have to do 

is use this computation to undo all of these other computations 

which have been used therapeutically. Do you see this rather 

clearly?

Substitution, connectedness, association, cycle of action. All 

you have to do is show somebody that something exists to be 

substituted for something and let him do it on his own 

determinism, and you start to get results.

Now, "you did it" is the common denominator of all processes that 

work. You do it. You do it. Now, even when he caused causes, you 

have the preclear do it. You say, "Assign some causes" or 

"Attribute some causes to this ashtray."

All right. We attribute some causes to the ashtray. We say, "It 

makes jute. It flies around the room. It is what..." -- that's 

not quite correct. It'd be "It is what is causing the air blowing 

through the window at this time." You get that? Assignment of 

causes. This is a process, then. It's the assignment of causes.

Now, do you see assignment of causes as fitting into these 

therapeutic agents which I have been discussing? One assigns a 

therapeutic quality to death; one assigns a therapeutic quality 

to insanity; one assigns a therapeutic quality to the universe at 

large. So not only can we undo all of these things by 

substitution, but we can run assignment of causes, and so forth, 

and undo the mechanical obsessive action of assigning therapeutic 

causes and values to anything and everything on the backtrack. 

You follow that?

So whether you're pushing people up or whether you're pushing 

them down, you have to know Scientology. That's all there is to 

that.

I want to call to your attention, the communists, not knowing 

their Dianetics very well, having only had a cursory glance at it 

and depending mainly upon the work of a dog named Pavlov... 

That's not quite correct, but the Russians get tangled up about 

things we have so I might as well get tangled up about things 

they have.

This dog named Pavlov was a very smart dog. He could write on a 

typewriter, and he made a lot of experiments upon man. And they 

used this data to brainwash people. They were very unsuccessful; 

their percentage was very small. They put a people under terrible 

duress, awful duress. It was very upsetting to them and a 

horrible, barbarous and torturous thing to do to people, but they 

didn't brainwash them.

We have been thinking seriously of writing a letter to the 

Russian scientists, and asking them why they aren't getting their 

proper 22 percent. Everybody else gets 22 percent. We're going to 

write the APA that, too. "Why aren't you getting your quota? 

Anything cures 22 percent of the people; why aren't you up to 22 

percent? Why aren't you getting your quota? You deserve it."

Now, this fellow Pavlov was able to make a few remarks on the 

subject of brainwashing, but he didn't accomplish very much 

brainwashing. That's because he didn't know any Scientology. 

Stupid. He might have been able to have found out an awful lot of 

Scientology if he'd cared to, but he didn't care to.

You had to study how to make people better before you could 

possibly have made them worse. The line was totally booby-

trapped. You had to get smart enough yourself in order to ruin 

people, but by that time you'd lost the obsession to, because by 

learning it, of course, you would have become better. And when a 

thetan goes upscale, he doesn't have the same attitude and the 

feeling of necessity in knocking off all of his fellows, don't 

you see? So the line, oddly enough, was booby-trapped. It was 

booby-trapped by the fact that you had to be able to make people 

better before you could make them worse, and if you were able to 

make people better then you were self -- you yourself got better 

and you didn't have to make them worse, so you didn't.

So here we sit today with a total solution, really a total 

solution on brainwashing; it couldn't be easier. Electric shock 

is very bad brainwashing, very poor. Hasn't really even been used 

in space opera for years. Ah, it's two or three million years, 

hasn't been used to amount to anything. I mean, it's just passé. 

You know, old fashioned.

But the modern commie psychiatrist here on Earth is not even able 

to get up to a passé type of electric shock. There are ways of 

using electric shock which are very injurious indeed. I mean, you 

can really give somebody hell with an electric shock. But the 

best way to use an electric shock is to nip him, you know? 

Exteriorize, and get so you can generate that much power, and 

just shoot a beam through somebody's head and give him a stroke. 

But if you can do that, you don't. It's fascinating. Pretty well 

safeguarded.

The mechanism of brainwashing which I gave you, with supercold 

mechanisms and so forth, is very well known, was used very 

extensively in the Maw Confederation of the Sixty-third Galaxy. 

They had a total psychiatric control of all of their officers and 

executives, and when they got tired of them they used this 

specific method of brainwashing. It was the ne plus ultra. The 

track saw no better. It was the end of all brainwashing. And it 

was so effective that somebody after a while used it thoroughly 

upon this particular crew of psychiatrists, and that was the end 

of the practice.

But here we have an example of our knowing with great 

thoroughness how to wipe somebody out in twenty seconds. Here we 

have an example of somebody knowing something that is totally 

vicious; there is no slightest argument on that. This is the most 

vicious thing anybody ever heard of. Wipe somebody out in twenty 

seconds. Bang. Not just electrocute them or hang them; this 

leaves them with all their impulses. This just destroys the bank; 

it winds it up in a little ball, and you've got it, see? And I 

can't think of any single use for it.

It's not that I'm being stupid. I could invent some uses. But I 

would not at any time be convinced that there was not a better 

way to solve the situation. See, I would think of a better way to 

solve the situation, because I don't see that as any way to solve 

the situation at all, unless it is to give future auditors more 

cases. That's the only logical, rational thing I've been able to 

think about so far as a use for this.

But this, by the way, is the way vacuums are made, is the 

mechanics back of a vacuum, and is what a vacuum is. And you 

start to take apart a vacuum and all these facsimiles begin to 

come out of it. But this is not really a dissertation on the 

subject of vacuums; it's a dissertation on therapy, because that 

treatment itself was once sought eagerly by thetans as a therapy.

Have I made my point? It was once sought eagerly. The method 

itself became scarce and eventually they couldn't have it, and 

now it's painful. You try to get somebody to erase an engram. He 

knows he can't erase an engram; five billion years ago he 

couldn't even get a supercold wash when he needed one. So he 

won't erase an engram. They're permanent; he knows that. You see 

this?

All right. You know the modus operandi by which these things 

occur. You can undo them by simply following through the same 

course that the mind got that way, with the person doing it this 

time. The assignments of causes and so forth run into this sort 

of thing rather usually, and you can for the first time wind this 

track up backwards. But you really don't wind the track 

backwards; you merely postulate the track more simply right where 

it is.

We have a very rich inheritance in such a discovery because in 

the light of that knowledge it is unfortunately impossible, then, 

to invent a worsening mechanism. You could not invent and make 

stick a worsening mechanism if a person had the information which 

I just gave you on how to undo it. So that ruins an awful lot of 

games.

Thank you.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

TRAINING METHODS

A lecture given on 14 November 1956

[Start of Lecture]

Thank you.

I want to talk to you now about what you could call Standard 

Operating Procedure, but more particularly it is the series of 

techniques taught in the HCA Course and the common denominator 

of these techniques. And I hope at the end of this hour you know 

more than you did at the beginning of this hour. And I hope I do, 

too.

Now, I'm merely going to read the HCO Bulletin of October 28, 

1956: "The following training processes are recommended as 

necessary to the education of an HPA or HCA student..." (You 

realize HPA, that's United Kingdom equivalent of an HCA.) 

"...from the moment of his enrollment until his graduation. It 

does not particularly matter whether the HPA or HCA has been 

indoctrinated in the 'very latest techniques,' but it does matter 

that he is able to run the following. If he can do this, then he 

can carry on with almost any other technique." I'll repeat that. 

"If he can do this, then he can carry on with almost any other 

technique." As a matter of fact, he'd also be able to carry on 

with psychoanalysis. I mean, it just would go that widely.

Now, the first of this series is Confront a Preclear. You can all 

have copies of this bulletin if you wish. This is a Training 

Bulletin which simply goes to training activities, but you can 

have one. All right.

Now, "Confront a Preclear," number 1: "This is done by the 

Indoctrination Course. The student is taught how to handle 

communication with the preclear by dummy sessions and 

demonstrations by the Instructor."

The dummy sessions are, of course, those six, formerly five, 

processes which merely assume the attitudes of auditing and 

handle acknowledgment, origin and the other parts of the 

communication formula. And we call those dummy sessions, but the 

odd part of it is that they are tremendously therapeutic. They're 

very good sessions.

And we "Confirm and grind in auditor-pc relationship and 

Rudiments -- 'Look at me. Who am I?' and Reality Scale." We teach 

all that during the two weeks Indoctrination. No HCA student 

these days gets out of Indoctrination under two weeks. We just 

push him right straight on through with this.

Of course, there are other things which are taught to him during 

that period. A clarification, a new assessment of what he is 

doing and why he's doing it, and what his goals are, and so 

forth, are all brought in. He is also taught a tiny little bit 

about the fact there is an organization here, and there are 

Instructors, and things like that. He's given a reality on his 

environment as well as these things. He's also taught a small 

amount of nomenclature.

But these are all additives. And we can add so much to these two 

weeks of Indoctrination... Take somebody who is brand-new, who 

has not even had a basic course: we run him through two weeks of 

Indoctrination and we have a great tendency to expect of him 

everything that the rest of us have learned in all these years. 

And that is not possible, and all it does is confuse the person. 

So that we keep it simple and what we really grind on are these 

dummy sessions and the auditor-pc relationship and the rudiments 

and the Reality Scale. Now, that's all we really grind on during 

that period.

Let me tell you something a little bit aside about this whole 

matter of confusion. This is policy, and it is going into effect; 

it is already in effect elsewhere. It is not, probably, totally 

in effect everywhere yet. If an auditor is called in suddenly to 

an HGC or a clinic, and is given a preclear -- and maybe he was 

only informed Friday or Saturday and brought in to take a 

preclear on Monday -- no briefing on the latest techniques, no 

coaching as to how he is to run the preclear, is to be 

undertaken. There is the preclear, there he is.

Now remember, he's in a new environment, and he's already nerved 

up a little bit because his auditing results in this particular 

case are going to show up in black and white with an exclamation 

point. And now, to this slight tension -- and there's a slight 

tension; there is, very slight, but it is there -- we now add a 

tremendous amount of briefing. On Monday morning we feed him full 

of all of the latest data, all the processes, procedures, 

auditing, that has gone on and been developed since he was in 

school. We tell him what he's to run on this preclear, which has 

never been run on him, and he has no objective reality or 

subjective reality or anything else on it. He will lay an egg, 

but thoroughly, because he will be so confused that he won't know 

which way he's going.

So if he's hired that fast, we don't brief him. See, that's just 

policy. We just don't brief him on anything. We say, "There's 

your auditing room, there is your preclear -- audit." Because 

after all, this fellow has been trained, he has been getting 

results, and why chew him up, why invalidate him, why confuse 

him?

Now, if we hire somebody on the HGC from the field... And we try 

to do that; we try to hire them from the field rather than from 

the school. We try to keep, actually, D. Scn level if we possibly 

can in clinics. It's very hard to do, mostly because people get 

successful and they got their own part of the world nailed down, 

or something of this sort, and it's a disturbance to them.

But if we can grab him with any advance at all -- it isn't an 

emergency -- we bring him in and give him two weeks Indoc. Now, 

we don't care whether he left Indoc four months ago, see? We just 

do that. That lets him get used to the environment, get used to 

the clinic, get used to the people around the place. Gets him so 

when he gets up in the morning, he'll be able to find his shoes 

in his new room. Got the idea? He settles down and he gets 

relaxed about the whole situation.

We actually don't try to indoctrinate him particularly. We just 

put him through Indoctrination Course. He just takes whatever 

every other student takes. Why? That is just to let him find the 

environment as much as anything else. Then we give him extra 

duties. The pattern that has been established for this is, he's 

given extra duties which get him around into other branches of 

this and that, than merely auditing at the clinic, you see? He's 

asked to do some procurement, and he's asked to do some test 

grading, and he's asked to do this and he's asked to do that. 

That is optimum.

But somebody comes in, we put him at work in the clinic, why, we 

don't do very much teaching. But as soon as -- this person who 

has been put to work on an emergency basis -- as soon as possible 

after this, he is pulled off and put back through Indoctrination 

again, see, if only for a week. We let him do his job on the 

preclear. Then we pull him off, and not because he did a bad job 

or a good job, but we know that he could use some auditing, he 

could use some relaxation, he could use a new address to life in 

general, and we give him a new start point.

Now, if we're using Indoctrination for all these things, it must 

be pretty good -- must be pretty good -- and it is. Actually, the 

technology of teaching an Indoctrination Course which has been 

gathered together now is quite formidable. And when we have to 

change personnel in an organization, we get rather upset if we 

have to change an Indoctrination Instructor, because it's, "My 

God. Who... who'll we get?" You know? "How much training time 

have we got in order to train this man?" so on. Because 

Indoctrination is so much harder to teach than an HCA Course, 

there's no comparison. It has so much more precise technology 

connected with it. And it's a pretty important unit.

If you were going to do any training anyplace, just remember 

that. This Indoctrination is a gee-whizzer. It isn't a light 

dust-over. You make or break that student in that first week or 

two of Indoctrination. And if you break him, boy, you've given 

yourself a lot of trouble for the remainder of any studying he'll 

do.

All right, now; just giving you the emphasis of Indoctrination. 

And that, then, occupies an enormous sphere in the HCA training 

schedule, although it only occupies one quarter of the time. An 

HCA Course now goes, theoretically, eight weeks.

We'll keep a person in Indoctrination for seven of those eight 

weeks, if necessary, teach him how to remedy havingness and send 

him on his way. He'll get results. Get the idea? It's the only 

technique that he knows; it's the dummy sessions and Remedy of 

Havingness. He'll get results. It would be better to do that than 

it would be to fill him full of a lot of processes. Got it?

That's the theory, the philosophy, behind modern training. And 

modern training is pretty doggone good. You look at the results 

that it gets and so forth. If you were to look at the profiles of 

the students coming out, just as a cross section of students, you 

would be amazed, amazed. The profiles are now very, very good. We 

get critical, very critical, of an HCA Course that doesn't 

enormously improve some profile.

All right. Well, with Indoctrination laid aside, what do we teach 

him? "2. ARC Straightwire. This is run as the first process 

audited by the student on a fellow student..." See, he's out of 

Indoctrination now. He's auditing. He is an auditor. He is no 

longer doing dummy sessions. And we run ARC Straightwire. Why? 

It's not therapeutic. I just tell you that bluntly: It's not 

therapeutic.

A limited use of old-time ARC Straightwire is enormously 

therapeutic, and after that it declines by the square. We have 

found that run over a long period of time it picks up all the 

rest points on the track, as-ises them, and leaves the fellow in 

a mass of confusion. So its limit of usability is the discovery 

that he has a rest point in the past; and after that, skip it. 

Don't erase what you just discovered: this treasure that he just 

found of his mother sitting there crying. She was still; she did 

exist, you see? And this might make him feel very, very sad. Well 

boy, if you knock that one out, he would then feel very, very 

confused. He pinned her down finally. He got a good picture of 

her sitting there still, crying. See? So you see the limited 

scope of this ARC Straightwire.

Then why do we use it? That's so the auditor can get a reality on 

the fact that somebody else has a bank. We let him take a look at 

a lock. We let him take a look at facsimiles, really, but usually 

these facsimiles which turn up are simply locks. And we let him 

take a look at this, and he gets some reality on the existence of 

it.

Now, just as soon as he knows what he's looking at, we reverse 

this and we run an allied process. "The barest elements of ARC 

Straightwire are used, and then the therapeutic version is 

undertaken, on the basis of (quote) 'Tell me something you 

wouldn't mind forgetting.' The basis of this process is to give 

the student subjective reality on the time track of human beings, 

and to demonstrate that people slide back into the past and up 

toward present time as they remember various items, which 

phenomena should be pointed out to and observed by the student." 

You start doing "Something you wouldn't mind forgetting" on a 

preclear, and he starts sliding up and down on the time track.

So we first show them they have pictures, and then we show them 

they can slide on them; it is there. And you know the phenomenon 

is, a person dives back a little bit into the past and comes up 

to the present -- just repetitive questions. Questions 1, 2, 3 

and 4 and 5, probably ran like this: Question 1, near present 

time; question 2, a few months ago; question 3, two years ago; 

question 4, three weeks ago; question 5, almost present time; 

question 6, four years ago. You got that? It's back into the past 

and up, and then deeper and deeper into the past, then shallower 

into the past, and deeper into the past, and so forth.

And the whole phenomena of the time track can be observed, then, 

under this ARC Straightwire therapeutic version, which is "Tell 

me something you wouldn't mind forgetting." But remember -- 

remember -- that that too is not very therapeutic. It's not very 

therapeutic compared to a number of things because in the final 

analysis it'll reduce havingness. That's for sure.

The best possible version of this that communicates to 

practically any preclear alive is "Look around and tell me 

something you wouldn't mind forgetting." You got that? But that 

wouldn't give this student any reality on anybody's time track. 

So we just choose the lesser of two evils, and we use that 

particular process.

"3. Subjective Havingness." Now, why do we do Subjective 

Havingness? -- this terribly difficult, abstruse technique, and 

so on. Well, we're just giving him more reality on the time 

track, that's all. And now we have added to facsimiles, not just 

pictures of something that happened, but pictures he makes up. 

And we get the other type of track phenomena that we are 

interested in, in Scientology.

"Subjective Havingness. This should be run both to give the 

student reality on the bank of the human being, and upon 

havingness itself. If the case being audited on Subjective 

Havingness is a black case, then the student is required to have 

the preclear mock up a blackness or black objects in the 

blackness and remedy the havingness with those, regardless of any 

dope-off, until the individual has a clear field or can go on to 

some other process."

Now, we teach him a total Remedy of Havingness. That is, "Mock it 

up; push it in. Mock it up; let it remain. Mock it up and throw 

it away." Those are the three complete steps of a Remedy of 

Havingness as they have finally evolved and developed.

It's terrific auditing. In my own auditing, if I take a preclear 

on, I make fairly sure that the preclear is in communication with 

me and his environment somewhat. And without taking too much 

time, then, I make sure that I can give him a Subjective Remedy 

of Havingness. I patch him up on a Subjective Havingness basis. 

Why? Because then I can't get him into trouble. After that, I 

can't get him into trouble, you see? Because if he gets too bad 

off and facsimiles get too thoroughly in restimulation, we can 

always remedy havingness and kick them out. So number 1 is 

communication, number 2 is Subjective Havingness. Got it? Now, 

ARC Straightwire, and so on, is a training process. But these two 

processes, Confront a Preclear -- get the preclear to confront an 

auditor, from my viewpoint, you see, in auditing somebody -- 

that's number 1: communication. Get him to find out he actually 

can sit there; it won't kill him to talk to me, and so forth. And 

then the next thing is just this one thing, Subjective 

Havingness. So that is your second step on any SLP. Got that? 

That's your second step.

All right, now, number 4: "8-C, Part A, B, and C," -- this is 

what we train them in -- "with emphasis on A and instruction with 

regard to the preclear's ability to handle decisions. This is the 

first walk-about process and is vital in the training of a 

Scientologist." 8-C, Part A is the one there that's given the 

stress; 8-C, Part A. So if we're using this for training, it 

certainly would belong, then, on an SLP, wouldn't it? Hm? And it 

certainly does. And I'll tell you much more about it than is on 

this mimeo in just a moment.

"5. Opening Procedure by Duplication, old style. The 'not-know' 

version could be run, but it is a little complicated." Boy, I bet 

you thought you'd never see that one again. Op Pro by Dup. When 

it works, it's a killer.

Now we give them "Over and Under on the Bank, making things 

solid." That's just Over and Under, number 6.

Number 7: "Keeping Things From Going Away, in terms of small 

alternate objects, with concentration on the fact that this is a 

Havingness Process, and also holds things still." Just keeping 

things from going away, on two objects in the room, other 

mechanisms.

Number 8: "Terrible Trio, both sides, the 'can have' for the 

preclear and 'can't have' for the preclear's enemies.

"Training should be completed with a very fast review of the more 

recent processes, and giving these into the student's hands, not 

as something in which he has been trained but as something he can 

use as fast as he attains reality upon them." We give him a 

rundown on what we're doing these days. But we teach him these 

other things.

"Of the above list, the first six are the most important, from 

the standpoint of training." But, of course, the Terrible Trio is 

most important from the standpoint of therapy.

"Throughout training, the student should be carefully monitored 

as to his ability to communicate with his preclear. Auditing 

procedure should not be neglected, from the moment of entrance 

into Indoctrination until graduation, since it is style of 

auditing we wish to achieve rather than teaching of processes.

"When the student is taught data, he should be given a high power 

of choice over the data in which he is instructed, but he should 

be instructed in such a way that he can achieve the reality of 

the data, since it is true and factual."

Why wouldn't you bother to teach anybody a technique like S-C-S, 

Stop-C-S? Why isn't that included in such a training regimen? We 

want him to boot himself through this on his own time, if you 

please. Very therapeutic for an auditor. He'll run it on people. 

Good stuff. But look, if he can do all of these other techniques, 

he can certainly do S-C-S and Stop-C-S and any dozen versions of 

it, don't you see? You got the idea of it?

Well, why is this training procedure? Why? Why is that? It isn't

part of this mimeograph, but I'm going to tell you: Because these 

are the key confronting processes. These are the key confronting 

processes. That's very important.

I'm going to define awareness for you in a way that is 

tremendously usable: Awareness consists of a willingness to 

confront. Anything of which one is aware, he has some willingness 

to confront. That is all there is to awareness.

We're trying to increase people's awareness; we're trying to 

increase people's awareness. Well, we have a way of doing it now 

directly, after six years of fumbling around. Why does somebody 

drive a car so much better if you run 8-C, Part A on a car? Why 

can a person go flunk a driver's test and come home, get audited 

on 8-C, Part A, with no further instruction, and go back and pass 

it with the highest possible mark, without learning any more 

about driving? That's because we raised his awareness of the car, 

just that.

Now, if we raised his awareness of that car, other cars and the 

road by making him confront that car, other cars and the road, 

and then just before we let the Examiner examine him, why, we had 

our pc walk up to the Examiner and confront him a few times -- 

making the Examiner stand there obediently -- he would have a 

driving capability that that Examiner had never before seen. Do 

you see this? Now, we have increased his awareness of a task by 

increasing his awareness of the parts of that task. We did that 

by making him confront parts of that task. And that, today, is 

auditing.

The Reality Scale will be seen at once to evolve from this fact. 

At first an individual is unwilling to confront anything. And 

then he's unwilling to confront a line, and then the line and a 

ghost of a terminal. And then he no longer has to confront the 

line, he can confront the terminals. And then he doesn't have to 

confront the terminals to know completely; he only has to be able 

to confront the agreement. And if he can undertake and confront, 

himself, the responsibility for creating a postulate, then he is 

able to create reality.

As far as auditing is concerned, it boils down to this -- in the 

work-a-day world of auditing. I'm not now talking to you about 

high theory. We can talk about considerations; we could talk 

about ways and means of going about these things; we can talk 

about ways and means of improving these things and place other 

evaluations on other things. That's all very, very important -- 

all of the Axioms, all of the Dianetic Axioms, the processes of 

thought, the grades of mind, all of these various things. But 

from the standpoint of the practical, work-a-day world of 

auditing, we're not interested in making -- let's be factual -- 

we're not interested in making our preclear create a universe, 

whap! and shake God by the right hand. See? We're not interested 

in that. We're interested in putting somebody back in the run. 

We're interested in putting him into a condition where he can 

perform, where he can associate, where he can be social, and 

where he can live this game called life.

And that all falls out of just this one thing: Confronting -- his 

awareness, his confronting. Got it? It's horrible simplicity. You 

don't have to accept it at all until you experience that fact. 

Don't have to accept it for a minute unless it works. This one, 

however, I think you will find works all the way through.

Why do we teach a student ARC Straightwire, which honestly and 

amongst ourselves, is rather bad for the preclear? That's to 

teach him that he can make a preclear confront a bank, see?

Preclear is always willing to sit there and maunder around into 

the past. All of a sudden he says, "What do you know! I can make 

this preclear confront the past. He's got something there to 

confront." We make the student aware of it by showing him that 

it's possible to get somebody to confront it. So it wasn't just 

what you thought there, originally. You thought it was a simple 

thing, that he simply ran it and the other guy said it was there, 

and so he said it was there, and that was it. No, by golly, do 

you know he'd never become aware of it necessarily if the other 

fellow simply said it was there? He could go around and talk to 

8,722 people in succession, asking each one of them if they 

remembered things by looking at pictures and get a "yes" from 

every one, and still not have an awareness of anybody else's 

track, because he didn't make anybody confront one. That is left 

for auditing.

Now, we run "Something you wouldn't mind forgetting," which makes 

a preclear confront all of the horrible, nasty, mean, wicked and 

unpleasant things there are. And the technique just saws through 

very nicely. And the auditor just sits there and says, "What 

do... Ha-ha! What do you know! I got this guy confronting murder 

and rape and sudden death. Ha-ha! Lookit, I've got him 

confronting them." And therefore he can then, as an auditor, 

become aware of the existence of those things in somebody else's 

mind, because he has made somebody confront them. You understand? 

The step of confrontingness intervenes. And that is what 

monitors, for this work-a-day world, circa 1956, the awareness of 

people.

All confrontingness does is give us a road back to lost 

abilities, lost awarenesses. That's all it does. It is really not 

even an essential part of the philosophy of life. But it is this 

fantastic thing: a road back, a means, an ability to regain 

awarenesses.

One of our evening students stopped me the other evening and he 

asked me, "What about this whole track?" he said.

I said, "Well, it's interesting. It's electropsychometric 

phenomena. It's been measured on a electropsychometer. You'll 

find it in people. Psychometers respond to these questions." 

Tried to let it go at that.

He didn't let it go. He wouldn't let it go at that. He said, 

"What's this thing called Para-Scientology?"

So I said, "Para-Scientology is that branch of Scientology which 

exceeds the reality of an individual."

And he says, "What's that?"

And I said, "All right." I said, "You right now are quite aware 

of your own track, and your fellow students' tracks, but you 

probably are not aware of whole track in any way, shape or form."

"That's right," he says.

I says, "Well, then the whole track is Para-Scientology to you." 

And I said, "Your realm of Scientology consists of your track, 

your student's track and the fact that you're alive, and are 

walking around and communicating to people."

"Oh!" he says, "Oh well... Yeah," he said, "but what would Para-

Scientology [be to] somebody walking down the street?"

"Well," I said, "that would be the whole of Scientology, except 

the fact that he is alive and there is some hope. You say to him, 

'You alive?' You know, he's asked you, 'What is this thing called 

Scientology.' You say, 'Well, are you alive?' And he says, 'Yeah, 

yeah. See? See? Know that.' And you say, 'Well, Scientology 

offers some hope for greater ability.' Fellow can accept this; he 

can accept he's alive. He can accept that Scientology embraces 

this aliveness and the fact that there's some hope for being more 

alive. And that, in its totality, is Scientology to that person. 

And everything else is Para-Scientology."

"Well!" he says. "How, then, do I get any awareness of these 

things?"

See, right away he wanted to peel back that curtain called 

"Para." "How do I get any awareness of these things?"

And I said, "Well, you look at them; you investigate them; you 

view them; you make up your own mind whether or not they exist, 

and so would roll back the curtain. And if it rolls back upon a 

different scene than those which I have described to you, that's 

your good fortune. And if it rolls back on the same scene I have 

described to you, why, that's my good prediction. But it doesn't 

have to roll back on any scene at all. That's all up to you."

Only reason I'm telling you this is not because I'm smart; merely 

because I've had to discuss it often. And it gets down to this 

fine point: If you say, "On your own determinism, you may 

confront life or not confront it, as you wish. And having 

confronted it, you may accept or reject any part of it or any 

description of it which you have received from us," and you have 

actually persuaded somebody to confront more of life. And in that 

mechanism alone you have increased his IQ and improved his 

profile.

Now, watch that. Watch that carefully, because it tells you at 

once that a great deal of mechanical grinding in auditing might 

not do as much as ten minutes of clever auditing -- very clever 

auditing.

Ten minutes of clever auditing might only consist of a question 

such as this: We have a young man who has been hurt in a race. He 

ran off the track and he bumped his head on the steering wheel, 

or did some other horrible thing. By the way, from the number of 

race cars I've seen rolled here in the last couple of years, I 

believe they're building them that way. But I've seen more cars 

roll and people walk away from them than ever before. It's quite 

amazing. Racing has improved.

And we find this young man: He's bumped his head on the steering 

wheel, and we say to him, "Where did you do it?" (Not really 

"What happened?" see? That's what he's willing to talk about.) 

"Where'd you do it? What part went wrong? Where's the car now?" 

Got it? All of a sudden the somatic is liable to kick out, 

because these guys are not in bad shape, see?

He'll say, "What happened to my head bump?"

Life taught him not to confront his gear shift or the steering 

wheel. See, that was the effort of instruction: "Don't confront 

me! I'm dangerous! I carry two guns and smoke dynamite. Don't 

confront me."

And you, the auditor, say, "Oh yeah? Why do you load those two 

guns with water, and why do you have candy dribbling out of the 

end of that dynamite you're smoking?"

Somebody says, "I'm foiled. Curses." Because the truth of the 

matter is there's no dynamite and there are no guns, from a 

thetan's viewpoint, that are dangerous enough. There isn't any 

such thing as an extremity of danger to that degree. It's only 

when we get into the complexities, the protectivenesses, when we 

have responsibilities for other things, people, when we've 

inherited a vast myriad of other problems, that we can conceive 

of this thing "too dangerous to confront."

Therefore, it is very, very easy for an auditor to peel back all 

of these additive assumptions that "things are too dangerous to 

confront" to the naked truth of the matter: Nothing is too 

dangerous to confront for a thetan. And this is the action of 

auditing. His awareness fades and is pulled in upon himself to 

the degree that he says things are too dangerous to confront.

He is no longer capable, he says, of confronting these various 

things. "The steady grind down there at the factory is too much 

for me. I am no longer willing to confront this steady grind. I 

just can't face it anymore. I can't face it. I can't. I can't. I 

can't. I mean, the monotony of going to work every morning and 

standing there all day long, spitting into the tobacco bins. I 

just can't stand this," you know? Get the idea? I don't know why 

he can't stand it. This is a -- but he seems to have a reason.

So as an auditor I merely show him he can -- on his own 

determinism, of course.

Now, he was standing there on somebody else's determinism, 

probably, resenting the duresses and problems which had forced 

him to stand there, so as to have a paycheck, so as to feed his 

stomach, so as to feed some other stomachs, so as to have a roof 

over his house rather than the usual, fashionable holes. And his 

determinisms were switched on this pretty badly. Determinisms 

were badly switched in some fashion.

And the truth of the matter was, he wasn't confronting things; 

things were making him confront things. You got it? So it was a 

no-game condition. He wasn't doing it. See, he wasn't making 

himself confront all these things. He was saying, "All these 

things are making me confront all these things, and therefore I 

don't have any decision in this. I have no share in this. I am 

not capable of facing this any longer because one of these days, 

why, these postulates will win out, and I'll just stand here 

rock-bound forever with the soles of my feet rooted into the 

ground, growing downward toward the center of Earth for eighteen 

thousand miles." I know that's difficult to do, but they manage 

it.

So what you're handling, in essence, is determinism of 

confronting. Now, you make a preclear make himself confront, and 

you've done it. See? You make a preclear make himself confront. 

Got it? It's very fascinating. The truth of the matter is you're 

making him confront things, and you're another determinism. So 

therefore, he must clearly understand that it is otherwise. Truth 

of the matter is, he's there under his own election.

Where this comes in is, did the preclear choose to be audited on 

his own determinism? If the preclear did not, then this law of 

confrontingness (him doing it) is thoroughly violated, and is 

violated so much that the therapy which extends from that point 

is zero or less. We got this now?

Now, an auditor would have to patch up, then, the decision of the 

person to be there. We'd have to get him to make the postulate 

that he wanted the auditing, that he wanted to be there, and that 

it was on his own choice; it wasn't because his wife or his job 

or something else forced him to be there.

This, by the way, is the make and break of many cases, and it 

never comes under the inspection of the auditor unless the 

auditor willfully looks it over.

"What you doing there?" is a technique I used with considerable 

success on a fellow. "What are you doing there?" Fellow walked in 

rather apathetically, said, "I want some auditing. You're the 

only person in the world that can audit me," and so forth.

You know, I always feel mad when people tell me that. I'm sort of 

one of these guys that "love me, love my dog," sort of things, 

you know? "Love me, love my family." "If you're my friend, you're 

the friend of my company and regiment," you know? Very much this 

sort of thing. It starts lots more fights if you look at things 

that way.

But the truth of the matter is, somebody comes up to me and tells 

me, "You are the only one who can audit me. Only you," they 

probably, usually, are merely trying to beef up my ego. But the 

sober truth of the matter is they insult me by insulting all of 

my friends, see? All of my fellow auditors and people I have 

trained, and that sort of thing: They're invalidating them. And 

by invalidating them, they invalidate me, you see?

So somebody comes in with this kind of a pitch, I usually give 

them a bad time. First place, I know that they've got an only-

one-can-help-me sort of thing. Well, that's perfectly all right. 

As a matter of fact they used to have a custom in Europe, which 

was a fascinating custom: the noblest knight. If the noblest 

knight would touch their wounds, they would heal -- or touch 

their illness, or something of this sort. People would be dragged 

across a thousand miles of wilderness up to some castle or 

another to have the noblest knight of all lay a hand on the 

leprosy or something of that sort. It was a good way to get 

leprosy scattered around.

Anyway, the truth of the matter is that this is not particularly 

flattering. It means the person is so important they need this 

special attention, and all kinds of manifestations.

I always jump sideways when somebody tells me how much the 

solution of this case will do for Scientology. I instantly get 

out my little book mentally and I put them clear down at the 

bottom of the list, which reads, "For consideration in order" -- 

and they go clear on down to the bottom of the list. "If you just 

solved this little girl's case, it'll do so much for Scientology 

in Keokuk. You know, everybody has their eye on this case. And 

it's a very famous case," and that sort of thing. I just put the 

little girl from Keokuk way down at the bottom of the list.

Unfortunately true, because experience bitterly has told me that 

the people who come in "that only I can audit" and this case, 

"the solution of which will do so much for Scientology," are 

alike more trouble for me and the people around me than I care to 

list up. They are dynamite cases. So when something like this 

walks up, I'm apt to be a little bit snide and pleasant with 

reservations, snarly occasionally.

I had such a case one time, and I says to the person nothing, 

nothing but this as an auditing question: "What you doing there?" 

Guy walked in, said I was the only person in the world could 

audit him, wouldn't go through any kind of channels, wouldn't see 

anybody else. So he just came in and sat there, and I just asked 

him, "What you doing there? What you doing there? What you doing 

there? What you doing there?" That's all.

We get more of these cases abroad, by the way, than we do at 

home.

"What you doing there?" Boy, person had more answers that were 

off the subject. And I just wondered how long we could keep this 

game up. I wasn't auditing him; I didn't start a session, didn't 

intend to do anything for the person or anything else. I just 

kept asking him, "Well, you're sitting there. That's you sitting 

in the chair. What are you doing there?"

Explanations, explanations, excuses and so forth. Finally he came 

around to the fact that life had sent him. At one time some 

saints had sent him -- that life had sent him, and so forth. And 

after a while he says, "Hub! I'm sitting here because I decided I 

needed some auditing."

And after he'd said this six or eight times, and I knew it wasn't 

wearing out -- it actually was an idea he had come by and so 

forth, I said, "All right, then go see the Registrar and report 

over to the clinic." And the person did, as mild as a lamb.

Months later, I find out that I cracked his case during that 

session! He had decided to do something on his own determinism 

for the first time in his life.

Well now, here's the value then, here's the value of these 

computations. SLP 8, in its final form, is simply a number of 

ways to remedy a person's willingness to confront and to be there 

and to find out where he is. Many top processes, a great many 

processes -- all of which I will list for you and go over with 

you and so forth -- but that is simply the common denominator of 

the whole thing.

Now, I have talked to you about training and said this was the 

common denominator of training solely and entirely because it 

really is the guts of SLP 8 right there.

You realize after a student had gone through all of these 

processes and learned to do them well... You can remember doing 

Opening Procedure by Duplication, can't you? Wonderful. I mean, 

wow! Grind, grind, grind. You know, you do that an hour and a 

half and -- I've got to tell you more about that -- and it's 

worse than not doing it at all. You have to do it much longer 

than that. But the grind, grind, grind of this...

Actually, at the time, we considered it simply necessary in 

training because auditors weren't duplicating commands. They'd 

keep chasing off and Q-and-Aing with the preclears, and we put 

this in there as a discipline. And now I'm having quite the 

reverse trouble. It's almost all my persuasion is worth trying to 

get an auditor at the HGC to shift off on to some other process.

"Oh, but this one is working," he says. "Doing fine. We're going 

into our fourth day of 8-C, Part A."

"Your fourth day! You've had twenty hours of this." "I didn't 

estimate that case," I say to myself privately, "as needing 

twenty hours of 8-C, Part A. Well, he's doing fine. He's still 

turning on cognitions and so forth, and..."

Well, so this one really laid one in on the track; it said you 

should continue a process.

All of these things have -- as many of you I'm talking to at this 

minute know very well -- they have a considerable background, a 

considerable history. Each one of them, really, has its own mass 

of adventures.

It's quite interesting, though, that number 6 -- Over and Under 

on the Bank, making things solid -- is the least monkeyed with by 

auditors these days. They're doing it the least. And of all these 

processes it's probably the toughest, the strongest and the basic 

undercutting process of the whole series of cases. The roughest 

ones will respond to Over and Under on the Bank. It's twice as 

wild as running engrams. You're just running an engram a minute, 

I mean, as far as that's concerned. It's quite a process. But 

it's interesting that people aren't running it.

That tells you that today, in 1956, we as a group are less 

willing to confront the heavy incidents of the bank than we were 

in 1950. For instance, if I'd come out with Over and Under in the 

fall of '50, or in the spring of '5 1, wow! It's a good thing I 

didn't; you can do it wrong so many ways.

But if I had, boy, there'd have just been no holding anybody. 

You'd have had people chasing up and down the time track, and -- 

"All right, what are you looking at?"

"Oh, I'm looking at a doctor bending over my mother here."

"Well, that's fine. Make it solid." I can just see this now: The 

blood would be spattering in all directions.

And today we're walking straight back up to that action. I 

believe it's bec-- many auditors have not run this because they 

have not envisioned the tremendous amount of action contained in 

it. That is, they considered it not too adventurous. It didn't 

have too much motion connected with it.

Actually has a tremendous amount of motion and action connected 

with it. But it's directly making somebody confront the very 

heaviest parts of his bank -- thud! -- by letting him avoid them. 

See, you find the center pin where he's hung up -- that you get 

with an age flash -- and that's what he's supposed to avoid. 

You're going to permit him to avoid that by never hitting it. And 

then you get him to hit everything else. And he eventually 

obsessively starts to hit this center point. I mean, he can't 

avoid it; he can't get away from it. He just keeps running it.

And you say, "No, no, no, no, let's go earlier. And let's go 

later, and let's make it solid," and so on. And eventually he 

simplifies the whole thing down to just letting it go. He just 

does not pay too much more attention to it; it simply releases. 

And after that he's perfectly willing to confront it.

But there is an extremity of confrontingness -- that number 6 as 

given there.

Now, the activity of an auditor these days is governed by a law, 

which is an interesting one, which says that if you start any 

confronting process, you better flatten it.

Now, let's look why that is. We take any process which is a 

direct confronting process, we make the preclear confront it, and 

we don't finish it. That means we didn't really make him confront 

it, don't you see? He never reached a satisfactory 

confrontingness from his standpoint on 8-C, Part A. And 

therefore, an auditor who starts one of these confrontingness 

processes, no matter what version -- and get this clause in here 

-- which then turns on somatics (got that?) must then flatten 

that process regardless how many hours of the intensive it 

devours, and must make a note that it is not flat, if at the 

intensive's end it is not. Because it gives the preclear a 

failure, and it gives the auditor a failure.

If one of these confronting processes then turns on somatics... 

You just sailed into the blue, and you decided that you would run 

8-C, Part A and, you know, get the guy going here a little bit 

here, you know, and square him around before we got started on 

something real. And he felt the wall, and he says, "Yes."

And you say, "What you wiggling your head for?" you say, "It just 

wiggles."

"That's funny. I never wiggled my head before. Hurts. Neck... 

neck hurts. That's what's the matter. Got a pain here in the 

neck."

Oh brother, you've had it. I mean, that's it! Don't you see? You 

have found something he will almost confront, and the action of 

confronting it is turning on somatics, which tells you that he 

can almost confront it, that he is not entirely unwilling to 

confront it, but that something around there says he sure as hell 

better not. Don't you see? You've just been presented on a silver 

platter with why people have difficulties with their banks. See, 

there it is. It's lying right in your lap.

I mean, you asked him to feel the wall; he got a pain in his 

neck. He can do it almost, but supposing he walks up to the wall 

-- flop -- puts his hand on it. He's all set. And he walks over 

to the other wall, and he flops, and there's nothing happening, 

you know? "Oh, I can keep this up as long as you can," he says, 

and flop and so on, flop, so on. Skip it! One of two things: He 

can either confront it perfectly, which is doubtful at the 

beginning of any auditing career (people have auditing careers 

these days, you know) -- he can do it -- or it is just so far 

above anything he is capable of confronting that there is no edge 

in.

Now, in any process you discover a slight ability, or knowledge 

of an inability -- which is, by the way, an awareness itself of 

an ability; an awareness of ability is a knowledge that one can't 

do it -- and discovering that, we better it by improving his 

ability to confront those terminals connected with it. Got it? We 

confront those objects which are associated with this ability, 

and we will improve that ability to confront.

But there has to be some ability there to be improved. And 

sometimes there is so little ability there -- as in the case of 

8-C, Part A -- to confront a wall, that there is nothing to 

improve. Don't you see that? He's not able enough to do it so 

that you can improve it. Then you just better do it a few times 

and say, "Well, it didn't turn on any somatics; he isn't comm 

lagging; he isn't -- there is no real consideration or interest 

in this sort of thing. We had certainly better find something he 

can't almost confront. Let's find something he can't almost 

confront. Let's find something that there is enough awareness 

connected with so that the awareness can be improved."

Now, this boy who is a very bad case and goes around and flops 

his hand against the wall and flops his hand against another wall 

and flops his hand, and so on, and he just walks around, and he 

seems to do it very well, the auditor is actually making the body 

confront the wall. And a good auditor can do this rather easily. 

He can make a body walk.

I seared myself a few months ago by making one walk and talk! I 

went back home quickly. I said, "Skip this." I hear of people all 

the time going around and interfering with the queen's vocal 

cords, and making her make some kind of speech that she didn't 

intend to make or doing something in congress or making somebody 

sign letters. But you know I suspect them myself, because that 

scares me when I really do it. That just scares me stiff. I mean, 

I all of a sudden envision a long vista of being dead in their 

head for I don't know how long, you know? Otherwise, I'm 

perfectly willing to confront anything!

I suppose somebody someday will have to run me: "Be dead in his 

head," you know?

Now, abilities are all positive. They are not negative, which is 

the only other thing you really need to know about anything. They 

are not negative. Abilities are not inabilities. Sounds like an 

awfully obvious remark, and I'm sure that it is too obvious to be 

easily assimilated everywhere, but it's true. Don't process the 

inability; improve the ability and you always win. Got that?

You can just skip noncommunication as a process. You can just 

skip it entirely, and you will always win.

You can occasionally win with some noncommunication process, you 

know -- inability process: "All right, give me three reasons why 

you can't drive a car." The guy gives you three reasons, decides 

it's silly, and he can drive a car. Something dumb like this, you 

see? That's an inability direction. We make him repeat the 

inability or dramatize the inability or dramatize the 

noncommunication to make him recover from it. No, we don't do 

that with success.

We do quite something else with our best success, and our best 

success always comes from processing the ability to make it more 

so. In other words, we find something he can confront and then 

make him confront it better, without reaction. Got that? We don't 

find something he can't confront and then force him to confront 

it.

We try to pick this up at all times at some propitious point of 

the DEI Scale, and we'll find out that there's plenty left there 

to improve. And you improve a little bit of a preclear, you can 

improve something else, and you can gradually wind him up and get 

him out of the mire.

The positive way of processing is to process the abilities to 

improve them, thus you will increase both the ability to confront 

and thus the awareness, and thus the ability, and thus the 

livingness of a preclear.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

DIAGNOSIS: HOW TO

A lecture given on 15 November 1956

[Start of Lecture]

Thank you.

Okay, I'd like to talk to you about the handling of difficulties 

when they are difficulties and avoiding difficulties when they 

aren't and otherwise indulging yourself in looking over 

preclears.

Never tried to teach diagnosis to a unit before. I never have. 

That's diagnosis: it's after Dianetics; direct word source. It's 

not medical diagnosis we're talking about. It's "look-agnosis," 

and we were going to coin another word on it and call it 

"obnosis": knowing the obvious.

The great unlearned item in all of Dianetics and Scientology has 

been diagnosis. That is the one thing which auditors never seem 

to learn very well.

Never had any reason for this, until one day we were looking at 

some gamma rays, and we suddenly decided the reason they were 

attractive to people, and people were attracted to them, and they 

did things that were bad, is because they were invisible. One 

couldn't see them, and not being able to see them, he then got 

nervous about them. Got that?

What you can't observe and which might or might not be present 

becomes an anxiety. One doesn't know whether he can confront 

something or not, because it's not there to be confronted. He 

cannot prove it, then, to himself If he could prove it to 

himself, he would no longer be nervous about it.

You find young men enlisting in war, usually, merely to prove to 

themselves that they are not cowards. Although what's cowardly 

about not using a body for a bullet screen is something I 

wouldn't know. I mean, it doesn't seem to have anything to do 

with courage or bravery. It has a lot to do with wasting mock-

ups, but young men go to war to confront the enemy to prove to 

themselves and their girlfriends that they are not cowards. Of 

course, since it's become rather fashionable to be a coward in 

this particular line, I don't know how they're going to fight the 

next war. But I imagine they'll manage.

Now, the hidden influence: If you don't have an enemy, you cannot 

prove you are brave. It's one of these fabulous stupidities, you 

know?

All right, diagnosis could cover what the fellow is trying to 

prove. It could cover who he's trying to prove wrong. It could 

cover several items as you go down the list. One of the things 

that it could prove very easily is whether or not the individual 

is sane. See, I mean, the fellow is trying to prove that he's 

sane. Well, that's an interesting thing, because you can't prove 

you're sane unless you can prove that you can react against 

insane duress.

See, you can prove you're sane by reacting favorably against 

insane duress. You have insane pressure against you one way or 

the other, and you react sanely to it, that proves you're sane, 

doesn't it? So it demonstrates that you can confront insanity. 

That's all it demonstrates, very easily.

But there's many a fellow down here in the insane asylum who is 

simply proving this madly. The first thing that an insane person 

tries to do is prove to you how sane he is, which I think is 

rather remarkable. We look it over -- rather remarkable, because 

he obviously is sane. But something around there is insane.

The auditor has already learned that it is the something around 

there which is nuts. It is the something around there. It is not 

the preclear. The preclear is always -- no matter in what 

unconscious or comatose condition -- reacting as favorably as he 

can to the circumstances in which he finds himself. And he has 

the circumstances which he is surrounded by clutched to him, so 

as to demonstrate his ability to confront it.

Therefore, any man rushing down the street, spinning in small 

circles and leaping into the air with high-pitched screams is, of 

course, the sanest man in town. He can confront insanity; he's 

demonstrating this. You see, we have to think of him as a thetan 

confronting this insane body, and we demonstrate at once that the 

fellow is the sanest fellow around. Because only he could 

confront insanity to this degree.

Now, the psychiatrist with his obsessed sanity -- he is usually a 

case of dramatized sanity (a good phrase for you to remember, by 

the way: dramatized sanity) -- is actually unable to confront 

insanity. He's not capable of confronting it. Therefore, he has a 

lot of dramatizations which he calls "sane," which are about as 

silly as you could possibly look at.

Now, if everybody is proving that he is confronting, is proving 

that he can at least confront a substitute to something or for 

something, then the whole problem of diagnosis becomes rather 

involved. Because we see an insane preclear as a sane person. We 

see a "sane" (unquote) psychiatrist as being a very insane man. 

Don't you see? You get this? We see these manifestations taking 

place where the individual is clutching to him things and is 

proving that he can confront them, and this makes him something. 

This is a game: proving what you can confront. This is a game.

It's not the only game there is, and you understand that 

confrontingness is not the highest order of human aberration and 

so forth. But it is certainly a common denominator to people in 

this universe, involved with this space and energy, these masses 

and distances. And confrontingness goes a long way toward 

explaining these things. It's a common denominator of everything 

until you get into -- right up the line -- until you get into 

creativeness. And when you get rather full scale into 

creativeness, you of course jump this whole thing of 

confrontingness.

You can use creativeness to solve confrontingness, but you can't 

use confrontingness to solve creativeness. Wrong way to, you see? 

I mean, you got that? You could use creativeness to solve 

confrontingness, but you can't really solve -- this is by actual 

test -- you can't use confrontingness to solve creativeness very 

much. They are different classes of action.

Confrontingness concerns itself in the main with "that which is." 

It conceives that things are and that they were not created, that 

they exist, and that their sole purpose is Axiom 10 -- cause-

distance-effect.

Now, you enter into Axiom 10 with confrontingness, so you 

actually have the totality of Axioms from 10 up to 1 standing 

senior to confrontingness. I just don't want you to go too far 

overboard on this thing called confrontingness. Confrontingness 

works. It works like mad! There is nothing more workable in the 

work-a-day world in which you find your preclear. But it's the 

suborder of things. It works on him; he can get reality on the 

processes connected with it and, as a result, becomes highly 

functional to the auditor -- very, very functional.

The principle, then, explains on this low order, human phenomena. 

It explains actions and reactions, and it explains diagnosis.

You see, you're diagnosing somebody who is working in a work-a-

day world. He is working in a live-a-day world. It's a world in 

which the space already exists, the walls are there, the 

particles are there, planets, suns, moons, politicians; all kinds 

of things are there. And you get these items as the items of the 

game, the units of which the game is composed.

Now, only to that we need to add the living beingness of a thetan 

and many thetans to have the game in its actuality the way it 

looks in this live-a-day world. That's the way it looks. It looks 

like, "Here's this universe, and to this universe we have added 

all these living beings. And they are in contest in one way or 

other against each other, against various types of beingness and 

against the universe itself. That is the way it appears. And his 

reality on this is so strong that he processes in that sphere of 

action. The truth lies from Axiom 10 on up, all of which is above 

confrontingness. Do you understand that?

You see, you mustn't go too far astray on this, because, a 

preclear will get just so well, he will just get so able, and 

then he will hit a null point. And for a long time I was looking 

for this null point after which these processes did not work upon 

him. Well, at that moment, the Axiom 10 processes and all of the 

Creative Processes become intensely workable. Once you have run 

all of these Confrontingness Processes flat, you then have the 

entirety of processes from Axiom 10 on up to Axiom 1, which is, 

naturally, a considerable lot of stuff. But it's all 

creativeness. It's all under the heading of creativeness -- one 

phase or another of it. Do you see that?

So that 8-C, Part A works a certain distance on a case. Op Pro by 

Dup works a little bit of a greater distance on a case. 

Communication all by itself common-denominator's this. You can't 

communicate unless you can confront. And it works a considerable 

distance on this case.

But then the case will hit a null of some kind or another; it 

doesn't seem to be gaining or advancing very rapidly, and then we 

must look at processes which we already have and had long before 

we had these other more basic processes.

This whole subject has been evolved backwards. You notice that. 

We had first, a fairly complex series of processes in Dianetics. 

Then we had, with a leap, the most elementary processes. People 

just didn't understand them in droves. They were just too darned 

elementary. And those were the processes from Axiom 1 to Axiom 

10. And those processes, most of them, have been around for a 

long time.

Then we had to develop processes which were again on the engram, 

live-a-day-world level. And these all head up under the heading 

of Confrontingness.

Now, as confrontingness goes downscale we get substitution, about 

which I have talked to you. That fits, really, below 

confrontingness -- substitution: substituting this for that. Then 

below this, we have pure identification processes; processes 

which are entirely identification processes. They are so far 

below significance that there is no significance as to why they 

should be done at all. And you will find yourself occasionally at 

a loss to understand why they are producing the results they 

produce.

After an individual has failed to confront consistently and 

continually, he has things. Look this over, see? He's failed to 

confront things completely; now he has things. Got that?

Well, to fail to confront completely would be to even run out of 

"substitutes for." You know, "I can confront that wall, but I 

can't confront that wall on fire. Therefore, that wall could be a 

substitute for a wall which is on fire. Therefore, I confront 

that wall and the wall which is on fire becomes less terrifying 

to me." Do you understand that?

Well now, first there's pure confrontingness. As we go down -- 

let's go from Axiom 10 down. We're not making an effect yet, 

we're merely confronting, don't you see? Effect has no bearing on 

this whatsoever. We're not ranging in that purpose level. Here we 

have effect as Axiom 10. Now, let's just drop just below that 

level of processing -- not necessarily to Axiom 11, but just 

below this in importance and height -- and we have direct 

confrontingness.

"I may not be able to knock an elephant's head off, but I can 

face one." Got it?

Now we go down just one step below that, and we get into much 

more interesting data, which is substitutes for elephants. See? 

"I may not be able to face an elephant vis-à-vis, but I can face 

the stuffed head of an elephant. There it is on my wall. Shot him 

in Kenya, I did. Uh-hah, rather! There he is. I faced him. Here's 

the substitute. I can continue to face him," don't you see? Now, 

that's just about the shadow. The fellow has faced something, and 

he is demonstrating to people that he can continue to face it. Do 

you see that?

All right, now let's drop down below that, and let's find out 

that the fellow failed completely to face the elephant in Kenya. 

He stood there with his double-barreled derringer, and he just 

completely missed the whole show. The elephant came charging at 

him, and when the elephant got to about a quarter of a mile away, 

why, he threw the derringer down and grabbed the nearest tree, 

and nobody could get him out of it. As a matter of fact, three 

days later they had to have the fire department from Nairobi up 

there to get him out of that tree, see?

Now, this fellow is unable to face a live elephant. It is 

doubtful if he will. It's doubtful if he will go and buy an 

elephant head. See, it is doubtful if he'll go and buy it. He 

failed on this one completely. It's doubtful if he'll go and buy 

an elephant head. That is not a good substitute. He doesn't have 

an elephant head on his wall, but you'll probably see the most 

beautiful collection of butterflies.

Now, why is he collecting butterflies? He doesn't like 

butterflies. He is colorblind and so forth, but these butterflies 

are all from northern Canada. That's far enough away from Africa.

Now, it'd amaze you to discover that a case of butterflies 

hanging on his wall was a substitute for an elephant he didn't 

shoot in Kenya. Which lifetime, who knows? Got the idea?

All right, now, there is a case of substitution. He is 

substituting for something. He will at least substitute, don't 

you see? He's really not in terrible bad condition. He's not in 

awfully bad condition; he'll still substitute. He had a failure 

and so forth.

Some guy has been driving in races, and he's banged one into the 

brick wall and torn wheels off on other cars and done other 

interesting odds and ends, and so on, and he will still keep a 

cup around for a race that he won, although he doesn't race 

anymore; he knows it's dangerous. He will face the win. He will 

face the cup. He will face the token. But the funny part of it 

is, he wouldn't put a steering wheel from his first car on the 

wall. Just a little bit close, see? Little bit too much on. But 

the cup, that is an association, you see; that's a substitute.

Now, out of this, we get everything that you know as logic. It's 

a gradient scale of substitutes.

I ask you to jump your logic on purpose right at this point, you 

see -- at that point -- just to look at this. You actually have 

to look at the principle of substitution. First you have to look 

at the principle of confronting, then the principle of 

substitution in order to see the gradient scale of logic. It's 

quite interesting.

Well now, you see, logic has been jumped when we get a case of 

butterflies on the wall. That's not quite logical outside the 

field of Scientology. It is logical within Scientology, but it's 

not logical elsewhere because we cannot proceed along any 

gradient scale and achieve the answer to the case of butterflies 

and, at the same time, why a case of butterflies sometimes makes 

him nervous. Do you see that?

Now, that's what we used to call an associative restimulator in 

some fashion or another. A little bit different. There was a 

butterfly, but we explain it now by mental image pictures. A 

butterfly was present while he was running from the elephant. He 

sees a butterfly -- associative restimulator. Now also, space was 

present when he ran from the elephant, so that any space that is 

present there at all is an associative restimulator, and he 

doesn't want to face that space because it was present when he 

ran from that elephant. And there was a tree there, so that any 

forest, suburban -- or even suburban living is just a little bit 

uh-urh to him. And another thing about it, he was recovering from 

his fright for days against a rather yellowish plaster wall. And 

the yellowish plaster wall, a butterfly, a tree, any one of these 

things could act as associative restimulators.

Let's say it in some other fashion. They are too close to the 

thing to be an acceptable substitute. They are not acceptable 

substitutes at all.

Now, we would have to go all the way away from this whole 

incident to really get total comfort. There were no women present 

at all. He really likes them. Get the idea? He can confront a 

woman any day. Nothing to it.

Men, by the way, carefully preserved this area of confrontingness 

-- women -- by not permitting women to engage in hunting, sports 

or outdoor activities of any kind for many generations. And then 

the women, having been armored against this and not having had to 

confront anything for a long time, began to become bold. And they 

started to take up archery and that sort of thing. And eventually 

women got wound up in his sports, automobile accidents and things 

like this. Even a safari in Africa probably contained a woman, so 

she became an associative restimulator for all this sort of 

action.

You'll find men are probably being more brutal and more careless 

of women these days. They are less willing to confront them. They 

confront them with more ferocity or less care. It's very hard to 

confront a woman, for some men. That woman is an associative 

restimulator.

Of course, the deathblow to womankind was Florence Nightingale. 

That was that. This is a horrible thing to say about a beautiful, 

lovely lady like that. It's a terrible thing: She probably did 

more for homosexuality than any other person in our modern times, 

except maybe Oscar Wilde. How do you get that? You put a woman 

into every painful incident: the treatment after the accident, 

the illness, and so forth. You keep putting a woman into the 

scene. Don't you see?

Why put a woman in the scene? She's something you're supposed to 

be able to confront when you're not able to confront anything 

else. So you get her in there as an associative restimulator, you 

run fellows downhill like mad, and they eventually won't even 

confront a woman. You get the idea?

All right, now, let's look over this idea of substitutes for 

confrontingness. And we get this long parade of items, just on 

and on and on, and somewhere along the line, we have something 

the fellow will confront. Therefore, if you run substitutes one 

after the other, he will follow along the line of a gradient 

scale which will lead him eventually to the thing he won't 

confront, with the discovery that he can confront it. Do you see 

that? He will be more knowing and less reasonable -- be more 

knowing and less logical. Do you follow that?

In other words, you, with processing people with substitution, 

can start anyplace you like. The substitutes they give you for 

things are the wildest things you ever saw in your life. I just 

sit there and boggle at some of these preclears. It's one of my 

more amusing things to do lately is to run Substitution on 

somebody.

"Now, give me a substitute for your mother."

"Well, good, good, yes, all right, I will. Now, let's see. Oh, 

that tree."

"All right. Now another substitute for your mother."

"Well, that rock out there."

"All right, good. Give me another... Now, make sure this is a 

substitute for your mother. Another substitute for your mother."

"Uh, well, yes. Now, that grass. That bit of tar."

You say, "Now, wait a minute." If you start straining your own 

logical processes to draw the concatenation from what he 

considers an adequate substitute for Mother -- right on up to 

Mother -- you're going to strain or sprain your medulla 

oblongata! Because the substitution pattern lies only in his 

bank. Get that.

The only place this pattern exists, and the only pattern like it, 

and the only approximating pattern in existence, is in that one 

bank, peculiar to that bank, and only in that bank! Now, you got 

the idea?

There's no telling on what route he would go from a bit of tar, 

up any kind of a gradient scale to finally confronting Mother. 

The second he says, "Substitute for Mother: That tree, that tar, 

that grass," you know doggone well that this boy will not, 

cannot, confront Mother. If he did, he would be looking straight 

through her. She would be unreal. He would have another mother 

mocked up in her place. Get the idea? See, I mean, there's a real 

distance here. Follow me closely. Hm? It's a big jump from a bit 

of tar to Mother, let me assure you. And that is why I look at 

these substitutions with such amusement while I'm processing a 

preclear.

I don't hide my amusement. I'm not sitting back laughing at him. 

I laugh right out loud at him. And that's really a bad thing to 

do to a preclear who is being very serious about this. He knows 

for sure that that tar is a substitute for Mother. And I say, "No 

kidding?"

And he looks it over. "Well... Well, maybe... maybe that wall 

over there would be a better substitute for Mother."

I say, "No kidding? Is that a fact? That'd be a good substitute 

for Mother, huh? Well, all right now, let's find a better 

substitute for Mother."

And he eventually gets into things that we could understand, like 

"that lamp." Naturally you could associate a lamp with Mother 

being the actual thing. Don't you see? You don't see that.

That's what you do, you see? You look at him and you say, well 

now, there is no logical track between what he's saying and 

Mother, you see? But to you, some other track would be totally 

logical, don't you see? Follow me? So therefore, when you're 

trying to diagnose his case, you're diagnosing a near 

incomprehensibility.

"What's wrong with this fellow," you say. "That lamp -- Mother. 

Now, that's logical. But he says tar -- Mother! That's just 

completely insane." You follow it out?

Well, that's the basic difficulty of diagnosis. So the safest 

thing to do is to go into a field where no gradient scale is even 

vaguely traceable on any subject whatsoever, which has no 

relationship, and one doesn't even know what he is substituting 

for or that he is substituting while being audited. And that, of 

course, becomes a very workable, usable process, and that process 

we call Havingness.

We say, "Look around here and find something you could have." 

Well, running an undercut -- actually, those things which he 

couldn't make confront things are things which he can have, which 

he has to have, by the way. He has no choice. Don't you see?

So, we're running "failure to confront," bottom rung of, with 

total identification. There is no rationale at all why he says he 

can have that wall.

Now, back of that statement, "I can have that wall," would lie 

the total collapse of walls on him. See, the wall -- whole 

subject of walls has collapsed on him. He no longer is not only 

not able to confront walls, but walls are something which 

collapse on him. And if he were permitted to go along this line 

too long, he would find out eventually that walls were him and 

that he was walls. See?

I've seen people do this, by the way. They stand up in front of 

television screens when you're trying to look at the screen. 

They'll stand between you and the screen. Obsessive thereness. 

They are being things which collapsed on them to such a degree 

that they are them. And the function of such a thing was to debar 

sight, cut out light, or do something of this character. And they 

dramatize its potentials. And you'll see them dramatizing this 

thereness. And they'll get up and walk -- you can't explain why, 

but you're sitting there comfortably looking at the television 

screen, and they get up and on the pretext of adjusting the knob, 

or something of this sort, step forward to the screen and then 

step back to observe the effect, between you and the screen, and 

will continue to stand there.

So, below the level of being able to confront, we actually have 

the capability of being on another determinism. And then we get 

doing and having and we get all sorts of interesting lower-range 

manifestations, you see, that are also high-range manifestations, 

but these are the obsessive "have to be." This fellow has to be a 

wall because he can have walls. Why can he have walls? Because he 

has not confronted enough walls so that he became one, see? Now, 

there's no logic that you could trace between his -- first, his 

being able to have a wall, his being able to be a wall, his being 

able to confront a wall, except just those exact steps which I am 

giving you. That is a series of very exact steps.

Now, how he got that way is some other thing, and that comes 

under the heading of speculative diagnosis.

Now, we start in there, then, that the individual is unaware of 

it when he is standing in the middle of a wall; he'd be unaware 

of the wall. To some awareness that he was in the wall; he could 

have a wall. In other words, this says, "A wall would collapse on 

me." This he recognizes. But that's still a communication, so 

it's good processing.

Now, the next little gradient scale up from that is that he could 

be the wall, you see? The wall would collapse on him, he could be 

the wall, but he could recognize this with some awareness that he 

was being a wall. Next, he would confront or could confront in 

some fashion, with some substitute for himself, a wall. Next step 

up the line is he could have an effect on a wall. And we move 

into the Axiom 10 range. You get how the -- what these steps are?

Well, I'm not trying to arrange for you the perfect pattern of 

exactly how this happens because there are inversions lower on 

the line of be-do-have and so on, and these are all enforced. 

These are a DEI Scale of the fellow desired something, and it was 

enforced upon him, and then it was inhibited in some fashion. And 

he is in an unknowingness band. So that we get Havingness 

Processes being totally identified processes to such a degree 

that we don't even know what the preclear is identifying them 

with. It's just a total identification process.

Therefore, if you start to run Substitution on total

identification, you're going to get results -- that I assure you 

-- because it would be a low range that's low, low, low, low, 

low. And this is why people go unconscious when you start to 

remedy their havingness. It's right in the range of total 

identification, unconsciousness: See, everything is everything; 

all things are substitutes for all things; anything is a 

substitute for anything.

You take a workman who misuses machinery, continually misuses 

machinery. He's an artist at it, let's say. How do you mean, 

misuses machinery? Well, the chronic way they misuse machinery -- 

and you'll laugh about this if you ever go around investigating. 

You'll find somebody who is an apprentice carpenter, and not a 

very good one. And he's struggling along somehow, and he's pretty 

low-toned anyhow, which is why he's doing this. You'll find him 

using tools, and he uses the pliers to hammer nails. He tries to 

use the chisel for a screwdriver, don't you see? He at least can 

get the similarity of shape there. The pliers have mass and the 

hammers have mass and the chisel, and so forth.

Well, they get wilder than this. They get much wilder than that. 

You can understand that one. But how in the name of heaven they 

could substitute some of the things they substitute is quite 

remarkable, because they substitute uses. And then you could say 

they abuse machinery. Abuse machinery.

You'll see a passenger car going down the road loaded up like a 

truck. That's understandable; the fellow doesn't own a truck, but 

he does own a passenger car. All right, that's understandable. 

But it is not a very bad misuse. But if this fellow needed 

something to haul dirt with and had the money and walked out and 

bought a passenger car, then you'd have it in the aberrative 

band, you see? The aberrated band.

And people do this rather consistently. You'll find them misusing 

things. For instance, a very fine ironer that was installed the 

other day is being used by the maid as a clothes dryer. Well, 

that's understandable. There was nothing to hang clothes on, you 

see? There was not an immediate clothesline that was close to the 

tubs and so forth. And so one says, "Well, that's better than 

nothing. You can hang clothes on that ironer because it does hang 

up."

But then a clothesline was provided, a very good one, very easy 

to reach and much closer to the zone of actions than the ironer. 

And the ironer continued to be used as a clothes dryer. Get that? 

The misuse of machinery.

The fellow who goes to see a lawyer when he should see a doctor. 

Misuse of personnel.

I hate to tell you what leads into that category. You look at any 

organization that can't use or place personnel in the zone of 

their capabilities and you're looking at a psycho organization. 

Now, I did not mention the U.S. Army, Air Forces or Navy. Now, 

you're just hanging me with libel.

I've fished more firemen out of engine rooms -- they were rated 

firemen, who were good deck men -- and have put more deck force 

people in engine rooms who were good firemen than you could shake 

a stick at. And it didn't take any great personnel sensibility to 

do this because their former experience had been the experience 

of firemen and their former experience had been the experience of 

deck men, and yet they were just completely wrongly rated and 

classified and sent the opposite direction, don't you see?

Takes a lot of straightening out -- I don't care whether you're 

in a business organization or a service, or something of the sort 

-- to get this misuse, misassignment, misidentification of 

personnel straightened out. But organizations which are batty 

will always misuse and miscall tools, machinery, personnel. They 

always will. They just -- because they're running a total 

identification. A truck isn't a truck to them. It may belong to a 

class of something like metal objects. That's their nearest 

ability to identify. Best identity that they could assign to a 

truck would be a metal object, don't you see? Now, really, 

they're incapable of calling it or using it as a truck. Do you 

see this?

Now, that is just nothing more or less than the band of total 

identification, and that goes down to "we don't know for what," 

and we have havingness. And you run Havingness on an awful lot of 

people and they go unconscious. They're running in the band of 

total identification, and no one knows for what anything is 

identified. There is no starting point to it. Eventually they 

will cognite and tell you something. Well, they have found a 

starting point. They have found something that they could vaguely 

confront. Out of this bundle of identifications they found one 

item that they've walked back up on and they've confronted it, 

and we call that a cognition.

Now, it's an upper range of that to have an effect on this thing. 

You see, just to stand and face something is a high skill. See, 

that's a big skill. Stand and face a wall? Oh, wow! Why, that's 

pretty terrific! Stand and face a wall. Hm! Really takes some 

doing.

Now, to do something to the wall is higher than that. But to do 

something to the wall, believing that the wall is a blackboard, 

is of course lower than that.

Now, what about the case that can't remedy havingness in any way, 

shape or form? Now, you look at this case and you say, "Well, I 

know exactly what's wrong with that person. I can just add it up 

just as neat as you please. Can add it up just as fine as you 

please. I know what's wrong with him. It's so-and-so and so-and-

so and so-and-so." And we process him on this and nothing 

happens.

Well, it's obvious what's wrong with him, but what he's 

substituting this for, Lord only knows. What he's having, Lord 

only knows. What he can't have, Lord knows. We're just wham, you 

see? It's a level of substitution on a complete identification.

And people will tell you, "Yes, I know that's wrong with me," and 

go right on in the most conversational tone of voice you ever 

heard of, see -- just go right on. Yes, they know they shouldn't 

beat the car to make it start. You point this out to them.

The living of life in this day and time mainly consists of 

pointing out to people things which are terribly obvious to you 

but aren't at all obvious to them, and having them not listen.

Now, there are ways to get almost any datum across, but to go 

through a total identification instead of any logical chain at 

all -- no logical chain, no bridge left... The fellow who is 

below havingness, however, can still -- can still be salvaged. By 

some gradient scale he can be walked upstairs. You still have to 

find out some zone where there is a recoverable ability and 

improve it. That is the formula of making anybody well. Find a 

zone, area, class of recoverable ability and improve it.

Now, that might be a recoverable ability to have. You see, you'd 

have to get more complicated, see? You'd have to say, "What would 

you have to do in order to have that?" See? We've run Havingness 

on him for half an hour. We notice that there's no change of comm 

lag, nothing of the sort. He just doesn't cognite. The wall isn't 

there.

So we ask him, "What would you have to do in order to have that 

wall?" Oh, and he will give you some long, involved logical 

chain.

Now, have you noticed in running Havingness on some people that 

they will explain to you continuously that, "Well, I could have 

that if..." or "I could have something just like it if I bought 

it, if I had enough money." You got that?

Well, that -- they actually have altered the auditing command. 

The auditing command is "Look around here and find something you 

could have," and when they add an "if" they have altered the 

command.

By the way, they don't get any better. The preclear who is 

altering the command on you like this is not running the process 

and is not improving.

You'd have to ask an auditing command which was answerable by 

those phrases in order to get any improvement, you see that? 

Otherwise he's avoiding you. You've permitted an avoidance.

You find out he can't have. All right. You'd alter the auditing 

command. "Look around here and find what you could have on how 

many vias."

Now, it's quite remarkable that the people you are processing, 

most of them know they are being processed in some vague way. 

Most of them will sit still, most of them will answer questions, 

and so on. Now, I want you as auditors to look on that as an 

asset. It is a tremendous asset.

You start processing people who can't sit still, who can't answer 

your questions -- and you haven't gone into an insane band to 

find that level of people, either, you know? They're hardly even 

classifiable as neurotic. They're just totally unable to have or 

be or confront anything vaguely resembling a personal approach 

which is a personal approach -- personal to what their actions 

are or their beingness or something. They consider all these 

things a wild criticism, as hot as being hit with a ray pistol, 

see? Just the thought of standing there, the thought of being 

there, the thought of answering any of these questions and so 

forth becomes a subject for intolerance.

Now, there's a whole lot of people like that. They're crazier 

than hell. They can't play a game. But they're getting by in the 

society for being sane. Everything in their vicinity is going at 

a hot spin, that's for sure. You look for such a person, look for 

the unprocessable person in a household, and you will generally 

discover the person in that household who, on how many vias, is 

upsetting the entire household.

This explains to you the difficulties of the squirrel. You know, 

it's an odd thing about squirrels... Just the scientific-

technical word "squirrel." Something very odd about these people 

is they always have -- a real squirrel has in his vicinity 

somebody who is unprocessable by him and who is opposed to the 

subject of Dianetics or Scientology. You look at the squirrel, 

you have to look one step beyond the squirrel, and you will find 

the opposition to the subject. Now, because he can't get this 

person to confront the subject he eventually takes on the valence 

of that person who cannot confront, and so he himself becomes 

critical and upset about it.

Now, he doesn't become critical to the point of moving completely 

out of the sphere. He unfortunately stays halfway in and halfway 

out. You got the idea?

Wherever you've found a squirrel you find this kind of a 

condition. Now, that's a little rule of thumb that we've 

developed here for years because we've had experience with this 

line.

But let me show you something: That person who is unprocessable, 

no matter how logically this person declares it, is actually 

incapable of confronting any part of anything anywhere, don't you 

see, that even vaguely relates to personal experience. And this 

person is unable to confront personal experience in any way.

Have you ever had a preclear fly into a dispersal somewhere 

during a session? You tell the person to look at the wall or do 

something like this, and the person sort of rises half out of 

their chair or something and they flinch and they say, "Rrrowrow, 

" and they go off on some other subject or other. You've just hit 

one of these total-identification areas, and it is so strong in 

its command power over the preclear that it causes the preclear 

to go into a frenzied dispersal. You ever see that?

Well, these people go into that as their only dramatization. 

Doesn't matter how they phrase it, put it, say it. You ask them 

to be audited, you ask them to let you ask them to do something, 

and they go into one of these frantic dispersals, or they simply 

go into an apathetic sort of a collapse state. You understand? I 

mean, there's just no cooperation in there at all.

Now, what do you suppose a person like that would do to somebody 

else's private life? This person cannot confront any personal 

problem of any kind. Let me show you, then, that the person who 

is associated with them in making them -- trying to make them 

confront personal problems gets this person falling back on them 

all the time. And this person falls back on them, falls back on 

them.

This guy or this girl cannot hold this other person up into a 

position of confronting any personal situation of any kind. The 

person falls back on them, fights them, talks at them, does 

something or becomes totally 1870 -- you know, "I'm so weak and 

helpless, cough, cough." Get the idea?

Now, that person's action of falling back on them in this fashion 

eventually brings about this interesting phenomenon of causing 

the person who is making the other person confront, be that 

person. Now, you'll see this phenomenon untangle, and you 

yourself could experience it rather easily, by mocking up people 

and making them confront the wall. Now, the same process, almost, 

with the added thing that it has some motion in it, is "Make so-

and-so fight the wall. Mock up somebody and make them fight the 

wall. Mock up somebody and make them fight the wall. Mock up 

somebody and make them fight the wall."

And you find out one of these weak universes and have the 

preclear mock this person up and fight the wall, you will have 

the personality, the nonconfronting personality that collapsed on 

him. And now he's having trouble with that valence.

You see, this doesn't violate the old communication and distance 

formulas and so forth. His attention gets so fixed upon an effort 

to make the person confront and gets so many failures in making 

that person confront that eventually he is totally fixed on that 

person with no distance -- no affinity, no distance, bang -- and 

as a result he becomes that person, and that is a valence. That's 

all a valence is. Doesn't matter much how you try to separate 

these valences. Doesn't matter what you do with a valence. The 

basic mechanism of happenstance in a preclear is that.

Now, you're thinking at once in terms of, well, he had a mother; 

he couldn't make his mother confront things. This is rather usual 

for a child. He had a wife, she had a husband, had a 

schoolteacher, somebody. There was a drunk uncle. We have a case 

hanging fire right now, not too awfully -- well, at least on this 

continent -- that we will have to round up one of these days, 

that had a drunken uncle and was so thoroughly (this drunken 

uncle) in a drunken vomiting spell and so on that it was rather 

peculiar. We did not have the mechanism which I'm giving you at 

the moment these years ago that we processed the case, and we 

never were able to strip that valence.

We finally got the valence isolated, but what could we do about 

it? We know what we would do about it now. We would find somebody 

she could make confront a wall, and then we would have her run 

this long enough, arduously enough, until we could finally pick 

up the uncle and mock him up confronting the wall, and that 

valence will break.

Now, you also have the entrance of havingness. We want to know 

what Uncle can't have in the room. Why "can't have"? Well, it's a 

games condition: the opponent. See, the opponent must never have 

anything.

Never run "What can your mother have," see? "Look around the room 

and find something your mother can have." Boy, is that wrong! 

See, that is just wrong. It just -- it's a no-game condition, and 

so on. The proper phrasing -- I know it defies logic, but one 

isn't being logical; he's treating aberration -- is "Look around 

the room and find something your mother cannot have."

Well, do you see that that gets an identification? We're striking 

at a basic identification there. So we might have to run that 

before we ran "Mock up your mother and make her confront the 

wall." Do you see that?

We're walking up this same ladder of steps I gave you just a 

moment ago. Total identification, total collapse, doesn't even 

know what he's associated with or what what is associated with, 

has no knowing of this at all. That would run, perhaps, on a 

"can't have-have" basis, some substitution on a "have" basis, but 

you're not even asking him to substitute.

Then the next thing you might do with him is find some 

substitutes for one of these things, you see? And the next one up 

is mock-ups and "confront these things." Follow that?

Now, 8-C, Part A is running on a total-identification level. You 

don't know who he's being while he is confronting the wall. You 

don't know what's confronting the wall, see, but neither does he; 

that makes you even. And he'll eventually be able to make 

something confront the wall, and he confronts the wall with more 

and more accuracy. And he may have made five hundred or a 

thousand people confront that wall without himself knowing it and 

without the auditor having had very much view of it. Just running 

on a total identification all the way on the track.

All right. Do you see this mechanism of the collapse of a valence 

on the individual?

Well, that is actually the way the individual got into this 

universe, too. Couldn't make this universe confront anything. 

First, couldn't have an effect on it, then couldn't confront it, 

and then became it and had it. Don't you see? So that the way out 

would be run it on a games condition of what could you have in 

it, what it can't have, possibly, substitutes for it -- sounds 

like an impossible process, but substitutes for it. You can run 

substitutes on data of incomparable magnitude, data not of the 

same order at all, and he'll eventually give you data of a 

similar order. And you've found a substitute for it the moment 

that you've done that.

And then we go up into the next stage immediately above that, 

which would be confronting this universe. And that would be the 

universe as a universe, don't you see? I mean, on the whole 

thing.

Now, in the live-a-day world we only have small parts of this, 

and we work with small parts of this, but I want you to be warned 

that you're running the small part of this rather overwhelming 

process which I just outlined to you.

Now, we find, then, that there is a scale of what we can make the 

preclear do. And we have Havingness Processes run on a games 

condition. They include "can't have" processes. Never "can't 

have" for the individual, you know. "Have" for him, "can't have" 

for something else. We go up into substitutions, subjective or 

objective; we don't care what. There's a way of running 

substitutions you might be interested in. We call it stable data.

"What would be a stable data to your early childhood?"

"Oh," the fellow would say, "a chest."

"What kind of a chest?"

"Oh, the kind you lock up."

"All right. That's fine. Mock it up. Mock it up. Mock it up. Mock 

up a chest. Mock up a chest. Mock up a chest. Mock up a chest." 

Never saw so much commotion in the world. Commotion will fly 

around and hit that chest and go in all directions. And you just 

do that for a long time. This one gets kind of fozzle-fozzled, 

and he can eventually mock one of these things up, and it will 

sit there. And with your coaxing and so forth, you've improved it 

until he can just mock up a chest and it sits there right in the 

room.

And you say, "That's fine." You say, "Give me another stable 

datum for your childhood."

He says, "Apron strings."

You say, "All right. Mock up some apron strings. Good. Mock up 

some apron strings. Good. Mock up some apron strings. Good. Mock 

up some apron strings."

What are you doing? You've got a cognited substitute for 

something, see? It's there. And you just run it. And you run it 

until you run off all of the confusions for which it's standing 

as a stable datum. See, it's the resistance point.

Why this substitute stable datum? Because a stable datum is 

something that confronts the confusion, and you're running 

confrontingness of a confusion, don't you see? Got that?

"Look around the room and find something your mother couldn't 

have." Very fine. "Look around the room and find a substitute for 

Mother." More or less the same process; if anything, a little 

more workable. "Look around and find something you can have." 

That isn't even for anything; it's just total identification, so 

of course it's the undercutting process and on most cases works 

best.

And as we get upscale we discover that there are other processes 

that are quite usable in terms of confrontingness. You could 

reduce a fever with this dodge: "Look around and find something 

that is motionless. Find something that is still." Fellow finally 

does. Well, it's a no-game condition to find something that is 

still without any effort of your own, but that's all right. This 

just tells you it's that -- that much of it is a bad process. And 

then you say, "Now make your body confront it. You make your body 

confront it. You make your body confront it," see? Ah-hah!

Do you know that'll reduce a fever? That'll take a fever down 

from about 103 down to subnormal faster than seat, half an hour 

of it, twenty minutes of it. Quite remarkable.

If it doesn't take it down objective, it takes it down 

subjective. "Look around the room and find something motionless. 

All right. You make your body confront it." Now, if this was not 

working and didn't take the fever down, then what would take the 

fever down would be "Look around the room and find something 

motionless. All right. Mock up your body and make the mock-up 

confront it." But that is quite a trick, that process.

Now, the fellow is making his own body that he has, right here 

and now, confront things. Let me bring that to your attention. He 

is successfully doing this. Now, that ability can be improved. It 

is the body that he has, this is what is going on in the world. 

He is doing this. But there are many things which deter it from 

doing any confronting.

Now, for a long time we've known about theta bodies, but we've 

never been able to do anything about them that was very 

effective. But you can run a preclear on "Mock up a theta body 

and make it confront the wall." You take your black case, you do 

this to this black case, and you run this very thoroughly and, 

brother, he will cease to be a black case. After how much pain 

and duress we don't go into.

"Mock up some blackness and shove it in," of course, is the lower 

identification. This blackness he has, if you mock up some 

blackness and shove it in, eventually becomes a theta body. You 

know, a black Fac One body or something of the sort. Well, what 

do you do with it? You could do the same process. Or you could 

remedy havingness on black theta bodies -- identification, some 

more. Or you could jump to this higher level and -- in many 

cases, not totally successful -- "Mock up a theta body and make 

it confront the wall." An amazing amount of phenomena and 

reaction occur on such processes.

Well, now, this is diagnosis, just this: which of these processes 

handles the obvious difficulty with the preclear? And the heart 

of diagnosis is something that needs no discussion at all: You 

look at them and find something obvious about them and cure it.

Thank you.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

SUMMARY LECTURE

A lecture given on 16 November 1956

[Start of Lecture]

Okay. This is a lecture which is a summary lecture on SLP 8, 

which is to say on processing culminations, and so forth, of a 

great deal of research.

This SLP 8 is something that has been gotten together over a 

considerable period of time. It's been tested and retested and 

mauled around, and we have some certainty to believe that it is 

possessed of a certain power of cleavage with regard to cases.

In fact, we would go so far as to say that if you can find a case 

that doesn't crack under this, we give you a brand-new pair of 

snow tires and a television set. The snow tires with holes in 

them, the television set that spits nothing but gamma.

Now, before looking over SLP 8, we have to have a considerable 

understanding of some very basic types of processes, and we went 

into that yesterday. And we went into it, looked it over very 

thoroughly on the subject of Confrontingness, Substitution, 

Havingness, the places where these belonged, one relationship to 

the other.

Now then, SLP 8 follows this basic set of rules but is not at 

this moment in a finalized, exactly placed form. We have a series 

here of about twenty-seven separate processes, each one of which 

is very destructive to cases.

And going over these classes again we find that the classes are 

Havingness, which means he couldn't substitute for it and he 

couldn't confront it, so he's got it. Got the idea? I mean, he 

couldn't substitute for it, and he couldn't confront it, so he's 

got it. We know that Havingness -- it was very incomprehensible 

for a very long time, by the way, why Havingness did anything for 

anybody. You know, that's incomprehensible.

A thetan, who is not a mass, does not discover it very easy to 

confront a mass, do you see? Why should he communicate with a 

mass? It is a mass and he's not a mass; now, where's the 

communication? It isn't.

And therefore, why should Havingness, why should getting more of 

this stuff that won't duplicate him and that he can't duplicate, 

do anything for him at all? That was the problem, and the answer 

to that problem was a very simple thing -- very, very simple: All 

it does is substitute in a total identification which is so 

identified that it doesn't even have a subject. You follow me? 

Total identification.

"Look around this room and tell me something you could have."

A fellow says, "Well," he says, "Let me see. Let me see. I could 

have that scrap of paper on the floor. Or maybe -- well, at least 

I could have the dirt on it." Something on this order.

Well, he has found the lowest order of substitute for something 

he knows not wot. And he's very happy thereby.

So you say, "All right, now look around the room and find 

something more you could have."

And he says, "Well," he says, "I could have the shadow up there."

"All right," you say, "That's fine."

Now, why could he have the shadow? What's this whole thing about? 

It's the shadow is a substitute for something else, and he finds 

that he could confront the shadow rather than the other thing.

So that people, when they run Havingness, get a great many 

cognitions. Their awareness goes up like a shot. Why? Because by 

(quote) "substituting" for things they cannot confront, they come 

that much closer to confronting them. And the definition of 

awareness could be said to be simply this: Awareness is a 

capability of confrontingness. That which one can confront is 

that of which one can be aware.

And so we get Havingness working. We're taking apart the 

'overwhelmptness" of the case. Now, the word, by the way, 

"overwhelm" is quite interesting if you look at it very 

carefully. You'll find out there must have been a word called 

"whelm." And you want your case in a state of being whelmed, not 

overwhelmed. You understand? Got it? Very, very elementary.

But he's overwhelmed by the room, and then we find that he can 

find parts of the room and substitute, you know, but he doesn't 

even know what they're a substitute for. But they're a substitute 

for something. And he starts walking upstairs, and he gets from 

overwhelm to whelm, see?

And if you get him up high enough above confrontingness, why, he 

can do some whelming himself and some overwhelming too, see?

Now, all processes are run on a games condition, which is to say 

"no effect on self, total effect on somebody else." That is a 

games condition.

There are many parts to a games condition; don't be confused. 

Very interesting ramifications in games conditions. Tremendous 

importance should be attached to all these parts.

Washington Briefing Bulletin of about the 25th of August 1956 

contains the list in full. I know of nowhere else that it 

appears. It's only a partial list in Fundamentals of Thought. 

Most important parts of that list -- "no effect on self, total 

effect on others" and "enemy and identity." Those are the most 

important parts of the list from a processing standpoint.

We take for granted the attention and intention and the rest of 

it up at the top. We take for granted in a game that 

communication is possible.

Now therefore, the significance that you run with somebody is to 

say, "Give me an enemy of comparable magnitude." Well, he found 

out that he could face his little terrier dog, but he couldn't 

face that space fleet back in 872 B.C., Galactic Time, see -- 

G.T. He couldn't face it but he could face a dog. What's the dog 

got to do with the space fleet? God knows. In fact, I doubt God 

would know, tell you frankly. Been through his records lately: 

terrible condition.

Yeah, I was looking around at one file called "Earth." Boy, is it 

scrambled.

Now, here we have, then, the lower orders of things in terms of 

cases, and all this presupposes that some awareness can be 

achieved by the preclear of the auditor. Because if no awareness 

can be achieved of the auditor, why, that's that. No awareness at 

all existed, why, he's dead as far as you're concerned. Just 

chalk him off -- chalk him off; run him for president.

You haven't any technique which takes a totally unaware person -- 

by the way, get that phrasing carefully, totally unaware person -

- and puts him into a condition of awareness.

You would have to wait for some impulse of awareness of something 

and then do something with that. Do you understand that?

Now, it's not true that a person lying in a comatose state is 

totally unaware. A person who is normally considered unconscious 

is recording like mad, as we knew from old Dianetic days. And 

also, weirdly enough, a person who is unconscious or a person who 

is five hours old alike will understand commands and execute them 

to the best of their ability.

All right then. SLP 8 with these provisos is, of course, highly 

usable. It's usable only because it brings a person up in terms 

of awareness. He becomes aware of the universe; he becomes aware 

of what he's doing, where he's going, becomes aware of his goals, 

and so on.

So you might say offhand that your dedication here is to 

increasing awareness.

A criminal can only be a criminal, by the way, if he's unaware of 

the pain and misery which he causes. Politician can only yap-yap 

around about war as long as he's totally unaware of the other 

nation. It takes a very ignorant, unaware sort of a person to 

engage in criminal, political-standard type of political 

operation that you get in the mid-twentieth century. To engage in 

these activities he has to be very unaware.

Most of these people are in an obsessive game condition -- 

they're high unknowing games conditions, you see? They don't know 

what game they're playing but they're certainly working like mad 

at it. They have no great awareness of the opponent, and so on. 

They have no real awareness that they're playing a game. It's 

quite fascinating, quite fascinating to assess their true state 

of case. They come as close to being unprocessable as anything 

you ever saw. You'd have to hogtie them, jump up and down in 

front of them, mimic them in some fashion or another. I don't 

know, they're probably screamers, most of them. If you started to 

make very much motion in their vicinity or mimic them, or 

something of the sort, they'd probably scream or roar with anger 

or something of the sort.

This is -- I'm not being snide, by the way. I just wish you to 

have a fairly decent appreciation. What would you think of 

somebody who would casually contemplate the murder of ten or 

fifteen million people? This man couldn't possibly be considered 

sane, and he couldn't possibly be considered aware. He couldn't 

consider himself at all. Do you see this? It's a problem in 

unawareness. His ethics, his morality, his capability of good, 

sound judgment alike depend upon his ability to be aware. Do you 

see that? Unless he is aware, unless he can achieve an awareness 

of his environment and so on, he is not able to achieve an 

ethical standard.

Now, insanity is a highly specialized mechanism. It is not a 

mechanism which one suddenly descends into. It is an assumed 

mechanism like death. A very high-toned case can all of a sudden 

kick off the body. Similarly, a person can kick himself into 

insanity rather easily.

Insanity says, "Even death would not avail me, but I am no 

further responsible and I should not further be punished." It is 

not a consequence of a great many actions. We can synthesize the 

feeling of insanity by can't reach-must reach, can't withdraw-

must withdraw, and we get that same sensation.

Sensation can turn on almost anywhere. It isn't something that is 

peculiar, then, to the Tone Scale. It'd actually be incorrect to 

mark some portion of the Tone Scale "insane." You see, that is 

not a good rule of thumb. But it is a good rule of thumb to mark 

some portion of the Tone Scale with degrees of unawareness, and 

that is what the Tone Scale is. Follow me?

Now, there are types of awareness which are rather interesting to 

observe. They're inverted awarenesses. The individual cannot be 

aware of anything right where he is but can be aware of something 

at a distance. The reversion of that is he can't be aware of 

anything at a distance, but he can be aware of something right 

where he is.

"Point out a place where you are not" gives us this at once. We 

start to run this technique -- just over and over, just old-time 

technique -- and the individual at first finds stuff way out, 

another universe and all sorts of things, and then he starts 

coming in, and eventually he finds something fairly close to him, 

and then eventually he points [to] stuff that goes way out again, 

and then it comes in and it goes out and it comes in. It's an 

interesting progression.

He's walking through various inversions. And so we have 

awarenesses alternating inside and outside, don't you see? And we 

have awarenesses also varying on the dynamics, and we have 

awarenesses varying on the Know to Mystery Scale. We have these 

things paralleled, why, we can get an awfully good notion of what 

we are up to with a preclear.

The auditor's awareness in operating with SLP 8 is, however, 

invited not to some hidden point; it's invited to rather obvious 

things.

Blindness, by the way, has its total causation in this. If you 

always depend on that wall to stop your sight, and then you never 

yourself stop your sight, then the stopping of sight becomes an 

automaticity. You must always be told at what depth to stop your 

sight. Do you follow me? Then if there's nothing there to stop 

your sight, you become discombobulated. And you start looking for 

hidden influences, which is merely a search for something to stop 

your sight. Why can't you stop your sight? See, why can't you 

make your sight rest at any given distance from you?

Well, now, it is a self-determined action, entirely self-

determined, stopping your sight on something so that you can see 

it. And people get into circumstances where they themselves have 

not stopped their sight, but other things have stopped their 

sight so often that they no longer know where to stop their 

sight; they let other things judge it for them.

Thus diagnosis becomes difficult. One doesn't know where to stop 

his sight. He isn't even trying to stop his sight; he's waiting 

for something to leap up and stop his sight for him. And of 

course, the atomic physicist has gone right on down to the atom 

and the molecule and the electron and other probably nonexistent 

items in an effort to get something that will stop his sight. And 

he becomes quite frantic, by the way.

Now, the individual who speaks into nothingness -- he speaks into 

nothingness and finds himself growing apathetic -- is simply 

missing the usual backdrop which stops his voice. Do you see 

that? Now, he should be able to stop his voice.

Give you a demonstration of this. It's actually possible to stop 

your voice at certain points, at certain distances from yourself.

Phoenix Congress, one time I gave an example of this. It was very 

peculiar that the magnetic tape recording which was made of that 

particular thing followed right through with the test. When I was 

throwing my voice and stopping it in the back of the hall, it 

wasn't much going into the microphone although I was standing in 

front of the microphone. Voice was quite loud in the back of the 

hall and missing on the tape more or less. Just as an example. 

You stop your voice.

Now, if you depended on the back of the room, or the backdrop of 

the room, to stop your voice always, then one day you would be 

called upon to speak in a room that had no back, and you would 

find yourself very upset.

Now, if you depended always upon some object to stop your sight, 

then someday there would be no object there to stop your sight 

and you would start looking for something that would stop your 

sight. You aren't looking for anything but something which would 

arrest your vision.

If you see that clearly, you will understand this whole subject 

of diagnosis.

People become obsessed with looking for hidden influences. They 

try to look too deep. They look right on by; they look right on 

through the obvious.

Now, the reason that you are interested in obnosis (observing the 

obvious) is because it's an exercise in you stopping your sight, 

and you find it quite novel. You find it quite interesting: 

You're stopping your sight for a change. You're deciding where 

your sight is going to halt. It's quite remarkable. You decide 

that it will halt on a wart, not on a hidden particle which is a 

distant cousin of strontium 90 and is a cross between an electron 

and a giraffe. You see?

Well, an SLP is not devoted to diagnosis, beyond this point: You 

have to be able to observe when a comm lag is flat, when an 

ability is gained or a cognition has occurred. And if you can 

observe those three things, you can throw in a bridge and keep 

going.

But you have to be able to observe the obvious to know when the 

preclear has a somatic. A preclear always has a somatic visibly. 

He doesn't have to tell you he has a somatic. If you're looking 

at the preclear, you know he has a somatic.

I can tell you when a preclear is sitting on grief, when he's 

sitting in fear, when he's suddenly hit apathy, when he's 

becoming enthusiastic and so on. Even though he's a rather 

deadpan preclear, he couldn't hide this. It's written across his 

brow, but not even as spectacularly as that. He simply is giving 

the manifestation of that physically, and the physiological 

manifestation of it may be very minute, but trained observation 

renders this an elementary observation.

The pc says, "(Sigh!)" That's a real obvious one, see?

You say, "What's the matter?"

He says, "Nothing. Nothing the matter."

"Well, what did you just hit?"

"(Sigh!) Nothing. I didn't hit anything."

"Come on, come on, what did you just think about?"

"(Sigh!) Well, I guess it must be my wife. Yes, it's..."

What am I doing to this guy? What am I doing just pestering him, 

bothering him, asking him what he did? I'm making him confront 

something and become aware of it. I'm punching him to pieces, as 

a matter of fact. I'm saying, "Come on fellow. You got a 

sympathetic listener; take a look! You've got an assistant visio 

here; let's take a look at this thing."

He is not even aware of the fact that he is sighing, most 

ordinarily. Now, that is an obvious manifestation. How about the 

manifestation of fear which simply is registered in a tiny, tiny 

rigidity of shoulder. All of a sudden his shoulder becomes just a 

little more rigid. You wouldn't hardly notice this at all, but 

it's a difference.

You say, "What's the matter?"

"Oh, nothing the matter. Why?"

"Well, what did you just think of just as you answered that 

question? What did you just think of when you executed that 

command?"

"Oh, nothing. I didn't think of anything as a matter of fact." 

Shoulder goes more rigid.

"You didn't think of anything? Well, all right, just what feeling 

went through you at that time?"

"No feeling at all."

"No feeling at all, huh?"

"Except, of course... Well, a feeling like... You know, aren't we 

touching on awfully personal things?"

In other words, all I'm doing is saying, "Here you go boy, 

confront this; confront this now." Well, I know there's something 

there for him to confront, because he has just exhibited it, and 

I am a better observer than he is. That's all it amounts to.

I am not unaware of what he is unaware of. Part of his inability 

to observe this is, of course, his unawareness of its substance.

Well, we are really not asking him to look for hidden influences. 

The influence is just about as hidden as a neon sign in his life. 

This consistent grief registers and manifests itself in his 

abandonment of everything he undertakes, and yet he never 

observes that he's abandoning everything he undertakes, he just 

thinks life is being mean to him.

If you gave him a ten-dollar gold piece, he'd lay it down on the 

sidewalk and walk off. And you'd say, "Why did you do that?"

"Oh," he said, "it was taken from me." See how he's been living 

his life? Well, he hasn't observed this point.

Observing the obvious is very elementary, as a matter of fact, 

but it's knowing where to stop your sight. There's no sense in 

going on and on and on, and looking deeper and deeper and deeper 

for the hidden influence and the menace and the invisible 

particle and the lost universe and all that sort of thing. Why go 

on looking for this? Because they're not stopping the preclear's 

sight usually. The things that are stopping the preclear from 

living are written upon him; they're branded on him, thoroughly. 

And if you treat any of them, the whole case will fall out in 

your hands. It's not difficult to do this.

But SLP 8 does not demand such perspicuity of perception. It 

doesn't demand this exact observation. All it demands from you is 

that you start your preclear in the lower ranges and when his 

comm lags are flat, when his ability is regained, when his 

cognitions are reached, that you throw in a comm bridge and go 

forward. That's all it really demands.

Now, as I told Dr. Ladas the other day... He wanted to know "Why 

an SLP?" I told him that an SLP was a stopgap. It was a list of 

things which could be performed by people who could then achieve 

results without imposing upon them the necessity of being very 

perspicuitous. And it was better to have an SLP than it was to 

have no results at all.

But the auditor observation -- if he knows his stuff -- the 

auditor observation is always better than an SLP. Because you 

demand of an SLP that it embrace all cases. And this is a 

fantastic request. You could not have an SLP which would operate 

without an auditor. An SLP is always a servomechanism to an 

auditor who knows some procedure.

Therefore, an SLP is not anywhere near as vital to somebody who's 

been through an ACC (a good one) as it is to somebody who has not 

at all studied the subject close up but just read a book or two 

on it. He could take an SLP and he could probably get rather 

fantastic results with it, you see? So an SLP does have value, 

and having this value, it carries Scientology a lot further.

It's quite interesting that it's much easier to write an SLP -- 

difficult as it is to write an SLP and embrace all cases with an 

SLP -- than to try to embrace all auditors with good procedure. 

But it's much easier to teach an auditor in an ACC good procedure 

and then trust that his use of the SLPs will be modified by his 

power to observe.

All right. There are several classes of processing, and all of 

these classes are included in this SLP. But Confrontingness, you 

know, only goes up to Axiom 10, and Axiom 10 processes are also 

included in this SLP. And then higher than that we have the 

Creative Processes.

You want to be very chary of using Creative Processes just as 

such on any preclear who comes along, because they're usually 

entirely over his head, and all you do is scramble the bank. Do 

you follow me? I mean, it's...

Therefore, these lower ranges, basic Communication, Subjective 

Havingness, Objective Havingness, Substitution, and Confront are 

definitely the entering wedges.

And if you, in seventy-five hours, could carry a preclear all the 

way through those and just get him up within easy reach of an 

Axiom 10 process, you would have completely changed his life, and 

you very definitely would have created somebody who is way above 

the normal, average person.

You see, it's not a small goal you're reaching for just to 

embrace that; it's a very large one.

Well, it's all right for you to become very ambitious and say 

"We're going to reach all the way up through these, the basic 

Communication Processes, the Subjective, the Objective Havingness 

Processes, push it up through Substitution, push it up through 

Confronting, so on. Causative methods here. And then we're just 

going to shoot the moon, and we're going right on up through the 

remainder of the Axioms." Well, that would be all right. It would 

be perfectly all right, unless your ambition overreaches the 

ability of the preclear. Because after that occurs, you give him 

loses, and having given him loses, why, he is then less able to 

follow forward than he was before. You see that?

So, you give the preclear wins, keep him in a games condition, 

life becomes eventually simple enough so that he could confront 

the basic truths contained between Axioms 1 and 10. All right.

Now, these processes, as I have them here, are not really in a 

final order. I would say that some of these positions are certain 

to be changed before the book "How to Help Individuals" is 

written. It is very well for me to say, "This is it," and so on -

- carry forward that way -- but the truth of the matter is, is 

we're not interested in my correctness or positiveness. This 

couldn't have less importance, actually, to me. We're interested 

in rounding off and squaring up and making functional a subject 

and a study.

And you see some difference between my methods of proceeding, and 

the methods of those around me, and methods of proceeding which 

have been used in earlier times on similar and related subjects. 

There's quite a difference.

I would not stoop to the wishy-washy, doubtful, I'm-scared-to-be-

wrong attitude of the modern scientist. It is too degraded; it 

just is practically regurgitive in its reaction.

Said to one of them one day -- he was selling me "Well, according 

to Professor Wimphwomph, and according to that and that, well, 

I'm not sure. And daaah-daaah. And one has to maintain -- one has 

to maintain a scientific objectiveness about the whole thing."

And I said, "You sure that you aren't maintaining a political 

cowardice?" Took him a half an hour to understand what I was 

talking about. He actually, though, didn't take it as an insult; 

he was too low on the scale to consider it otherwise than a 

compliment. He thought I had at last perceived that he was being 

witty, and he perceived that he himself was being very smart. He 

thought he saw a reason for being very timid about ever declaring 

anything anything: You could be wrong. You could be fired. You 

could be kicked out of the university chemistry laboratory, don't 

you see?

Well, we're not in a position of being kicked out of anywhere. So 

we don't care whether we're right, whether we're wrong. I've been 

right many more times than I've been wrong. Any glaring errors on 

the backtrack are not very glaring.

I've led a few astray. Probably more than anything else, I led 

people astray who wanted to die by persuading them that through 

this road, we would eventually survive. I led them astray. They 

were bound on one path and we were bound on another one, and we 

dragged them along the survive track a bit far. We got them 

almost lost. There are some people around who can't even commit 

suicide now. But that's leading people astray.

But where the accuracy of these predictions is concerned, they 

have all turned out fairly well. But the more we know about this 

subject, the less we feel we have to be very didactic about it. 

The truth of some of these propositions is so sweeping, that if 

you think you would have to argue anyone into accepting them, 

it's something like arguing somebody into accepting a sixteen-

inch shell. He hasn't got any say about it at all. If he can 

observe it at all, he will eventually become aware of it and 

become aware of it as a king block in his own life pattern. And 

he will say, "Well now, that's what the universe is made out of" 

-- if he can observe at all.

Your engagement in arguments with the uninformed is the most 

wasted time that anybody ever possibly could expend, because if 

they don't click on what you're saying, if there isn't some 

little responsive spark, their degree of awareness is such that 

it is not probable that you will have any forward progress, no 

matter what the argument is, unless, of course, you backed it up 

with bayonets or something. And we're not in a political conquest 

here at all. It's a conquest of knowledge.

And somebody sits in the drawing room and says, "Nyah-nyah," or a 

couple of high-school kids that came in on Dr. Barrett here one 

night in the School of Life, and anything he said, why, they 

chopped him, see, one way or the other. They were being very 

wise, and they were being smart. And they walked away thinking 

they'd won. Yes, yes, they'd won a skull and crossbones. They 

actually sat here listening to Dr. Barrett, who is a very smart 

man, and these boys didn't know where they were going...

I just give you some blunt examples: They wouldn't know how to 

please a girl, procure a car -- you know, the elementary things -

- work enough or procure some money. They sat there with more 

problems and more potential unhappiness, you see, than you could 

have baled up in a month of Sundays, and there they sat chopping 

somebody.

In other words, they were so unaware, they didn't even know they 

were in trouble. See, they didn't even know that they were that 

far gone.

Quite interesting. One looks with some... well, not sympathy 

certainly, but one looks with a certain degree of sadness, one 

might say, upon such an activity. And somebody's objections to 

what we're saying in Scientology is no slightest cue to me to 

suddenly mount my white charger and couch the lance, you know, 

and go down the course. No, I pat them on the head and say, "Poor 

fellow." A horrible thing to do; much more effective. Wonder when 

I'll be sending them flowers. What insane asylum will they be 

inside of as the years go by?

This has become very acutely factual, by the way, in handling the 

modern scene here. Way it looks to me... I've been looking over 

some health records here; I told you I was going to get the 

United States Health Department records.

And I got the retired director and got him on the ball. And boy, 

I possibly would not say too much, possibly, by saying that we 

can be certain that a Scientologist will survive this. We can be 

certain that a Scientologist will survive this, but we can't at 

all be certain about other people.

We have, through our years of processing and work and 

understanding, achieved an ability and a stability toward such 

phenomena which is entirely missing in all other stratas of life. 

And I would say, we are -- I'm sure, I just know very well that 

we could get through an atom-saturated Earth. You see, they can 

only saturate it so long, and then Homo old-style will no longer 

have the strength to push the bomb into the airplane and go drop 

it, do you see? So there is a stopping point there, and I'm sure 

that we can hit that level, and still live with considerable 

ease.

When I look at these fellows now, I'm like looking at an arena 

full of gladiators, you know? They are quite interesting. They're 

going to bat everyone in the head, but they don't know enough to 

get away with it. Our main line of approach here for years has 

actually placed us in a superior position with regard to atomic 

fission and other things. I mean just on a health level. A 

Scientologist doesn't get as sick as other people, that's all. He 

has a better health level. If he does get sick he pulls out of it 

faster, and so on. In other words, we have an edge.

Now, this SLP's value would be mainly found in spreading that 

edge. And if this SLP could make it easier for more auditors not 

precisely trained to spread that edge, why, you see, there'd be 

more of us still alive a few years from now, so it does have that 

value at this time.

Now, the first level of this is very fundamental. It's as low as 

we've got. If anybody is at all aware, then we have ways and 

means of making them aware of us. And if that is the case, 

communication can begin. Do you see that? Obvious simplicity. So 

there's where this SLP starts.

Let's take an insane person. We would mimic the insane person 

until the insane person were aware of us, and then we would use 

Mimicry Processes and other processes until we had him up to 

where his awareness of us and his environment was better. Don't 

you see? Now, you know how to do that, and you have been taught 

rather thoroughly on that. It would be very difficult to give in 

writing what you have learned in this ACC -- very, very 

difficult. All right.

Things like "Look at me. Who am I?" identification types of 

processes, that sort of thing, all belong in this communication 

level.

Now, we're establishing the rudiments with communication, and we 

continue to establish the rudiments. And it could be said, if we 

continued only to establish the rudiments for the next 189 hours 

and a half of processing, we would win like mad. Do you see that? 

Because essentially what is life? There is nothing wrong with the 

fellow except his awareness of other dynamics; his awareness of 

these things is withheld, unwilling, devious, too meaningful, too 

significant. His awareness of other dynamics is in difficulty, so 

that if we can get him to locate one person and one room and one 

self, man, what we will have achieved!

So, we cannot minimize "Look at me. Who am I?" "What are you 

doing?" the old standby for the preclear who can't find out he's 

being audited. "What are you doing right now?"

I have another variation of this that's one step removed and 

works better: "What do you want to be audited for?" just as 

though, and asked as though, it's a personal imposition on his 

part with regard to me. And I make him explain himself, and I 

make him get reasonable about the whole thing. In that he does 

not realize he's in session, he comes into a cognition after a 

while that he is in session -- but that he's been in session for 

some time with some other "auditor," which he confuses with an 

auditor, such as the doctor at birth. You get the idea?

"Oh, what do you want to be audited for? Go on, explain yourself 

here."

"Well, you're a good auditor. You're a good auditor, Ron. You get 

terrific results. I mean, you know, you do things for people. All 

right."

"Yeah, well, how do you know that?"

"Well, I read papers. I listen to people. I read this and that."

"Well, have you ever seen it yourself?"

"No, no, no, come to think about it I haven't. But I just sort of 

know, you see? I just know that you could help me."

"Well, how could I help you? Why could I help you? What do you 

want to be audited for anyway?" Hitting his level of 

argumentation and so on.

Now, we take the reverse of this. Quite workable on people who 

don't want to be audited. All they're aware of is that they don't 

want to be audited. They don't want to be helped; they don't want 

to be assisted; they don't want. They know this for sure.

So, I ask them to explain this. And although two-way 

communication chops up their havingness madly -- remember that; 

it always does -- nevertheless it's better than sitting in the 

soup they're sitting in, always better.

"Well, why don't you want to be audited?"

"Well, my brother Bill had a tonsillectomy once and he couldn't 

talk for a week."

"Well, what's that got to do...? You explain to me the similarity 

between a tonsillectomy and being audited."

"Well, the same situation. You sit in a room and so on. Well 

hell, there's no difference. What are you talking about?"

"All right, now you tell me why you don't want to be audited."

It's quite amazing. You get into amazing, impassioned arguments 

with these people. You the auditor maintain pleasant ARC 

throughout, you see? You're auditing them right straight down the 

line. And then after a while they find it out, and you have 

established at least that much of the rudiments; a session is in 

progress.

In other words, this is another method and an undercutting of "a 

session is in progress." You're trying to get a gradient scale 

here. A session is not in progress and we gradually gradient-

scale it into being in progress by asking the fellow why he wants 

to be audited, or why he doesn't want to be audited, and we 

eventually achieve a session in progress on this gradient scale.

In other words, we don't run an unknowing session on him. That's 

another gag entirely: We're auditing him and he doesn't know it.

I rather frown on that, in spite of the fact that I have done it 

to U.S. senators and things. I have done it to people; I've done 

it to people in the British government, so on. They're not sure 

what it's all about. It leaves them in a spooked condition, but 

that was my intention.

Now, good auditing is accomplished on a knowingness basis, and 

the individual when he discovers that a session is in progress is 

capable, then, of responding to this. He finds out he is doing 

something. He is engaging in a life activity. And this life 

activity consists of communicating with another being, and he's 

participating in a moment of life of such and such a date, such 

and such an hour, such and such a minute.

You see, he is finding himself in present time. You see, he can 

identify present time because a session is in progress. So if you 

only establish these three things with these basic rudiments, you 

would go a long ways.

But we would take off from there and go into Subjective 

Havingness. We make sure that a preclear can remedy his 

havingness subjectively no matter if he's a black case or a pink 

case before we go any further. Why? Because it's a safety valve. 

It's a good thing to do; very good thing to do.

And he can't be gotten into trouble thereafter by an auditor. You 

see that? He can remedy havingness. At the last moment when he's 

just about to sink out of sight, why, somebody can still remedy 

his havingness. Do you see that?

Whereas a black case that cannot remedy its havingness is 

surrounded by black screens, which screens are perpetually 

absorbing all the havingness he receives from anything, and 

anything you do with him is an uphill climb.

Blackness and a black field has been solved by putting blackness 

into the walls. Just that, nothing more. Put blackness into the 

walls, six walls around. But it's much better to do it by a 

Subjective Remedy of Havingness: "Mock up a black object in a 

black..." -- in the black field which he has there -- just "Mock 

up a black object. Shove it into the body. Mock it up. Shove it 

in. Mock it up. Shove it in. Mock it up. Shove it in. Mock up a 

black object. Shove it in." That's all it is.

Then "Mock up a black object and let it remain. Mock up a black 

object and throw it away." In some gradients we can get him to do 

all three of these actions, we can then get him to get mock-ups 

rather easily, and he can then see his facsimiles, and he can do 

all sorts of interesting things.

Now, there is the fellow with the blank field. He is no different 

from the black field. You have him mock up blank objects, 

invisible objects, don't you see, and shove them in and remedy 

havingness with them. Blows a case all over seven states.

He says, "I'm looking at nothing."

"Good. Mock up a good, solid nothing and throw it in."

Subjective Remedy of Havingness is number 2 on that list. And 

then we get the various Control Processes. First is Part A of 8-

C: "Touch the object and let go of it," you know, a walk-about.

And then we get Tactile 8-C: "Look around the room and find 

something you wouldn't mind having" (or could have or something 

of the sort), "and you walk over to it and feel it." Got it? 

That's a Tactile 8-C. That combines 8-C and a Havingness Process 

and is one of the most drastically effective things you've ever 

cared to drill a preclear through. Combines these two things.

Now, the next process on this list is Start-C-S. You don't run 

him very long on Start or Change or Stop; you just dabble with 

it. It's the easiest thing anybody ever ran. It really is. It's 

just Start-C-S. You monkey with it. You monkey with some Start, 

and you fool around with some Change, and you fool around, but 

not very thoroughly, with some Stop. And you monkey with this and 

that. And you just make sure that he does these things, that's 

all; and you pat him on the back and yackle-yackle with him and 

so on. Don't push him; don't crowd him. Because you push somebody 

on Change and wow! wow! wow! you can get him into more confusion 

than he's been in, in many a day, see? This is a real beefy 

process, and when you run it here as Step 5 of SLP 8, why, 

remember that's just a dabble.

You don't goof as an auditor; see, you don't goof at all. You're 

very precise with your controls and so on, but you are not at all 

didactic about how thoroughly he starts or how thoroughly he 

changes or how thoroughly he stops. You got the idea?

"Now you just stop when you want to. I'm going to indicate to you 

some point or another when I want you to stop. And then when you 

decide that you're going to stop, why, you stop too," you know, 

and he walks on fifteen paces before he can finally find out that 

he's going to stop. You got the idea? Very imprecise as far as 

what the preclear does, but extremely precise as far as what the 

auditor does, see?

Now we have "Keep it from going away." "Keep it from going away" 

is, of course, a very easy thing. We have a routine with two 

nonsignificant objects. We run two nonsignificant objects, and 

then we run two significant objects if we want to.

Two nonsignificant objects, we just pick them up, that don't mean 

anything particular to the preclear; we have him put one on one 

arm of his chair and one on the other arm of his chair, or on the 

table in front of him -- you must have some support for these 

objects -- and we have him now with two nonsignificant objects, 

one to the right of him, one to left of him. He's sitting down -- 

preclear is sitting down and the auditor is sitting down too. You 

see that?

And we give these commands: "Look at the ____" (well, it's object 

one, whatever you call it). "Pick it up. Keep it from going 

away."

Now, "You keep it from going away" is the insisting version, see? 

But "Look at it. Pick it up. Keep it from going away." And "Put 

it back exactly in the same place."

Now, you have him look at the other one. You say "Look at it. 

Pick it up. Keep it from going away. Put it back in exactly the 

same place." That's the simplest version of it, see?

Now we complicate this. We say "Look at it. Pick it up. Keep it 

from going away. Put it back in exactly the same place and leave 

it entirely uncontrolled." And then we do that with the two, just 

repetitively and so on.

It is a version of Op Pro by Dup. That is -- it's a beast; it's a 

beast! Now, that is a sneaky confront. You noticed we've used 

here nothing but havingnesses and direction and communication 

right up to this time, and that's a sneaky confrontingness.

Now, there's a great deal of the "Keep it from going away." "Keep 

it from going away on the body"; "Keep the hand from going away" 

and so on is the quickest relief for chronic somatics for most 

levels of case if you can really get them to do it.

Very often the case is too apathetic and it really can't do it 

and will just dog on it for hours. You've overshot the process 

rather easily.

Number 8 is "Keep it from going away by sight." In other words, 

not with the hands but by sight. You've graduated him to the 

simplicity of keeping something from going away by sight.

Many people would be willing to do this before they would keep it 

from going away with their hands. You run the hands...

Now there's Connectedness. Very simple: "Look around and find 

something you wouldn't mind making connect with you." "On how 

many vias could you make it connect?" That's the auditing 

command. "You make it connect with you."

You see now, we've been running Havingness and Communication. 

This Connectedness is a communication. "Keep it from going away" 

is "I can continue to communicate with it," don't you see, and so 

on.

And now we sneak upstairs into the next level and this is a whole 

class of processes and these are the Confusion Processes. And 

here we handle the rest point and the stable datum with 

substitutions and other "means" here.

The basic one on this is "This means go to ____," having the 

walls talk to him. It's the most elementary and sweeping one. 

"This means go to

"This means don't go to ____." In other words, you're 

substituting places for where he isn't. Got it? It's a very 

complicated process, by the way. You go six times around "This 

means go to ____," six times around "This means don't go to 

____." When you've got that pair flat, alternating, then you say 

six times around, "This means stay in ____," "This means don't 

stay in ____," and so on. You're getting substitute locations, 

substitute spots. You'll find it'll give him new rest points and 

it'll do other interesting things for him. It won't run on a case 

that can't put a postulate in a wall.

Now, we have all sorts of oddities in here in this same bracket. 

We have 11, "Confuse that wall." Lovely process; pretty wild. 

You're making the wall substitute for all kinds of things all 

over. You just tell the fellow to confuse the wall.

If he's ever painted, for instance, he's had this flat, dead 

canvas sitting in front of him; he's trying to make it alive. You 

know? The sheet music, he was trying to make it alive. The 

person, he was trying to make it alive. So he's actually wound up 

in a confusion as a substitute for alive: If you want to make 

something alive you confuse it. That's about where he is sitting. 

"Confuse that wall."

Number 12: "A confusion which you could cause." "Mock up a 

confusion." The lightest one is "A confusion you could cause." 

"Just tell me a confusion you could cause right now." That is the 

lighter one. And then "Mock up a confusion." This all goes into 

the thing. Now, you're just substituting confusions. You're 

giving him enough confusions to substitute for the confusions 

that he is sitting in, you see? And you run it by substitutes. 

You see, it's not necessarily true that he doesn't have enough 

confusions; it is only true that he is fighting back against a 

confusion he can't have. And you give him substitute confusions 

he can have, and he eventually can accept the confusion, see? 

Substitution processes.

Now, we go up the line up here and we get now into the bearcat of 

substitution. The Substitute Stop, this could be called, and it's 

called actually Stop-C-S, run in all violence. That's the 

Substitute Stop. You're substituting this stop for other stops 

he's stopped. He can tolerate this stop, but he couldn't tolerate 

the auto-accident stop. So you make him stop, see, and you get 

substitute stops. And he comes all the way up.

If he can run this it's terrific. Anybody can run this given 

enough -- a sufficiently violent auditor who's sufficiently 

precise.

Tolerance of Motion and Stillness is number 14; Tolerance of 

Motion and Stillness. All kinds of oddities here can be run. Such 

as you have him go outside and spot something that's moving, spot 

something standing still. A lot of preclears that are in bad 

shape spot them in reverse, by the way. See an automobile go down 

the street and say, "That's still." You're looking right straight 

into his case; he's on an inverted situation there.

Now, funny part of it is that all of our Confrontingness 

Processes, Objective or Subjective Confrontingness Processes, run 

from there on up -- all the Confrontingness Processes I've been 

telling you about -- and then above these are the Subjective 

Confrontingness Processes: "Mock it up and make it confront." You 

see?

Now, when I say Confrontingness Process, I don't mean a covert 

one like 8-C, Part A, I mean an overt one: "You confront that 

wall!" "Find a still spot somewhere around here and you make your 

body confront it!" "Drive that car down the road and make it 

confront that space!" Tears out every auto accident you ever had 

-- every accident they ever had. Actually that's the way you 

should drive a car. You should make it confront that road. It 

shouldn't be making you confront anything.

And we get all of these confrontingnesses, and they go up, then, 

into the creative levels of processes, which we have not much 

taken up in this ACC but which we have taken up bounteously in 

other ACCs. We just were over the head of a lot of pcs.

Now, these areas of confrontingness, all these Confronting 

Processes, as I say, they're objective and then subjective, but 

no precise number is assigned to any of these because some people 

can do them subjective before they can do them objective and vice 

versa.

Now, Over and Under: "Confront that bank" is all that process 

should be called. It really is "Confront that bank." We just run 

all variations of that. And then we move upstairs and we get to 

the Not-Know Processes -- well up, the Not-Know Processes -- and 

above the Not-Know Processes, why, we have straight creation, 

just straight creation. The auditing command of that is "Create a 

Universe. Move in."

Thank you very much.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]

FAREWELL LECTURE

A lecture given on 23 November 1956

[Start of Lecture]

I just figured out a way to keep from losing this ACC course. I 

figured out a way. I just wouldn't come in and give a farewell 

talk, you see, as the course ending. I just wouldn't do it. I'd 

just go into my office and just forget to do it, you see? And not 

having finished the end of cycle, of course, would have an ACC 

course from there on out, you see? Very simple. You'd all go away 

and I'd never know it, you see?

Well, all due respect to all of that, we have had really a 

terrific course here from the way I see this. Do you see it from 

your side too?

Audience voices: Mm-mm. Uh-huh.

This probably was not the 15th ACC course. We lost count and I 

took a number at random that seemed reasonable. And things that 

seem reasonable are seldom right. So it was a very simple 

mechanism there, and we simply call this the 15th ACC course. But 

in view of the fact that 16 is not lucky -- 16 is not a lucky 

number -- the next one will have to be the 17th, you see? You see 

why?

Female voice: No.

No reason at all. Huh?

Male voice: Somebody'll look for the -- who went to the 16th.

Yeah.

Female voice: ...miss too much.

Now, you see, that would be a total havingness, the havingness of 

a course that never happened. And we can say always that that 

16th Course was the perfect course. From army standards that 

would be true. There were no black marks on the record during the 

16th Course, so it must have been a perfect course. That it 

didn't exist would have escaped their notice.

But from a standpoint of ACC courses, this course, it seems to 

me, has been the most successful of any ACC course we have ever 

given. Mostly because, of course, we knew what we were doing. We 

knew what we were doing with processes, and for the first time 

the people in the course had tremendous background, lots of 

experience and a very good command of basics and fundamentals to 

begin with, and that was quite important.

As it usually has happened in the past that there were enough 

people in the course who had skimped their basics and so on, that 

we were always having to return to basic Scientology.

Now, basic Scientology and the basics which you know are not 

necessarily the same thing. We could then begin with an 

understanding that those present in the 15th Unit did have a 

command of basic Scientology, and therefore, in view of the fact 

that their appetite for complexity had been more or less satiated 

-- because Scientology in spots and development is complex -- we 

could then go to the simplicities of procedure.

It would amaze you utterly that these simplicities of procedure 

which we have covered in this 15th Unit would so utterly escape 

the attention, so utterly bypass the comprehension and even the 

interest of the usual Indoctrination Course student, that it's 

pretty hard to comprehend; pretty hard to comprehend.

But you say "control." Control consists of start, change and 

stop. A game condition is cause-distance-effect with the preclear 

at cause. The control of the preclear permits the preclear to 

control his environment and bank. Isn't that totally 

comprehensible? Well, it is now, six weeks deep.

But this would actually -- even if he knew all the words and knew 

what they meant and thought it over carefully -- would probably 

utterly and completely bypass an Indoctrination student. He would 

have so many questions in his mind that they would add up 

something like this: "Well now, how does that compare with a 

Freudian book I read once? Where is the frame of reference 

between this and the ordinary definition of 'humanities,' which 

says that you mustn't control people? Where is this level of 

importance? Now, in view of the fact that we have said this first 

right in the course, why, of course now, that is relatively 

unimportant. What's important is whether or not the preclear has 

any relatives."

Now, maybe you don't believe me. Maybe you don't believe me. 

You're perfectly entitled and always will be entitled not to 

believe me, and totally entitled to make up your mind quite 

otherwise and in other directions (if sometimes at your peril), 

but you're going to find this out someday yourself.

You're going to pound home a datum to somebody -- on a course 

basis, you see; not an auditing basis but just as a course basis 

-- and you're finally going to get him utterly convinced that the 

essence of auditing happens to be a third-dynamic operation. It's 

a third-dynamic activity because it takes an auditor and it takes 

a preclear, and that this impinges on the sixth dynamic because 

it is in the same time continuum and environment. You're going to 

punch this through.

You're going to say, "Therefore, the rudiments of the session are 

very essential. Therefore, getting a preclear and an auditor 

there is of the essence. Third-dynamic operation. Therefore, you 

mustn't let the preclear sit there and run a first-dynamic 

operation of figure-figure and self-audit and twist the command, 

and play squirrel cage with his bank." You know, run round and 

round and round the bank.

Although we've had other definitions for a squirrel, that's the 

one I commonly use to myself. A squirrel is somebody who runs 

round and round and round the cage of his own bank.

Now, what -- what consequences you will face in trying to 

instruct somebody in that level of simplicity -- and even that is 

more complex than the simplicities which you've been taught, and 

yet it won't be complex enough, not nearly complex enough.

There will be phenomena and manifestations that leap up that are 

far more important, because what will be missing will be the 

evaluation of importance; the evaluation of the importance of the 

datum. And he won't be able to place it with its proper 

importance because he won't know enough data to rank it with, 

don't you see? You know enough data to rank it with. You know how 

much ground can be covered. You've looked at it for a long time.

Therefore, you can take one of these data, and you can sum it up 

and square around a tremendous area of other data, but remember, 

you know what the other data is; you are not living in amongst 

the four walls of the unknown.

The fellow just beginning doesn't even know that he has a mind. 

He thinks he is his mind. He doesn't know that he is something 

that swiped a body. He doesn't know anything about whole-track 

phenomena; he doesn't know that an engram can make anybody 

wheeze. He just doesn't know.

And this unknowingness he substitutes for with a great deal of 

supposition and figure-figure which goes on rather endlessly and 

continuously, and he invents data or thinks of something he read 

in a newspaper, and he ranks this up alongside of that, and it 

becomes a fantastic contest between your simple data and enormous 

seas of complex data which at all times are ready to engulf him.

You give him a simple data and the bank caves in. You give him 

another simple datum and the bank caves in. And after you've 

caved it in about four or five times, you say, "You know, I don't 

think this fellow is getting it?" Yeah, he's getting it; you're 

killing him with it. It's as simple as that; you're just 

murdering him with it, that's all. You're taking a fundamental 

truth and you're asking him to unbale that fundamental truth and 

recall it in himself. Amongst all of the tremendous dunnage which 

life has fed him for all those billions and trillions of years, 

you're asking him to do this trick, and it's about the neatest 

trick that anybody ever tried to do.

I think to make a good Scientologist it would really be necessary 

to throw at him the most complex data which we have and let him 

sort it out. And then gradient-scale it off to simpler and 

simpler data. One day he'll wake up and he will have attained a 

basic reality on Axiom 1. One day he will have attained a great 

reality on Axiom 1, as well as 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10. 

Will have been no great trick for him to have attained a reality 

on the remaining forty-five Axioms. They're complex enough; he 

can study those. But he can parrot the first ten; he can parrot 

them.

You might say that an Operating Thetan is one who can use himself 

as the stable datum to all of his wisdom, see, without caving in 

something on himself. That would be an Operating Thetan. He can 

do the impossible of standing alone in a third-dynamic 

environment and be everybody or himself at will. Now, that's 

awfully simple, isn't it? There's nothing to that.

"Be thyself," somebody said way back on the track. Well, why 

didn't anybody believe that simplicity? Why didn't, immediately, 

man become totally sane the second that somebody said "Be 

thyself"? No, he interpreted it and spun himself in with it. And 

he did the neatest job of spin-in on that I've ever seen 

anything. Because he interpreted it on the basis of "Let's see, 

if I am myself then I am my body and my character. But my body 

and my character are messed up with all of my various other 

facets of beingness, and these are so complex that to be myself 

would mean to be a very complex thing, so I am now being very 

complex, and I am being myself. But I'm not well, I'm not 

healthy, and I'm not having a good time." Well, that is the 

course of a simplicity, and there is one of the most fundamental 

simplicities the race has ever generated.

To solve the riddle of "Be thyself" probably required more 

generations of thinking men than I know of at this time. One neat 

little riddle.

Therefore, what you know now, you know. You know you know it. 

Have a good certainty on it. It's okay. Do a good job with it. 

Many parts of that, of what you know, you can communicate very 

easily to people, with ease. But... But you're not going to 

communicate all of it at one fell swoop. I can just see one of 

you, Clear enough to really get mad.

I got mad one time and blew the whole board of the Dianetics 

Foundation in Elizabeth, New Jersey to flinders. It never was the 

same again.

They had the idea that anybody who was in fair shape would be 

beautifully serene. And a guy crossed me up very impossibly on 

the board. And it was the occasion, by the way, of past lives. 

And the board was trying to pass a resolution saying that "Past 

lives will no longer be researched in this organization." They 

had reached too far!

And I brought my fist down on the desk and cracked it. It's a 

fact. And they all went white. And one of them ran out of the 

door. And they were all disappointed in me; they were all careful 

to tell me that. They were all disappointed in me. They didn't 

realize that I'd made my point.

Their level of complexity was such as they only realized that I'd 

gotten mad, because somebody had told me that the data discovered 

in researching the field of the mind was not to be viewed, and if 

viewed was not to be talked about. And what the hell else were we 

there to do? You see? So it really fell to pieces on the 

recognition that it didn't have any common purpose. There were 

different purposes scattered around, and they were entirely 

different than any purpose I had, and I hadn't found it out. And 

there went an organization. Boom!

Happened rather early in the organization, about the middle of 

summer, by the way. It took it months to fall completely to 

pieces, but it fell to pieces from that moment.

The expression of yourself, the expression of your feelings, are 

usually totally forbidden in the society. That's because the 

society cannot understand them even vaguely. Self-expression is 

something that is always urged. Psychologist talks about it with 

great glibness. I have never heard such glibness; it runs out of 

their mouths like the word "milieu" in French.

They're always saying, "Self-expression is the thing." They don't 

include in the activities of self-expression, getting mad. They 

say, "Anybody who gets mad is, of course, mad." Doing a Q&Q. 

"Anybody who is mad is mad." "Anybody who expresses himself is 

insane." "Self-expression is the thing we need." You get how 

confused that datum is? That's really confused.

"If we need to express ourselves, and if we could express 

ourselves satisfactorily, we would all be well." That is what 

psychology says. It should say, "If we were able to, we would be 

Theta Clears." But if we cannot express ourselves freely, why, 

then we are of course inhibited, and this is very bad. But if we 

express ourselves freely, why, we are totally uninhibited and 

this is very bad.

And if you've gotten lost in the last two or three sentences, 

that is where psychology is. But merely assume it as a level of 

complexity. Do you follow?

You can understand an insane person if you can understand that 

much complication. They are complicated. Wow! This insane fellow 

that you meet in the sanitarium, listen to his opinion on the 

subject of grass and how it got that way, and man, you will have 

the most complicated stream of stuff you ever imagined. It would 

be almost impossible to dream up that many complexities, and 

they're basically non sequitur. They don't even follow on a logic 

chain, and yet he thinks they're logical.

Well, what complication does it take in a man to consider such 

things as psychology logical? It's pretty complicated, pretty 

complicated. Don't consider that a psychologist is unwilling to 

understand you, or that a psychology major is -- who is dedicated 

to and practicing psychology, so forth -- is unwilling to 

understand you. They are operating at a level of complexity which 

makes them hurt when they are offered a simplicity. It actually 

hurts them.

If you have somebody do this process -- if you have somebody 

dream up a stable datum for that confusion... Give you a little 

process here. It's a cute process; it's murderous.

You say, "What's the matter in your life?" There are actually 

about three ways to run a present time problem today that are 

real good, that will run almost on anybody. One is by 

Substitution, one is by Problem of Comparable Magnitude and the 

other one is by dreaming up stable data -- which is also a 

substitution but it's a subjective process. These are all very 

good; these are all very good, but a Problem of Comparable 

Magnitude is better than this one I'm telling you about. 

Nevertheless, it's a cute process.

You say -- "Oh," he says, "I'm having an awful lot of trouble in 

my house."

"Why?"

"Well, both mother-in-laws have moved in."

"Oh? Is that all?"

"No! That isn't all. Terrible things are going on. I am in such a 

state that most of the time I can't even get to work on time, and 

I have just received a notice that if I don't improve I am to be 

fired."

"Well," you say, "By golly, that's really getting pretty bad."

"No, it's worse than that, you see. I just borrowed five thousand 

dollars the other day and I gave a postdated check for it. And if 

I lose my job..."

You say, well, this boy has got trouble, all right. "Now," you 

say, "do you mind if we do something with a process to handle 

this situation?"

And he says, "No." He says, "Go ahead. I hear you Scientologists 

do weird things."

You say, "Well, you go ahead. Now, you tell me a stable datum for 

that confusion."

You don't have to ask him for something which would withstand 

that. That, by the way, is a spotting-the-environment process, 

you know? "Look around here and find something that would 

withstand that confusion." It's probably a shade better than the 

one I'm telling you about.

But he says, "Stable datum for all of that confusion? A General 

Sherman tank." This would tell you at once, by the way, that he 

was not aberrated on the subject. It's sequitur. It does fit. A 

General Sherman tank really could withstand all that confusion. 

So you know that you're only handling a present time problem, not 

the service facsimile or any part thereof.

So you say to him, "All right, mock up a General Sherman tank."

"Okay," he says.

"Good, mock up a General Sherman tank." He does; you say, "Okay. 

Mock up a General Sherman tank." That's all you do, see?

This is one of these fine research processes. It's pretty good in 

session but it is better than any other of the processes that are 

really better in session for research, see? It's a wonderful 

research process because you can see the entire mechanics of the 

bank run on it.

General Sherman tank out there, and at first he can just mock it 

up as easily, just nothing to it. And mock it up again -- I mean, 

if his mock-ups are pretty good, you see? And he can mock it up 

again. And it's easy, you know? And he can mock it up. And he can 

even mock it up and unmock it, mock it up and unmock it. And he's 

getting along just fine for a few commands, and then the fringes 

out here get kind of black and things kind of whir over here a 

little where...

And you say, "Now just mock up that General Sherman tank again." 

And all of a sudden there's a snowstorm goes across it. "That's 

fine," you say. "Mock up that tank. Good." And there's a 

hurricane walks along and picks it up and throws it into the air. 

And you have him mock up that tank, and the continent opens up 

and swallows it. The stars all fall in on it. It's pounded to 

flinders. This is not any part of it under his control. He will 

watch this with the greatest amazement.

If he's really worried about the situation, he of course has 

confusion on the subject, and he is no longer capable of 

supporting or continuing the stable datum which he once had for 

this type of confusion; it's been invalidated, so he's dreamed up 

another one and it isn't stable yet, you see?

So he mocks up this tank, and it is then hit mechanically by the 

confusion. And you've got the perfect picture of a stable datum 

and the confusion. One really ought to be audited on this 

particular process to actually appreciate what is a stable datum, 

what is a confusion, in terms of mechanics. Because it is a 

graphic picture, let me assure you.

Now, you have to actually pick out a confused area; you actually 

have to keep him at it for a while, and you certainly have to 

carry him on through. You have to get him to mock up a General 

Sherman tank until he again can mock up a General Sherman tank 

perfectly. But at this time he will no longer be worried about 

the situation. He'll go home and tell both mother-in-laws to pack 

up, and go back and threaten his boss with suit if he doesn't get 

back his job, and go around and probably talk the fellow into 

exchanging his postdated check for a set of bonds on a uranium 

mine.

But there is a graphic example of the rest point and a confusion. 

Now, this is a simple thing. A General Sherman tank is not 

necessarily simple, but it's one item; it certainly is positive; 

it can certainly cause an effect upon the environment; it 

certainly to a marked degree withstands effects, and you wouldn't 

immediately suppose that simply mocking it up a few times would 

cause all this to cave in.

In the first place, he didn't think it up. You are actually 

auditing a similar situation when he was a member of the tank 

corps of Arslycus or Arcturus or someplace. You get the idea? 

Something wild happened to him that he compares to this. And he 

just hands it to you, just like that.

Well, what do you do when you finally get this present-time 

situation audited out on one stable datum? Well, you would just 

leave it flat. But if you were to plug this at the whole track, 

and plug this at other confusions he has been in, you would find, 

then, the remaining mechanisms connected with stable data and 

confusion. You'd ask him for another confusion he's been in, and 

he'd give you a stable datum for it.

He would say, "Oo-oo-uh, nuh-nuh-nuh, how about a... how about a 

planet."

You'd say, "That's fine. That's fine. Mock one up." Well, he can 

do that easily. And here he goes! And the torrents and screaming 

particles and masses and ridges racing around and colliding and 

crashing and the planet being blown up and being bombarded with 

gamma rays, and being torn to pieces by elections, and anything 

and everything going on with regard to this planet. Well, you can 

sit yourself out for a long haul if he chose a planet, because he 

will simply run out all the confusions for which a planet has 

been a stable datum on which he has depended. And that's a long 

lot of auditing.

This is one of the reasons it isn't a good process. Auditors just 

don't have quite that much patience, because that's about a 

thousand-hour job, you see? Nothing but "Mock up a planet. That's 

good. Mock up a planet," all the while discussing with him -- you 

know, now and then -- this confusion that you spoke about. Keep 

it restimulated, see? Don't let him ease off on this just to get 

restimulated tomorrow, you see? Be a psychiatrist for a while, if 

you really want to see the research phenomena.

The psychiatrist wishes the patient to know that the patient must 

get rid of all of it. That is the psychiatrist's motto and, by 

the way, is the motto of some of your preclears. They've got to 

get rid of all of it, right now, at once! Nothing will do as a 

process that doesn't completely and totally unburden the bank 

utterly right now! Got the idea? They've got to get rid of all of 

it.

And the psychiatric motto on the whole track might also interest 

you: "I have gotten rid of all of it. I have gotten rid of it 

all." This is so much the case that if you simply have a preclear 

repeat this for a while, he'll get a visio of a psychiatrist even 

though he didn't know what you were talking about. Space opera. 

He, of course, will be gorgeously restimulated because of the 

repeater technique, but it's almost worth doing.

I would only do this on somebody who at the end of seventy-five 

hours insisted on explaining to me that nothing had happened.

If he says nothing happened, he meant probably that he didn't get 

rid of all of it at any given instant during the session.

Well, this Mock up a Stable Datum does show us the rest point and 

the confusion very graphically and their behavior in a bank. And 

as you feed a stable datum, then, which is a whole-track datum, 

which is a datum which the individual has carried along and has 

used as a stable datum for a long, long while, and it's deeply 

buried, and it's the one datum which is a common denominator to 

an enormous class of data, and you shoot this at him, and he 

says, "Yes, I can understand that -- that's very easy. Nothing to 

that. Nothing to that. Naturally, if you want somebody to be able 

to help himself, you've got to put him under control. Yes, I can 

agree with that. Seems simple."

We could just keep this up for a little while, convince him of 

it, talk to him about it, talk to him about it, talk to him about 

it, and the next thing you know we would have pulled the same 

trick as we have pulled with the process "Mock up a General 

Sherman tank." You follow this? It's the same trick, and he will 

get into just that much confusion until he really can take the 

datum aboard. There's a tremendous amount of confusion, then, 

that he as-ises as he goes along.

If Scientology were used only on an educative basis, you would 

have to keep educating somebody in a relatively complex 

Scientological datum, repeatedly, over and over and over until 

the edge came off that much confusion. And then you would have to 

take a slightly simpler datum and educate him in this over and 

over and over, and let him think about it and inspect it and so 

on until no more confusion or upset occurred with the datum. And 

in that wise you would probably be able to clear him 

educationally. And that is why Scientology education is itself a 

clearing process.

Now, as we look back on the track, however, there isn't anything 

I know of in Scientology that I cannot find in others of whatever 

race, color or creed. It is a common denominator to these people. 

If that is the case, we must remember Kahlil Gibran's statement 

about -- from The Prophet about how he could not teach anybody 

unless a shadow of that was in the other fellow's mind. The 

person had to know a shadow of the truth before he could accept 

one. We can only teach people that which they know.

This is dramatically apparent when we go to a library and find... 

Well, a good book for this is Will Durant's Story of Philosophy. 

We go and pick this off the library shelf and look through it 

casually, we will find quite ordinarily that some eager beaver 

who was a pencil reader... Pencil readers are not necessarily bad 

things to have around because they do give us clues which are 

quite interesting, such as this one. They underscore everything 

which they understand. They underscore it and say it is 

important, but it is important simply because they understood it.

And we look through this whole line of philosophy and there's a 

tremendous amount of philosophic bric-a-brac kicking through that 

book. It's really a very terrific book. Too simple, by the way, 

for a philosopher ever to understand it. Philosophers themselves 

resented the book very much, and the public at large was very 

fond of it.

And we see in there tremendous underscorings and exclamation 

marks and circles around some of the weirdest clichés. These will 

be the commonest clichés that are adrift. Durant will quote a 

philosopher as having said "Man should be a moral animal." See? 

You find it underscored; it's a great truth. I don't know if it's 

a great truth or not, but somebody thought it was a great truth. 

But they take much simpler things than this such as "God is 

love." In a whole dissertation on something or other which 

utterly disproves that God is love, we find "God is love" 

underscored. In the whole dissertation we only discover one 

sentence was agreed with and the rest was not examined. Do you 

see? So we had a clash of agreements which were superficial 

agreements, and the superficiality of the reader stands out very 

markedly in his annotations of that textbook as it's found on 

library shelves of the country.

You'd be aghast. These things are just far-afield clichés. They 

apply with what complexity to what one would hardly ever be able 

to connect up, but they are truth to these people. Those are the 

single truths which they can accept.

You say to them, "Men say that there is God." That's a very 

simple truth, isn't it? "Men say there is God." That's perfectly 

true. Wow! Don't ever spring that at a dinner party! You know, 

nobody will ever hear what you said! What you listen to is the 

collapse of data upon a simple truth. And they merely dramatize 

that collapsing data, don't you see? As the data collapses they 

mouth it.

You will listen to the atheist. You will listen to the devout 

religionist. You will hear arguments in favor of God. What's that 

got to do with what you said? "Men say there is a God" or "Men 

have said there is a God." "It is a statement which has been made 

by men in the past that God exists." You could go on like this, 

varying your data, nailing it through, and you would just simply 

get to a point where some fellow down at the end of the table 

would just have gotten up by this time, have slammed his spoon 

down into his plate, and stalked from the room, because you were 

an atheist! The person at the other end of the table however 

would have met him in the hall because he didn't want anything to 

do with a Catholic, which of course you must be. And all you've 

tried to say is a simple truth which isn't even important truth; 

it is just a statement of fact.

Now, this goes much further. You can do this to people, and it is 

one of the more vicious games that I sometimes engage in. If I'm 

talking to somebody who is tracking all over the place, and it is 

just supposed to be a social conversation, I am liable at length 

to say something profound to them, very profound. Such as "Do you 

know there's a tablecloth on this table?" Productive of the most 

wild denials and arguments. They never hear "There is a 

tablecloth on this table." They think I have said the tablecloth 

was dirty. And they think I have said that the tablecloth was 

expensive. That there shouldn't have been a tablecloth on the 

table. They think anything but what is said. It's too simple.

You can tell an automobile salesman on a lot sometimes, "Well, 

the car is all right, but it has four wheels." If you've not put 

him into a jocular mood, and in good communication first... You 

see, you do have the power of making man understand. You see, you 

do have the power of talking to a man directly and making him 

understand what you are saying with sufficient ARC that it 

withstands the resulting confusion, see? He knows he's in a safe 

environment; you are in good communication with him; you can tell 

him something fairly simple and keep him from getting confused. 

So you have to not be an auditor for a moment to really pull one 

of these things off.

But a salesman comes up, "Well, what can I do for you? This is a 

very, very fine Renault. Vintage model, you know. Very, very fine 

Renault. As a matter of fact, we were offered the other day..." 

and so on. And he goes on and on and on.

And you just stand back and look at it very critically, and you 

just say to him in a rather critical tone of voice, "Well, I 

don't know. It has four wheels." And you get a dissertation about 

tires, about wheels, about vintages of wheels and so forth. And 

you say, "Yes, you didn't hear what I said, though. You didn't 

hear what I said. I said that..." (That's to keep you from 

getting into good communication with him: "You didn't hear what I 

said," see?) You say, "I told you, I told you. Just look at it. 

Just look at it. Would you buy that? Has four wheels." And you 

get into some of the wildest things. This doesn't always happen; 

but it happens often enough to make life interesting.

I've thrown a cop into a complete tizzy by telling him he had a 

pencil in his hand. It's just a datum just is not going to get 

through all that confusion, and the confusion collapses on a 

simple statement of fact, like "You are alive." Simple statement 

of fact. They read things into it.

Lord knows how they manage it, but some of the things that get 

read into a statement -- such as, you're introduced to somebody 

and he says, "How are you, Dr. Smith." And you shake him by the 

hand and you've just been told his name was Brown, and you say, 

"Your name is Brown." And he'll go on and explain to you how come 

his name is Brown, and about Brown, and about this and that, and 

something else, and so on. And you can interrupt him somewhere 

along the line and say, "I said your name is Brown." And he's 

liable to become quite mad at you.

He won't have the least idea; and the person he communicates to 

why he became upset with you, and so on, will have a wild, 

complicated story that has no bearing on fact whatsoever. All 

you've said was a simple statement! It is true that his name is 

Brown.

So the handling of truth can be a very dangerous adventure. They 

sometimes hang people. They do all sorts of things to people for 

conveying truth -- unless you know an awful lot of truth. It 

isn't that a little knowledge is dangerous; it's that a truthful 

datum shot into a lot of confusion upsets people. And if you 

understand some of the principles of control and complexity and 

so forth as you're talking to somebody, you can give them one of 

the more complicated dissertations.

You can stop a biologist in his tracks and make him believe that 

you are the most learned person in the field of biology you ever 

heard of by giving him a total non sequitur series of textbooks, 

which explain exactly and prove what he just said. One of the 

more fantastic things to do to somebody.

He says, "The amoeba is a monocell. And we know this because of 

something or other."

And you promptly say, "Ah yes, Smithers."

And he says, "What?"

You say, "Smithers, Smithers. Yes, yes. Mm-hm-hm-hm, Smithers. 

Smithers, G.K., Oxford Press, 1937. Yes, very, very deep 

dissertation on it that proves conclusively that that is true: an 

amoeba is a monocell. That is right. That is the heart of that 

textbook, by the way. It's a very, very interesting textbook. It 

gives studies, factual studies, of 8,642 student observations of 

the entire subject. It is a wonderful, wonderful study. They used 

Grumhauser microscopes, you know, on that."

He'll say, "Yes, yes." He'll be a little bit taken aback at 

first, but you just carry the ball, and go on and give authority 

to his statement! And he'll feel it's truer than true.

These are fantastic things to do to people, but they all come out 

of an understanding of this and that.

You see, the power to understand must contain, then, the 

willingness to be confused or the ability to handle or control or 

confront confusion.

It isn't enough to have a straight communication line. To have a 

straight communication line, you must also have the willingness 

to have hell confused out of you. You should be able to walk up 

to a kid who is going "Boom! Boom! Bang!" something like that, 

and say, "What are you doing?" And he explains to you what he's 

doing, and cops and robbers and that sort of thing, and it's all 

going this way, and it's running that way, and so forth, and not 

understand a word he says. Be totally willing not to -- just no 

necessity to understand a word he says or take in any explanation 

of any kind whatsoever, and just be totally dumbfounded and 

confused about it for no reason whatsoever. If you can do that, 

boy, can you communicate.

There's an interesting study. One of the material props that you 

will find very useful in running Confrontingness is a radio 

turned on to soft music very quietly. And after somebody can be 

made to confront a wall -- mock up and confront a wall and do 

other things (some valence) -- have the preclear mock up that 

somebody confronting the sound of that radio. Very useful use for 

a radio. I knew there would be one sometime or another. It was 

not invented in vain.

And here you have, then, the direct sound; it's a present-time 

sound and a mock-up, so it does work. Now, I told you if you said 

-- you had the preclear say gobbledygook and have somebody 

confront him, you would get results. However, this is rougher 

than the one I have just given you. It's an easier thing to have 

him confront the radio.

Now, when he's got that radio successfully confronted by Aunt 

Emma or whoever it was, now turn it up a little bit and let him 

confront more volume. And you'll discover that he has some qualms 

in doing this, and you go through the whole thing more or less 

all over again. And then you turn up the volume some more, and 

you'll find you'll go through it all over again. And then get a 

program that is all yak -- just total yak, but sensible yak -- 

and have him mock up Aunt Emma confronting the yak. See, mock her 

up; don't pay any attention to the radio, you see, just mock up 

the valence confronting it, valence confronting it, valence 

confronting it. And then turn over to some band which crosses two 

stations -- and the more horribly they cross the better -- and 

take it very low at first and bring it on up. And boy, by the end 

of that time, can he make Aunt Emma confront sound. And Lord 

knows what'll happen to his own hearing and his own ability to 

speak.

This, if you can get him to do it (if you can get him to do it), 

would cure a stammerer just as easy as that. You could run 

gradients on it about substitutes for sound and all sorts of 

things, but you'd get there.

This, by the way, comes out of the most recent research which is 

in progress, and that research is directly aimed at radiation 

cures. We have the stopgap of Dianazene, and we have already 

overreached it, but it is a mass answer to a marked degree. But 

we're already sailing loud and clear up the track on the subject.

And one of those things is the discovery that sound must be 

handled. The only sound that a thetan ever got as phenomena in 

space, of course -- beyond basic postulate -- in clear space came 

with impacting particles. He had to be struck by electrical 

particles of one kind or another, and they themselves carried the 

vibrations of sound. They made noise which he could then 

perceive. So he associates sound intimately with gamma rays. It's 

quite interesting.

If he has an allergy to sound, you will not get him to unbale an 

allergy to space totally until you have cured his allergy to 

sound. It's as easy as that. Turning on the perceptions by 

Confrontingness using such things as this are rather easy.

Now, I know how the sixth dynamic can operate very definitely and 

I know that anybody can be flat down on any part of the sixth 

dynamic. I would not have believed that stage work had finally 

chewed me up a bit on the subject of light. It had chewed my body 

up. I wouldn't have believed it, and didn't believe it while I 

was being processed on it. But I was being processed the hard 

way, which was "Keep that light from going away." And this was 

rough.

But of all the identifications with every stage I'd ever seen, 

heard or had anything to do with, you just never saw the like of 

it. Well, I had to do it the hard way. The easy way is to turn on 

a very bright light and have the preclear mock up Aunt Emma 

confronting it, see? You turn on the light, have him mock up 

somebody and make them confront it and flatten that all the way 

out, finding, of course, better and brighter lights.

So we have sound, so we have lights. Now we keep one [on] MEST 

universe terminals. There are bottles full of smells. Almost any 

pungent odor such as ammonia is plenty to have the preclear use 

as a confrontingness mechanism to turn on some smells. But you 

have to go a little bit wider and a little bit wilder than a 

bottle of ammonia.

The primary thing about ether is that he can't have it. That 

which he can't have can knock him anaten. Simple. That which he 

can't have can make him unconscious. So almost anything could 

knock anybody unconscious, but first he must be in a posture of 

not being able to have it. Ether probably one time was probably 

considered one of more delicious beverages. It was probably a 

pleasant aroma that somebody mocked up, that other people got 

curious about. And somehow or another there must have been a 

great ether monopoly. And this great ether monopoly was countered 

by some government, and the government undoubtedly taxed ether to 

such a point that it could no longer be ladled out that way, and 

it became scarce, and people couldn't have it. And they finally 

found out they couldn't have it at all. I beg your pardon, there 

was another step in there, another step in there. The government 

first prescribed it, and made everybody drink it, and then they 

taxed it and made it scarce, and then nobody could have it 

anymore, and it is used today by the medico as an anesthetic.

All you would have to do with any substance would be to make it 

run this, and it would thereafter be an anesthetic. You can take 

any food and make it into a poison. You could take any poison, on 

the reverse, and make it back into a food.

One of these days I'm going to process a preclear and have him 

chopping up arsenic, or cyanide by the tablespoonful, you know, 

slurp-slurp-slurp-slurp-slurp, and then call in the medical 

profession, particularly toxicologists. I will tell them, however 

-- since we mustn't confront them with a level of simplicity like 

Scientology; it's too simple for them -- I will tell them that 

this is the result, this is totally the result of an anticyanide 

injection. And I won't say the injection consisted of processing, 

you see? Then they will believe it.

They will say, "Now, how did you do this?"

"Well, actually we took the component parts of cyanide, we took 

the component parts of it and we broke them down and analyzed it 

down to the last radical. And having done so, we discovered that 

by additive radicals... We developed an anodyne." You must say 

anodyne, not antidote, you see?

And they'd say, "An anodyne. What's that?"

And you'd say, "Don't you know? Haven't you been studying lately? 

Ah, well..." And you just go on with your explanation. You've 

lost them there. If you get them about eight times as lost, then 

at the end they will believe that the man ate cyanide. But up to 

that time they won't think he did.

With such levels you have to remember that the verbal proof is 

much more important than the physical observation. This is why 

you see doctors cutting open skulls even when they know that 

skulls when cut open don't heal, or something of the sort. You 

see, they can't observe it. They just go on doing it.

Levels of complexity that the society has achieved are to be 

admired; they're to be greatly admired. If you admire them 

enough, they'll vanish. One should be proud of his fellow man to 

have gotten that complicated. And when you see the confusion in 

which some people are, you should feel a certain amount of pride 

being related to somebody that could generate that much pointless 

confusion. Because it takes some doing; it really takes some 

doing. A person who's that confused must have been awfully 

industrious for a long, long time; must have had to work day and 

night to have gotten into that state.

This I know must be the case, because I often congratulate a 

preclear on having gotten into that condition, and they sometimes 

look at me rather shyly out of the corner of their eye, you know, 

and smile a little bit proudly before they suddenly snap into 

their social valence.

There's a wonderful sequence in What Price Glory? where Sergeant 

Quirt and Captain Flagg -- a play of many a yesteryear -- where 

Sergeant Quirt has managed to hold his leg above the parapet and 

get a bullet through it in just exactly the right place to get a 

lot of leave. And he's being congratulated and envied by one and 

all for the leave he's going to get in Blighty. Everybody is 

congratulating him very sincerely.

They should have. Took a lot of doing. First, to have a leg, then 

to have an enemy, then to have bullets and have them all connect 

at that opportune moment.

Don't believe it that a preclear who is in bad shape is 

unskilled. Takes terrific skill to get that bad off.

And for a society to get into such a state that it accepts only 

with adornments the simplicities that we know is probably the 

largest joke that has happened here on Earth for some time.

If we try to tell them directly what it is all about, they wind 

up in such a thorough confusion, they never hear a word we say. 

They cannot conceive of a simplicity which is not at least 

attached to a mass, or it's attached to something. It arrived in 

some circuitous way. They cannot achieve this. And the only way 

we could permit them to achieve this, and the only way they would 

achieve this is for us to be very, very judicious in handing out 

the data of Scientology to people who are struggling along. We 

would only add to their confusion. We must hand it out 

complicatedly enough.

Remember that. I give you this advice and I never follow it 

myself at all. I have a lot of trouble with this sort of thing. I 

merely say what I have found out, and what I think and what I 

know, and what I've observed and so on, and that's what I say.

And therefore, I get myself into lots of interesting tight spots 

(which I couldn't care less about) but, nevertheless, they're 

occasionally very tight spots. I have been accused of saying and 

doing some of the darnedest things. I must be awfully good to 

have done and been some of these things. Same basis as Sergeant 

Quirt getting shot in the leg.

But here's our problem: To follow close enough to a man's own 

concept of life so as to achieve his understanding, to 

demonstrate to him sufficient application as to so enlist his 

cooperation. And that accomplished and achieved, then we will 

have won; we will have won always.

The action of cutting little dogies out of the society at large 

is rather an interesting one. Depends in a large measure upon 

your knowing that you know simplicities and being perfectly 

willing to engage in the most god-awful complexities that anybody 

ever dreamed up. Do you understand that? Being terribly learned 

in explaining something to somebody, just being awfully learned, 

and at the same time maintain your own opinion of your own 

sincerity. It's quite a trick.

Very often a simplicity is uttered and will go straight home, and 

a person will understand it and will think it's all all right 

after that. Very often this works. It isn't something that you 

can count on as a wide shot. It is an individual approach.

There's somebody right here in class one time was having an awful 

lot of trouble with a preclear's mother, and told the old lady 

eventually about the eight dynamics and merely explained these, 

and she thought that Dianetics was just fine from there on out. 

That was all, and she never had any argument with it further. And 

up to that time it'd been the work of the devil.

But still the eight dynamics are a bit of a complexity to 

suddenly launch off into from the blue, and Lord knows what she 

thought they were the eight dynamics of, but she was satisfied 

afterwards.

The judicious use of a simplicity also contains the willingness 

to create a complexity surrounding it. Remember that and you will 

always remain in control of yourself, your subject and your 

audience.

I'm very glad you've been here.

Thank you.

[End of Lecture]
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Appendix A:

                      HCO TRAINING BULLETIN

                        30 NOVEMBER 1956

                             SLP 8

1. Getting into communication with your preclear.

   A. Mimicry (psycho rushes around in the middle of the room

      and jumps up and screams; and you rush around in the

      middle of the room and jump up and scream).

   B. Touching the preclear (on locational or any other process

      where you walk the preclear around, you are in communi-

      cation with him to the degree that you touch him). Gradient

      scale, touching him on the elbow, taking hold of his elbow

      and eventually making his body turn this way and that.

   Commands: "Look at me. Who am I?" "Who does this hand belong

   to?" (Auditor indicating own hand or various parts of his body,

   being sure to maintain some physical contact with preclears

   below 2.0 on Tone Scale, where communication is solid.)

2. Havingness, subjective. (This is just a patch-up of havingness 

so that if the preclear caves in you have something to fish him 

out with which he has been conditioned to.) "Mock up a ______." 

"Push it into the body."

3. Part (a) of 8-C. "Do you see that ______?" (auditor indicates 

wall or object), "Walk over to it." "Touch it." "Let go of it."

4. Control Process, tactile 8-C(b). "Look around the room and 

find something you wouldn't mind having," or "---could have." 

"Walk over to it and feel it."

5. Start-C-S. (Don't run any part of it very long.) "When I say 

start, you start the body," or "---the (object)." "Start." "When 

I say change, you change the (body or object) from ______ to 

______" (locations designated by auditor). "Change." "When I say 

stop, you stop the (body or object)." "Stop."

6. Keep it from Going Away. "Find some objects in the room you 

don't dislike." (Have him spot quite a few, maybe 20. You select 

out of these three you are sure are nonsignificant to this 

preclear. Have him go and get them and place them some distance 

apart -- at least three feet between object 1 and object 3 -- and 

not directly in front of him; two objects on one side, one way 

off side, the other slightly off side, and one way off the other 

side.)

   A. "Look at ______" (auditor mentions object 1). "Pick it up."

      "Keep it from going away." ("Now YOU keep it from going

      away" is the insistent version and he must be doing it.

      Check to see that he IS doing it.)

      "Put it back in exactly the same place." (Command agreed

      upon beforehand so that he isn't surprised by this.)

      "Look at ______(object 2)," then repeat above commands.

      "Look at ______(object 3)," then repeat above commands.

   B. "Look at ______(object 1)."

      "Pick it up."

      "Keep it from going away."

      "Put it back in exactly the same place."

      "Leave it totally uncontrolled."

      "Look at ______(object 2)," then repeat above commands.

      "Look at ______(object 3)," then repeat above commands.

   Part A is run several times before running part B.

7. Keep it from going away on the body. (Everything you run on 

the right foot you run on the left foot, everything you run on 

the right ear you run on the left ear, everything you run on the 

head you run on the feet, etc.) "Keep your hand from going away." 

"Now make it flip-flop." "Keep it from going away." "Now make it 

flip-flop."

8. Keep it from going away by sight.

9. Connectedness. "Look around and find something you wouldn't 

mind making connect with you." "On how many vias could you make 

it connect?"

10. Handling of confusion. "Make the wall say to (preclear, his 

body, part of his body, etc.), 'This means go to ______,'" 

(Preclear furnishes the name, a different name each time, for 

each of the six sides of the room.) Then, "Make the wall say to 

(as above), 'This means don't go to ______.'" (As above.) 

Alternate, once around the six sides of the room on "This means 

go to ______," then on "---don't go to ______." until fairly 

flat.

Then, "This means stay in ______," "This means don't stay in 

_____." (run as above).

11. "Confuse that wall."

12. Causing confusions. "A confusion which you could cause." 

"Mock up a confusion."

13. Stop-C-S.

   A. "Now, I'm going to give you a little process -- a little

      drill that we have here in Scientology. First, I want you

      to get your body moving toward that wall over there, and

      somewhere along the line, I'll say 'stop,' and I want YOU

      to stop your body. Got that? All right." "Now get it

      moving." "Stop." "That's fine."

      "All right, now turn around here" (taking him by the elbow).

      "Now, we're going to run a little process. I'm going to ask

      you to get your body moving toward that wall, and somewhere

      along the line, I'm going to say 'stop,' and when I say

      stop, I want YOU to stop your body."

      Repeat above commands.

      "---stop your body absolutely still."

      "---stop your body absolutely still, and do it as quickly

      after I say 'stop' as you possibly can."

   B. "When I ask you to change your body, I want you to change

      the body's position from a to b." (Locations designated by

      auditor.) "Let's see how rapidly you can change the body's

      position."

   C. "When I say 'start,' I want you to start the body moving."

      "Start."

14. Tolerance of motion and stillness. Preclear sitting at a 

window or ambulatory.

"Look at the street." "Now find something still." "Now find 

something in motion." "Find something still." "Find something in 

motion."

15. "With what could you ally your control," or "Invent a way to 

control people," or "Look around and find something that would 

assist you in controlling people."

16. Over and Under solids. Have him pick the center of his 

life, an engram in the middle of his life; the commands are 

before and after this point.

"Get a facsimile of something after that."

"Keep it from going away."

"Leave it totally uncontrolled,"

"Get a facsimile of something before that."

"Keep it from going away."

"Leave it totally uncontrolled."

or "Make it solid," "Let go of it."

or "Make it solid," "Skip it."

17. Time Process. Select command wording to communicate to the 

preclear. "Invent a way to (best, overcome, overwhelm, beat, 

whip, make subservient, put in the background, make know it's 

been licked) time."

18. Valences.

"Mock up a woman," then, "Mock up ______" (first significant 

woman in this lifetime, then a later one, etc.). "Mock up a man," 

then as above.

"Mock up a ______" (robot, or any other valence spotted).

19. "Invent an individuality to cope with it," alternate with 

"Invent a worse situation."

20. "Invent an enemy."

Get the valence to fight the wall, will strip valences.

21. Keep it from going away on the body.

"Keep your body from going away," alternate with

"Leave it totally uncontrolled" (safest in mock-up form), or

"Now make it flip-flop."

22. Mock-up Start-C-S. Start-C-S on mocked up body.

23. Mock-up Stop-C-S. Stop-C-S on mocked up body. Change run as, 

"Mock up the body." "Make it flip-flop."

24. Rehabilitation of abilities. For any ability the preclear 

always wanted to have and couldn't do. For example, for speaking 

Arabic:

"Mock up ______" (Arabic objects), "Keep it from going away," 

then "Mock up (Arab men, women and children)," "Keep (him, her) 

from going away," then "Mock up (Arab men, women, children)," 

"Stop (him, her) from talking," "Start (him, her) talking."

L. RON HUBBARD

Founder
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Appendix B:

  TONE       REALITY SCALE

40 - 20      Postulates

20 - 4       Consideration

 4 - 2       Agreements

  1.5        Solid Terminals

  1.1        Terminals Too Solid

             Lines Solid

 1 - .5      No Terminal

             Solid Lines

.5 - .1      No Terminal

             Less Solid Line

   .1        No Real Terminal

             No Solid Line

             Substitute Terminal

  0.0        No Terminal

             No Line

(From Scientology 0-8)

=================================================================

Appendix C:

GAMES CONDITION                NO-GAMES CONDITION

KNOWING OR UNKNOWING           KNOWING OR UNKNOWING

Not Know                       Know

  Forget                         Remember

Interest

Disinterest

Attention                      No Attention

Self-determinism               Pan-determinism

Identity                       Namelessness

  Individuality

Problems                       Solutions

Can't Have                     Have

  (games have some havingness)

Alive                          Neither Alive nor Dead

Opponents                      Friends Alone

Facsimiles                     No Pictures or Universes

Continued Solidity             No Spaces or Solids

Continued Adherence

  Loyalty, Disloyalty,         No Friends or Enemies

  Betrayal, Help

Motion                         No Motion

Emotion                        Serenity

Continued Action               Motionless

  Hot                          No Temperature

  Cold

Thinking                       Knowing

Hate

  (some love)

Continued Doubt of Result      Win-Lose

  (expecting a revelation)

No Effect on Self              Effect on Self

Effect on Others               No Effect on Others

Stop Communication             No ARC

Change Communication           No No-ARC

Into It                        Out of It

Agitation                      Calm

Noise                          Silence

  (some silence)

Control                        No Control

Start-Change-Stop

  (Change, the most important)

Responsibility                 No Responsibility

(From Washington, D.C., Briefing Bulletin for

Games Congress, August 31 - September 3, 1956)

=================================================================

Appendix D:

                   HCO BULLETIN OF 28 OCTOBER 1956

                     HPA/HCA TRAINING PROCESSES

The following training processes are recommended as necessary to 

the education of an HPA or HCA student, from the moment of his 

enrollment until his graduation. It does not particularly matter 

whether the HPA or HCA has been indoctrinated in the "very latest 

techniques," but it does matter that he is able to run the 

following. If he can do this, then he can carry on with almost 

any other technique.

1. CONFRONT A PRECLEAR. This is done by the Indoctrination 

Course. The student is taught how to handle communication with 

the preclear by dummy sessions and demonstrations by the 

Instructor. Confirm and grind in auditor-pc relationship and 

rudiments -- "Look at me. Who am I?" and the Reality Scale.

2. ARC STRAIGHTWIRE. This is run as the first process audited by 

the student on a fellow student, after leaving the Indoctrination 

Course. The barest elements of ARC Straightwire are used, and 

then the therapeutic technique is undertaken, on the basis of 

"Tell me something you wouldn't mind forgetting." The basis of 

this process is to give the student subjective reality on the 

time track of human beings, and to demonstrate that people slide 

back into the past and up toward present time as they remember 

various items, which phenomena should be pointed out and observed 

by the student.

3. SUBJECTIVE HAVINGNESS. This should be run both to give the 

student reality on the bank of the human being and upon 

havingness itself. If the case being audited on Subjective 

Havingness is a Black Case, then the student is required to have 

the preclear mock up a blackness or black objects in the 

blackness and remedy the havingness with those, regardless of any 

dope-off, until the individual has a clear field or can go on to 

some other process.

4. 8-C (a), (b), (c), with emphasis on (a) and instruction with 

regard to the preclear's ability to handle decisions. This is the 

first walk-about process and is vital in the training of a 

Scientologist.

5. OPENING PROCEDURE BY DUPLICATION, old style. The "not-know" 

version could be run but is a little complicated.

6. OVER AND UNDER ON THE BANK in making things solid.

7. KEEPING THINGS FROM GOING AWAY, in terms of small alternate 

objects, with concentration on the fact that this is a Havingness 

Process and also holds things still.

8. TERRIBLE TRIO. Both sides, the "can have" for the preclear, 

the "can't have" for the preclear's enemies.

Training should be completed with a very fast review of the more 

recent processes and giving these into the student's hands, not 

as something in which he has been trained but as something that 

he can use as fast as he attains reality upon them.

Of the above list, the first six are the most important, from the 

standpoint of training.

Throughout training, the student should be carefully monitored as 

to his ability to communicate with his preclear. Auditing 

procedure should not be neglected, from the moment of entrance 

into Indoctrination until graduation, since it is style of 

auditing we wish to achieve rather than teaching of processes.

When the student is taught data, he should be given a high power 

of choice over the data in which he is instructed, but he should 

be instructed in such a way that he can achieve the reality of 

the data, since it is true and factual.

L. RON HUBBARD

Founder
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