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THE REMEDY OF HAVINGNESS

(Previously issued as PAB No. 49 on 1 April 1955
through Hubbard Communications Office,
163 Holland Park Avenue, London W.11)
(Addition in this type style on next page.
Note that this also corrects Page 20 of the
‘‘Level 1 PABs” booklet.)

There is a great deal of upper-echelon theory connected with the Remedy of Havingness as a process, for here we are dealing with energy and the reasons and operations of a thetan in regard to it.

Just why a thetan should get himself so completely snarled up in energy might be an entire mystery to anyone who did not realize that a thetan has to cut down his knowingness and his total presence in order to have a game. The awareness of awareness unit builds space to cut down knowingness. Space makes it necessary, then, to look at something in order to know about it. The next thing a thetan does to cut down his knowingness is to create energy and to pass it to other thetans and to bring in the energy of other thetans so as to get a duration and a time span. If the thetan is successful and obtains a game in this wise, he continues on with this modus operandi of having a game, and when he does not have a game he simply cuts his knowingness down once more. Of course, he reaches a point eventually where he does not get a game simply by cutting down his knowingness, and eventually assumes a fairly fixed, stupid, aspect. He is below the level of having games, but because he has cut down his knowingness he does not know, now, that he is below the level of having games and thinks that all that is necessary to get another game is to further cut down his knowingness. He is by this time obsessively dramatizing the lowering of knowingness.

When one speaks of knowingness, one should realize that one is speaking of an embracive thing. Everything on the Know to Mystery Scale is simply a greater condensation or reduction of knowingness. At first one simply knows. Then he makes some space and some energy, and so now he has knowingness in terms of looking. By changing the position of the particles of energy thus created, and by exchanging particles with others, extant or self-created, the thetan cuts down his knowingness further, and gets time, and so gets emotion and sensation. When these become solid, he has effort particles and masses. Now, he could cut down his knowingness further by refusing to use emotion and effort, but by thinking about them thus introducing new VIAs into his line of knowingness. And, when he no longer knows entirely by thinking, he ceases to create knowingness and begins to eat, and from eating he drops into the ready-made sensation of sex instead of knowing what happens in the future. And from here he drops down into postulated mystery as something one cannot possibly know about. In other words, one gets a continued reduction of knowingness in order to have games. The greatest chess player in the world has no game, since he can predict that he will win and predict everything that opponents will do, so he will simply demonstrate how to play chess.

Sooner or later, he will announce that he is “burned out” or has lost his knack for playing chess, and will go off into some other field where he can have a game. The field he will choose will be a less wisdom-demanding field than playing chess. A boxer, such as some of the very great ones of the past, will reduce his timing,  which is to say his knowingness of arrival, to a point where he can at least put on a good exhibition, and from this they will further reduce their knowingness, and then not noticing how far they have gone, get themselves thoroughly and consistently beaten. There will be a period, however, when they are fairly evenly matched against their opponents.

To understand this with any thoroughness, one would have to recognize the intention back of all communication. Creation, Survival, and Destruction is knowingness.

When somebody talks to you his intention is to continue in a parity where he can have an interchange of communication, which is to say a game. He takes knowingness from you, and gives knowingness to you, with one form of communication or another. Two soldiers fighting and shooting at each other are using a bullet to make the other man know. What is there to know in this situation? That one is dead, of course, and for the victor, that one has won.

It is dangerous, alike, to a thetan, to have too many wins or too many losses. Give him too many wins, and he will correct in the direction of reducing his knowingness as represented by his dexterity, his prediction, his activity. Give him too many losses and he will seek another game, even to the point where he will die and pick up another body.

Because the decision is on the basis of knowingness, the decision is always downward.

One does not decide upward toward greater knowingness, actually, unless one has the full and complete intention of winning in a new game. If one discovers that there are no wins or losses either to be found in this new game, one will reduce one’s own knowingness, even to the point of forgetting all of his knowledge concerning it, in order to ensure a game.

As there is not an infinity of games in progress, one is apt, as he comes down seventy-four trillion years of track, to play out the available games and to put them in the category of “it must not happen again.” One then becomes bored. One is only bored when there is no game possible, from his viewpoint. Actually, all he has to do is become enthusiastic about the game on his own consideration and he will begin to know more about it again.

A thetan considers that some form or mass is necessary in order to have a game. He gets into the belief that he cannot create new masses, and so he begins to hold on to old masses, and here, whether he is exteriorized or in a body, we find him holding on hard to old facsimiles, old significances, old decisions, rather than taking on new decisions.

The Remedy of Havingness directly addresses the problems of giving the thetan something “to play with.” When he discovers that he can have new masses, he will begin to let go of old masses. It is an easily observed phenomenon while having a preclear Remedy Havingness, that old engrams go into restimulation, go into restimulation and run out, that they show up in front of his face and suddenly explode or disappear. The

Remedy of Havingness actively does run out engrams.

This process is used from boredom up to conservatism for its best results.

This process is done by asking the preclear to mock up something and pull it in, or mock up something and throw it away. When a thetan is exteriorized, if you want to see him get very unhappy, make him change space until he begins to lose all the energy he is holding on to, and then fail to remedy his havingness. The thetan will become convinced that he is only a thought, and is therefore, by his standards, unable to have a game. Tell him to mock up eight anchor points in the form of the corners of a cube around him and pull them in upon himself. Ask him to do it several more times, and he immediately brightens up and becomes very happy. Why is this? You have reassured him that he can have a game.

The cutting down of knowingness and the Remedy of Havingness have opposite vectors. The Remedy of Havingness will knock out old energy masses the thetan is holding on to, or that the body is holding on to, which tell the thetan he is stupid. The supplanting of these by new energy masses which do not have the postulate of cutdown knowingness in them of course makes the thetan brighter.

When you find a theory detached from a process and not demonstrating itself in a process, there must be something wrong with the theory. Similarly, if what I say here about condensed knowingness being all other things, and the cut-down of knowingness, were not demonstrated in the process of Remedy of Havingness, then we would have to get ourselves a new theory. However, this is demonstrated very definitely. Those people who cannot remedy havingness, wherever they are on the tone scale, can be brought to a point where they will remedy havingness simply by asking them what they wouldn’t mind knowing. The consideration of what they are willing to know then begins to rise.

If you only could see a Black Five operate you would see that his barriers are all erected toward knowing something. Of course he is very afraid of being told something bad, and so doesn’t want to be told anything at all, and when the auditor gives him a command he never receives the command as given, but does something else. He has a block up against knowingness to such a degree that he will eventually permit himself to be pressed into complete inactive stupidity. What are those black screens for? Basically to keep him from knowing. Knowing what? Then one will have to look closely at the definition of a datum. A datum is an invention which has become agreed upon and so solidified. In other words, a datum is to some degree a solidity, even if it is merely a symbol. To get into this state it has to be agreed upon. When it is thoroughly agreed upon it becomes, then, a truth. It is not at all a truth. It is an invention. What made it sure or what made it real was the fact that it was agreed upon. This opens the doors further to other processes.

In order to get the preclear in good condition we would have to put him into some kind of a condition so that he could create. The first thing he is liable to be able to create in auditing is a lie. The word “lie” is simply “invention with a bad connotation.”

Society gives invention that connotation because of its anxiety to have a game and to agree, and so be able to communicate with one another.

Thus society frowns upon the invention of facts, yet the preclear’s sanity and continued happiness absolutely depend upon his ability to create new facts. The technique which remedies this is included in “The Creation of Sanity,” number R2—29: “Start lying.” One can vary this auditing command with “Tell me some lies about your past,” and then keep the preclear at it long enough so that the preclear is able to come out of the complete blur which will follow on the heels of his taking over the function of and running of his memory machines. The invention of data is a step immediately toward the remedy of havingness. Simply asking the preclear what he wouldn’t mind knowing, what he wouldn’t mind having other people knowing about him will bring him into a condition where he can mock up and remedy havingness.

The Remedy of Havingness is the companion process to Spotting Spots, which will be taken up in the next PAB. The Remedy of Havingness, simply as a process by itself, if worked up to by getting the preclear willing to know things, and willing for other people to know things, and run thoroughly so that whole avalanches of masses can pour into him or pour out of him, will actually run out an entire engram bank, and thus is an extremely valuable process.

It has been reported by several auditors that exteriorization was accomplished on preclears by making them remedy havingness and do nothing else for eight or ten hours.

The auditing commands for the Remedy of Havingness are: “Mock up something,” “Pull it in,” until the preclear is doing this easily. Then, “Mock up something,” “Throw it away,” until the preclear can do this easily. The significance of the object may be added by the auditor with “Pull in an ideal body,” or some such thing, but the actual fact is that the actual significance does nothing for the preclear. It is the mass which counts. The auditor can have the preclear pull things in two at a time, six at a time. He can have the preclear mock up something, copy it a dozen times, one time after another, then pull in the whole mass, but the real reason he is doing this with the preclear should never drop from sight. The auditor is remedying havingness in order to give the preclear enough mass to permit him to discard old masses which he is holding on to and doesn’t know anything about.
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Copyright © 1955, 1972, 1973 Founder
by L. Ron Hubbard
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

[“The Creation of Sanity” referred to above is now known as The Creation of Human Ability. This HCO B is a reissue of PAB No. 49 which can be found in context in Volume 11, page 176.]
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LEVEL FIVE

This makes them able to play games

REMEDY OF COMMUNICATION SCARCITY

The object of this step is to restore abundance on any and all communication possibilities. Done in an auditing room.

7 V (a) Create Confusion.

Commands: “Mock up a confusion. “

Alternate command: “What confusion could you create?”

7 V (b) Creating Terminals.

The pc may have to be coached into mocking up unknown confused black terminals and thus into good terminal mock-ups. Commands:

“Mock up a communication terminal.”

“Mock up another communication terminal.”

7 V (c) What wouldn’t you mind communicating with? Duplicate the auditing command exactly. Don’t red-herring (go chasing after facsimiles). Command:

“What wouldn’t you mind communicating with?”

7 V (d) Creating Family Terminals.

Have pc mock up until he has an abundance of any and all persons he has ever used as anchor points. Command:

“Mock up your (father, wife, mother, husband).”

“Mock him (her) up again.”
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HUBBARD COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE
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OPERATIONAL BULLETIN NO. 17 
PROCESSING RESULTS

After a three-months period of rather low gain in staff clinic intensives we are now witnessing again the tremendous upsurges in 25 and 75 hour preclears which we should expect from Scientology. The addition of the remedy of havingness and the use of the ad interim SLP with the other refinements developed in the last few months are heavily paying off in terms of better profiles. We are doing fabulous things with IQs and changed personality patterns.

I would not know quite why it is but the London staff has been showing gains of about 400% greater than the Washington staff. Of course this has nothing to do with me being here and directly coaching. Actually poor Julia has had to take this stuff and shove it at her auditors without even the assistance of tapes in most cases, as these were being held up at the Washington Academy and not forwarded through. The Washington gains are of course adequate, but are coming through and rising even higher.

It is very interesting that the first week that a Washington staff auditor used the ad interim SLP without change or variation for an entire intensive, he attained the greatest gain attained during that week by all the Washington auditors. It just might somehow be that the old redhead knows what he is doing when he puts out a procedure. That ad interim SLP really works.

GAMES PROCESSING KEYNOTES HPA-HCA COURSE

The tapes being cut at this moment for the HPA-HCA course to bring them up to date and permit them to utilize the SLP Issue 8 which is in preparation place processing in the role of games. In other words, we have come back and have done an anatomy on games the like of which we have never had before. It is very fabulous how this material works. The reason this was done is because the anatomy and behavior of a problem in homo sapiens definitely indicates that he conceives himself to be engaged in a game even though the reaction is reactive.

The first thing that emerged from this is that many auditors consider the preclear as an opposite player and try to give the preclear loses. Actually the auditor is a person who is assisting a teammate in order to gain able co-operation and team-work toward opponents in life. The preclear is not a player. That is why he is being audited. The auditor’s auditing role is in the direction of building a team. The auditor’s instructing role, which has with the new basic course become greatly increased, is in the direction of playing a much wider game than has ever before been played on this planet.

The goal of Scientology is the rehabilitation of the game. The auditor can make a game better or make it possible for the pc to play a game. The pc is being audited because he is no longer able to take part in the game. Life is a game consisting of freedom and restrictions. Play is communication. Communication requires freedom and terminals. Life units as-is with thought. To think, there must be something to as-is. To grant life, there must be something to grant life to. A pc will become as free as he is reassured of the existence of barriers at that level. When a pc is not assured of (does not have reality on) barriers at a level he will not rise to that level. A thetan will carry to extremes making something and making nothing. Auditing is that process of bringing a balance between freedom and barriers. A game depends upon a restoration of freedom of choice on making something and making nothing. One can become obsessed with making nothing. He can become obsessed with making something. Both of these activities and the rehabilitation of the freedom of choice bring about a gain in case. There can be too many or too few universes, but when an individual is stuck in a universe it is because he does not have enough universes. Therefore it is necessary to remedy his havingness of bodies. Remedying his havingness of bodies will clear away universes in which he is stuck by letting him have freedom of entrance into universes.

Auditing is a game of exteriorization versus havingness. There is never too much of anything if the pc is bothered by it. He may say there is not enough of it but he usually says there is something bad about it. When he says there is something bad about it he means there is not enough of it. The pc loses his power to postulate into existence and to unpostulate out of existence energy, masses, spaces and forms.

GAMES PROCESSING

Life is a game.

Games are composed of freedom, problems, and havingness, awareness and interest.

Each of these elements contains “mood of game” (the tone scale), penalties, and the cycle of action.

Auditing improves the level of game of the preclear.

Auditing is not a game between auditor and preclear on an opposing basis but on a team basis. The auditor and, eventually, the preclear are engaged upon a game, themselves versus the opponents to survival in life.

The preclear is usually close to a no-game-condition. This is reached by a preponderance of win (no-game) or a preponderance of lose (no-game).

A frozen mood of game or no-mood is reached by assuming that interest can exist on only one emotional level (whereas interest can exist on any emotional tone level), or by misusing the mood of one game in others concurrently played.

A game is any state of beingness wherein exist awareness, problems, havingness and freedom (separateness) each in some degree.

A game is rehabilitated or a no-game-condition eradicated in processing by handling the elements of games and their subdivision, with reality, with the intention of bettering the game ability of the preclear.

ASSOCIATE MEMBERSHIPS

We are under the immediate crush of getting into action as fast as possible and yesterday we hope one of the largest membership drives ever acted upon. You will see the adequate reason for this as soon as more material is released on world-wide dissemination.

The fact of the matter is a membership establishes the size of an organization to officialdom. Therefore we have to have members by the ton.

The associate membership should be made available as soon as the prepared package is assembled. It is easy for Washington to assemble this for Washington already has pins. London simply will have to get a shoulder back of the stamp works and give them a hard shove, because this program cannot wait. I repeat, it cannot wait.

The elements of the associate membership are these: In England it costs 5 shillings; in America, $1.00. The associate membership card is folded in such a way as to contain certain vital information, such as the Code of Honour, the addresses and course books of the organization as well as the member’s name. The pin used is the Scientology double triangle gold pin. It is the one with the upright S and the two triangles back of the S. The way we put this together we print a membership application form giving the person’s name and address, his group name, his nearest professional auditor’s name, and we use the type of postcard which requires no stamp. The gold pin is put through the blank postal card. This postal card addressed to the central organization is then the card actually which carries the pin. We sell to professional auditors or people with groups any number of these pin-to-the-card items.

We sell them for cash and very nearly at cost. In other words, a professional auditor or person in charge of a group could simply pick up a large box of these pins and cards, which are already assembled, and paying a flat fee, which actually merely covers the cost of the pin, walk off with them. Now this person in his group sells the pin in card combination for cash to his group members or other persons. These by the instructions on the card write in their name and address, name of the group and auditor’s name and send this card, retaining the pin for themselves, to the central organization, the address already stamped on the card. The central organization, the HASUK in London and the Founding Church in Washington, D.C., then issues without further charge or cost the membership card to this person and adds his stencil to the membership rolls.

The organization of course will find that this operation costs it initially money, but the interest, the books bought, and the fact that these people out there actually now consider themselves members of the organization, will increase the revenue of the central organization to absorb this additional cost.

The auditor in the case of selling the card of course does no further bookkeeping.

He has paid the Founding Church or the HASUK in London the exact cash for the pin and card and when he sells it he sells it for full associate membership fee and he puts the fee in his pocket 100%. It is then very much to his interest to sell this pin and card. In the first place he himself could not have a pin made for the amount of money which he is paying for it and it is doubtful if his group would expend money simply for a pin and the group membership.

We place no restrictions of any kind on people buying these pins, beyond assuring ourselves that the person will sell them to other people.

You will find these pins and memberships selling faster in the general public than you would think for we will certainly begin to alert the general public very soon on our world-wide dissemination program, for we have some angles I haven’t given you yet which literally make the A-bomb look like a wet firecracker.

It is the responsibility of all persons on these communication lines to make sure that these pins, cards and dissemination on the associate membership level are taken care of thoroughly and swiftly. We can drag our heels around here till summer on this associate membership program. People will act out in manufacturing firms if you start pounding and hammering at them and they can produce these things in a very short space of time.

We are losing money, losing membership, and losing ground every instant this associate membership program is not out there. Organizations have already fiddle-faddled with this program for four and a half months. It cannot go any further on a delay basis. It must be gotten out.

BASIC COURSE FOR AUDITORS

As you know, auditors can teach a basic course to groups under the following conditions:

1.  That the auditor is a professional auditor; 

2.  That as a professional auditor he is in good standing and a professional member of Scientology organizations in London or Washington;

3.  That he procures and uses for text the basic course manuals and materials prescribed by the central organizations; 

4.  That he carries out his course in an orderly fashion, gives an examination at course end, and forwards the examination papers so given to the central organization.

The materials of this basic course are as follows: The 8 Dynamics; the Axioms which appeared in the cover of Dianetics, the Modern Science of Mental Health, the ARC Triangle, the Tone Scale, the Chart of Attitudes, the use of these materials in social concourse, a general understanding of the goals of Scientology, and a few minor assist techniques. It is no intention of this course to make a thorough professional auditor. The entire intention of the course is to indoctrinate people with the rationale of Scientology.

The basic course will probably be charged for at the rate of 3 to 5 guineas by auditors in the U.K. and at the rate of about $25.00 in the U.S. It should be continued over a period of about 3 months of two or three times a week classes.

Auditors are pleaded with not to go on group processing people. Group processing people results in better individuals but not better individuals for Scientology. People do not have enough understanding of what Scientology is all about in order to actually benefit from the processing they have received. It is not enough to make people feel better. What we’re trying to do is to reach out into the public. These people actually need and can use the basic materials of Scientology and we are denying them the richest benefit of Scientology in letting them go adrift merely feeling better without any real further understanding of life for they simply relapse. This is an actual fact. It is necessary then that we teach everybody everywhere a basic course.

Once more the organization itself makes nothing financial out of the basic course.

When the auditor buys his basic course manual an examination paper is enclosed in it for the student to be given at the end of the basic course he will receive. This examination paper is held back by the auditor and when the student is given the examination by the auditor, the auditor or the student at their election may forward this examination paper through to the central organization. The central organization then prepares a basic course certificate for that individual. It is not even required that a person being issued a basic course certificate have any more than an associate membership. It is required, however, that he does have an associate membership. The certificate itself costs him nothing, is a very official looking document, and lends the seal of approval to the course the auditor has taught.

Auditors are being asked to use one of the three dissemination programs to get a large group assembled and to teach that group the basic course.

We will have these basic course manuals in the very near future but an auditor need not wait on having a basic course manual to recruit and start his course.

In other words, auditors should collect groups in order to teach them courses. He will find this is far more beneficial and that these group members will stay by him and continue to push into the society alongside of him. At present simply collecting people and processing them is not enough. It is not doing enough good for the individual in any except his own case. We are making people better without giving them the tools to live better. Therefore they are made far better in the group processing, are cured of this and that and then go out as human beings with no more knowledge than they had before. We are then doing a tremendous amount of work from which we are gaining nothing. It is absolutely necessary that auditors collect groups and get basic courses going.

It is up to people in the Scientology organizations and groups everywhere to start this program at once. I do mean at once. And just in case somebody didn’t hear me this is the real number one crush. This and the associate membership program go hand in hand. We have got to get over this hump so that we can get onto our next steps. We need 5000 auditors by summer. If we don’t have 5000 basic course people finished in training we won’t be anywhere. It is better to have basic course people than no auditors at all and this is our substitute program and we’ve got to get it under way.

Organizations should not stint in their pressure on this; shortsightedly it may appear that the central organization does not benefit at all from this basic course program.

Actually people who have not had a basic course don’t take central organization professional training.

Now I am doing my part for this. I am rushing out this basic course manual as fast as possible, and it will be in our hands very, very soon, but we have to get auditors oriented and our publications and letters about teaching this basic course. We have to do it right away.

Our main lines of dissemination are bogging because we are not doing enough to profit the individual auditor. We must be able to put into his hands at least the income from associate members and from basic course training. If we do this, these people will get enough individual auditing from him to make him affluent enough to keep pushing the ball. We are not doing enough for the individual auditor. We’ve got to do more for him. He will not support the central organization because there is no immediate profit in it for him. With the basic course and with the associate membership there is instantly profit in it for him. Therefore we’ve really got to reverse the attitude of the field and collect those members and get people indoctrinated everywhere or our next program right up the line is going to fall flat on its face. We mustn’t waste any time on this. No matter what else looks important let’s get these auditors on the ball.

DUBLIN OFFICE BEING CREATED

While three lords and the leader of the opposition in the House of Commons petition the Home Secretary to permit me to stay in England for yet a while, we are nevertheless going ahead with the establishment of an office in Dublin, Eire. This office is located at 69 Merrion Square. It is not at this moment but will be within ten days a mail address. This office is the swankiest address in Dublin. The Park Avenue, the Harley Street of Dublin is Merrion Square. This is where all the medical boys hang out. The Dublin Office is a huge central room which holds about 70 people and four smaller offices surrounding it. The total cost of this is £4.10.0 per week. This is our fall-back point in case of atomic attack and will be completely equipped for dissemination of publications and will be known as the HASUK Atomic Energy Healing Division Emergency Station, Dublin, Eire. This is one small toe-hold up on the ladder toward our next step in dissemination. Right here as I stand we’ve got the problem of radiation whipped so you see where we’re going, so let’s go. We’ve got our auditor profiles rising steadily. We can put our own people back on their own feet. We can actually practically tailor make good executives. We have never since I have gotten us out of this last auditing slump got better results. We can prove what we’re doing and predict what we’re doing, and now we’ve got our hands on the monopoly of radiation healing throughout the world and we certainly had better make the best of it. We are going to go big-time simply because we are over the humps of research and are ready to smash through all barriers.

WHAT PRICE PRACTICES

In the standard medical dictionary there is no definition for “mind”. A nice legal point for legal use.

In psychology there is no definition for “psyche”.

Good Books:

Clara Thompson’s Psychoanalysis: Evolution and Development.

Aldous Huxley: The Door of Perception, and The Genius and the Goddess.
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_____________________________________________________________________

SCIENTOLOGY’S MOST WORKABLE PROCESS

It is fitting that we give out Scientology’s most workable process in Issue 80 of the oldest continuous publication in our sciences of Dianetics and Scientology.

We have been going with Dianetics and Scientology for a very long time now according to our time continuum. Actually we have been going only a tiny fraction of man’s scientific time continuum. The progress which we have made in the past few years is apparently greater than any combined progress of the preceding ages. This may be due to our ability to capitalize on what is known. It may be due to having been educated in both the Eastern and Western philosophies. It may be due to being born with a lucky slide rule in the mouth. It may be due to the brightness and interest of everyone connected. It may be due to a lot of things, but to whatever it is due, it is true.

From a condition no-science-of-mind to a condition science-of-mind has been achieved.

If you have any doubts about our starting condition, no-science-of-mind, go get a Wundtian pseudo-psychology text, read Darwin, read the horrible confusions of Locke, Hume, Spencer, James. If you care to so research you will find that they were a trifle mixed up. Reading them now, knowing as you do Dianetics and Scientology, you can make some small sense from them in some places. BUT if you delete your understanding of Dianetics and Scientology and THEN study them you’ll come up—or, rather, go down—staggering. The test was this: By their tenets could these people make anyone smarter, more sociable, better able? No. The test was also this: By their talk of God and Devil did other men in other fields understand anything of the human soul, the hereafter? No. Well, that’s the way things were in the Dark Ages of 1949.

Now we can make men smarter, better, more sociable and yes, more controllable. Now we do know about the “hereafter” and all the rest of it. So something DID happen in 1950 and something has BEEN happening ever since, and despite all our detractors— for Man detracts that which he doesn’t understand—and for all our rocky road, we HAVE attained higher than Man ever attained before and that’s the way it is.

Very well, then WHAT is there in this already high mountain of attainment which is the highest gain? Amongst all this gold where is the super-gold?

I don’t suppose I’ll surprise you very much if I tell you you haven’t had the super-super-gold yet. In fact I didn’t have it myself until very recently and, having discovered it, I’ve been waiting smugly to know it a little better and so give it to you ever since.

Empirically, the super-gold you have had is HAVINGNESS.

Since havingness wasn’t a super-super-gold (for I could see that it itself was an aberration) I continued to look for higher levels of entrance into the problem and so bypassed havingness and even forgot about it for a while—with resultant case chaos.

When havingness is neglected, cases do not improve, that’s all there is to it.

Well, amongst all havingnesses, what is the super-gold process? There is one. It is not very fast, it is terribly certain, it does not fail in our experience and its gains are permanent. It is a process known as the Terrible Trio.

Given that, an auditor can put the question, acknowledge, originate, take care of originated comm and in general perform WELL all the primary auditing procedures (as different than techniques) and given that an auditor isn’t simply trying to overwhelm the preclear, the Terrible Trio can then pull up any case if run long enough. You understand, of course, that any TECHNIQUE depends upon the PROCEDURE of auditing. Auditors who have techniques fail on them often are at fault in HOW they audit and no matter how many thousand techniques were given them they’d still fail.

Procedures are learned by dummy auditing for scores of hours on end. Then techniques work. (See, we’ve even cracked that major problem of building “insight” and skill into the auditor, the biggest variable of old-time practices! My, how we’ve come along.)

The Terrible Trio stole its name from three people in Scientology, United States against whom a famous (infamous) organization recently stacked its combined talents and lost with violence. The first “Terrible Trio” were Sanborn—Barrett—Steves. When I gave the triple havingness process to the staff auditors working under Julia Lewis in the HGC, somebody there, sensing its effectiveness, dubbed it the Terrible Trio.

Now I know all that is very informal, as is this whole article, but ‘‘scientific papers” as collected by the Ford Foundation and the Department of Sewage of New York are always supposed to have a historical section to tell where it all came from, and I’m simply being formal, you see.

The commands of the Terrible Trio are 

“Look around the room and tell me what you could have.” 

“Look around the room and tell me what you would let remain.” And,

“Look around the room and tell me what you could dispense with” (run as “Look around the room and tell me with what you could dispense” in Boston and Devon).

These commands are run in ratio. It is not how LONG the process is run, it is how long it requires to finally flatten each command so that any of the three could be run indefinitely without upset to the preclear. The first ratio, to be safe, should be 20 times on the first command, five times on the second and one on the third. This ratio should then be improved gradually, i.e. 10, 8 and 2, then 10, 10 and 4.

At all times the auditor should watch for anaten or agitation (the two A’s of auditing) and if these occur, he has gone too fast OR has made, in the preclear’s opinion, a code break of some sort. If it isn’t the fault of the ratio used, it’s a code break and one should say, “What have I done wrong?” to the preclear; the pc may fish about for several minutes and finally recall that five minutes ago he felt repressed by the auditor in some way.

By advancing the ratio too fast is meant running the second question too long or the third question too long (too many times) without returning to the first, which is the most innocent question. However, one CAN run the first too long without advancing the ratio.

ONLY when the preclear can run any of these without consequence for many, many times, can one then be sure that the process i9 flat. ONLY when it is ENTIRELY flat inside a room should one attempt to run it outside a room, for the great space of the outdoors on this process is staggering to a preclear with a chronic somatic. The Terrible Trio run too soon outside can make a preclear VERY ill.

Here we have the most tested and vital process in Scientology. There are more advanced processes but they are not yet tested. The Terrible Trio has ALWAYS given a gain in the auditing room, properly audited. It was the Terrible Trio which saved the day when staff auditors were fighting back to security in handling havingness (for there was a short period in the U.S. when, with havingness abandoned, no real gains were had, a condition which I had to explore, fight and whip fast.)

It must be remembered that the PROCEDURE of the auditor must be good before the techniques used by the auditor work uniformly well. Thus the Terrible Trio must be run with exact attention to the rudiments. A pc out of session even though “being audited” won’t improve.

Oddly enough, this process can be self-audited, according to reports, making it about the only self-auditing process possible outside of Self Analysis (which still works).

Well, there you are.

BOTTOM RUNG OF DIANETICS FOUND

It will be good news to old dyed-in-the-engram Dianeticists (who are still convinced that I REALLY had something in Dianetics) that I haven’t forgotten them or the subject.

Dianetics suddenly revived on a discovery I made lately in an area where one would have thought no further discovery was possible.

The entire subject of games brought to life some new material. The recent brief resume in Operational Bulletin 17 on games is as important to us as it is brief. It tells us that there is a central motif on any dynamic, which indicates the difference between self-determinism and pan-determinism. One is a master of any game, which he can give non-partisanship, in other words, to play both sides. He is committed to any game (self-determinism) in which he can play but one side. Team play occurs in a game when one is playing one side of it. But total pan-determinism would be the ability to play any side or as part of any team, being capable of playing any and all levels of any dynamic.

But what is important here is that games are “overwhelmings.” As a person begins to be unwilling to overwhelm he, of course, begins to be unwilling to win and so loses pan-determinism and sinks into self-determinism. Games are, for our auditing purposes, “contests in overwhelmings.” The primary overwhelming is to take space.

Even in sedentary chess the goal is to take space and the game ends with a certain space, identified incidentally by the occupying piece, being overwhelmed but not entered. This very wise game of chess, of course, really nails it since no one can REALLY overwhelm a thing without space, a thetan. Chess ends with the space commanded, the opposing king untaken, only “overwhelmed.” Thus life can be said to be a contest of “overwhelmings.” The use of force, space, pieces, problems, strategy and tactics all resolve into the simple idea of “overwhelmed.” A war and a business differ only in overwhelming by the use of force by the former, and of advertising and products by the latter.

A teammate is someone who assists in the overwhelming of the enemy.

Aberration is mainly the overwhelming of teammates (wrong target).

When one views life as a complexity of attempts to overwhelm he begins to understand it rather well. Two people may be playing many games, some between them, some with others. They are opponents in some things, teammates in others. They succeed in the ratio that they can define their games AND overwhelm the proper enemy for each game. Marriages fail only because the games get confused between husband and wife.

All right, seeing that, let’s now look at Dianetics again. The engram was overwhelming the preclear. By auditing it with Dianetic techniques we let the preclear overwhelm the engram—PROVIDING we as auditors weren’t simply using Dianetics to overwhelm preclears. Read over the things that make auditing possible in 1947’s Original Thesis. The truth was there, the underlying reasons why were not.

Very well, if we were trying to overwhelm engrams, WHAT were we trying to defeat? The definition of an engram has been “a moment of pain and unconsciousness.”

This should be more technically expressed as “an energy-spatial picture representing a moment of pain and unconsciousness and containing perceptics.”

Well, what is this new discovery? It is an added bit that engrams contained MORE IMPORTANT than pain and unconsciousness. That added bit can be briefly stated as “the moment of shock.” “The moment of shock” is that period of realization by body and thetan that an overwhelming has occurred.

As I have said, an overwhelming does not consist of space, energy, pieces et al.

It is the IDEA that an overwhelming has occurred. The winner is convinced (sometimes wrongly, as when World War I became World War II) that he has overwhelmed the opposing player. The loser is convinced that he has been overwhelmed.

By the mechanics of the overt act-motivator sequence a person doing a lot of overwhelming sometimes regrets having done so. Sometimes the overwhelmed (very commonly) takes the winning valence, becomes the person or object he has been overwhelmed by. So if one wins he often regrets it (the matched terminal phenomena is at work here) and when he loses he sometimes becomes the winner in person.

Here we have the proposition that one can win too often or lose too often. In Dianetics where does this fit? It fits as the moment of idea of an overwhelming.

Bloody and wreckaged, some battlers yet do not get the idea they are whipped.

The engram received is then not effective against them. Almost untouched, some believe they have been overwhelmed and thus a tiny lock assumes the value of a big engram.

Some people playing against another assume too rapidly they have won; they achieve the idea that they have done an overwhelming. Indeed it is an old tactic to make the enemy think he has won and then knock him flat: not Queensbury but effective.

When this last has occurred a “winner” becomes suspicious of having overwhelmed and is liable to become too anxious. Indeed he can become so unsettled about overwhelming others that at length he has to prove it to himself with stiff corpses and nothing short will serve. And a “winner” can become more anxious than this, as most people have now become; he can suppose that no evidence of having overwhelmed others is valid and so he shuns the idea of having overwhelmed. To start to win anything sets up an anxiety which brings about a counter-postulate in him.

Restimulating locks and engrams of anxiety, he becomes uncertain and indefinite.

Shame, blame, regret occur at the very thought of a win. Why? He cannot get the idea of overwhelming another with any positiveness. Thus he may go through life winning on every hand and feel a completely defeated failure; no evidence is valid to him that he has overwhelmed anything; he has to get big, try harder; but the cancer stays with him and he finally concludes all is defeat.

The usual freedom-monger, the agitator, in his unreasoning and damaging insistence on no rules or barriers anywhere, is able to achieve only a no-game condition. He got that way because he cannot feel a win is possible. At the same time he may be complicated by a certainty that he himself is being defeated at every hand, no matter the evidence. Thus he has to assume more and more vicious and convincing roles until at last there’s shooting in the streets. Thus the regicides of France could not be free even when they had murdered their king and had killed all their nobility; they were so unconvinced that they had won that they promptly lost by setting up Napoleon as an emperor. Dead, the king and nobility had still won in the minds of the French radicals BECAUSE the radicals could not get the idea of having overwhelmed.

In the field of engrams this becomes important. It means that engrams vanish, erase rapidly WHEN the preclear regains the ability to HAVE THE IDEA that he has won and that he has lost. This explains the mysterious efficacy of Rising Scale Processing as developed in the very last days of Dianetic research. It also explains why many preclears could not run an engram. It also explains why my earliest technique of giving small wins over locks turned on sonic and visio. It also explains why some auditors were not successful: They could not let a pc overwhelm anything and they themselves had to overwhelm the pc and used engrams to do it. The auditors did not know they were doing this—they were the first to be heartbroken about case failures; it was just that a subtle factor was at work, more powerful than the pain and unconsciousness of the engram.

Well, that’s stripping it pretty bare. But there’s more to the subject and I will be covering it later on.

The research of Dianetics and Scientology still has its exciting moments. At least WE’RE winning.

L.  RON HUBBARD
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TEST RESULTS

During the past many months test results have been varying as follows: During the last few weeks I was in Washington and for the first few weeks after I had left test results remained high. They began to drop off and for about three months were quite unsatisfactory. The occasion for this was in the main a research, not an auditing, problem.

When I finally isolated havingness as the principal neglected factor I began to work on rehabilitating it; test results did an immediate climb. Certain provisions were taken regarding the address of the individual auditor to the case and for a short while results were quite satisfactory. It is noteworthy, however, that, as could be expected, results followed a similar curve in London, but regained a higher level more rapidly and have retained that level since. The last batch of results received from HGC Washington indicates a new slump, but this time the slump exists not only in the HGC test results but in the Academy results. Formerly Academy results were higher than HGC results. This is not now the case.

From this we must assume that some randomity of some character has entered into processing independent of procedures. With that may I repeat the following cautions:

Do not take inventories.

Do not go into long two-way comm sessions since these two things reduce havingness markedly.

Lay off all subjective processes unless they are straight mock-up havingness processes.

Run more 8-C and “Terrible Trio” than anything else.

Run also the “Can’t Have” process outlined in PAB 83.

Omit Orders and Lying Processes.

In PAB 83 you will also discover BE, DO and HAVE again and the probability is havingness has to be settled, then doingness, then beingness and then exteriorization exercises.

In addition to these data on havingness and staying away from subjective processes, there is the matter of games. Winnowing actually some hundreds of possible processes with regard to games only one process has proven to be of great help. This process is run on the alternate questions system whereby Question A is asked, then Question B, then Question A, and so forth. This process is “What would you permit to overwhelm?” and B—”What would you permit to be overwhelmed?” Read that very carefully because it is not “What would you permit to overwhelm you?” or “What could you overwhelm?” It is an entirely detached type of question and it depends upon the old truth that one doesn’t have any problems of one’s own—all problems are other people’s problems.

Asking Question A and then Question B back and forth with due regard to havingness brings about a considerable change in the person’s morale. I know many subjective processes that work but none which so thoroughly alter a person’s viewpoint as this “overwhelming” process. It is evidently true that no part of Games is processable and the entering into of games is not necessarily therapeutic except this idea of overwhelming things. The idea actually goes much further. People become unwilling to overwhelm to such a degree that they will let things go to pieces. This happens to nations. It happens to individuals and it can happen to auditors.
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THE REASON WHY

Life can best be understood by likening it to a game. Since we are exterior to a great number of games we can regard them with a detached eye. If we were exterior to life instead of being involved and immersed in the living of it, it would look to us much like games look to us from our present vantage point.

Despite the amount of suffering, pain, misery, sorrow and travail which can exist in life, the reason for existence is the same reason as one has to play a game—interest, contest, activity and possession. The truth of this assertion is established by an observation of the elements of games and then applying these elements to life itself.

When we do this we find nothing left wanting in the panorama of life.

By game we mean contest of person against person, or team against team. When we say games we mean such games as baseball, polo, chess or any other such pastime.

It may at one time have struck you as peculiar that men would risk bodily injury in the field of play just for the sake of “amusement.” So it might strike you as peculiar that people would go on living or would enter into the “game of life” at the risk of all the sorrow, travail, and pain just to have something to do. Evidently there is no greater curse than total idleness. Of course there is that condition where a person continues to play a game in which he is no longer interested.

If you will but look about the room and check off items in which you are not interested, you will discover something remarkable. In a short time you will find that there is nothing in the room in which you are not interested. You are interested in everything. However, disinterest itself is one of the mechanisms of play. In order to hide something it is only necessary to make everyone disinterested in the place where the item is hidden. Disinterest is not an immediate result of interest that has worn out.

Disinterest is a commodity in itself. It is palpable, it exists. 

By studying the elements (factors) of games (contests) we find ourselves in possession of the elements of life.

Life is a game. A game consists of freedom, barriers and purposes. This is a scientific fact, not merely an observation.

Freedom exists amongst barriers. A totality of barriers and a totality of freedom alike are no-game conditions. Each is similarly cruel. Each is similarly purposeless.

Great revolutionary movements fail. They promise unlimited freedom. That is the road to failure. Only stupid visionaries chant of endless freedom. Only the afraid and ignorant speak of and insist upon unlimited barriers.

When the relation between freedom and barriers becomes too unbalanced, unhappiness results.

“Freedom from” is all right only so long as there is a place to be free to. An endless freedom from is a perfect trap, a fear of all things.

Barriers are composed of inhibiting (limiting) ideas, space, energy, masses and time. Freedom in its entirety would be a total absence of these things—but it would also be a freedom without thought or action, an unhappy condition of total nothingness.

Fixed on too many barriers, man yearns to be free. But launched into total freedom he is purposeless and miserable.

There is freedom amongst barriers. If the barriers are known and the freedoms are known there can be life, living, happiness, a game.

The restrictions of a government, or a job, give an employee his freedom.

Without known restrictions, an employee is a slave, doomed to the fears of uncertainty in all his actions.

Executives in business and government can fail in three ways and thus bring about chaos in their department. They can:

1. Seem to give endless freedom.

2. Seem to give endless barriers.

3. Make neither freedom nor barriers certain.

Executive confidence, therefore, consists of imposing and enforcing an adequate balance between their people’s freedom and the unit’s barriers and in being precise and consistent about those freedoms and barriers. Such an executive, adding only in himself initiative and purpose, can have a department with initiative and purpose.

An employee buying and/or insisting upon freedom only will become a slave.

Knowing the above facts he must insist upon a workable balance between freedom and barriers.

An examination of the dynamics above will demonstrate the possibility of a combination of teams. Two third dynamics can engage one another as teams. The first dynamic can ally itself with the fifth dynamic against, let us say, the sixth dynamic and so have a game. In other words, the dynamics are an outline of possible teams and interplays. As everyone is engaged in several games an examination of the dynamics will plot for him and clarify for him the various teams he is playing upon. If an individual can discover that he is only playing on the first dynamic and that he belongs to no other team, it is certain that this individual will lose, for he has before him seven remaining dynamics. And the first dynamic is seldom capable of besting by itself all the remaining dynamics. In Scientology we call this condition the “only one.” Here is self-determinism in the guise of selfish determinism and here is an individual who will most certainly be overwhelmed. To enjoy life one must be some part of life.

There is the principle in Scientology called pan-determinism. This could be loosely defined as determining the activities of two or more sides in a game simultaneously.

For instance, a person playing chess is being self-determined and is playing chess against an opponent. A person who is pan-determined on the subject of chess could play both sides of the board. One is pan-determined about any game to which he is senior. He is self-determined only in any game to which he is junior. For instance, a general of an army is pan-determined concerning an argument between two privates or even two companies of his command. He is pan-determined in this case, but when he confronts another army led by another general, he becomes self-determined. The game in this wise could be said to be larger than himself. The game becomes even larger than this when the general seeks to play the parts of all the political heads that should be above him. This is the main reason why dictatorship doesn’t work. It is all but impossible for one man to be pan-determined about the entire system of games that comprise a nation. He starts taking sides and then to that degree becomes much less than the government that he is seeking to run.

It has been stylish in past ages to insist only upon freedom. The French Revolution furnishes an excellent example for this. In the late part of the 18th century, the nobles of France became so self-determined against the remainder of the country and were so incapable of taking the parts of the populace that the nobles were destroyed.

Immediately the populace itself sought to take over the government and, being trained and being intensely antipathetic to any and all restraints, their war cry became “Freedom.” They had no further restrictions or barriers. The rules of government were thrown aside. Theft and brigandage took the place of economics. The populace, therefore, found itself in a deeper trap and discovered itself to be involved with a dictatorship, which was far more restrictive than anything they had experienced before the Revolution.

Although man continually uses “Freedom” for his war cry he only succeeds in establishing further entrapment for himself. The reason for this is a very simple one. A game consists of freedom and barriers and purposes. When man drops the idea of restrictions or barriers he loses at once control over barriers. He becomes self determined about barriers and not pan-determined, thus he cannot control the barriers. The barriers left uncontrolled then and there trap him.

The dwindling spiral of the apparency create-survive-destroy comes about directly that man shuns barriers. If he considers all restrictions and barriers his enemies he is of course refusing to control them in any way and thus he starts his own dwindling spiral.

A race that is educated to think in terms of freedom only is very easily entrapped. No one in the nation will take responsibility for restrictions, therefore restrictions apparently become less and less. As these restrictions lessen so lessens the freedom of the individual. One cannot be free from a wall unless there is a wall. Lacking any restrictions life becomes purposeless, random, and chaotic.

A good manager must be capable of taking responsibility for restrictions, in that freedom, to exist, must have barriers. A failure to take initiative on the subject of restrictions or barriers causes these things to arise all by themselves and exist without consent or direction.

There are various states of mind that bring about happiness. That state of mind that insists only upon freedom can bring about nothing but unhappiness. It would be better to develop a thought pattern that looked for new ways to be entrapped and things to be trapped in than to suffer the eventual total entrapment of dwelling upon freedom only. A man who is willing to accept restrictions and barriers and is not afraid of them is free. A man who fights restrictions and barriers will always be trapped.

As it can be seen in any game, purposes become counter-posed. There is the matter of purpose-counter-purpose in almost any game played in a field with two teams. One team has the idea of reaching the goal of the other, and the other has the idea of reaching the goal of the first. Their purposes are at war and this warring of purposes makes a game.

The war of purposes gives us what we call problems. A problem has the anatomy of purposes. A problem consists of two or more purposes opposed. It does not matter what problem you face or have faced, the basic anatomy of that problem is purpose-counter-purpose.

In actual testing in Scientology it has been discovered that a person begins to suffer from problems when he does not have enough of them. There is the old saw (maxim) that if you want a thing done give it to a busy man to do. Similarly, if you want a happy associate make sure that he is a man who can have lots of problems.

From this we get the oddity of a high incidence of neurosis in the families of the rich. These people have very little to do and have very few problems. The basic problems of food, clothing and shelter are already solved for them. We would suppose, then, if it were true that an individual’s happiness depended only upon his freedom, these people would be happy. However, they are not happy. What brings about their unhappiness? It is the lack of problems. Although successful processing in Scientology would depend upon taking all three elements of games into consideration—and indeed that is the secret of bettering people: taking freedom, barriers and purposes into consideration and balancing them—it could be said that you could make a man well simply by sitting down with him and asking him to invent problems, one after the other. The invention of synthetic problems would be found to free his mind and make him more able. Of course, there is another factor involved in this in that it is he who is inventing the problems and therefore he is becoming pan-determined about problems rather than being in one place with all problems opposed to him.

An unhappy man is one who is considering continually how to become free. One sees this in the clerk who is continually trying to avoid work. Although he has a great deal of leisure time he is not enjoying any part of it. He is trying to avoid contact with masses and energies and spaces. He eventually becomes trapped in some sort of a lethargy. If this man could merely change his mind and start “worrying” about how he could get more work to do, his happiness level would increase markedly. One who is plotting continually how to get out of things will be miserable. One who is plotting how to get into things has a much better chance of becoming happy.

There is, of course, the matter of being forced to play games in which one has no interest—a war into which one is drafted is an excellent example of this. One is not interested in the purposes of the war and yet one finds he himself fighting it. Thus there must be an additional element and this element is “the power of choice.”

One could say, then, that life is a game and that the ability to play a game consists of tolerance for freedom and barriers and an insight into purposes, with the power of choice over participation.

These four elements—freedom, barriers, purposes and power of choice—are the guiding elements of life. There are only two factors above these and both of them are related to these. The first is the ability to create with of course its negative, the ability to uncreate, and the second is the ability to make a postulate (to consider, to say a thing and have it be true). This, then, is the broad picture of life, and in bringing life into focus and in making it less confusing these elements are used for the analysis.
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FIVE TYPES OF VALENCES

A rule has showed up. Never process a no-game condition, only a game condition.

No-Game conditions: know, opponent has, arrivals, solutions, namelessness, pan determinism, friendship, win, lose, effect on self, no effect on others.

Game conditions—to be processed: problems, not-know, attention, can’t have (opponent), have (self), self-determinism, survival, no effect on self, effect on others, identities.

Example: thoughts that would have no effect on you, thoughts that would have effect on (father). No reverse. 

This accounts for randomity in process application.

I felt clever last week and worked this out. And it works!

Valences are:

1 . Own valence (identity)

2. Body valence (human identity)

3. Exchanged valence (direct assumption of another valence)

4. Attention valence (valence assumed to get attention from another)

5. Synthetic valence (valence described to pc and assumed)

On I—no change desired. On 2 body run as opponent. On 3 exact valence run as problem and can’t have. On 4 valence of B assumed to get attention from A, remedy have and problem on A. On 5 run can’t have and problems on person (or book or film) who told pc.

There’s how we’ve missed on some profiles which are valence pictures. He’s in Mother’s valence but separation on Mother didn’t work. Why? Maybe he was in an attention valence requiring separation from father or in a synthetic as described by grandma. Voila—
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THE ANATOMY OF FAILURE

Two things are of paramount importance in Scientology. They are WIN and LOSE.

Occupying the original Chart of Attitudes composed by myself in the autumn of 1951, Win and Lose have occupied ever since a predominant place in processing. A preclear can be stuck in either Wins or Loses. This might come as a surprise that a preclear could be stuck in a win, but the facts of a case are that a preclear is stuck in any reversal between intention or expectance. One knows of the man who lives forever after his having won the race and one knows as well the man who lives forever after the failure of his business.

Primarily, the person who is living forever after in some sort of incident is living the survival of something which overwhelmed him rather than his own survival.

The anatomy of winning or losing, either one, is the anatomy of postulate and reverse-postulate. One intends to do something by making a postulate that it will take place, yet something else takes place. This is a reversal of postulate.

Now let us consider exactly what a failure is. It is only a failure of postulate. It is the failure of an intention. The intention is one thing, the result of the intention is a reverse. This is a failure.

One would say, offhand, that a person who ran a car into a stone wall would have a failure. However, this is simply a social belief that one should not run cars into the wall. There are four conditions which could be involved with running a car into the wall. Running a car into the wall is not a failure without the addition of postulates.

One does not intend to run the car into the wall and yet runs it into the wall. This is a failure.

One intends to run the car into the wall and runs the car into the wall. This is a win.

One intends not to run the car into the wall and doesn’t run it into the wall. This is a win.

One intends to run the car into the wall and doesn’t run a car into a wall. This is a failure.

Thus we can see that running the car into the wall, or not running the car into the wall, do not themselves establish, except by public agreement as to the conditions of failure, an actual failure. The failure derives from failing to do what one intended to do.

When one does what one intends to do one has a win. When one intends to do one thing and accomplishes something else one has a lose.

A person is stuck in “Wins” only when he intended to lose and won. A runner never expected to win. He was simply part of the field most of his career and then spectacularly, and almost by accident, he won. It is certain that he will be stuck in that win. Therefore the only wins that a person gets stuck in are those which were not intentional.

Regret itself is entirely the study of the reversed postulate. One intended to do something good and one did something bad. Similarly it could also happen that one intends to do something bad and accidentally did something good. Either incident would be regretted. Examples of the first condition are easy to conceive. In the second category I once knew a man who intended to “get the best of” a woman of somewhat Herculean proportions. Somewhere in this contest the woman fell ill and he healed her and did it to such an excellent degree that the woman, to whom mercy was unknown, thereafter promptly overwhelmed him entirely. Here we have the public belief that to heal is good but in this particular case it was regretted by the individual and would have been regretted even though he did not experience a later loss.

It is an interesting commentary upon the mental anatomy of man that he seldom intends to do something good without actually accomplishing something good. One can always go upstairs into doing well. Failures are the most marked when one intends to do something bad and don’t accomplish it. For instance, a gunman misses his enemy. He generally lives to regret it because his intention basically was not for the greatest good for the greatest number of dynamics—the definition of good.

It must be understood by the auditor that the preclear is not stuck in failures or wins. The preclear is stuck in reversed postulates. He intended to do one thing and another thing happened. This is only aberrative when the other thing that happened was a direct reverse.

There are several methods of running this particular phenomenon and it is a very important one in the repertoire of the auditor.

The first and oldest method was Rising Scale Processing. In this process, an individual was asked to get one of the lower postulates on the Chart of Attitudes and then carry it “upward” until he could get the higher idea. In this particular case one would ask the preclear to get the idea of losing and would then ask him to change that as nearly as he could to the idea of winning. This process might be improved by asking the preclear to get the idea of losing and then get the idea of being engaged in a game and have him do this over and over until he could hold the idea of being engaged in a game. One would then have him get the idea of winning and would thereafter have him get the idea of being engaged in a game. You see, both winning and losing are no-game conditions. One can be as afraid of winning as of losing, because one always loses when one wins or loses, the difference being that one loses the game.

A more modern idea of running this would be to get the preclear to make one postulate and then conceive that its reverse occurred, then to have him say, “That defeats me.”

An example of this would be the classical example of telling the preclear, “Command that wall to fall down.” “Now, observe that it did not.” “Now decide to do it yourself.” This will demonstrate to him primarily the mechanism of how he comes to do everything himself, because he knows that if he tells something else to do something it will disobey him and he will get a lose.

An even more advanced method of running this would be to get the preclear to hold two ideas at the same time and have him place out in front of him a person with the idea of living and a person opposite him with the idea of dying. When he can do this, have him make the first person say to the second person, “Die,” and have the second person live as a result. Use various types of postulates until the person takes much less personally the idea of a postulate becoming reversed. In other words, this and other mechanisms can be used to habituate the person to the idea that postulates can turn around and do something else. As soon as he relaxes on this subject he will become much easier and less apprehensive about losing.

Failure consists exactly of something else happening rather than the intention.

An example of this: We are taught that “all men are nice to everyone, that there is no murder or insanity or upset anywhere in life,” and so gradually we intend that a smooth, uneventful and fruitful life will result. Then we discover that people do bad things to people, that people nag us so that they impede us. That our goals, ambitions and accomplishments are not worthwhile in other people’s opinions, and so we have a failure. Here the failure is actually the failure of having a right intention toward life.

What is the right intention toward life? To be very, very safe, it is the intention to have what happens what will happen. If one knows that life is going to be tricky, cruel, arduous and vicious at times, then one is not surprised by it. One does not hope so sanguinely, or one does not intend so ferociously that all will be “sweetness and light” and one is not so dismayed when “sweetness and light” does not occur.

Romantic novels teach us that the hero always wins and that good always triumphs. Now, it so happens that the hero doesn’t always win and that good does not always triumph. On a shorter view we can see villainy triumphing all about us. The truth of the matter is that the villainy is sooner or later going to lose in an entirely different way than the villain expects. One cannot go through life victimizing one’s fellow beings and wind up in anything but a trap—the victim himself. However, one doesn’t observe this in the common course of life. One sees the villains succeeding everywhere, evidently amassing money, cutting their brother’s throat, receiving the fruits of the courts and coming to rule over men. Without looking at the final consequence of this, which is there just as certainly as the sun rises and sets, one begins to believe that evil triumphs whereas one has been taught that only good triumphs. This causes the person himself to have a failure and actually causes his downfall. The safe way to intend life to go on happening is the way life goes on happening. A much healthier attitude is to change life where one can change it and not be heartbroken because one has not changed it further. In other words one can intend to change life for the better and can succeed. 

With Dianetics and Scientology, particularly, he can accomplish this. Before Dianetics and Scientology he probably couldn’t, so it would not have been safe or healthy to expect to change life in any way. But now he can at least change life in the sphere where he exists, and thus that things can become better becomes an actuality.

It would be a certain way to produce a failed attitude of mind in a person to indoctrinate him in one direction and have him experience the reverse.

In Dianetics and Scientology the auditor has maintained an optimistic attitude towards what is going to happen to his cases. By and large this is justified, but occasionally he intends to make somebody well and the person, even though he became a bit better, continues to complain about his bad state of health. This was much commoner four years ago than it is today when we understand more, but unfortunately has resulted in a series of failures for some auditors. If an auditor who has experienced this will get the idea that he is going to make the patient well and then have the patient in mock-up collapse and then get the idea that he is going to make the patient well and get the patient to collapse again, and carry this out by old Creative Processing, all of his past auditing failures will drop away as having no importance.

The first and foremost lesson taught by failure is that one’s postulate didn’t stick.

There are several methods and processes of running postulates to practice their “sticking,” but the foremost of these would be to run out the idea that one should be dismayed simply because a something else happens. Actually if everything happened which you intended to happen there would be no randomity or interest in life whatsoever. People shudder back from the idea that their postulates and orders will always be obeyed. They will not always be obeyed and that is what makes the game of life a game; otherwise it would be one long continuous win, which is a no-game condition.
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THEORY: The most adequate answer to life's puzzle is Games. The ordinary concept of games or play is comprehensible to anyone.

Games have many factors. Some work well in processing, some don't, all explain life.

The basic game of a thetan is evidently nothing versus something as in the process "make it solid". He can never really be something, thus can never really duplicate in himself a solid—yet he makes solids across spaces out of game impulse.

PRACTICE: Always process toward a games condition. Never process toward a no-game-condition. Always process games conditions. Never process no-game conditions. This is more complicated than you think.

All games are aberrative. All games are continuing by definition since an unstarted game isn't a game and a finished game isn't a game.

In the following list we have most processable games conditions and the most to be avoided no-game-conditions.

Each item on both lists could be "knowing games condition" or "unknowing games condition", "knowing no-games-condition", "unknowing no-games-condition".

Using both lists at a knowing games level, we have sanity. At an unknowing games level we have aberration, neurosis or psychosis.

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 A R C

Change Communication 
No No-A R C

Into It 
Out of It

Agitation 
Calm

Noise 
Silence
(some silence)

Control 
No Control

Start—Change—Stop
Change Most Imp

Responsibility 
No Responsibility

Inspecting these two lists we find all unlimited and highly workable processes under Games Conditions. We find all limited and unworkable processes under No-Game-Conditions. We then avoid No-Game-Conditions in processing. We process the pc playing as a game in all phases.

It is true that the Game Condition List contains a regimen unworkable in life. It isn't supposed to be. It's aberrative and we process it.

The only certain processes which can be run on No-Game-Conditions are Consequences (the penalty resulting from) and "Mock up a confusion to which (no-game-cond) could be a stable datum."

Now behold that the list of No-Game-Conditions is a summary of the native state of a thetan. That means that the native state not only doesn't process but winds the pc up in difficulties if processed. To establish native state you run out the Unknowing Games Condition of the preclear.

BEST PROCESSES

Control Processing—Start—Change and Stop on objects or pc's body, emphasis on change.

Fight the Wall—Have pc with actual body or mock-ups fight the walls of room or objects in outside environment.

Opponents—Lie about, invent, opponents. This goes all the way south.

Individuality—Lie about, invent, an individuality that would impress people (8 dynamics).

Escape Processing—Mock up a mock-up and say bodies, Mest U, can't have it.

Effect Processing—Lie about an effect you're having. (I'm not having any effect from my tooth.)

Lie about an effect you are having on __________.

Problems—Lie about, invent, problem of comp mag to . How could that be a problem to you? Also consequences of solutions.

Solids—What are you looking at? Make it solid.

VACUUMS

A vacuum is a super-cold object which if brought in contact with bank, drinks bank. Objects at 25°F or less have high electrical capacitance, low resistance. This was psychiatry billions of years ago. Shocks, ether, can act similarly. This is how one mechanically forgets past. He depends on pictures, loses pictures to a vacuum incident.

Vacuums restimulate and drink up pc's havingness. They are just incidents. This is brainwashing. You encounter these running solids. Opponents, individualities, more solids, problems, undo them.

RESTIMULATION

When one violates a game-condition, intends to have an effect on something and doesn't, he often puts the effect on his body. He thus gets a no-effect on opponent, makes an effect on self.

This is restimulation. It is also stimulus-response.

"Effect you could have on (people, pcs, etc)" remedies this.

Self audit while auditing same thing. Same process resolves.

* * * * * * * * * *

TO SEPARATE VALENCES

The separation of valences is done by the following steps:

1. Get pc under control with start-change-stop. Lots of it.

2. Unjam track with "What are you looking at—make it solid."—(anything jamming track can be run as a valence below.)

3. Choose valence or valences, weakest universe preferred.

4. "What would interest (universe so chosen)?"

5. "Invent an opponent of comparable magnitude to ."

6. "What would get the attention of ?"

7. "What can’t have. (objectively only on room)"

8. "What could you protect from?"

9. "What communication could you prevent from originating?"

10. Problems of comparable magnitude to

11. "Invent a game you could play with ."

12. "Make fight the wall."

Then run 4 to 12 again to check

VALENCES

"What would interest ?"

"What could get the attention of ?"

"What can't have?"

"What could you protect from?"

"What could you protect your body from?"

"What would disinterest you?"

"What communication could you prevent from originating?"

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH:re.bh 30/7/56

HUBBARD COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE

20 Buckingham Street, London W.C.2

HCO PROCESSING SHEET OF 20 SEPTEMBER 1956

The following are useful and advantageous processes.

Comment: In running motionlessness on a preclear it will be discovered that the preclear must have an intention to have the thing still and must have some cognition that it got still and must have been able to have put the idea that it be still in the object. Unless the auditor is sufficiently inquisitive to have this occur you're not going to get any upgrading results on your profile. The old saw “find out what the preclear is doing and how he is doing it” never worked more advantageously than when running holding things, keeping them still, or letting them be totally uncontrolled.

Comment: Self-determinism in the field of motion consists of by own power of choice permitting a thing to be still or not to be still, permitting a thing to be changed or not to be changed, permitting a thing to be started or not to be started, must be rehabilitated in the preclear. In other words, self-determinism consists here of returning his power of choice over controlling or not controlling at will. The preclear who is obsessively controlling will sooner or later fail to control and then will be controlled by something. The obsession to control, to start, to change, to stop, will be found to enter into the ARC triangle and is what depresses the preclear down scale on the tone scale.

Comment: The entirety of Games processing from an auditing standpoint summates into the necessity that all auditing be done with the preclear at cause; that is to say the preclear must do it to something else. Do not run things which are done to the preclear.

In other words, have the preclear do things to the walls, do things to people, do things to his own body and do not run his own body, people, or the walls doing things to the preclear; that works out in the general activity.

Havingness: The Trio run “Look around the room and find something you wouldn't mind having” or “Look around the room and find something you could have” “could permit to remain” or “dispense with”, is completely legitimate as a process and will be found to be as advantageous as ever and should be run whenever the preclear becomes unduly agitated. Games processes demand that all can't haves be run on something else than the preclear. In any situation where another terminal than the preclear is involved can't have is run on that terminal. Have is not ever run on any terminal other than the preclear. Have is only run on the preclear himself. Can't have is run on all other subjects, objects, valences and activities. In addition to this be very certain that you use terminals, not conditions; in other words, to run can't have on “your asthma” is extremely foolish and will reduce the preclear's havingness. Asthma is a condition of the respiratory organs—the proper auditing command is “Look around the room and find something that your respiratory organs cannot have” or “Look around the room and find something you would not permit your respiratory organs to have”.

Solids: It will be discovered that holding things still, keeping things there and making things solid are all a gradient scale and if the auditing command is run on a book “Look at that book. Keep it there” or “Look at that book. Keep it from going away” that stillness and solids will follow as a condition. The fundamental command then is “Keep it there” from which stills, or stillness, or motionlessness and then solids ensue.

However running motionlessness directly or solids directly is permissible.

Observation of objects: Objective processes can be run by having the preclear locate objects and “Keep it from going away” followed by the alternate command “Permit it to be totally uncontrolled”.

Alternate commands: The idea of alternate commands has not been properly understood by auditors. We have A and B commands. One is A: Look at it, two is B: Look away from it. The way an alternate command is run is to run: Look at it, Look away from it, Look at it, Look away from it, Look at it, Look away from it; not to run Look at it fifty times and then Look away from it fifty times. This is an alternate command basis. The Change-Unchange commands are extremely valuable when run on an alternate basis. One does not, however, flatten Change and then turn around and flatten Unchange. One runs Change, Unchange; Change, Unchange; one command for each.

This has become important in our methods of running stillness.

Stop processes: Stop processes can be run either of two ways. One can simply run Stop as itself and continue to run Stop, on various things such as the body, or he can run Stop, totally uncontrol, Stop, totally uncontrol, Stop, totally uncontrol; or Stop, in total motion, Stop, in total motion, on an alternate basis. It has not been tested or ascertained which of these methods, flattening Stop itself or running Stop and then “totally uncontrolled”, produces the highest gain; however it is known that Stop processes produce gain particularly on low-toned preclears.

Connectedness: Have the preclear look around and find what he could be connected with. This is run in this fashion: “What in this room would you connect with yourself?” It is not run in this fashion: “What could you connect with in this room?” since the latter is a No-Games condition.

Stop-C-S: After a preclear has been run on Start-C-S (one would simply and calmly flatten to some degree each one of the points of control, start, change and stop, in order to get a session going) there is a process known as Stop-C-S. This is a distinctly different process. Once one has plain S-C-S in operation then one has the commands of Stop-C-S. These are the same, but one specialises in Stopping the body. One has the preclear stop the body over and over and as the preclear becomes more accustomed to doing this one then changes the process on him to this extent—the auditor asks the preclear in running Stop-C-S, to “stop the body absolutely still”. This imposes a new discipline on the preclear and makes the process extremely difficult for him. It is only done when S-C-S and ordinary Stop-C-S have been to some slight degree flattened.

Following up this “stop the body absolutely still” one can introduce Change into the process for a few commands in order to unflatten the Stop-C-S that has flattened. In other words when the Stop of Stop-C-S on an object or the body seems to be flat, one can run a few Change the body or Change the object and unflatten the Stop once more with a resultant alteration in the preclear's ability to perform. When Stop-C-S seems flat then it should be unflattened at first by running Change-S-S with emphasis on Change and then when Change no longer upsets his ability to stop it, Starting it should be run as an alternate to Stop-C-S in order to unflatten it again.

It will be noted that higher toned preclears do not make very rapid gains on Stop-C- S, S-C-S, and “Hold it still” or “Keep it there” or “Keep it from going away”. It will be found that on preclears that have profiles already above the make-break line, middle line, of a profile sheet, that it is usually necessary to run subjective processes so as to separate valences to run over and under on the bank and in general to sort things out faster than on the more blunt processes. In other words, we have found the processes now which operate on relatively low scale cases and in order to improve a case above the level of solids when he has things fairly well under control it is necessary to do other things.

This does not however excuse the running of figure-figure processes on preclears who can't do anything with them. If you think that Stop-C-S and associated processes are flat then you should run subjective processes on valences or solids on the bank in order to recover the entirety of life span for the preclear. In other words, we go about the business of digging up unknowns. We flatten his reactions to such things as light, sound and other material. We separate out valences by having him mock them up and “Keep them there”, by making them still, by making them solid. We go in for the higher level of changes.

When a preclear seems to be all the way up to the top on all these processes it is then only necessary to run him on the re-establishment of abilities. One re-establishes his ability to speak Arabic, for instance, by having him mock up a mosque and keep it there (gradient scale from largest down to more significant objects in terms of the Arab world) and other things until these can be admitted by him to be totally solid. One then has him Stop an Arab from speaking Arabic by having him mock up an Arab and keep him from speaking Arabic and then eventually run Change and Start on this Arab.

One also must run Arabs of different ages and run groups of Arabs and Arabs of different professions whose ability to speak Arabic is being controlled by the preclear.

Any other skill can be sorted out and rehabilitated in the preclear from his back track in this fashion.

Remember that the key-note of all processing is to recover unknowns, therefore Not-know processes should be run on higher level preclears so as to get them into a command of the idea of Not-know.

In order to establish exactly where your preclear is you only need to ascertain his reaction to various solids and speeds of impact. Once you have done this you have established exactly where the preclear is on the tone scale. This reaction to solids is far more reliable than profile tests from the auditor's standpoint. Preclears who cannot tolerate solids will have to be worked for a very, very long time on Keeping things from going away and Holding them still and finally Making things solid, no matter where the preclear registered on the profile sheets.

We have apparently undercut cases now to the point where we are getting fairly rapid gains on very low scale cases. It is time for us now to think of what we are going to do with cases who are upstairs, but you must always be sure that your case isn't one of these cases that is simply dubbing in a high tone. This is very easy to establish. The skill with which a person can run Stop-C-S in its most arduous forms, his ability to handle light by “Keeping it there” and motion in general is the establishing factor on where a case sits on the tone scale as far as an auditor is concerned. There are no other tests which are better than this so an auditor had better not take either the profile or the preclear's say-so concerning the state of case. The auditor has a far better test himself in either of these.

In order to rehabilitate a preclear it is necessary then to restore his ability to start, to change and to stop his body, objects, subjective mock-ups, engrams, the solid environment around him and to increase in the main his ability to control solids. This then goes up to his ability to control black objects and blackness, his ability to control

invisible particles, his ability to control space. Working in this fashion it is then possible to raise the preclear consistently up the tone scale. It will be noted that solids are reality, whereas reality is basically agreement on a thought level, it actually happens that a preclear can mock up things which are solid. A preclear who is very, very far down scale is unable to do this and is unable to tolerate solids. So, if you want to raise a preclear's reality, you'd better raise his ability to tolerate solids. This is done first by “Keeping things from going away”, next by “Holding things still” and finally by “Making it solid”. In solids we have located the R of the A-R-C triangle and communication as-ises solids but solids must be creatable by the preclear. Thus we have an upward advance of A-R-C monitored by his ability to tolerate solids.

The current program of Scientology is to place its organizational staff personnel and auditors in such a condition that they are capable of reaching, handling and controlling people and groups. If we do this we will shortly be the most advanced organization on the face of Earth, whether we have propaganda, good word of mouth or anything else. This is the road which we're taking in advancing Scientology and its organizations. Thus you see the necessity of establishing objective and subjective Start, Change and Stop on individuals. You are reminded that S-C-S also runs on communication and runs as well on affinity (such as “conceive the wall to be embarrassed” “stop it from being embarrassed”).

More is being learned about these processes as I work with preclears and the science itself, but the first thing that I have learned is that an auditor in order to run Stop-C-S has to be himself capable of tolerating easily all up and down the band, otherwise he fails to understand the process and fails to make it work. It is as therapeutic today for an auditor to audit a preclear on S-C-S and Stop-C-S on the body, for the auditor, as it is for the preclear—if not more so.
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GAMES CONDITIONS THEORY

Prepared from the research papers of L. Ron Hubbard

THEORY: The most adequate answer to life's puzzle is GAMES. The ordinary concept of games or play is comprehensible to anyone.

Games have many factors. Some work well in processing, some don't, all explain life.

The basic game of a thetan is evidently nothing versus something as in the process “Make it solid.” He can never really be something, thus can never really duplicate himself a solid—yet he makes solids across spaces out of game impulse.

PRACTICE: Always process toward a games condition. Never process toward a no-games condition. Always process games conditions. Never process no-games conditions. This is more complicated than you think.

All games are aberrative. All games are continuing by definition, since an unstarted game isn't a game and a finished game isn't a game.

In the following list we have the most processable games conditions and the most-to-be-avoided no-games conditions.

Each column of the list could be KNOWING or UNKNOWING—”knowing games condition” or “unknowing games condition,” “knowing no-games condition” or “unknowing no-games condition.”

Using both lists at a knowing games level, we have sanity. At an unknowing games level we have aberration, neurosis or psychosis.

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 
No friends or enemies
Loyalty, Disloyalty
Betrayal, Help

Motion 
No motion

Emotion 
Serenity

Continued action 
Motionless

Hot, cold 
No temperature

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

Inspecting these two lists we find all unlimited and highly workable processes under GAMES CONDITIONS. We find all limited and unworkable processes under No-Games Conditions.

We process the preclear playing as a game in all phases. We then avoid No-Games Conditions in processing.

It is true that the Games Condition List contains a regimen unworkable in life. It isn't supposed to be. It's aberrative and we process it.

The ONLY certain processes which can be run on No-Games Conditions are

Consequences (the penalty resulting from) and “Mock up a confusion to which (the no-games condition) could be a stable datum.”

Now behold that the list of No-Games Conditions is a summary of the NATIVE STATE of a thetan. That means that the Native State not only does not process but winds the preclear up in difficulties if processed.

To establish the native state run out the UNKNOWING GAMES CONDITIONS of the preclear.

From native state a thetan apparently descends thusly:

	NATIVE STATE
	SERENITY
	KNOWING, 
NO-GAMES

	TO
	TO
	TO

	OPERATING 
THETAN
	TONE SCALE
	KNOWING GAMES CONDITIONS

	TO
	TO
	TO

	BODIES
	ANTAGONISM
	UNKNOWING 
GAMES 
CONDITIONS

	TO
	TO
	TO

	REACTIVE 
BANKS
	MINUS 
TONE SCALE
	UNKNOWING 
NO-GAMES CONDITIONS


Processing, however, does not take the exact reverse route. Operating at a level of knowing games conditions, auditing converts the unknowing games and no-games conditions of the preclear into knowing games conditions and into further knowing games conditions. A further goal of auditing may very well be the attainment of no-game.

It would be a knowing no-game, however, not an unknowing, and it would not be actually a condition.

Bad condition of case would be unknowing condition concerning games. Good condition is knowing games condition. No condition would be native state.
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SPECIFIC FOR TERROR STOMACH

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 to some part of his body “This means go to “ and the preclear furnishes the location. He does this with each wall, the floor and the ceiling, in rotation. Now you had better let him have the walls, etc., first of all say it to him, then after a while say it to his body. Now the next time round you get him to put into the walls, etc. “This means don’t go to .” Then the next time we go around to “This means go to ,” and finally we get this thing flat. These commands are run in alternation until it seems fairly flat.

Now the reason why you ask him to supply the name of the location each time is simply to see how his communication lag is coming along. If you didn’t ask him to add the name you would not see his comm lag. When you ask him to originate a location this puts a little stopper on the line. Now when we have that pair of commands fairly flat we go on into the next pair. “This means stay in “ is completed with all the six sides of the room, and the alternation command in this case is “This means don’t stay in ,” and we run these alternately covering the six sides of the room each time.

Now, of course, this is essentially the anatomy of the confusion—the confusion basically of a person doing, or trying to do, two things at once. So we get him to sort out the stable data. This is a technique which has been with us for some time. It is what we call one of our specifics, and it is a specific for a terror stomach.

Now this is something for you to have because these terror stomachs can cause you some difficulty. For instance, one of the commonest things that you find in prison work or in people who are under pressure from the police in one way or another is the terror stomach. With some people just the thought of possibly being arrested would turn one on. Now just why the police are the commonest restimulator of the terror stomach lies, of course, on the back track.

The stomach is guilty of the overt act of eating, it is continuously guilty of this act and becomes quite frantic on the whole subject of being incarcerated. This is rather funny, because the stomach is already incarcerated and is continually incarcerating—it puts food into jail three times a day; and so we get police putting somebody away as being the commonest restimulator of the terror stomach. A terror stomach is simply a confusion in a high degree of restimulation in the vicinity of the vagus nerve. This is one of the larger nerves and it goes into agitation under this restimulation. Now medical science has already solved this, already knows how to take care of it: they simply cut the vagus nerve—that it brings on a fairly early death and completely disrupts the entirety of the gastric system is, of course, not considered. It is comparable with electric shock, which, incidentally, is almost uniformly followed by an early stroke.

Now here we have a specific and this somatic has not had any alleviation from any other process prior to Spring, 1956. At that time some other processes came in which are, to some degree, faster. But they have not yet been tested on a terror stomach with any thoroughness. They are more powerful, but they have not been thoroughly tested against this specific somatic.

With good auditing and good communication we can, apparently at any tone level, seem to be able to use this process successfully. This is quite remarkable. The terror stomach flattens out and if it does recur, it will be quite minor. But the preclear should be warned about this so that if it does recur he can come in again to see the auditor, who can continue the process and flatten it further.

It is a specific and for a long time I figured out the confusion of where to go and where to stay, and figured out the disenfranchisement of the game somewhat.

Disenfranchisement brought about a condition of confusion which was best expressed in the stomach evidently. We can handle that today. I can tell you with some confidence that the only thing that would interrupt your ability to handle this would, of course, be your communication with the preclear. This would have to be pretty good before you could use this process. To establish communication with a preclear suffering from the terror stomach is, of course, one of the more interesting things to do because the preclear is quite frantic. He leaps around, goes in and out of session, etc. Nevertheless, in spite of this, the process does level out the terror stomach which is just a bundle of confusion.

With this process one would apparently be dealing with a no-games 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 physical universe become associated all under the headings of warnings, then you have a terror stomach.

Well the common denominator of a warning is not conditional actually, it is a warning about change of position. What has deteriorated in the preclear is the ability to differentiate messages so that all messages mean “Go to , don’t go to ____’ stay in , and don’t stay in .” The process runs out, in essence, the bad 8-C of the universe and you just turn it into good 8-C.

When running the process, ask the preclear if he is putting the postulate behind the wall, in the wall, just ahead of the wall, ask him how it is going now, what is the progress of the various points, how much space is the postulate occupying now, has he any inclination to put the postulate into the whole building, or compulsion to do this or that, and so on. You just go on policing it you see, but don’t slow it down with too much policing because this process is a quantity process—unlike almost any other process we have—it’s very low scale and so is quantitative, i.e. how many times he gets it into the wall. So you want him to do as many of these commands as possible.

Now the reason I bring up this process is to acquaint you with it and also because it is so wonderfully illustrative of the relationship between aberration and learning rate, a subject which I will be continuing in another PAB.

L.  RON HUBBARD

4 FEBRUARY 1960

HUBBARD COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE

Saint Hill Manor, East Grinstead, Sussex

HCO BULLETIN OF 4 FEBRUARY 1960

Fran Hldrs

HCO Secs

Assn Secs

THEORY OF RESPONSIBILITY PROCESSING

In order to make up one’s mind to be responsible for things it is necessary to get over the idea that one is being forced into responsibility.

The power of choice is still senior to responsibility. What one does against his will operates as an overt act against oneself. But where one’s will to do has deteriorated to unwillingness to do anything, lack of will is itself an aberration.

Variations in the reactions of pcs to responsibility processes stem from the pc’s belief that his power of choice is being or has been overthrown. Where an auditor has a Pc balking against a responsibility process, the pc has conceived that the auditor is forcing responsibility on the pc and very little good comes of the session.

There is nothing wrong, basically, with doingness. But where one is doing something he is unwilling to do, aberration results. One does, in such a case, while unwilling to do. The result is doingness without responsibility.

In the decline of any state into slavery as in Greece, or into economic strangulation of the individual as in our modern western society, doingness is more and more enforced and willingness to do is less and less in evidence. At length people are doing without being responsible. From this results bad workmanship, crime, indigence and its necessities for welfarism. At length there are so many people who are unwilling to do that the few left have to take full burden of the society upon their backs. Where high unwillingness to do exists, democracy is then impossible, for it but votes for the biggest handout.

Where high unwillingness to do exists then we have a constant restimulation of all the things one is really unwilling to do such as overt acts. Forcing people who do not want to work to yet work restimulates the mechanism of overt acts with, thereby, higher and higher crime ratio, more and more strikes and less and less understanding of what it is all about.

The individual who has done something bad that he was not willing to do then identifies anything he does with any unwillingness to do—when of course he has done this many times. Therefore all doingness becomes bad. Dancing becomes bad. Playing games becomes bad. Even eating and procreation become bad. And all because unwillingness to do something bad has evolved and identified into unwillingness to do.

The person who has done something bad restrains himself by withholding doingness in that direction. When at length he conceives he has done many many bad things, he becomes a total withhold. As you process him you encounter the recurring phenomenon of his realization that he has not been as bad as he thought he was. And that’s the wonderful part of it. People are never as bad as they think they are—and certainly other people are never as bad as one thinks they have been.

The basic wonder is that people police themselves. Out of a concept of good they conceive themselves to be bad, and after that seek every way they can to protect others from self. A person does this by reducing his own ability. He does it by reducing his own activity. He does this by reducing his own knowingness.

Where you see a thetan who sleeps too much and does too little, where you see a person who conceives bad doingness on every hand, you see a person who is safeguarding others from the badness of himself or herself.

Now there is another extreme. A person who must do because of economic or other whips, and yet because of his own concept of his own badness dares not do, is liable to become criminal. Such a person’s only answer to doingness is to do without taking any responsibility and this, when you examine the dynamics, falls easily into a pattern of dramatized overt acts. Here you have a body that is not being controlled, where most knowledge is obscured and where responsibility for others or even self is lacking. It is an easy step from criminality to insanity, if indeed there is any step at all. Such people cannot be policed since being policed admits of some obedience. Lacking control there is no ability to obey, and so they wind up simply hating police and that is that.

Only when economic grips are so tight or political pressure is so great as it is in Russia do we get high criminality and neurotic or psychotic indexes. Whenever doing is accompanied by no will to do, irresponsibility for one’s own acts can result.

Basically, then, when one is processing a pc, one is seeking to rehabilitate a willingness to do. In order to accomplish this one must rehabilitate the ability to withhold on the pc’s own determinism (not by punishment) further bad actions. Only then will the pc be willing to recover from anything wrong with the pc—since anything wrong with the pc is self-imposed in order to prevent wrongdoing at some past time.

All types of responsibility processes have this as their goal: to rehabilitate the willingness to do and the ability to withhold on one’s own determinism.

Restraint in doing something one knows he should do is a secondary deterrent but comes with other offshoots of responsibility into the cognition area.

Thus we have a formula of attack on any given area where the pc cannot do, is having trouble or cannot take responsibility: (a) Locate the area. (b) Find a terminal to represent it. (c) Find what the pc has done to that terminal that he thinks he should have withheld. (d) Reduce all such incidents.

In short all we have to do to rehabilitate any case is find an area where the terminal is still real to the preclear and then get rid of what he has done and withheld, and we come up with an improved responsibility.

Of all the responsibility processes, the oldest one I developed is still the best one by test and that is:

“What have you done to a (terminal)?”

“What have you withheld from a (terminal)?”

The processing results depend in large part on the accuracy of assessment, on the willingness of the auditor to process the pc and upon running the process as flat as it will

go before finding another terminal.

Assessment accuracy depends upon skilled use of the E-Meter. Dynamic Straight Wire is best, and a weather eye upon the tone arm to see what terminal varies it, once one has the dynamic and from that has selected a terminal.

The willingness of the auditor to process the pc depends upon the confidence of the auditor to obtain results—and this is established by deletion of things the auditor has done to pcs and withheld from pcs in general and this pc in particular. Thus co-audit teams would be right always if they took each other as the terminals to be run first, get these pretty flat (and keep them flat during processing with “What have you done to me?” “What have you withheld from me?”), then as the next thing to do run the sex of the auditor off the pc, then clean up Dianetics or Scientology (or use this as step two).

And only then go into “case”. That would be a pretty fine co-audit team after they have survived the first explosions and gotten them gone.

Then in searching out areas to run as a case, care should be taken not to over-run a terminal or under-run one. A pc running out of answers can get very restless.

Responsibility can be rehabilitated on any case and when it has been you have a clear and that’s all there is to it.

L. RON HUBBARD
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ARC BREAKS

Great News!

I’ve found the basis of ARC Breaks!

As you know, only a PTP (Present Time Problem) can hold a graph unchanging and only an ARC Break can lower one. Therefore the Anatomy of an ARC Break is more vital to know, as it can worsen, than the anatomy of a PTP. But both are very important and with the overt act and misunderstood words in study form the vital four things anyone should know in auditing Pcs.

The average student has a hard time getting rid of ARC Breaks in others, mostly because he never really finds the ARC Break. One Auditor was sure a Pc had been ARC Broken by “the last few inches of a lecture tape” and was madly calling Washington to borrow the tape so the poor Pc could “listen to it again to cure his ARC Break” ! Well I don’t mind being cause, but my tape never ARC Broke the Pc. The Auditor just didn’t locate the Charge.

The whole trick is to keep cleaning up the ARC Break until the Pc is happy again and then quit. When you find it, that’s it. You don’t find it and still have an ARC Broken Pc! No, the terribly simple truth is that 

1. The Pc is ARC Broken because something happened.

2. The Pc will continue to be ARC Broken until the thing is found.

3. The ARC Break will vanish magically when the source is found.

Finding the ARC Break and indicating it clears the ARC Break. If it doesn’t clear on what you find, then you haven’t found it !

You must not continue to run a Pc on some process when the Pc is ARC Broken.

You must find the ARC Break and clear it.

The Pc will go into a sad effect if you don’t find the ARC Break but instead, continue the process. If you think you have found the ARC Break (and haven’t) and then go on auditing, the Pc will go into a sad effect.

ARC Broken Pcs are easy to identify. They gloom and mis-emote. They criticize and snarl. Sometimes they scream. They blow, they refuse auditing.

If you can read a lighted neon sign at 10 feet on a dark night, you can detect a Pc who has an ARC Break. Some Auditors can detect them sooner than others. I can see one coming in a Pc 1 1 / 2 hours of auditing before the Pc starts to get misemotional in earnest. Some newcomer in the business might not detect one until the Pc wraps a chair around the auditor’s head. As I say, the ability to perceive one varies. The better you are the sooner you see one. If an auditor’s Pc isn’t bright and happy, there’s an ARC Break there with life or the bank or the session.

The thing to do is find it and clean it up.

And now all is revealed: This is what makes an ARC Break occur:

AN ARC BREAK OCCURS ON A GENERALITY OR A NOT THERE.

The Generality

Example of a Generality: “They say you are cold-hearted.” “Everybody thinks you are too young.” “The People Versus Sam Jones.” “The will of the masses.”

Case Manifestation

Example: Little boy screaming in rage when he makes a mistake in drawing.

Auditor observes little boy is upset. Auditor: “What are you upset about?” 

Little Boy: (howling) “My drawing is no good!” 

Auditor: “Who said your drawing is no good?”

Little Boy: (crying) “The teachers at school (plural).” 

Auditor: “What teacher (singular)?” 

Little Boy: (sobbing) “Not the teachers, the other children (plural)!”

Auditor: “Which one of the other children?” 

Little Boy: (suddenly quiet) “Sammy.”

Auditor: “How do you feel now?” 

Little Boy: (cheerfully) “Can I have some ice cream?”

The Formula

1. Ask what the Pc is upset about.

2. Ask who thought so.

3. Repeat the generality the Pc used and

4. Ask for the singular.

5. Keep 3 and 4 going until the Pc is happy.

As it’s a near Q and A it should be awfully easy. They name prunes, you say what prune is prunes.

Result

It’s quite magical done barehanded or on a meter.

Errors

You can miss in English sometimes on YOU. The Pc says YOU are mean. We have no plural or singular signal in the word YOU. Therefore a statement that “YOU are ARC Breaking me” or “YOU ARE MEAN” may not mean, as an egocentric auditor may take it, the auditor but YOU may be being used as THE WHOLE WORLD. The above formula holds 1 to 5. Just find out “Which person is meant by the word you?”

Our old “Look at me, who am I?” was not too wrong.

So next time your Pc says, “The Instructors are mean,” don’t be goofy enough to indicate the charge with “OK, you are ARC Broken because the Instructors are mean.”

And then be amazed when the ARC Break continues. You didn’t find out “What Instructor is Instructors?” If you ask a bit further you’ll find it probably wasn’t “the Instructors” but somebody else. And that somebody will be a unit, not a group.

A less workable but interesting approach is “Who uses the word ‘everybody’ frequently?” It’s of interest only because “everybody” makes a dispersal which the Pc can’t see through. It will take quite a while sometimes for a Pc to spot such a person!

How many people have died heartbroken because “they” were mean to him. And it was just one vicious being who had been blown up to “they”. The Not There is also a generality because it can be anywhere. But it is a special case.

When something becomes unlocatable it can cause an ARC Break.

The cure for this one is to find out what’s gone.

If you see somebody with a cold, ask “Who’s go ne?” and you’ll be amazed at therecovery if you pursue the matter.

One concludes it’s less the loss than not knowing where something has gotten to, making a one into a generality.

The common response to sudden loss is to feel everything is gone or going.

This is the state of anxiety explained.

The beaten and downtrodden respond well on this (when brought up through normal levels to the Level of Remedies).

A very sneaky question is “Who (or what) was everything to you?”

But use it sparingly. The Pc will go whole track like a flash if overworked.

Remarkably (at this late date to find it!) that’s why he rather fancies his pictures!

At least he has a picture of it!

Dreams follow a sudden loss. It’s an effort to orient oneself and get something back.

Level VI ARC Breaks

Of course, there’s nothing wrong really with a thetan but his reactive bank. He can recover from the rest. And his reactive bank is full of generalities which explains the hard ARC Breaks of Level VI. But don’t tamper with Level VI if the Pc belongs at II. You can get enough locks off any day from normal life to cure the ARC Breaks you’ll encounter getting up to VI.

Main thing to know is: AN ARC BREAK OCCURS BECAUSE OF A GENERALITY OR A NOT THERE.

Fortunately it doesn’t always occur. Only sometimes. And when it does: Find the singular form of the generality.

In Admin particularly you save more executives that way. And in auditing you just don’t have failed cases or blows if you know it.

L.  RON HUBBARD

Auditing Techniques, Games Conditions

This is the 1st of February 1957, Auditing Techniques, Games Conditions, the 16th ACC, and we're pursuing our leisurely way through processes and continuing on this series, having to do with processing, processes in general, by which I mean, of course, technically techniques. 

Now, the technical definition of a technique is anything an auditor can get away with. That is a technique. That's for sure, which doesn't fall outside the Auditor's Code. Anything you can get away with that doesn't fall outside the Auditor's Code. 

Now, the Auditor's Code doesn't say anything about game condition and no-game condition, but it does say: A case improvement. So a technique would have further limitations in whether it did or did not improve. 

Now, there are a great many limited techniques which run a few times or an hour or two or sometimes more, will still produce case gain. Don't be fooled by this into believing that you therefore and thereby have jumped over the basic rules of game condition and no-game condition in a process. Just because you get away with running the preclear at the effect XE "effect"  point, for a while, on a certain process, is no reason why that process is an unlimited process XE "unlimited process"  or will work on every preclear, or will work if you continue to use it. 

It's very possible that on a thing which is really a no-game condition XE "condition" 

 XE "no-game condition" 

 XE "game condition"  you can ask the fellow once or twice, maybe, three times, well there it gets unsafe, but you may get away with it for an hour or so. It's a no-game condition situation. That is why it is called a limited process XE "limited process" . It works for a limited number of commands. 

Now there is hardly anything in Dianetics and Scientology that doesn't work at least on a limited basis. And separating the sheep from the goats, the unlimited from the limited processes took place and a rule of establishing which was which. We knew that some processes were limited and some were unlimited, but there is no rule of thumb by which you could judge this, and we got game and no-game condition XE "condition" 

 XE "no-game condition" 

 XE "game condition" . 

We got the whole theory of games XE "games"  and the theory of games at once sorted these out. And all you have to do is look up no-game conditions, look up game conditions. If your process violates those things on the no-game condition XE "condition" 

 XE "no-game condition" 

 XE "game condition"  scale and it is a no-game condition process, why, it's limited. That's all. So we say, a limited process XE "limited process"  is a no-game condition process. 

Now this sort of a circumstance could occur in using a process which is quite amusing, but not to the preclear. You solve all of his problems XE "problems"  and he goes out and involves himself in an automobile wreck, rape, arrest or something. You can run him so short on games XE "games"  that he gets obsessive XE "obsessive" , get the idea? All you got to do is take problems XE "problems"  away from people, games away from people, enough, and they become obsessive XE "obsessive" , see? A process which processes a game condition XE "condition" 

 XE "game condition"  is good. A case condition which is an unknowing games condition XE "unknowing games condition"  is bad, got that? They're not both good. You say, this person is in a high games condition, or we'd have to say, using a high unknowing games condition to make any real sense, but that means he obsessively plays a game. Then what is he doing obsessively? Well, just read your list of game conditions and he's doing all of those things obsessively and believe me that's no picnic to deliver on. There's no effect XE "effect"  on him. There's total effect on everybody else. Got the idea? He is solid XE "solid" , you know. Oh, well. You just go down the list, see, he's got to have, nobody else can have. But he's living this. This is his life, the pattern of his life. Some day you're going to tumble into this, I mean, just across the boards, and you'd say: Uhuhu. No kidding, that's right. You know, Gosh! But you'd have to be around a while. 

Look at some of those people with whom you've had a bad time and then read your games XE "games"  condition XE "condition"  list and you'll find out they're doing obsessively all the things on that list. But if you look over the full list of games conditions and simply look at what an obsessive XE "obsessive"  condition would be, for each one of those levels, you'll have an idea of a complete loop. Just look over each item on the games condition list and get the idea of somebody doing it unknowingly, obsessively and all the time. Oh, wow, see, this would be a completely unworkable situation. A belief goes back of the process which is an old consideration that games are necessary! Back of all processes, back of all mental conditions today, this postulate XE "postulate"  of games are necessary exists. You want to realize that. That games exist comes as a prior consideration, got it? Games exist comes as a prior consideration then to any aberrated condition. 

You'd say, well, why then don't we just take apart this postulate XE "postulate" , and somebody will get sane. Oh yeah? With all the tremendous number of agreements which this person has on the games XE "games"  he is playing, the responsibilities he has, his important roles, all of these things, and we're just going to tear all of these things up, zzzzzzt - no. We're not. This is a rough condition XE "condition" . This has been dramatized so often by the preclear that his entire track XE "track"  and bank XE "bank"  is a totality of games condition. 

And when you say, well, you undo that, you undo everything, yes, you undo the entire bank XE "bank" , just like that, you'd think that's good, eh? The fellow, without learning anything about his past, without learning anything new, without being aware of anything, is suddenly asked to confront everything he's always flinched from confronting. You're not going to run that process. I tried. I tried to do a considerationectomy and I almost did a preclear-ectomy, almost cut him out whole cloth and threw him away! All confusions seem to be held together with that as a master stable datum. You run it out and all the confusions collapse on him. Many, many times, quite independently of the original thing, in order to tolerate something, he said, oh well, it's just a game, see, he re-postulated and it's just a game, it's just a game, it's not serious, it's just, you know, life, nothing. So you get this thing just sown all over the place. And it's one of these omnipresent considerations. 

Well, the anatomy of games XE "games"  is purpose XE "purpose"  counter purpose. Postulate counter postulate XE "postulate" . And that's true all up and down the track XE "track" . There have to be two or more purposes XE "purposes"  or two or more postulates in order for a game to take place. Thus we get the dual nature of this universe. No datum has any evaluation XE "evaluation"  but you can think about or talk about unless there is a datum of comparable magnitude XE "datum of comparable magnitude" , and if somebody hands you a datum for which there is no datum of comparable magnitude, it then becomes an "only one" - is a no-game condition XE "condition" 

 XE "game condition" , thus it sticks. 

You know, no-game conditions tend to stick. Why do they tend to stick? Because they're harmonic on the native state of a thetan XE "native state of a thetan" . So we have this completely wild idea we must play games XE "games"  which puts him over into a 3rd dynamic situation over here and he keeps running into all of these circumstances of games which begin with postulate XE "postulate"  counter postulate. Postulate counter postulate, which eventually becomes agreement versus agreement, which eventually becomes terminal XE "terminal"  versus terminal, which eventually becomes invisibility versus invisibility with a connecting line which eventually becomes invisibility versus invisibility across a whole mass of invisibilities. 

Now the same scale is the scale of awareness XE "awareness" . And awareness ties at once into this: Awareness itself is a game condition XE "condition" 

 XE "game condition" . So just making somebody a little more aware of something puts him to some degree in a game condition, thus the workability of all your locational processes XE "locational processes" : Notice the wall. Look at me. Where is the chair? Get the idea? Now, these are just locational but they are awareness. It isn't that he's locating; it's that he's made more aware of them, thus he gets more space, thus he gets more ability to confront them and thus he has more. 

Locationalness is way downstairs in importance to all this now. We bypassed that. We've rocketshipped past location and locationalness at a remarkable rate into the postulates of games XE "games" . But don't think that location itself is too far lost because without the idea of location you cannot have terminals. Terminals are located. It could be said as was suggested to me that that part of a terminal XE "terminal"  a person cannot locate is the only part of a terminal which leaks. In other words, you've got to have some unlocated somethingness about a terminal before there is some escapement involved with it. Very well. 

We look at this, postulate XE "postulate"  counter postulate, just an idea versus an idea and we at once get indecision; obsessive XE "obsessive"  indecision on the part of a person is simply an obsession on the highest echelon of a games XE "games"  condition XE "condition" . He's got a Yay and a Nay and they are counteropposed and he cannot disentangle them at once or decide on either one. He is obsessively pan- determined XE "pan- determined" . He's taking the part of both Yay and Nay because he couldn't take the part of either. He's an irresponsible indecision case. 

Now, this is worry, this is anxiety. It is irresponsibility XE "irresponsibility" , all these other things tend to lump up in this. He can't make a decision which says he can't take sides. Now if you think there's something wrong with somebody taking sides I want you to look over, actually as a person, some people who represented themselves as being totally tolerant XE "tolerant" . I mean, the guy would never take anybody's side on any subject at all. That is extreme irresponsibility which is our definition of insanity. You understand when you run much more of these solids that all insanity is, is an extreme irresponsibility. Plus the special consideration that one is crazy. But here's an extreme irresponsibility. 

So an extreme irresponsibility XE "irresponsibility"  is where a person gets this indecisiveness. How come he's indecisive? This is inverted pan-determinism XE "pan-determinism" . He's being on both sides of the postulate XE "postulate"  counter postulate and not really responsible for either side. But he's not responsible for either side and so he can't make up his mind. He's incapable of taking the responsibility XE "responsibility"  for that and these people who go around worrying, sound like, look like people who are being responsible for things. And they really aren't being responsible for things. They are responsible for things only to the degree that they can't get off of it. (And if) Somehow or other they come off of it, they force themselves back onto it, the DEI-cycle, but they are still being not responsible. They won't take the responsibility for Yes. They won't take the responsibility for No. And you can look at it just clearly that way with no further explanations and ramification and know then that you are looking at somebody who is not capable of siding in a game. 

On that particular game he can't take sides. So therefore he can't make up his mind. These people go around and say, it doesn't matter who's elected president, of course, are to some slight degree justified by the fact that there haven't been any candidates offered for generations. But to have no opinion on the subject at all, to say, well, no matter, about the voters, tell nobody anything or not, little they are, somebody knows what's going on, and they'll take care of and they've got it all figured out, and so on, is an insanity. The person is insane on it. Only he doesn't dramatize and he doesn't bust up psychiatrists and he doesn't apparently need a padded cell. If you looked at the course of his life, he probably would be in a padded cell but he's never faced any part of this and he's just gone: yeahyeahyeah. We say, this is a very tolerant XE "tolerant"  person. Oh, yah? He's weak, he's irresponsible. You know, a guy has to come way upscale to be able to fight. Because to fight you have to take sides. 

Now you have to be able to take sides in order to be able to play both sides and that is pan-determinism XE "pan-determinism" . When you can take either side and be totally responsible for either side, you are then pan-determined about the situation. But that's quite different than somebody who's incapable of taking either side. Real, knowing pan-determinism is the ability and willingness to take either side. 

You very often find people scattered around the universe who are real high-toned characters and they don't care who they fight for or which side they fight on. The moment they make up their minds that they're going to fight on that side, all the causes on that side are right, all the causes on the other side are wrong, you see, boom, see, that's that. 

Some soldiers of fortune are quite amusing in that degree. Many of them were terrific soldiers. Some of them were just drunken bums, but the bulk of them were terrific soldiers, and Good Lord, they turn up on the other side and they just change it all over again. You see, president Obregon was all wrong now, you see, and so on, just either side, but it made a game. They were willing to play that game. Their luck, their ability to plough through things, the state of health which normally they attained in countries which were very unsanitary, all testify to the fact that they were actually capable of assuming either side. 

Now when we get partisan on one side and somebody is able to do this, we get critical of him. Supposing we were all Northerners and we were dead against all Southerners and a fellow comes along who fights on our side for a while and then accidentally gets lost in the woods and turns up on the Southern lines. He thinks it over for a while and picks himself up a butternut jacket, you see, and starts fighting the North, we'd say this man's a turncoat. Well, he could be on the low scale, crazy as a coot; he just could be in a very mad stratum. But if he were, he really wouldn't have the ability to fight. A lot of other character determinisms would be necessary. But then we, because we are one-sided in the game, say that man is a traitor and a bum and he's a bad man right straight across the boards because he did this, and we say, he's a man of no principles. On the contrary! He's got twice as many principles as we have! (Ha-ha-ha) And when we were all Southerners and something came up like this, the Dixicrats and these elections, and so on, why, we would have the same violent opinions. 

But remember, this is a biased opinion and one of the amusing things about history is that histories are normally written on such a mono-sided basis that one seldom gets a clear picture of what went on, and times change and men change, and if a history is being written for the exclusive digestion of a bunch of people who are all obsessively on one side of the cause, well, we get a very interesting view. 

It's quite amusing that the histories of Timur Tamerlane and Genghis Khan before him were written in the main by the Chinese and the Persians. Any portrait we have, for instance, of these two are Persian portraitists and show them with slant eyes which they didn't have. Now this was the opinion of the enemy. This was the enemy's opinion of the person. The Khan's people were relatively illiterate and didn't have much of a tradition of writing and so we get an entirely biased view of what this was all about, you see. But oddly enough, the Persian respected his enemy, and there is nobody less responsible than a Persian poet. Now where do we find a picture then of Djingis Khan which gives us a picture of Djingis Khan? I don't know. The only existing picture is that of an enemy who was a rather low-toned enemy and who himself didn't much care. He had no real national spirit. 

Now, what happened here? Well, we get a whole bunch of fragments that were all counteropposed and so on. So we could say that the terminals involved have counterexchanged to some degree and we're reading Terminal A from Terminal B and we run into this in Auditing all the time. We never get a picture of Terminal A at all. We get Terminal B's reaction to the fragments coming off of Terminal A. You got that? 

So that history or an engram bank XE "bank"  or anything else becomes a Mississippi of lies as Voltaire called this thing. That was his blunt definition of history. He said that if anybody had ever found any truth in history they would have killed it at once as being too dangerous to utter. Where do you get a proper opinion of anybody? Well, you do get opinions of everybody, get the idea? You do get opinions of everybody. But are these opinions the people? They sure aren't. 

Now, another complicating factor is that we stand behind the eyes of any given person and take his viewpoint XE "viewpoint"  of any given situation, modified by his inability to see or be aware by his own blindnesses, prejudices and aberrations, and we find: he's always right! He's never anything but right. Not for an instant in his total past is he wrong. Not for one instant. A confirmatory process on this is an interesting one. Think it over now and see if you can't find something in your life that you did right. It's an absolutely fascinating process. It's one of the quickies. "Think of something in life you've done right." 

At first, the guy says, it's like you're saying at this moment, darn little, and after a while he comes clean, he can't find out anything he did wrong. It just flips the other way. Why? Because his opinions of himself are not based upon his opinions of himself but on the views of the opponent, all up and down the track XE "track" . And this accumulative opinion of the opponent, the counter-postulate XE "postulate"  opinion, you got the idea, eventually form up to his opinion of himself. 

And that there is no right or wrong conduct, in the final analysis, is proven by the fact that there is no sexual good practice or taboo anywhere in the world that is constant anywhere else in the world, from race to race. We see that good practice and bad practice are again matters of opinion. Good and bad can be cursorary defined in a very amusing way: Bad is what he did. Good is what I did. Got the idea? And the other person's good and bad gets defined the same way. Bad is what he did. Good is what I did. What is good and evil? Evil is what he did. Good is what I did. This is definition? No. This is viewpoint XE "viewpoint" . 

This is viewpoint XE "viewpoint"  at work. This is covered, by the way, in Dianetics, Modern Science of Mental Health, in its earliest chapters. But here we have postulate XE "postulate"  counter postulate. Postulate versus postulate, agreement versus agreement, terminal XE "terminal"  counter terminal. And way down below, it goes from down there into incomprehensibles. And if you as an Auditor try to sort out right from wrong, you will eventually simply sort out the person from the other valences. It's one of these horrible elementary solutions. One of the blunt ways of going about is just ask somebody for something in his life he did right. That's all you're asking, just keep asking it. Of course, it as-is-es the bank XE "bank" , chews everything up, probably have to remedy Havingness every 15 minutes with the Trio, something like that. But it's a remarkable process. All the time he becomes more of himself. 

But what if you ran this process? What if you really did run this process beyond its limitation? The fellow would run out of problems XE "problems" . He'd run out of games XE "games" . He wouldn't have enough games, and games to him are a quantitative affair. And the only thing which puts a person out of a game - and boil this right down in letters of fire, right on the inside of your brow - in letters of fire, because it's the clue and key to any opinion the preclear has after he leaves games and goes into tolerances - and that is just this: Not enough of it! You want a clue to his conduct, we'll notice, now I've told you, it's postulate XE "postulate"  counter postulate and that is the game, the opinion swaps and the individual becomes extremely irresponsible on both Terminals or both opinions, backs off from that, and so on. Time alone is probably monitored by irresponsibility XE "irresponsibility" , you know, I mean, the only reason you continue to go through a time track XE "track"  is that you're probably unwilling to be responsible for the moment which just past, and so you move off of it. 

There's some truth in there, by the way, because a person's feeling responsibility XE "responsibility"  comes up and his time sense come up almost parallel. This whole problem XE "problem"  of unable to encounter, smash, children, got that, has only to do with this: He hasn't seen enough of them, got that, so he's shocked by them. That's the way he looks at it and that's his solution to the situation, you see that? 

This is horrible, you see. The only reason he doesn't like pain is he wants more of it than he has. And it is so scarce that he doesn't want it. The old CDI-scale. The reason he hates women is because there aren't enough of them. The reason she hates men is there aren't enough of them. The reason he hates men is they are awfully scarce. There is a point in value then which is crossed from too many XE "too many"  to not enough and that point determines the level of general acceptance of that thing at that time. We only are concerned with those things, in the final essence, of which there are not too extremely too many and not too extremely too few XE "too few" . They still exist. The existence of an item in any given society depends upon the opinions of that society as to the Too Many or Too Little, you follow me? Then that society's aware of these things, talks about these things, passes laws about these things and does things about these things, you got that? 

(End of side A) 

And that makes a culture XE "culture" . It is the mean between the Too-manys XE "Too-manys"  and Too fews XE "Too fews" , and you got a culture. What lies in that mean is the culture. It's not any more esoteric than that. You can say, well, I don't know, it .... seems to be an established one of a bunch of people who live together in a community and what their opinions would be, oh, in Scientology we go way, way, way upstairs above a bunch of people. At this time there are not too many XE "too many"  and not too few XE "too few"  people. So we got people composing a culture. You follow that? But this is a peculiar thing. 

All you'd have to do is get a few more people and you'd have something else composing a culture XE "culture" . That would be the important thing in the culture. We get too many XE "too many"  people. India. Do you think that Indians really consider that people compose their culture? Well, people would kind of enter into it a little, but really it's all these other things and they're much better, get the idea? Some tribe of which there are four members in a vast continent, you'd think that that many people would compose a culture? No, to them the culture is probably composed of trees or animals or something of which there are not too few XE "too few"  or too many, you understand that? 

So, at any time you are actually subject to this monitoring quantitative thing, you might call the monitoring standard at any given moment, the number of people, too many XE "too many" , too few XE "too few" , the number of coins, too many, too few, the amount of food, too much, too little, the number of cars or vehicles of any kind, the number of spaceships or vehicles, too many, too few, see, for the culture XE "culture" . Now somebody comes along and changes the quantitative idea, in some quarter or another. He monitors this quantitative idea, see, he gives too may or too few of something else and so makes a signal change in a culture. That's the way this thing works on the third dynamic XE "third dynamic" . 

It's a hell of a thing because you look at this culture XE "culture"  right now and you think that this culture is the culture. Everybody has thought that at any given period of history. He thought the culture he lived was the culture, but some of them that had been on the backtrack might have been quite peculiar and strange and quite different than this one. Even the culture of 125 years ago was entirely different from this one. Not only mechanically but in the way people conducted themselves and the stilted methods with which they conversed and the rather exaggerated ideas they had concerning men and women.

 You were looking at a fewer human being culture XE "culture"  with much more land. There was much more time involved, you see, made an entirely different culture. You take books written in 1870. They are quite strongly different than books written today. They are quite amazingly different; - you wouldn't consider any one of them literature, by the way, be it that such books still exist. You can go down the library shelves and find books that were written during that period which have not survived. They just stayed on the library shelves and nobody reads them. But there's still some copies around, you got the idea. 

And it's quite amusing that any given period assigns in its historical romances or its future forecast the values of the culture XE "culture"  of that moment to any past culture it discusses. So writing today, we have the minuteman of 1776 being quite offhand and unpatriotic and given to the kid, you know, and taking it rather unseriously and slacken off and haven' the same attitude towards sergeants and so on as somebody did in the Korean war. Nothing could be further from the truth. Their ideas were much different. 

You can't take a soldier of any given war and find a soldier for any other given war, but if you write for any given culture XE "culture"  or you paint for them or you talk to them or process them or do anything else, you are to some degree in agreement with them and in order to communicate to them, you have to accept these idiocies as a culture. 

It's almost accidental monitoring between too many XE "too many"  and too few XE "too few"  and that's a culture XE "culture" . And anybody who comes up the track XE "track"  goes consecutively in agreement with this all the way up the line, which is quite amazing. After a while, he doesn't know what to make of it. It begins to look like no culture because the quantitative ideas which he picks up in the past may persist into the present and thus persisting give him strange notions as to what's going on now. He hasn't noticed the quantitative ideas have shifted, but you go around and you show him some walls and some havingness and the amount of stuff and you take him down and show him some people and you bring his quantitative ideas into some order with the existing culture, and then he can be in better agreement with the existing culture and so can pursue life along with it. Now, you take somebody who's stuck in 1776 with the ideas of a soldier in 1776 trying to fit himself into the Korean war, and by Golly, he couldn't have meshed; he just would have been completely out of place. In addition, he would have been rather phenomenal. Nobody would have understood him. He would have been talking about getting the war over. He would have been talking about shooting the enemy; he would have been talking about getting supplies and he would have been talking about action; he would have been talking about a lot of things, you see, and everybody would have stood around and saying, what is this man talking about? 

Had something of this character happening to me at one time. I had the officers of six other ships in my squadron come aboard and only one of them stood alongside of me and the other five were trying to convince me that if I kept this up I was going to get everybody killed. I said: kept what up? They said: keep attacking these submarines. I said: What are we supposed to be doing, gentlemen? And they said, well, every time a soldier throws up, you needn't signal attack. It's stupid, you're going to get somebody hurt. I proved to them tactically, that if you did not suddenly attack a submarine and if you did retire behind the convoy every time one showed up, you're going to get yourself killed, for sure. For sure. This was not their level of agreement. They never did get it. 

Well, there was a singular difference. All my seafaring experience had to do with expeditions. Damn few men, you saved them, see. You tried to get in there and pitch, one way or the other, you see. That's few people. That's lots of land, few people so you got an entirely different idea of the sea than somebody would have who's had people all over the place and they're not important, you see, there's too many XE "too many"  of those, you see. Just the idea of killing some of them would be rather non- sensical. You couldn't kill enough of them to make any difference. They're running on a Too-many. 

These ideas are neither bad nor good. These ideas are merely different. And the reason I'm talking to you about this is because that's what you're adjusting with processes. And if you use the right processes you get these ideas adjusted. And if you use the wrong ones you don't. And if you get these ideas adjusted the person can go on living and feeling very free and able about the thing. And if you don't adjust these things, he doesn't. And if you try to adjust his ideas to 1776 or World War II which is already totally passé, well, you're just going to be upset about the preclear. You don't even have to agree with the preclear. You can say: Aha. You don't have to be in total agreement with the preclear's cultural ideas. The only thing you have to be in agreement with is his desire to get along in life. His desire as a Thetan to keep going. That's the only thing you have to agree with. 

Now if you agree with his ideas on the subject of succumbing, you're actually agreeing with second postulate XE "postulate"  or other terminal XE "terminal" . That's the other terminal. So you are then in a game-condition XE "condition"  with relationship to him. So if you let him succumb, even though he wants to succumb, you are then electing yourself to the opposite side to this case because of this interchange of opinion that I was discussing. That's all processes change, I'm afraid. They do not change ability. They actually do not change possession. They change the quantitative idea: Too many, too few XE "too few" . Then by adjusting these quantitative ideas, free the person of an enslavement to some cultural pattern which is no more factual than this culture XE "culture"  is based on the fact that there are too many XE "too many"  and too few of this and too many of that and too few of something else, and therefore we react in the mean of this, is:  You see, something that's too scarce or too numerous actually is not much possessable, it's not a possessable thing. So you can't have it. You can't really use it, and if it's few, after a while, it isn't. 

It's quite amusing that diamonds have to a marked degree gone this gamut. Whereas the diamond market still expresses itself high in the marts of trade and very many other things occur with regard to diamonds, somebody's come along today and built substitutes for diamonds. And people are really quite happy with Zircones and they're happy with substitutes. People will buy substitutes, you see. So those are too few XE "too few"  too long. That'll get to a point, someday somebody will say: Well, now, you see, this 20 karat stone here, that's a diamond. And the other fellow will say: What? It's a diamond. The other fellow says: I thought it was a piece of broken glass. What do they use it for? No, they don't. Eh, what good is it? I don't know. It's curiosity. I've got it. It's 20 karat. See, it's got a glitter in it. Somebody says: Well, Titanium glitters about twice as good as that. You just have a big argument, see. You'd have to all over again take something from a too scarce a variety and move it up into an ownable variety. It becomes useless or valueless. 

There are things in this society at this time which are terribly rare, so rare that they have no value at all. For instance, suddenly a whole bunch of sea otters appeared. They've been extinct since a century or two. All these sea otters suddenly appeared up the coast of California and Alaska. A whole bunch of them. Nobody knows anything to do about them or they don't even make effectual methods to safeguard them and if you shot one and acquired his pelt or did something like that, it'd be totally meaningless. You see, some other woman would have to say: Sea otter; I tried to get may man to buy me one, but he wouldn't. See, you'd have to recognize it. In other words, to have any commercial value on the thing. They wouldn't know what it was today, you see, they've been too rare too long, and yet once that was so valuable and so costly that it was relegated to a certain class of noblemen, and so on, but everybody knew what they were: gorgeous long-haired pelt, tremendous fur, superior to any fur any woman wears today. Hasn't occurred to anybody to go get a couple of these sea otters and mate them up and start making some more of this fur. Yet they do it with minks and sphinxes and all sorts of things. 

You get the idea here: things get too scarce, then aren't. Then, theoretically you could get something that's gone into an Isn't that now gets tremendously multiplied, you know, I mean, it's just: Wham! Not like the sea otters, with one small group of them returning, but you all of a sudden got millions and quadrillions of the doggone thing and you get this odd phenomenon: Nobody'd see them. They would not be viewable. People just would say, they'd have no opinion on them. 

You'll find things in this society today on which there's no opinion. You don't hear anybody saying anything much about rats and mice in Maryland. That was almost never in a too few XE "too few" , but it's in a too many XE "too many"  apathy, got the idea? They killed off all of their hawks. First, they didn't have many, and then, evidently, incoming ships brought quite a few in and then the hawks started to keep them in line, and all of a sudden, the farmers past up at Indianapolis a bill granting a bounty on hawks. For what reason, Lord only knows, they brought in waggonloads of hawks and today, right up here across the district line, you can sit out in any barnyard with a small .22 pistol, something like that, and just shoot the barrel hot all day long. You talk about rats and mice, wow. I don't know how anybody can raise anything in Montgomery County. I really don't know. Lots of them, you know, exclamation point! I was up there many years ago, this condition XE "condition"  obtained then and I said: Heh, let's cut this down. You know, you couldn't keep any corn, you couldn't keep any flour, they gnaw everything up. They chew everything up, just waiting for a paid piper and I proposed that we do something about it on one particular farm and I could get zero cooperation. There was: WHY? Well, they were eating up all the corn, they were drinking up all the milk and they were chewing up all the babies, well, what else, you know, and they said: Uh-uh, why? WHY?! Well, there's mice all over the place. Ooh?! 

There you are into a too many XE "too many"  and it's no longer part of the culture XE "culture" , you see. Part of running a farm in Maryland today does not include mice and rat control. You get the oddity. All kinds of things occur on this quantitative basis and all kinds of things have occurred. 

This basic quantitative matters in which you are interested will at first be forms, solid XE "solid"  forms with significance. A form with significance is a man. Woman, that's a form with another significance. Chair, that's a form with another significance. Car, that's a form with another significance. You get the idea? So you got a common denominator of the things in which your preclear is interested: Forms with significance. He, to begin with, is totally unaware of a generalized concept called solids. It's a form with a significance, which in America always has a use. Everything is used here in America. Everything has a use of which anybody is aware. Those things for which there is no use, nobody is aware of. That even goes to painting. Goes to all sorts of things. 

You can go down to a museum and listen to people drifting by and they kind of wonder what's the use of all those paintings and somebody - I've brightly stood up people like this at a big exhibition or two in New York and said: Oh, you know, that's been used in the Saturday Post advertising, you know. The guy said: Oh, yeah? Look at them, and he gets real interested, it had some use. Up to that time it didn't have any use at all. He couldn't conceive of the use of an aesthetic item which decorated, you see. That was beyond his cogniscence, that wasn't part of his culture XE "culture"  pattern. 

Now, use introduces the idea of purpose XE "purpose"  which is the third leg of games XE "games" . When you reduce the number of games, you reduce the number of barriers XE "barriers" , the number of freedoms XE "freedoms"  and the number of purposes XE "purposes" , at once, instantly. You follow this? 

A game is composed of freedom, barriers XE "barriers"  and purposes XE "purposes" . And we got one of those trick triangles like the ARC triangle XE "ARC triangle" : You increase any corner of it, you increase the other two corners. Increase two and you certainly increase the third. That's a highly selective triangle and it works, wham-a-dee-bam. 

Oddly enough, in contest XE "games"  there is a singular/similar/ triangle. It's freedom, barriers XE "barriers"  and purposes XE "purposes" . You increase somebody's freedom, you increase his barriers and purposes. You increase his barriers, you increase his freedom and purposes. You increase his purposes and you increase his freedom and barriers. And that's the wildest looking thing you ever studied. 

I'm going to have to ask you to look that over and find enough examples to satisfy yourself that a relationship does exist because it looks absolutely mad that if we put a nine o'clock curfew on the streets of this city that people would have more freedom. You just have to walk your way through the morass of it, because it's true. That's the wildest thing you ever saw. 

Now it's only when somebody unbalances this triangle, violently, that we have trouble, exclamation point. Real trouble. An individual has no purpose XE "purpose" . There he goes. He won't have freedom or barriers XE "barriers" . No purpose, no freedom, no barriers. A person without purpose is a person who cannot be regulated by law in any way, he won't stop at stoplights, it's interesting as this. He won't hold his hand at shooting somebody, see, no purpose, he's got an irresponsibility XE "irresponsibility"  going here. But barriers don't work on him, and you come along and you say: Son, we're going to make you free. He wouldn't get you. That he would not dig. 

And we get an entire teenage strata from whom we have removed all purpose XE "purpose" , if only as lightly as by a draft, saying that any young man who manages to attain the age of 18 is going into the army and therefore he must not plan in any other direction, and we are non-military people and we don't like the army as a career - give him a no-purpose situation, and then we wonder why these fellows idle. They sort of mill. They get into a car with a pal and drive around the bloc. They just drive around the bloc 'til they run out of gas. We just say: Wait a minute, what kind of youth is this? Yet they do it. Go ask them. They're not up to anything vicious, they stand outside of drugstores, and they stand outside of drugstores, and they stand outside of drugstores. They have no reason to stand outside of drugstores. They stand outside of drugstores. That's what they do! 

Now, you come up to those boys and say: Well, we're going to make you free of all this, and they say: Of what? You come up to him and say: We're gonna pass a law about you, and they say: So what! Got the idea? They can't understand either one, because both are relative to each other, you see that? 

Now, wherever we look through life, we find these three points interdependent to some degree, and you are going to change your preclears. Interchange your pre- clear's case by changing one leg of this freedom, barriers XE "barriers" , purposes XE "purposes"  triangle? - No, you're not. But you can change any one leg of it. But I'm afraid you just have to change the problem XE "problem" , the game. You see, a problem is just purpose XE "purpose"  counter purpose, person counter person. This person has a bunch of intentions and this person has a bunch of intentions; they go crunch, and we've got a problem. 

I knew a married couple once that had a terrible problem XE "problem" . Their marriage was just breaking up. They just fought all the time, and I finally sorted it out with them - I don't counsel marriage - I wasn't doing this in a professional capacity at all. It was something that fell on the back of my neck, unawares. So I started to ask them what they were doing. And I found out that the outright intention of each was to make the other happy. But being made happy was something they didn't think they needed. That became an unworkable marriage. They both cognited on this thing, laughed like hell. 

But what we have here on a game condition XE "condition" 

 XE "game condition"  is summed up in the word game. But this doesn't answer up very well because it's not within the field of reality. There are very few games XE "games"  going on in this society where older men, even half a century ago gather together on a Sunday, or even a quarter of a century ago, would have played horseshoes. They wouldn't have sat in a house or talked or anything like that. They would have gone out and played horseshoes. They would have done something. Half a century or one century ago, they would have played what we called 'kid games' in our lifetime. Would have played run sheep run, tag, and so on, quite amazing. You sometimes read a century old book, you find the guests came over and they played tag for an hour or two and everybody had a lot of fun. You say, all these kids. No, they weren't kids, they were grownups. 

All games XE "games"  tend to fall downstairs in the next age group. The loafiness of the older generation, a generation ago, is now being dramatized, of course, today. What solution is there to this ? Well, there's an odd thing that there is a solution which isn't a limited solution by the law of solution; that there is a solution outside the law of solution is an oddity which exists only in Scientology. If we've done anything it's we accomplished this little oddity: A solution outside the laws of solutions because our solution is not governed by any other solution. 

You can actually solve problems XE "problems" , which is the wildest thing you ever heard of, without a liability for having solved it. And that is the first time that ever happened. You lift the whole triangle simultaneously. You say: Give me a problem XE "problem"  of comparable magnitude. Give me a datum of comparable magnitude XE "datum of comparable magnitude" . You just ask for more game, you see! There are other ways to do this, very subordinate ways such as: Invent an opponent. Invent an individuality that could cope with that. These are quite amusing processes. The whole kit and caboodle and all is answered under problem of comparable magnitude. Gives problem of comparable magnitude. gives problem of comparable magnitude. Can't give a problem of comparable magnitude? Give a problem of incomparable magnitude, and then a problem of comparable magnitude. What's the problem?, the fellow says. All right, he said it. Give me a word of incomparable magnitude to the word problem. You see, you can do almost anything with this. 

It's so shifty merely because it is outside the actual triangle of freedom, purposes XE "purposes"  and barriers XE "barriers" . Now, you can assign purpose XE "purpose"  to life, and if you don't, nobody will. A purpose has to be assigned to life because it is purpose- less. There isn't nay purpose to life at all. When you can swallow that bitter pill, you can live. But to swallow it requires that you conceive a static. Thetan native state, no purpose. But it is a solvable thing. It is solvable. Just: Invent a problem XE "problem"  of comparable magnitude to anything, invent some games XE "games" . Raise the whole trio here, raise those 3 corners at once, Freedom, Barriers and Purposes. 

Now you can take children and in the basis of living install one of this or another and you will get a raise in games XE "games"  or games ability. You get a raise of interest in life. You have to create games in present time and undo their scarcity or too- maniness in the past. But in PT you have to create games to keep them going at all, because that's what life is composed of. So it's enough purpose XE "purpose"  to just inspect a kid's hands every day at ten o'clock. He's idle, he hasn't anything to do, he's upset. Main thing wrong with childhood by the way is its purpose- lessness, and people get quite upset with children because they can't Q and A with that much purposelessness. Kids haven't nay purpose to amount to anything. They're just growing and they aren't even really aware of that , and that much purposeless- ness is sometimes quite upsetting to an adult. They just aren't going in any direction, they don't have anything to do. 

Well, you can change the behavior pattern of a child, simply by, as I say, inspecting his hands at ten o'clock everyday. You know, that's a very odd little purpose XE "purpose"  to add in. That's no purpose at all, is it. Nothing is happening, but he does have the purpose of having clean hands at ten o'clock. You got that. And he'll be happier. He'll be happier. The psychologist with his idea of you let the child do anything he wants to, express himself in any way, doesn't work. Why? Because there's no barriers XE "barriers" , so the child is not free. You made him totally trapped by giving him totally no barriers, and he's trapped and he's very unhappy with himself. This doesn't fit with his framework at all. 

Well, one of the ways you can raise both of these is, not by disciplining them, but just by inspecting their hands everyday at 10 o'clock without saying anything, you know, you just look at their hands. --- You do this for several days and the child figures it out: I wonder if I am supposed to have clean hands or dirty hands. But you've given him a purpose XE "purpose"  in life, which is, being inspected, which is the total purpose in peacetime of the US Army and Navy so it must be good for them. Now, purposes XE "purposes"  are very easily aligned, they are very easily handed out, but they can't be neglected. 

And right now I've given you this talk about games XE "games"  conditions for one purpose XE "purpose"  only. One purpose only and that is because you are going to have to use this before your intensive in this ACC is finished on your preclear. You gonna have to have problems XE "problems"  of comparable magnitude to something. You gonna have to have to pick up his games condition XE "condition" , otherwise he will be left without purposes XE "purposes" , without freedom, because he's been left without barriers XE "barriers" . Thank you. 
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Games Conditions

A game condition means an agreement of can’t have amongst beings. It’s have for self and can’t have for others in a true games condition, but as an agreement it’s can’t have on all flows. It’s agreement that nails it in concrete. A widespread can’t have agreement gives you lots of mass. For instance the Christian prohibition on sex, which is very fundamental as a can’t create. Bodies are necessary as favorite vehicles and identities, but there’s a penalty in the Christian system for creating them. This results in a must-must not. It is in the field of disagreement and can be processed in various ways.

But how did you get suckered into a position like this, where you could accumulate motivators like this? You must have been party to the can’t have somewhere along the line; you can’t suffer any consequences you had no hand in creating, and you must have done it by agreement with a lot of others. With the disagreement you’re objecting to the game you helped to create in the first place. If you get the disagreement off, you get a considerable resurgence. You could undercut it by getting all the agreements to have the game.

A games condition process seeks to isolate the basic agreements on some kind of game. “Games condition” is a derogatory term. It means a package consisting of a fixated attention, inability to escape coupled with inability to attack, to the exclusion of other games. There’s nothing wrong with having games, but a game condition is unknown, arbitrary, reactive, performed outside one’s choice, without his consent or will. It’s a sort of mental doingness trap. In it, you’ve got to do things, assume a certain beingness, and have no communication with anyone not part of the game. The world thus becomes massless, timeless, spaceless, and people-less very rapidly. Most marriages that go on the rocks are in a games condition, where there’s a total agreement that neither one can have anything, overlaid with another set of agreements that are in disagreement with that fundamental can’t have agreement. Their tenderest moments are when they’re in disagreement with the basic agreement of can’t have. This gives us interesting maxims like, “Hell hath no fury like a woman scorned,” which reflects the later disagreement. When two people get this fixated, the rest of the world ceases to exist. They just stay with each other and shut out the rest of the world.

Game conditions can exist on any dynamic. Wars are an example on the third or fourth dynamics. One can find portions of the track where one has repeatedly gotten into the same game, e.g. defending the capitol by being part of an interceptor squadron shooting down or being shot down by the enemy right over the middle of the airport. This was a game condition because it was an unknowing fixated activity; it did nothing effective for the society.

The clue to a game condition is that the person is doing a compulsive confront that makes it necessary for him to assume a compulsive beingness. In order to play this game, one must deny a certain havingness. The US has, in its last two wars, demonstrated itself to be in a war games condition because it cannot have the fruits of any of its victories. In a games condition, no matter what the person says, he always ends up with no havingness. So you get an obsessive beingness and doingness and a can’t havingness. Everybody has a few games conditions; few have complete games conditions going. The latter are in the spin bin. When you see one of these games conditions, it defies all logic because it’s obsessive. It has nothing to do with the real world. This is true of all aberration. It’s out of PT. The rationale which rationalizes a games condition has holes in it. But don’t try to argue someone out of it; audit him out of it. You can’t educate someone out of a games condition because it’s aberrated and he can’t look at it analytically.

The situation of a person who can’t influence his bank with thinkingness is interesting. The gradient scale of less effectiveness in this regard ends in no effectiveness. If you give such a person an auditing command, he doesn’t do it, and even if he did do it, it would have no effect on the bank. Such a person breaks auditors’ hearts and gives people loses. It is of interest to understand the anatomy of this phenomenon, which exists to some degree in all cases, since clearing a person means putting him in control of the bank. We’ve been working on the question of how a person could get into a condition where they could not affect the bank since 1954.

The answer is withholds. The fellow is backing out of life; he’s withholding as part of a games condition; denying something to someone else. The withhold gives him a can’t reach, a pull-back. Multiply this by a lot of instances and you find that eventually the person practically exits from the dynamics. But this is really not possible to do, so he inverts on them. As far as he’s concerned, his effort is to leave, compounded with the withhold and not-reach. Thus you get an ineffectiveness. You can’t control something you can’t reach and from which you are withholding yourself. The mustn’t reach is really a mustn’t be reached, of course. This is true especially when there is punishment involved. Punishment compounds withholds. So as we go downscale on reach, we get:

1. Ineffectiveness

2. Destructiveness (the PC can’t communicate with something well enough to understand it, so when he does reach, he can only be destructive)

3. Inability even to destroy something.

4. Inability to have any influence at all, of any kind.

5. Inability even to affect his own mind.

Add up all these withholds and can’t haves on all dynamics and you get someone who’s totally withdrawn, individuated; totally ineffective on his own bank. When he runs can’t have on people, he makes them less familiar and more withdrawn from things. Then, by the overt-motivator sequence, this reacts on him, so he stops reaching and starts withholding. At 100% withhold, or 100% withdraw, he can’t influence anything, including his thoughts and bank. If he reads on the meter, you know something is effecting his bank. Don’t be amazed if the PC has never noticed, really, the condition he’s in. He can’t think or rationalize on the subject; he will buy wrong why’s on it readily.

So if you run a command that you haven’t tested for read, you are doing something adventurous, since if it didn’t read, you’re in an area where he’s still totally ineffective or totally effective.

A PC can be compulsively exterior: the detached case. Freud could never help this kind of case. That’s someone who is backed out of the dynamics and backed out of his head. People will tell you they feel detached. That indicates a games condition in the area where they feel detached. Most homosexuals are detached in this sense. In any area a person is in a games condition about, he is detached. How do you reverse the games condition? Find something that reads on the E-meter and is therefore something he can effect, i.e. something real to the PC. Real means, “Can the PC be effective in that sphere?” Get the PC’s withholds and can’t have off the subject on a gradient scale. You take off the games condition, and the PC can now reach in the area and regain effectiveness. It’s basically idiotically simple, but if you violate that doingness, you don’t get results in auditing. Say you want to cure psychosomatics with auditing. You can find people who are so much the effect of their psychosomatics, you can have more effect on them than they can. You can make them well, but they don’t know it! So they never thank you for getting well. What you should do to avoid this situation is to assess all the person’s difficulties, get the best read, get off all the person’s withholds on the area, get the games conditions in the area cured, and the difficulty will right itself. You can eradicate illness and upsets, but you have to assess them first. The fact that the PC complains about something all the time doesn’t prove anything. It could be a circuit or a mechanism; or it could be part of some other games condition. There is a gradient scale of difficulties. The PC may have lots of them, but may be effective only in one area. That’s where you must start. That’s been the barriered line on healing and help.

If you run a command that doesn’t read, the PC is ineffective in the area. Therefore it’s auditor vs. the PC’s bank, with no help from the PC. He’ll be ARC breaky, hard to audit because you’re just auditing bank and the PC isn’t there. This violates the basic auditing principle: auditor plus PC is greater than the bank.

Level of Authoritarianism

	Level of Authoritarianism
	Theta Level

	Arbitrary, without good reason, backed by force threat, uncreative, unexplained


	Entheta, dealing with EnMEST

	Arbitrary, good reason, backed by force. Unexplained.


	Brief time duration available, Entheta, but Theta present

	Arbitrary, good reason, backed by force. Explained


	More time available. More Theta, less Entheta.

	Good reason (Suppressor to group existing). Explained.


	Theta order
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Considering authoritarianism in the light of the basic tenets of Dianetics one rapidly discovers that one is dealing, in Group Dianetics, with the manifestation of group engrams. The parallel, in Individual Dianetics, would be the command power, in terms of pain and word content, of an engram.

The tenets of Individual Dianetics show us that thought and force-theta and MEST-become enturbulated in the person and manifest themselves as irrationality. The reactive mind is only the composite of all moments in a lifetime when thought and MEST were entangled chaotically. Out of this chaos thought, when conquered and driven by MEST, commands the individual without recourse to his reason as represented by his analytical mind. MEST force, impinging on the analytical mind, cuts off reasoning power and ability.

Reason could be said to be the orderly handling of MEST by theta. This postulates that the entirety of reason depends upon a harmony of conquest of MEST.

Theta could be said to be complete reason; MEST could be said to be complete force.

As we notice in aberrated individuals, the more MEST they have enturbulated with theta, the less rational they are, and the less life and vitality they have. As the individual is processed, his reason rises in direct proportion to the amount of theta which is rescued from his engrams. And while our observations and conclusions of theta and MEST are far from complete—and may not be complete until theta itself is isolated as theta—empirical observation of the subject seems to make it evident that individuals, as far as their reason or unreason is concerned, might be plotted on a gradient scale between theta as pure reason and MEST as entire unreason. The amount of MEST enturbulated in the individual might be said to measure his position on such a scale:

Decreasing Rationality --------------------> Force Increasing

Wholly Theta . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Wholly MEST

Clear 
Theta greater 
MEST greater 
Psychotic
than MEST 
than Theta

The conquest of MEST by theta seems to depend upon the theta’s increased understanding of the laws of MEST and then an orderly use of the laws of MEST against MEST itself. By the discovery of some new natural law of MEST more MEST can be conquered. The conquest of theta by MEST seems to require the entrance of chaotic MEST into theta and the consequent driving out of theta by Force. The complete conquest of a body by MEST is death, wherein all the theta has been made to withdraw consequent to continued enturbulation. Rebirth and growth of new organisms has been the theta answer to this problem until Dianetics, when theta, in one lifetime, can be rescued from MEST enturbulation by direct processing. Exactly how far theta can go in doing this has not been entirely determined, nor how it affects geriatrics. But it is easily observed, even in a partial release, that theta, rescued from the enturbulence, is far more able to conquer MEST.

Postulates are as good as they predict new data which, when looked for, is found to exist. On a Group Dianetic level, the release of theta from enturbulation compares to the release of or reduction of an engram. Release of theta from MEST, then, restores reason and removes Force from the situation. A group engram seems to be any area from which Force is emanating without reason, but such Force, not being obeyed, will administer physical pain. Hiring and firing threats, physical punishment as in some military organizations, jailing (reduction of the space and time controlled by the individual) are all MEST actions. The engram, unless obeyed, inflicts physical pain on the individual; it cannot be reasoned with and it lowers the self-determinism of the individual. The last sentence applies at once to an individual’s engrams or to a group’s engrams.

Apparently there is a law to the effect that theta and MEST, to survive, must interact. And that enturbulated theta and MEST war to drive out the theta on one hand and restore the MEST to chaotic action on the other. The theta gets free to come back for a harmonious conquest of MEST. The MEST gets free to continue its own combinations and recombination’s, apparently, to a chaotic state of being MEST or, possibly, to attack or resist theta more ably. The latter postulated action of MEST seems to predict the more data, for MEST apparently attacks theta when enturbulated with it and surrenders to the reasonable organization of theta only after the most brilliant effort on the part of theta. But it seems that if theta is to attack MEST at all, then the attack begins by creating a turbulence, withdrawing from the turbulence with now some understanding of the MEST, and attacking again. All interactions of theta and MEST seem to begin with a turbulence which is then resolved by theta’s withdrawing and assaulting again with a reasonable attack. MEST apparently wins, as in killing a person. But theta, by having organized a biological line, has a new carrier for the new attack. It is very curious, but if past lives are true data, theta would seem to have worked out a level in theta for a new attack as well as in life (lambda). Thus we get genetic lines. And, if there is any truth in past lives, we would have theta lines, just as individuated theta or the human soul.

This postulates that all theta is actually in now save as it has been swept away in the time stream. But there is something curious about time and it would seem that time is native to both MEST and theta and appears halted when viewed by one from the other. Theta might look active to timeless MEST, MEST might look active to timeless theta. One is standing still compared to the other. Thus evolution might be viewed as a now existing thing for theta where lower forms sweep out into greater complexity, all in now, until, with Man, analytical theta, or pure theta, can at last begin to manifest with a reasonable conquest of MEST. Hence theta is uniting with MEST as enturbulation until it can extricate itself, with knowledge from and of MEST, to re-attack MEST, not through rebirth but in frontal onslaught. Possibly Man begins here his evolution into his highest level of reasonableness or his theta self. However this may be, for these are here but random postulates, we have highly valid examples of the similarity between the group engram and the individual engram.

MEST enturbulated in a group’s theta is highly dangerous to that theta. MEST, in a group, could be likened to material possessions, and money (which can be a theta or a MEST thing depending on its use for the giving of charity or the purchase of power). The group which owns and fights mainly for the group control of matter, energy, space and time as owned things possessed by force, defended by force and the ownership perpetuated as long as possible by force, does not own. Here MEST would be seeking the ownership of MEST which is for theta a species of death. The group which harmoniously conquers MEST by reason will continue to have the use of that MEST.

As an example, Christianity owned the minds of men for two thousand years, while the saber of Genghis Khan cowed men and territory for less than eighty years.

Christianity failed only when MEST, entering in, caused Christian to fight Christian and won again only when its basic ethic and ideal were restored. When all sides in World War I were conquering in the name of God so much MEST entered in that the hot flame of Christianity died down so low that in many countries a new idea, Communism, completely supplanted it despite the fact that Communism is probably much less theta than early Christianity.

A harmonious control of MEST makes a control by force unnecessary. Just as the theta in a body must have harmonious (non-enturbulated) control of that body, so must those things which a group uses be possessed by harmonious control. The only trouble Dianetics really can have is from any group which holds by Force the things which Dianetics, by theta, flows over.

Example: Psychotics and prisoners which are the MEST of psychiatrists and the police. Dianetics, being much purer theta than psychiatrists or the police, will inevitably win, and without any slightest use of force.

The theta of a group would be its ideas, ideals, rationale and ethic. This is an actual force. If one does not think a group has its own theta, independent of but existing via its individual members, consider exactly how far a society would go without its culture—each individual would, without that culture, be reduced to his bare hands and complete non-communication of ideas. The culture is an accumulated soul which flows over and through a number of individuals and persists after the death of those individuals via other individuals or even other groups. A complete enturbulation with MEST means the death of a group—which is to say, a society without its culture ceases to exist. The culture is theta.

We have discussed enturbulated MEST and enturbulated theta. These are the components of any engram of the individual or the society. We had better assign to these special names: enMEST and entheta, combining their parts with the change of action in those parts. EnMEST could be considered MEST with a somehow reversed polarity. It is fighting to get free from theta. Entheta could be considered to be theta with a reversed polarity which is fighting to get free from MEST. As soon as polarity is reversed by the enturbulation, possibly by something not unlike the heat of fusion caused by the pain of irrational collision, the entrapped enMEST seeks to fight away from anything which even closely resembles entheta and so attacks all theta. The entrapped entheta, seeking to fight away from anything like enMEST, will fight or repel all MEST.

Entheta and enMEST will combine and stay combined until MEST separates them, as by death, and theta separates them as with Dianetics.

MEST, it would seem on some examination, has a natural attraction to theta.

Theta has a natural attraction to MEST. They combine harmoniously as witnessed by life (lambda). Show MEST and some theta will move over it. Show theta and some MEST will move under it. The action is almost automatic.

However, evidently, show entheta some MEST and the MEST will repel. Show enMEST some theta and the theta will repel. The only times when these, possibly, will not repel, is when there is a chance for the MEST to recover pure MEST from it (a postulate for which we have no momentary example) or when the theta has a chance to recover some theta, which we see happening daily in Dianetics.

When an estate is to be given into the trust of someone, the donor looks about for an idealistic, reasonable, honest man. When an idealistic man, such as an artist, looks about for a place to be, he turns from the embattled city and seeks a quiet countryside.

Note, however, that when pure MEST collides with pure theta there is usually a turbulence. Note further that a turbulence is evidently necessary for the theta to learn enough about the MEST with which it became enturbulated to back off and conquer a new area of MEST.

Example: Enterprises of any age generally begin with ideas and ideals being thrown over MEST. A turbulence occurs, even if a slight one, and from it the theta learns enough of MEST to conquer it smoothly. One has to learn that a cliff will cave in before he can buttress it against stopping a stream.

The goal might seem to be maximal unison of theta with MEST, with the creation of minimal enMEST and entheta.

Dianetics, as a group, is trying to attack a thing which normally repels both theta and MEST—entheta and enMEST. This can be done in the ratio that entheta is returned into theta so more theta can attack more entheta and enMEST. Thus a clearing service.

Theta can attack entheta and enMEST only when the theta is very high. And MEST is necessary to accomplish it (buildings and money). The highest theta is the highest reason which means the highest ideal, rationale and ethic. If the ideal falters the theta is also faltering and so the attack is unsuccessful. Hence the Auditor’s Code. If enMEST is strong in the group either as individuals or as actual perversion of ethic, then the group falters and fails to succeed. In Dianetics, the group must have, by these mechanics, an enormously high ideal, a high ability to think and a strong group ethic in order to succeed.

It has been remarked that the ideals of any group are never higher than at the moment of their initial formation. This was before one knew anything about clearing groups. MEST can be controlled by a group, even a Dianetics group, so long as the control is not of enturbulated MEST, property in question, perverted mores of people, unreasonable prices, war with psychiatry, etc. etc. EnMEST comes about from a turbulent collision of theta and MEST.

Now we suppose that an effort to conquer enMEST with theta will succeed only when the group engaged in the conquest has continually restored to it its theta which was caught up in the collision. In this way the group can go on controlling more and more MEST and control it permanently. But if the turbulences remain uncleared, the theta of the Group will dwindle. Its ideal will fall low; its rationale will decrease.

Any group starting up in an established culture finds itself at once confronted with already existing enMEST both in the individuals (as engrams) and in the culture itself (as in group engrams). In fact, in an aberrated culture most of the MEST present is being attacked by entheta and enMEST, and most of the theta present is being attacked by enMEST. Such a group must be particularly careful to avoid patent enMEST in its acquisitions and obvious entheta in its dealings unless it recognizes the enMEST and entheta character of many of the things in its environ and drives against the enMEST to release it and the entheta to release it. In this way it can be certain to acquire more theta and more MEST in a harmonious control.

For example, the unclear title to a property must be swiftly cleared if the group wants to use it or the property must be abandoned. Land, no matter how small or how large, which is held by entheta is, of course, enMESTed; and enMESTed land, when theta seeks to control it, will make theta into entheta (lower the ideals and rationale of the group).

A new group has little choice but to handle enMEST and entheta or to associate with it. It has only two possible courses of action as a group if it wishes to survive. It must attack both enMEST and entheta, turn them as soon as possible into MEST and theta, or it must avoid enMEST and entheta and retreat from an action field and, monk-like, simply preserve the theta it has. Thus a dianetic group can either attack enMEST or entheta with punitive reason and keep itself carefully cleared meanwhile or it can find some true MEST, such as a valley or a desert, and become wholly self-supportive even unto issuing its own script, raising its own food and surviving serenely without spreading. Thus any new idea becomes a complete revolution, willy-nilly, unable to stop short of conquering a country or the planet by knocking out entheta regimes and knocking out land titles and entheta such as an atom bomb, or the idea becomes a cult wherein the “world” is abandoned for the sake of harmony.

The question of creation and destruction, for such a group, is answered by the equation of the optimum solution of dianetic theory. Entheta and enMEST are, however, reversed vectors. They must be separated and converted into theta and MEST or they must be nullified. No creation can be accomplished without some destruction.

The equation of how much destruction and how much creation is answered by survival in how much time. As the time shortens, the amount of destruction necessary to the solution rises in proportion to the amount of creation which must be done or the amount of destruction which must be nullified in order to make creation possible. Any destruction tends to place in the group theta some entheta. The group, if it keeps itself cleared (keeps its end in view and its authoritarianism to a minimum), can deal with some destruction. That destruction must be held to a minimum for the solution of the problem and the enMEST and entheta must be swept out of the group as swiftly as possible.

Alexander, for instance, began with a high ethic and rationale in his troops but the destruction accomplished burdened the theta with enMEST in the form of loot (enturbulated MEST) and lessened the ethic and rationale by introducing entheta.

Alexander made his troops destroy their baggage several times. But this authoritarian action—a force action against force actions—further enturbulated the theta and MEST present. Alexander was forced to turn back short of his goal because his troops had lost their impetus and were to a large degree now operating under entheta reactions. Further he sought to conquer Man, not MEST.

Combat, as such, then, can be seen to have its uses and indeed, is often necessary according to an investigation of history. It is not the combat or the violence or the destruction which is important, it is the amount of entheta and enMEST which remains in the group, unseparated and unconverted, which destroys the group. But combat, once its immediate goal is attained—and that goal must be one of reason, not owning, or else it is not a theta goal—must be repaired by clearing out the theta and MEST of entheta and enMEST. An attack upon a community which is ruled by entheta and which is an enMEST community should first be attempted by reason and should succeed with ARC—which is to say, the action of theta. If, however, the community is an immediate threat to group and the time, for various reasons, is too short, or if the community is so solidly entheta and enMEST that it itself will not only not yield but prevents other communities from being cleared, the group has no choice but to attack with the most expeditious means available which, by minimal creation of enMEST (damage to property) and entheta (hate, etc.), keeps the task of clearing that community to the absolute minimum. The group, upon conquest, must then not attempt to own that community. It must give the community back to itself as soon as the entheta and enMEST are banished from it. Such service is worth the wages of the group but these must be contributed wages, not commanded ones. And in the line of combat, the group is, of course, forced to use the most effective and least destructive weapons it has if it is to use weapons at all. And its plan must be, for its attack, the most reasonable possible plan.

Now as this applies to the group action against the community, so it would seem to apply to the auditor’s action against the entheta and enMEST of and around his preclear. And so it does. If a man’s wife is invalidating him and hammering him into insanity faster than the auditor can free entheta and restore sanity, then the auditor must, to the necessary degree, interfere with the self-determinism of the wife or the family (group) of the preclear to either remove the preclear from the environ or nullify the wife or remove her from the environ. For the auditor must not be confused to the point where he mistakes entheta and enMEST action as self-determinism. It is not. Likewise the group has a problem when entheta and enMEST are present in an individual or a section of that group. The group can either convert the entheta and enMEST of the individual into theta and MEST or it can remove the individual from the group if that individual’s presence is continually destructive to a point where he is making the group more psychotic than it can be cleared. However, there is a third consideration in this problem.

EnMEST and entheta are effective on a group in the ratio that they are given altitude by a group. Hence, the aberrations of the leader of a group may be reflected all through the group. The aberrations of a least member of the group will have no effect at all upon the group.

This stems from the axiom that the effect of an individual on a group rises in proportion to his altitude in the group. A man with a great deal of theta and a small amount of entheta and with a solid concept of the ideals, rationale and ethic of the group naturally rises to his own position in the group. If the group is a true group, which is to say, if its ideals, rationale and ethic are held solidly by all and if self-determinism exists in the group individual to individual and if the group goals are in fair view, then all the individuals of the group will more or less fall or rise into their natural positions in the group under their laws regulating such things.

But all groups and all life seem to have begun with impact and collision.

Authoritarian (arbitrary) actions are necessary to begin groups. If the group remains rational or is cleared, the authoritarian action is undone in the natural evolution of the group. Otherwise its ideals and rationale and ethic will suffer and the group will dwindle.

Examining these various postulates and examples one begins to have some concept of authoritarianism. An action which is unreasonable, produces nothing creative and remains unexplained and is backed by threatened force, such as deprivation of some or much MEST, is the ultimate in authoritarian actions. As these factors drop away, the action is less authoritarian. Thus authoritarianism is a graded scale, not an absolute.

Arbitrary, without good reason, — Entheta, dealing with backed by force threat. enMEST.

Uncreative, unexplained.

Arbitrary, good reason, backed — Brief time duration available.

by force. Unexplained. Entheta but theta present.

Arbitrary, good reason, backed — More time available.

by force. Explained. More theta, less entheta.

Good reason (suppressor to group — Theta order. existing). Explained.

This is a crude scale. The actual scale is more complicated. But this serves to point out that enMEST and entheta are active in a group when authoritarianism is present.

What does enMEST do when it seeks to drive out theta, its primary mission or, at least, action? This is evidently the simple problem of how one knocks out theta. One, when he knocks out theta, has only to sever communication, affinity and reality, or reverse their polarity into enforced communication, hate and lies and one drops the theta potential of the individual or the group. One drops his theta potential if one works on an individual by severing his ARC internally—by creating engrams in him or by charging up his engrams. One breaks the ARC of a group by stepping across its communication lines and either severing them or distorting them (reversing their polarity).

EnMEST and entheta will assault the theta and MEST of a group by breaking or reversing the triangle of ARC or by taking the space, universe energy, matter and time away from the group or by damaging or perverting them.

The authoritarianist seems definitely to be driven mainly by enMEST and entheta even when some theta and MEST are present in him. The highest level of authoritarianist is one who is almost but not quite insane and who yet can attach himself to ideals, rationale and ethic convincingly. He may convince even himself but he can be easily singled out in any group, for he has a tendency to own as MEST certain individuals and, depressing them, yet dangles MEST before them enough to form a clique. The authoritarianist is always for a clique, not for the whole group. Further, the authoritarianist can be spotted by the number of orders he issues which have small reason behind them, are backed by force or threatened force, and which he will not explain. He can be further located by the suppression he places on self-determinism of the various members of the group and on the self-determinism of the group itself as a group. Further, for the ideals and rationale of the group he supplants his own entheta.

The authoritarianist often would rather take enMEST than MEST, thus, in possessing something, makes an enMEST thing out of it. There are neuroses, for instance, wherein a man would rather have stolen money than earned money. The authoritarianist will cloud any MEST with bad titles or disputes.

Acting in subordinate roles, the authoritarianist is recognizable for his action on communication lines. He cuts them, often out of a plea for censorship as a need for security. Security is only necessary in negotiations concerning enMEST, and while even theta dealing with enMEST must sometimes drop a curtain of security in an action, the authoritarianist’s enMEST demands that all curtains be dropped. Reason, so caged, inevitably perishes and the entheta wins and the enMEST wins by driving out theta and MEST.

A theta man, acting in too short a space of time, may issue authority and orders without explanation. But he clarifies them and abolishes them as soon as the emergency is passed. An enMEST man issues orders and authority without emergencies and then hides any cause he might have had and exposes others.

In subordinate roles the enMEST man, in severing the ARC of theta, will halt any and all communications he can which are actually ARC communications. He will let pass all reversed polarity communications. Or he will reverse the polarity of communications he is supposed to pass along. He apparently believes that he must protect himself and his friends with whatever theta he has in him whereas he actually destroys them and the basic intent was simply to destroy.

The enMEST man, the authoritarianist, accumulates Force greedily and all things which mean Force. He prefers them to be enMEST items and entheta Force.

Authoritarianism—or authority—exists in ratio to the amount a curtain is lowered across ARC lines. An authoritarianist responds to this law by bringing authority to himself by lowering curtains across these lines. Authoritarianism also exists in ratio to the amount of theta which can be given a reversed polarity. Thus the authoritarianist perverts affinity by pretended affection, or by “examples” of how much hate there is that either enforces him or he is “holding back”. He perverts reality by altering situations into greater desperateness than they contain or by reversing a desperate situation into something he declares to be calm or of no importance. He additionally perverts reality by interjecting data about disagreements where no disagreement exists. This is how authority is accumulated and held. But it is a perilous holding since it creates, by contagion, more enMEST and entheta and ordinarily ends in the death of the authoritarianist or other destruction to him.

Through these factors one can read the glimmering of an axiom that truth and theta are close to the same thing and that affinity, reality and communication are solid in direct ratio to the amount of truth in them.

The theta man, regardless of his past, will use truth to the full extent that he sees it and feels it. He will drop a curtain between himself and his target or the group and his target or change polarity of ARC only when he is attacking enMEST or entheta and will raise that curtain as swiftly as possible when the target is attained. Further, he uses such a device so sparingly that only the greatest emergency will cause him to employ it.

In handling personnel he will never exaggerate or diminish his reasons for his treatment of them or his feelings toward them.

We live in a society here in America where the ARC is very curtained or perverted, for the whole group ethic rationale and ideal burns very low. Our salvation lies in the fact that there is abundant free theta in the majority of people and that authoritarianism has become so solid in some quarters that their nullification springs into view enormous theta reserves.

We must ably understand what authoritarianism is, first so that it cannot be effective in our midst and second so that we can attack it, for it is a source of MEST and theta once we free them.

Obedience and effectiveness are not, however, to be thrown out just because authoritarianism might exist. During emergency the clearest group must act spontaneously and under exactly timed orders. One should, in times of lull, make very certain, however, that orders proceed from theta men, not enMEST men, so that when an emergency arrives one can be certain that, by exact obedience, the group may be forwarded toward its goals. And one should make certain afterwards that every order given had behind it true reason and that the reason was true.

In conclusion it should be pointed out that all things good evolve from reason.

Reason, for our purposes, includes not only the thinking but the doing.

We have an interesting summation of this in the definition: 

POTENTIAL VALUE EQUALS INTELLIGENCE TIMES DYNAMIC TO A POWER

(PV equals IDX)

The potential value of any group member must be weighed in terms of his actual potential value to himself and to the group and to Mankind. He will, if he is examined, demonstrate both intellectual value and dynamic value potentially. His ability to think brightly and to execute his assigns well may be potentially high. And then one must examine worth to himself and worth to the group or Mankind.

This paper contains some actions which are symptomatic of the authoritarianist.

They may all be summed by the fact that the authoritarianist does what enMEST and entheta will do since he is mainly these—he will interrupt or pervert affinity, communication and reality and he will make enMEST of MEST. By establishing, through past record, how much he may have interrupted or perverted ARC and what he has done to actual MEST one has a measure of his current state. His potential value, then, may be, by observed performance, to himself or to the group, negative worth.

The worth of the individual to the group or himself or Mankind is something different than his potential value.

In Dianetics we can, when we have time and theta to spare, bring the authoritarianist up to a level where his potential value can be executed in terms of real worth, which is to say, knock out his authoritarianism by processing. But if we attempt this we must be extremely careful not to permit this individual to occupy any position where he can, by altitude, injure the group in any way. For although his actions may appear, in the ordinary course of affairs, highly reasonable, lag computation will destroy some MEST and theta in the group.

Because his authoritarianism is, of course, due to engrams, the authoritarianist is ordinarily an intensely aberrated person.

This is important: Authoritarianism can be discovered readily in psychometry.

As a matter of fact a complete battery of psychometry was developed in the war which singles out the fascist and the authoritarian communist.

But this is also important: Education and example and reverence for the group ethic, ideal and rationale may nullify the potential authoritarianist’s danger to the group and he may, thus educated, be used. And when it is a potent part of the group rationale how one can identify the authoritarianist, authoritarianism, sprung into view, may cease as a practice of the individual in question. One should not fear or use these tenets to escape obeying group orders. He should use these few partially developed data, hurriedly given to you here, to keep the group strong, bold and free.
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THE GAMBLER

An obsessive gambler is a psychotic just like a drug addict or an alcoholic.

They are handled the way you handle any other psychotic. They don’t have to do anything for real in life because it all depends on chance and never on themselves. So you have them on the minus effect scale.

Life isn’t real to a psychotic gambler and therefore they never really buckle down to anything. Consequences are unreal to them and criminal acts are incomprehensible as nothing is real anyway.

Getting off overts is nothing to such people because they are not there and take no responsibility for them. Everything else is responsible—not them. Thus you have to find the trail to the R/Ses on the subject and discharge those.

This aspect of such a case is the emergency number one handling.

It has to be recognized for what it is—PSYCHOSIS.

L. RON HUBBARD
Founder
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ON RANDOMITY

15 August 1956

THE ANATOMY OF TRAPS

What is is not necessarily what should be.

The way a thetan lives is not and never will be the way thetans should live.

The basic reason for this is the desire for randomity, summed up in the desire of the thetan for a game. Infinite wellness is undesirable if it means that the thetan is to be in a state of total knowingness, total serenity, nameless, without ARC or contact with any environment. Evidently a thetan would rather be intelligent in relation to his environment, identified and identifiable, capable of emotion and experience and in ARC of whatever kind, with whatever type of playing field he may fancy. In other words, a thetan believes that he should be involved in a game. The deepest and most basic rationale is understood by the fact that a thetan must be part of the game. If he is not he is unhappy, no matter how purely and beautifully knowing and serene he may become.

However, there is a difference in games which is marked and obvious. There is the matter of playing a game and knowing one is playing a game, and not knowing one is playing a game. Between these two things is a world of difference. A thetan who is engaged in games he does not know he is playing is unhappy, since he does not believe he is playing a game and finds himself nevertheless in motion. This is what the preclear objects to when he comes to the auditor to be audited. The preclear suspects that he is playing a game and does not know what game he is playing. He simply wants to find out. He does not want to stop playing all games. If the auditor proceeds in the direction of making him stop all of his games, if the auditor erases all of the preclear’s games, why, the preclear is resultantly unhappy. The preclear wants to know what game he is playing and that is all there is to it.

In the matter of traps we have in essence a similar condition to the state of mind regarding games. Traps are part of games. That is all they are. To believe that a thetan could not get out of any trap he has gotten into is folly, since it is very difficult for a thetan to maintain and not go through every barrier which presents itself.

Here we have the difference between the ideal and the actual. The thetan who is in a trap could get out of one with ease if it did not violate his condition of games. Were games not a fact and a rationale of life, traps would be non-existent. If games were no object whatever, getting out of a trap would be simplicity itself.

One is trapped by those things to which he will not grant havingness. A game condition demands that one denies havingness. Therefore games trap.

To maintain a games condition in a preclear it is best to run can’t have on objects, valences and people. For example: “Tell me something in this room your mother can’t have” is a highly effective process, particularly if one has first run “What effect could you have on mother?” The “can’t have” on mother is a games condition and runs out the games one has played with mother. Therefore the process is workable. The process runs out exactly what one has done in order to be trapped in the mother’s valence. One has, in playing games with mother, said that mother could not have this and could not have that, since to permit mother to have something is to violate a games condition. Let us be very sharply clear here. Permitting things to have things is to make allies or teammates of those things, and when these do not prove by their conduct to be teammates, one is then guilty of permitting an opponent to have something, which is a no-game condition.

The rule is: Whatever one has denied havingness to has to some degree become a trap.

When one runs “can’t have” on the object, he runs out the original denial of havingness to the object.

Here is where processing meets its biggest obstacle: Running havingness such as “Look around the room and tell me what your mother could have” conflicts with the fact that one has already postulated numerously on the track that mother cannot have things. Running the permission of mother to have things untraps the thetan from mother only so long as it does not cause him to fail in his games condition with mother.

In practice one has to settle the whole question of mother as an opponent before one can have a mother. “Invent an opponent of comparable magnitude to mother,” “Mock up mother in violent motion,” “Look around the room and tell me something mother can’t have” settles this opponent-mother condition. One does not run “can have” on mother, only on self. That one audits out a game condition to obtain a higher tone is a major discovery in auditing and is all that is used today.

It is an easy thing to say “One is trapped by those things to which he has denied havingness,” but the truth of the matter is that if he did not and had not denied havingness, he would not have had a game. It is necessary, then, to settle the games condition on each and every object from which you would untrap a thetan before you then run the havingness process necessary to permit him to grant havingness to the trap. In the first place he and the trap are actually playing a game, and it may be that he has not enough games in order to surrender the game of the trap. If he had enough games in order to surrender the game of the trap, he would theoretically come out of it, and he would certainly come out of it if he was put into a condition whereby he could actually grant havingness to the trap.

Jails, theta traps, pole traps, bodies, each and every thing, large or small, including the MEST universe, which could operate as a trap, follow this same rule.

The basic havingness of course, that the thetan is denying the trap, is denying the trap a thetan—and this, properly worded, works quite well in processing. But unless a thetan denied things himself he would be in a no-game condition—a thing which he cannot and does not tolerate.

L. RON HUBBARD
HUBBARD COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE

Saint Hill Manor, East Grinstead, Sussex
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FIXATED ATTENTION

Ref. Creation of Human Ability

R2-39 and R2-23

Sometimes the C/S runs into the case whose attention is solidly fixed on something. When attention is fixed we have an unawareness of other things than the object of fixation and a lessening of Self-Determinism to a point of Other Determinism.

Example: The pc is always bringing up cars. He has trouble with cars, has ARC Breaks about cars, W/Hs about cars, commits overts on cars. It worries him all the time, is a constant problem.

The fixated attention case appears not to as-is and is usually stuck on the track in the “quiet” portion of an incident. Ahead of it and behind it is extreme randomity. This is not easily confronted so is not-ised. The solution is to get the pc to exercise his attention putting it here and there.

INTROVERSION AND ATTENTION 

The pc whose attention is fixated manifests it in several ways. He will be continuously introverted on the area, will bring it up often in session but it doesn’t seem to blow. It also shows up in correspondence to the C/S, frequent originations at Examiner, a fixed vague stare, all evidence of introversion. The pc may not originate it.

ANATOMY AND REMEDY 

This fixation shows up as a problem but it is usually a Hidden Standard, a special problem the pc thinks must be resolved before auditing can be seen to have worked.

Hence the NCG (no case gain) aspect. It is always an old problem of long duration.

The remedy basically involves getting the terminal connected with the area of fixation located and having the pc put his attention on the terminal and take his attention off the terminal.

THE PROCESS 

STEP 1—Determine exactly what the pc has attention fixed on, by folder inspection or 2wc for a BD F/N item.

STEP 2—Get the area translated into a terminal. This will read well and have a high degree of pc interest.

STEP 3—Fit the terminal in the commands: “Put your attention on terminal.” “Take your attention off terminal.” Clear and run it alternate repetitive to the EP of pc’s attention no longer fixed on the. area, F/N Cog VGIs. This is called Attention Subjective Repetitive.

STEP 4—Select two objects. Best are a red pen and a blue pen. Two bowling pins will also do. Place them three to four feet apart at a distance of three to four feet from the pc.

Place them on white paper for visibility.

STEP 5—Name the objects and fit them in the commands: “Put your attention on the red pen.” “Put your attention on the blue pen.” Clear the commands and run them alternate repetitive to the EP of pc in control of his attention, F/N Cog VGIs. This is called Attention Objective Repetitive.

ALTERNATE STEP 5—Name the objects and fit them in the following commands: “Decide to put your attention on the red pen. Tell me when you’ve done so.” “Put your attention on it.” Then “Decide to put your attention on the blue pen. Tell me when you’ve done so.” “Put your attention on it.” Run this alternate repetitive until the pc is doing the decision step each time, then you can drop out the “Tell me when you’ve done so.” Run it to the EP of pc in control of his attention, F/N Cog VGIs. This is called Attention Objective Decision Repetitive.

NOTE: With both these objective attention processes the pc may swear you are hypnotizing him or something. The process actually runs out hypnotism. The pc will come through a band of Robotism and come out the other end IN CONTROL OF HIS OWN ATTENTION.

VITAL PROCESS DATA 

It would never be okay to run Attention Subjective Repetitive on a significance (a no mass thing). It must be run on a terminal. This is a ONE-SHOT PROCESS, depending for its effectiveness on the correctness of the first item selected.

This item is usually unmistakable in a truly fixated case.

PROGRAMMING 

Attention Subjective and Objective Repetitive fits in sequence on the Introspection RD between Steps 6C and 7.

If the terminal connected with the area of fixed attention could not be located then the area could not be addressed with Attention Subjective Repetitive, but in some other manner. It is unlikely that no terminal could be found on a truly fixated attention case.

ISOLATION 

When a person is released from isolation after terminated handling of a psychotic break it is usual to welcome them back and restore any lost ARC for them from the group, if needed, with an announcement in the OODs.

The person would be interviewed as to whether he wanted to stay or go and what his intentions were.

Formal notification would be made that the person was back in good graces and he would be allowed to make up for any damage done, but not forced to do so. In the case of a crew member, it would be expected he would be assigned to the DPF or RPF where there was one, and told to make good.

ADDITIONAL CLEARED CANNIBAL STEP 

There is an additional tool for use by the C/S in raising the pc’s responsibility.

The C/S sends to the pc HCO B 21 Jan AD10 “Justification” with a note asking the pc to please read the HCO B then tell the C/S if it has any application.

This would be done as the first of the series of C/S notes and pc replies on the Cleared Cannibal Step.

If the C/S receives any “rant and rave” in reply he would order it Dated and Located as the pc would be answering out of an incident.

Regardless, the Justification HCO B would have to be followed by O/Ws as the pc has W/Hs there to be restimmed and not running out the O/Ws could cause the TA to skyrocket.

C/SING ON PSYCHOS 

C/Sing and auditing psychos is a very precise and even touchy business. There must be no mistakes and you cannot be heavy-handed on them. They are at the lowest point on the Effect Scale and therefore delicate at best and easily overwhelmed.

It is also policy that a C/S takes it easy on auditors handling psychos. They are very hard to audit and difficult to control. So don’t berate the auditor. If they get any kind of a result three cheers.

INTEGRITY

 It has always been a rule that actions of one RD are not mixed in with another action or used randomly outside of the RD.

Recently I found that a technique from the Introspection RD was used to indicate by-passed charge or something when handling ruds. This is very wrong. This happened in the field as an isolated instance but is worth mentioning.

The integrity of any RD must be maintained or its effectiveness is reduced. When parts of a RD are used at random by a C/S it actually starts the pc on a RD that is left incomplete.

So don’t extract bits of this RD and use them on other actions. You would do yourself and the pc a disservice.

L. RON HUBBARD

 Founder
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THE VOCABULARIES OF SCIENCE

In all scientific systems you have a number of code words which operate as communication carriers, and when a person does not know these words well, he's having difficulty with the science itself. I've seen a senior in science falling down in his comprehension of a later part of the science because he had never gotten the nomenclature of the science straight to begin with. He did not know exactly what a British Thermal Unit was, or something like that—therefore later on when he's solving some vast and involved problem there's a datum rambling around in his head and it's not stable at all—it's getting confused—it's mixed up with all other data. And that is only because he didn't understand what the term was in the first place.

So just as you learn semaphore signals, just as you learn Morse Code, just as you learn baby talk, so, when you become conversant with any particular specialized subject, you must become conversant with its terminology. Your understanding of it then increases. Otherwise understanding is impeded by these words rattling around and not joining themselves to anything. If you know vaguely that such and such a word exists and yet have no definite understanding of what it means, it does not align. Thus a misunderstanding of a word can cause a misalignment of a subject and this really is the basis of the primary confusion in Man's understanding of the mind.

There have been so many words assigned to various parts of the mind that one would be staggered if he merely catalogued all of these things. Take for instance the tremendous background and technology of psychoanalysis. Overpoweringly complicated material, most of it merely descriptive, some of it action terminology, such as the censor, the id, the ego, the alter-ego, and what not. Most of these things lined up, each one meaning a specific thing. But the practitioners who began to study this science did not have a good founding in the exact sciences—in other words they didn't have a model of the exact sciences. And in the humanities they could be as careless as they liked with their words, because the humanities were not expected to be precise or exact—not a criticism of them—it just means that you could have a looser command of the language.

When they got into the study of Freud they got into this interesting thing—to one person an id was one thing and to another person it was something else. And alter-ego was this and it was that. The confusion of terms, there, practically all by itself, became the totality of confusion of psychoanalysis.

Actually psychoanalysis is as easy to understand certainly as Japanese. Japanese is a baby talk—very, very hard to read, very, very easy to talk. If you can imagine a language which tells you which is the subject, which is the verb, which is the object, every time it speaks, you can imagine this baby-talk kind of a language. One that doesn't have various classes or conjugations of verbs. A very faint kind of a language.

Nevertheless, it merely consists, in order to communicate with a Japanese, of knowing the meanings of certain words, and if you know the meanings of those words precisely, then when a Japanese comes up to you and says, “Do you want a cup of tea?” you don't immediately get up because you thought he said, “Wet paint.” You have a communication possibility.

Well, similarly, with the language of psychoanalysis, the great difficulties inherent in understanding such a thing as psychoanalysis became much less difficult when one viewed psychoanalysis as a code system to relay certain meanings. It did not then become a problem of whether or not these phenomena existed or didn't exist. It simply became a problem of words meaning a certain precise thing. And if they meant that thing to everybody, then everybody was talking psychoanalysis, and if it didn't mean this thing to everybody, then people weren't talking psychoanalysis. Who knows what they were talking. The next thing you know they were talking Jungianism—the next thing you know they were talking Adlerianism—and the amount of difference between these various items is minute to say the least. But the language difficulties then made many practitioners in that field at odds with the theory, which they did not at any rate understand.

You find out in Scientology that a rather arduous background in mathematics and in what is at least laughingly called the exact sciences nevertheless made for a very arduously firm choice of word definition. There are certain phenomena named, and these phenomena are specific. They are not random, they are very, very precise. For instance, an engram is an engram. It is a mental picture of a moment of pain and unconsciousness. That is an engram, and if you know that you can find an engram.

But we have had, in the case of the word engram, something of a cross-up, since there was an early use of the word in biology, although it seemed to have gone out of usage, so that a biologist will come along now and then and look at the word engram and say, yes I know what an engram is.

Well, they know what they MEAN by the word engram, but they have never seen one. The engrams we are talking about in Dianetics and Scientology we can see, but they wouldn't ever quite know what we were talking about if they thought it was an energy trace on a cell. This was not discoverable with microscopes or anything of the sort, so I considered it a lost word and quite accidentally crossed up this word with the earlier biological use.

I remember one time learning Igoroti in a single night. I sat up by kerosene lantern and took a list of words that had been made by an old missionary in the hills in Luzon—the Igorot had a very simple language. This missionary had phoneticized their language and he had made a list of their main words and their usage and grammar. And I remember sitting up under a mosquito net with the mosquitos hungrily chomping their beaks just outside the net, and learning this language—three hundred words just memorizing these words and what they meant. And the next day I started to get them in line and align them with people, and was speaking Igoroti in a very short time.

The point here is, that it is not difficult to learn a language if you understand that you are learning a language. The first way to learn the language of Scientology is to understand clearly that you ARE learning a LANGUAGE and that it has in it perhaps fifty, sixty or seventy words, and that each of these words has a PRECISE DEFINITION.

As far as nomenclature is concerned in Scientology, what we usually did was to take a verb and make a noun of it so that there wouldn't be any cross-up of definition.

It's an interesting system that has been employed. We try to minimize the number of words introduced. That might sound strange, but we have tried to minimize it. In giving a special terminology, we have only named those things which were really important to the auditor, phenomena which an auditor really had to understand.

Therefore a knowledge of the exact definition of a word brought exact understanding of the phenomenon. It's that simple.

A knowledge of Scientology first and foremost, then, is a vocabulary knowledge.

There are probably not more than sixty words in Scientology of special meaning.

We have not named to any extent invisible phenomena. An engram is a very viewable phenomenon. If you've ever run one on a preclear you know how visible it is, to the preclear and to you.

The first word we have, however, in the entire language of Scientology, is, unfortunately, a NON-viewable thing—the Static. It is non-viewable but it is experienceable, so it isn't completely removed into the never-never land. But from there on we do have almost all of our terminology in VIEWABLE form. It's examinable. It can be measured.

A fellow by the name of Wundt, in 1879 in Leipzig, Germany, invented a thing called psychology, which was mainly—his main interest seems to have been—the study of mental behavior through physiology. The subject which has come down to us from there called psychology has not been defined much differently since Wundt, and that is the way the mind has been studied—through physiology. Well, the man's hunch wasn't too far wrong, in that practically everything in the mind is viewable and does have some mass and does exist in space and is something that you could put your hands on very easily and say “that is THAT.” We don't know whether Wundt knew this or not. The psychologists don't know it even vaguely today, and they think that what they are dealing with is a totally abstract, theoretical, never-never land subject, and that's why they choose it.

But if YOU don't know this then you're apt to go adrift on the terminology of Scientology and on Scientology itself. You're apt to go very badly adrift and believe that we're dealing with abstracts and intangibles. This may be an overlooked supposition on your part. Psychology studies abstracts and intangibles. We're not studying, however, psychology.

We're studying hearable, measurable, weighable, meterable phenomena—right below the level of Static. From the Static you go immediately into experienceable, viewable phenomena. And even the Static is experienceable.

So we're not outside the realm of experience anywhere in Scientology.

Everything we deal with is something that can have concrete form or example. This is an interesting thing.

I've given you this fast summary on terminology itself so that you could see that if this word randomity and if the word automaticity cannot be clearly understood it must be being viewed then as some abstract thing, and it's not an abstract thing.

RANDOMITY

 We find the earliest introduction of the subject randomity in the Dianetic Axioms in the fall of 1951.

The word RANDOMITY was needed as a further expression of MOTION. I've been talking to you recently of “things that were too motionless”—tolerance of things which were too motionless and tolerance of things which had too much motion. We find that we have to increase people's tolerance of these. It shows us that if people had difficulties with the tolerance of things that were too motionless and too motionful, we had with this word randomity a rather upset circumstance people didn't like to grasp this word. Well, we have a further explanation of it today, and as a result of that further explanation we have a better chance of gripping this and using it.

Randomity means in essence COMPARABLE MOTION. Comparable to what? Comparable to the consideration of motion. So we have PLUS randomity and we have MINUS randomity. In other words we can have, from the individual's consideration, too much or too little motion, or enough motion. What's ENOUGH motion measured by? The consideration of the individual. Take, for example, a man eating a meal in the presence of two friends. He thought he was eating about right. The fellow next to him thought he was eating too fast and the fellow across from him thought he was eating too slow.

So, it's a consideration of motion. A traffic cop views the field of automobile traffic with a consideration of minus randomity compared to the motorist's idea of motion of cars. The motorist's consideration of optimum randomity is plus randomity compared to the cop's consideration.

If you've ever driven down a deserted highway you may remember having a little, vague suspicion that there was something not quite right about going down that road all by yourself. No other traffic to view. This tells you at once that it may or may not be a road. You know that you consider it a road—but do other people? An eightlane highway could give you this idea that the road was closed, under repair, or that it wasn't considered by everyone else to be a road at all, if there were no traffic in sight for very many miles.

There is a certain amount of traffic randomity that a motorist is used to and is comfortable about. A New York cabbie, if you put him in a cab out in the middle of Arizona, would be outside his area of optimum randomity. He'd want at least a hundred and fifty cars stacked up at the next intersection, and here he has to drive a hundred miles to get any intersection at all. It's his consideration of motion.

Well, he has a certain tolerance for the random particles which in the case of traffic follow certain channels, but which nevertheless are pretty random on those channels. So he has the idea of randomity in traffic.

Randomity also contains the aspect of UNEXPECTEDNESS. Unexpectedness is inherent to the idea of randomness. In other words you have to have ENOUGH unexpectedness. You have your idea of how much unexpectedness there should be in life. Well, so does the New York taxi driver have his idea of how much unexpectedness there should be in traffic, and if he were to drive in a totally orderly community where the unexpectedness was zero this man would probably go to sleep or go unconscious or do something—he would eventually run off the road. But maybe after he was at it for many, many weeks he would “get used to it.” So then this word randomity contains the idea of CONDITIONING. It is the only place where we find the subject of conditioning in Dianetics and Scientology.

The reason I'm talking about randomity here is that it is one of the wider concepts, and a little harder perhaps to grasp than any other. Yet you can set it up and view it very easily.

We could set up something like this: a table that a person could sit in front of which would have all kinds of holes and runways in it for marbles. We could have these marbles popping up through the holes and taking different paths and bumping around at different levels and rates of speed and abundance.

In other words, we could have a table set up that would present a person with a certain level of randomity and we could include a controlled unexpectedness factor.

We could find out from this actually what the person's idea of optimum motion was. We could find out what amount of unexpectedness and rapidness of motion he would be comfortable about.

After a while the person starts to get nervous if you pop too many marbles out of those holes. They're coming out of the holes, and there are lots of them, and they're disappearing and appearing completely unexpectedly, smashing and cracking together and so forth, and he's likely to sit there and say, “There's just too damned many marbles!” He doesn't like it.

Just below that level of motion he'll say, “That's interesting.” And just below that level he sits there and says, “... marbles ....” One pops up and runs across the table, another one pops up, the first disappears, another one pops up and runs across the table, etc., and he says, “Ho-hum . . . marbles.” That is MINUS RANDOMITY.

When he was interested, that was HIS randomity; that was optimum randomity.

Where you had too many marbles moving too fast you had PLUS RANDOMITY. With relationship to what, though? With relationship to this person, this thinkingness, this mind. His idea of randomity was what it was.

You see that it has to be this way when you test a youngster who likes action on something like this. His reaction to the test would be that you would have to have the marbles popping up and shooting across there with such a suddenness and such a blur and such a whirr and such a snap that you yourself would probably stand there and watch and feel slightly uncomfortable. And this kid says, “My, how interesting.” But you drop it down to the number of marbles that was optimum for this other fellow and the kid will say, “Oh, let's go out and play ball.” Now we have to have this thing called randomity. It's an unfortunate thing if it is incomprehensible at times. We have to have these things—plus randomity, minus randomity and optimum randomity.

What is his idea of unexpected motion necessary to the living of a life? How much randomity does he have to have to live? Which at the same time would say—stay interested in life. How much would he have to have? A guy in space opera? WOW! Well, you have to have a fight between fleets at least once a week. You didn't have a good liberty at all unless five men were killed.

That time was no fun at all—after they shot all the women there was just nothing left to do.

Idea of the amount of motion, unexpectedness, sudden event, the twist and turn to life is very, very high there. Therefore you have space opera engrams very easily in suspense on the track. They look like confusion. A fellow has been in space opera, and now he looks at the engram, and he says, “No-sir, that's confusion.” Now the only reason we're resurrecting this word and dusting it off and using it more frequently is that it is a better statement of confusion than the word confusion.

The word confusion means at once PLUS RANDOMITY, and it's therefore a specialized kind of randomity. It means: motion unexpected above the tolerance level of the person viewing it. And that is the definition of the word confusion.

So if a STABLE DATUM is necessary to the alignment of data, and if a stable datum can be pulled out of an area of aligned data with the result of confusion, we have to have a better understanding of what we mean by confusion. If we're going to process it we certainly had better understand it. It better be a nice, clear thing to us, because we are likely to look at a preclear and consider that he is under a confusion.

When as a matter of fact, he might be in a MINUS RANDOMITY.

A good statement of a minus randomity would be: things are too slow. Things are certainly slow around here. Life is dull. There is nothing happening.

A consideration of how much motion and unexpectedness of motion there is in the environment—how much unexpected happenstance, how much pattern of action— and this would be minus when there was too little for the tolerance of the individual.

So we need to have a word to match confusion. It looks like there is a hole in the English language. Thus once more we have this word randomity. It's describing something which has been viewed which is not adequately described in English. And that we are viewing it and describing it and naming it somewhere within the bounds of comprehensibility is quite remarkable.

MINUS RANDOMITY is the opposite of CONFUSION. “Things are too stable.” “Do you know that little Benny has not fallen out of the window for three days!” “Do you realize I have not burned myself all morning!” “Do you realize there hasn't been a single accident out there on the highway all afternoon!” “How dull— everything is travelling only at rocket speed!” That could be one fellow's idea of minus randomity, or opposite of confusion. Things are not sufficiently confusing, random, unexpected, in motion, so he's saying, “How dull.” This other chap looks at one horse walking down one street and says to himself, “Horse! ! ! Things are going too fast around here for me !” Unless you understand that there can be a difference of consideration about this you would have a hard time trying to grasp the preclear's idea of how much stable data he needs. Now how much stable data do you think this fellow needs? One horse going down one street. He needs ONE STABLE DATUM PER PARTICLE. Therefore, he needs an ENORMOUS amount of information to keep the world from falling in on him and turning upside down and spilling in his lap. He just needs a tremendous quantity.

He needs dictionaries full, he needs encyclopedias full, he needs libraries full, he needs scribes working on every side continually to catalogue, catalogue, catalogue, catalogue.

And each word to him is not only a stable datum, it's a Sacred Datum. If we moved just one word out of line in a cataloguing of a hundred million words this fellow would become extremely uncomfortable.

We have whole sciences which are cataloguing sciences. If Francis Bacon hadn't wanted to give an example of what science was, we would probably never, even today, have had a science of botany. But Bacon used once, as an illustration of what a science would be, a science of botany. He used the classification of flowers as his illustration and instantly it became a science and from there on it is catalogued. For a fellow to be willing to study botany he has to be willing to tolerate a tremendous lack of motion, from most of our viewpoints. But from his own viewpoint his ability to tolerate motion or no motion never comes in question. He's perfectly happy going along with onestable- datum-per-item.

To most of us this would be unthinkably arduous. So you can see that we have an intolerance for that little randomity.

The bottom line of this gradient scale would appear to be one-stable-datum-per particle. That should be the bottom of the randomity scale—but it isn't. The bottom would be no particle, no space. And we would be back to a static. And out of this you at once recognize why a static wants havingness and particles: you have a game.

Below minus randomity is NO RANDOMITY. Of any kind. People do not usually like this at all. Starting up scale we get—a few particles. One could be at this point for two reasons: because he is shuddering away from confusion and therefore is getting a stable-datum-per-particle, or he could be at that point because he has a tremendous tolerance for confusion AND for motionlessness.

Now if he is cataloguing one stable datum per particle at the minus randomity end of the scale, then he is doing this interesting thing: This fellow is shuddering away from all confusion and particles because he's trying to USE UP all existing particles and stable data. He's trying to match these two things. So he's trying to use up all possible confusion.

If this same fellow had a high tolerance of confusion in the first place and had used up all these particles in this fashion, matching particle for stable datum, with everything catalogued, everything in order, he would run out of confusions. And he would have a SCARCITY OF confusion. So, taking another look at this randomity scale: we could have a scarcity of confusion, or a scarcity of motionlessness. A scarcity at either end. We could have either condition or both conditions, and NOT depending upon which end we were viewing it from.

Then we ask this: What is plus randomity and what is minus randomity? 

FROM THE VIEWPOINT OF THE INDIVIDUAL, SOMETHING WHICH HAS IN IT TOO MUCH MOTION OR UNEXPECTEDNESS FOR HIS TOLERANCE is plus randomity, and THAT THING WHICH HAS TOO LITTLE MOTION IN IT FOR HIS TOLERANCE is minus randomity.

Now, how he gets into these states is the entire subject of scarcity.

For example: the fellow who falls into a plus randomity with great speed. His tolerance of motion is so slight that almost any motion is a plus randomity to him. A second horse gets into the street and he practically has a nervous breakdown. That fellow will have a tendency to do this: instead of matching a stable datum for a particle, he will take all particles and stop them (he starts to apply force) and then bring all of these particles into a mass so that they are each taken care of. He can look at this whole group of particles and say, “That's a table.” “That's a rock.” Now he's got ALL of the particles named. He's named it a rock. He's not going to do anything about these particles. He's going to just mass them. That is the state of mind which gets you mass.

Unless you simply mock it up to have a mass—there's always that going on— mock up a universe to have a universe, etc., or you can evolve them or have reasons for them. But this is usually the case: that an individual who is obsessively making mass has an intolerance of motion to the degree that a second horse on the street would give him a nervous breakdown. So he takes any particles that are in motion and he is actually ill about this until he can take the particles and push them together and say, “Ah, a rock. Whew! Now we can have some peace around here.” At the other end, the fellow in space opera: There's been a riot that morning, there's been a fire in Bunker 4, three prisoners have escaped and were shot in the 539 courtyard, and so forth, and this fellow is saying, “Gee, things have slowed down around here! Let's create some confusion and get some motion started. Let's drop a false message into the message center: WE ARE ABOUT TO BE ATTACKED BY THE PRUVIANS or something. Let's get something GOING around here.” Well now, that individual will DISPERSE things. He'll disperse things preferably with an unknown. And then he has an enormous amount of data, none of which has any identification at all. His level of expectedness and unexpectedness is way up. He'll have a wonderful time wondering if he can possibly make head or tail of any of this: “Gosh, look at that! The president shot, and I'm plugged, and gee, you know, I can't make any sense out of it at all?!?!?!?!?” You get the idea, then, how people vary unexpectedness and motion to fit their own considerations. There is, however, such a thing as a state of good health in connection with this. That sounds odd, but there is one, and that is: for an individual to act in either capacity by changing his consideration on the subject of randomity itself. In other words, retain or attain liberty of increasing or decreasing tolerance on motion at will. You can look at two horses on the street and say, “That's too many,” or look at a morning in space opera and say, “That's too slow,” with no difficulty whatsoever. Or you can say that the morning in space opera was too fast and the two horses on the street were not enough. You could do anything you wanted on it. That would be a state of health regarding tolerance level of randomity. But where an individual has lost his ability to vary his considerations of confusion and motionlessness, which is to say, his plus and minus randomity, he has lost his ability to have a game, and will then find himself being put out of games which do not fit his fixed opinion. Therefore he has limited himself in the number of games into which he can enter. As an individual can shift his consideration of randomity, so he can play large numbers of games. And as his consideration on the subject of randomity becomes more and more fixed, so that there is just a certain amount of motion he can tolerate, just a certain amount of motion that he can't tolerate, when he's fixed right there somewhere on the scale between total confusion and total motionlessness, and that's IT, he has to find a game which fits that idea of a game, his idea of an optimum randomity. What, then, is a game? A game is an optimum randomity. That is a satisfactory game— optimum randomity. What is an endof- game? Un-optimum randomity—without regard to whether it is plus or minus, too fast for him or too slow for him. That's just both sides of a fixed consideration.

An individual's ability to LIVE, then, will to a marked degree depend upon his ability to shift his consideration of what is confusion, what is motionlessness. And if he can't shift this opinion—he is sunk.

The organization or the person which tells the individual to conform to the environment, tells him to FIX his opinion of randomity to that environment, has asked that individual to die the moment the randomity factor alters in the environment. It's asked him to run out of games.

Another factor enters into this which is the saving grace, and that is, the emergency factor or the NECESSITY LEVEL. A necessity level is a sudden increase of randomity to a sufficiency that the individual makes a momentary adjustment to it—in other words, momentarily increases his tolerance for unexpected motion. The unexpected motion there is so great that it puts him into a higher level of motion and he takes care of it. That is necessity level—it is the randomity itself driving the person.

When the randomity kicks the person, he knows he must move.

But necessity level only occurs where the individual is in a total stimulusresponse condition with the randomity itself. And it is nothing to count upon at all.

Give them that much more motion and people are just as likely to stay fixed as to go faster.

Create TOO MUCH randomity TOO FAST, and people WILL stay fixed. They will not react on a necessity level at all.

Unfortunately there is no such thing as a “non-necessity level” or a “non emergency level,” where things suddenly move too slow for the individual. We don't have any mechanism to take care of that.

So people try to build up their tolerance for speed by going faster and faster and faster, and they think they then can go faster and faster and faster, and they never drop back toward tolerance of motionlessness. It's actually more important in this time and place to adjust people's ideas of motionlessness and the tolerance of motionlessness than the tolerance for speed. There are very many ways you could do this—you could have a person SIT motionless for a very long time, but he usually can't tolerate that. It exceeds his tolerances instead of building his tolerances on a gradient scale. Certain processes have done this to some extent for quite a while now, to considerable benefit.

One way you could do this is have the preclear say things are going fast when they are practically standing still, and then he tolerates them easily, but actually he's gotten around it, hasn't tolerated any motionlessness, he has simply tolerated his new consideration.

The auditor has a great deal to do with this today. He can actually produce plus and minus randomity in the individual at will. He can stuff the individual full, one way or the other, of stable data. And that produces for the individual to some degree, minus randomity. He can pull some stable data out of the reactive banks, and he will at once produce plus randomity. He can thus alter his reaction to motion, his randomity, by handling DATA. But remember, this is a low order of thing compared to changing the CONSIDERATION of a person.

Now, as an auditor, you have to know that you can add to or subtract from the data of an individual, and thereby give him plus or minus randomity. Remember, though, that he would only get a plus or minus randomity if he had a fixed consideration on the situation. But you have to know this business about putting in and pulling out stable data and producing randomity because it explains THE VARIOUS REACTIONS OF THE PRECLEAR TO AUDITING. He's learning more, the world's getting more and more even, more and more stable to him, more real, and all of a sudden he adjusts by giving up a stable datum (which you very often misname a consideration). Here he is, getting more data, and his attitude, his consideration of randomity is FIXED. So as you give him more data and he spots more things and he gets more stable data all around, why, he simply gives up some of his old data; you haven't actually changed his randomity. If you're doing a smooth job of A-R-C, you're gradually upgrading him to a higher tolerance of everything. One of the ways he will adjust it is to suddenly spit out some old, aberrated datum. That is a stable datum. You have simply moved in one stable datum and moved out one stable datum. The point of this is, you have to change his consideration of speed, that's all. You have to change his ABILITY to change his consideration of speed.

AUTOMATICITY

All right, what, then, is this thing called AUTOMATICITY? If automaticity is related to randomity, which it is, then IT would have a lot to do with consideration, too, wouldn't it? Automaticity means: non self-determined action which ought to be determined by the individual. The individual ought to be determining an action and he is not determining it. That's a pretty broad consideration. It's something not under the control of the individual. But if we said, something not under the control of the individual, as a total, unqualified definition of automaticity, we would have this, then: 541 That car that just went down the street would be an automaticity to you. You didn't have control of it. So this is not a precision definition. The precision definition has “which ought to be under the control of the individual.” An individual will tolerate within himself so much random action of the materials which he ought to be controlling. For instance, you, if you are a fairly good driver, would have no difficulty, when you were starting your car in the morning, in tolerating the fact that it killed a couple of times before you got it going. So the sudden stopping of the motor was not really an automaticity to you. There is an expectedness in it. Or let's take an unexpectedness—you shifted the gears and didn't quite get it in gear—if your tolerance of randomity was good, if your ability to change considerations was good, you'd flip the gear in, and then it didn't quite go in again and you had to make a second pass at it. That's an UNexpected motion. It's still not really an automaticity, except in the severest definition of the word. Something has occurred which you should have controlled but didn't.

Now, we see automaticity and use the word mainly in connection with just this: motion in the bank—facsimiles in motion around one—under the control or not under the control of the individual.

Many an individual will get all kinds of fast motions in the bank—pictures, action, machinery, etc., and not even consider it vaguely random “That's all right,” he says. But they should be controlling it—it ought to be doing what they say. Well, from their opinion, it IS.

This other fellow, a fellow with a different consideration of randomity, gets one picture shifting an inch to the right unexpectedly—”There's an automaticity going on here,” he says.

Another fellow has a machine; he tells it to mock up dogs, so it mocks up blue dogs, pink dogs, and then moves over to the other side and mocks up green dogs, purple dogs, and then mocks up from the back dogs with hats on, dogs with canes, dogs with heavy fur, dogs with light fur, dogs with five feet, dogs with two feet—”Ho hum—life's running as usual ....” When the preclear says to you that there's an awful lot of action in the bank, that means that he considers that the action in the bank which he is confronting is an awful lot. It doesn't tell you how much action YOU would say there is in the bank. So it's the PRECLEAR'S consideration and opinion that makes an automaticity. Not yours. It's the amount of randomness which he ought to be controlling but which he isn't controlling, and that depends upon the amount of randomness which he can tolerate.

And if he can tolerate a tremendous amount of randomity, plus or minus, then nothing looks random to him at all. And the funny part of it is—he can control it, too. And where these two things join at the crossroads you've got control of phenomena in the bank. If an individual can tolerate it he can control it.

If he can't tolerate it, he can't control it and that's all there is to it.

I hope you have some better understanding of these two words and what we are doing today in auditing. The relation of Stable Datum to confusion is actually the relation of the stable datum to randomity. You have to have a clear understanding of randomity before you enter in upon that in teaching Scientology, auditing preclears and in developing your own understanding of the material of Scientology. 1l 
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Life energy, the moment it becomes impinged upon the physical universe,  concerns itself with physical universe motion. This may be a trifle difficult to  understand at first but it becomes obvious when one examines the nuclear physicist’s  formulae of composition of the physical universe.

Motion is the one thing common to everything in the physical universe. Matter  is composed of atoms and molecules. Even in something as solid-appearing as a table,  these atoms and molecules are in continually changing position; a molecule which might  this year be at one comer of a desk may be next year at another corner of that same  desk.

Additionally, and more importantly, atoms and molecules, those infinitesimal  bits of matter, are evidently themselves composed wholly of motion. They have a  center and around this center swing particles of energy much in the same way that the  planets swing around the sun, but on a much smaller scale. And these minute particles,  the center and the bits which swing around it, are themselves, evidently, nothing more  than motion.

The modus operandi of survival is motion. Too much or too little motion brings  about that state of organism motionlessness called death.

Thus, life energy, engaged in a conquest of the physical universe, is engaged  upon a conquest of motion. Thus, the most important phase of thought and action is  effort. Effort is force with direction, motion with purpose.

The organism is concerned with self-generated effort and the counter-efforts it  receives from the physical environment. An individual initiates the effort to go forward;  he receives the counter-effort of air pressure, the force of gravity, even his own  clothing.

There is a law concerning effort and organisms. Life energy effects its conquest  of the physical universe by taking the efforts of the physical universe and turning them  back against the physical universe. Life learns by impinging upon the physical universe  the laws of the physical universe and then uses those laws to conquer the physical  universe. One sees this done in engineering continually. And any organism, with much  greater simplicity, can be found to be utilizing the energy of food to produce more  motion for itself. The basic food, as used by the algae, a tiny cell creature, is sunlight  and minerals. That is all an algae “eats.” A higher form of life lives on algae. And  higher forms live on lower forms. But all the way at the top of this scale, food is  basically sunlight and minerals.

The trick of taking the force of a tennis ball as it comes at you, and, by rolling  your racket, returning it, is not unlike life’s trick of using the motion of the physical  universe to conquer the motion of the physical universe. There are many basic laws  concerning this in the science of Dianetics.

Most important to an individual is the fact that effort he himself conceives to be  necessary is the most important effort to him. This is self-determinism. One determines  how much effort he is going to apply or withhold to accomplish certain thoughts and  actions and then seeks to apply that effort. All thought is concerned with the estimate of effort. When one makes a right calculation, its rightness is determined by whether or  not the desired action was accomplished.

Self-determinism is all important in the organism. An organism is as successful  as it is right. That is to say, it is as successful as it or its group is self-determined.

Trouble enters when the environment begins to determine one’s actions without  recourse to thought. One begins to be a puppet dancing on the strings of the  environment.

Counter-effort to one’s self-determinism is simply the efforts which override  one’s decisions. One puts forth an effort. It meets counter-effort. If that counter-effort  is sudden and strong enough, its impulse backs all the way into the awareness seat of  the organism and unconsciousness ensues; here counter-effort has won and selfdeterminism  is momentarily wiped out. However, the impression of that counter-effort  remains.

Reduced to its lowest level, all pain is a randomity of molecules and atoms in  the human organism caused by counter-efforts. Self determines the alignment of an  effort, whether to move or remain at rest, and a severe counter-effort throws the atoms  and molecules into mis-alignment. This is extreme randomity; this is pain.

The trouble with pain is that it remains as a facsimile of the effort-counter-effort  moment. All the pain one has ever received is still on file and can be re-experienced.

When counter-efforts get into present time, they become what people have  called “psychosomatic illnesses.” These are simply past situations where pain was  present, brought out of their right position in time and into present time where they do  not belong.

Nothing is easier to prove than this part of Dianetics. Counter-efforts remain  latent and can come into present time.

This list, used long enough, may exhaust some old pain you have. Your present  attention is not only on the environment, it is upon an old pain or on dozens of old  pains you didn’t even “know” you were experiencing. You may be unaware of that  wasted attention until your attention is taken to some other part of the body. This list  simply takes your attention to some other portion of your body. You may feel groggy  or you may feel a real pain when you practice this list. You will notice that when your  attention goes to the part that hurts, the pain shuts off. You may also notice that the old  pain tends to wear itself out when you re-experience it several times.

Direct your attention to the parts of the body named, each one in its turn.

Concentrate on the aliveness of the part named. Feel as though you were wholly alive  only in that part. If any pain turns on in some other part of your body, ignore it and go  on with this list.

Feel the aliveness of:  
1. Your right hand.

2. Your left hand.

3. The back of your head.

4. Your right foot.

5. Your left foot.

6. Your right knee.

7. Your stomach.

8. Your left knee.

9. Your back.

10. Your tongue.

11. Your loins.

12. Your right leg.

13. Your right arm.

14. Your left leg.

Do not concern yourself with any pain or grogginess which turns on. Just keep  doing the list. If you continue this practice, you might rid yourself of some serious  psychosomatic illness.

This list, by the way, is a wonderful game for processing children. They will  usually play it with you and thus you can turn off their coughs and sneezes, aches and  pains in a large number of cases.

15. Your right ear.

16. Your right cheek.

17. Your forehead.

18. Your left ear.

19. Your left cheek.

20. Your right shoulder.

21. Your left shoulder.

22. The back of your neck.

23. Your brain.

24. Your right side.

25. Your left side.

26. All your fingers.

27. Your nose.

28. Your chin.
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What an Auditor Should Know

L. Ron Hubbard

In the hectic days while research and investigation were in full swing, it would not have been possible for me to have stated with accuracy what an auditor should know to be a good auditor with any expectancy of the answer remaining valid for more than a few months.

Running Engrams, Black and White processing, Beauty and Ugliness, technique followed technique, each one more workable than the last, each one issued  solely on the valid excuse that it was better than anything we had before it.

I can greatly sympathize with anyone attempting to follow what must have appeared to some, scraps of knowledge and disrelated material, and who yet expected  to know a whole subject.

After this year’s work in Europe and some six months after the current techniques were last polished, it can at last be stated with security what an auditor is expected to know of Dianetics and Scientology to consider himself adequate to his task, and in order to assure himself of excellent results upon his preclears.

Probably even more important organizationally, certification boards of experienced auditors can be set up who can have before them unchanging standards of  examination, to the end that when auditors are at last certified the organization can feel  secure that they have “the latest information” securely at work in their hands. It is highly possible that America, with its craving for change, may not find this very acceptable, but it is certain that auditors putting out hard money for training and preclears putting out their dollars for processing will be assured of knowledge and results which are standard and predictable.

Many things have changed, but many things remain the same. To those who stayed with me for three years—and these number the majority—the shifting panorama and emphasis have at last begun to make sense. These people, in effect, have been studying a gradient scale of technology. They have been studying life, human behavior,  and psychotherapy. It is astonishing to many of them now on reviewing Dianetics: The  Modern Science of Mental Health, to find most of what they know stated in the first  place in the first book.

This graduated scale enters with the most basic knowledge man has, as  represented by the Asclepian Priests of Greece, continues through the work of Freud  and is continually back-shadowed by the knowledge of the wise men of the East. It  goes then into what we now call facsimiles (which is to say mental pictures) and all  techniques which address the past, and into processes which directly adjust the future.

The marriage of the deepest knowledge of India with the latest technologies of  nuclear physics could not help but result in a swift climb upwards into the  understanding of the behavior of life in the physical universe, and could not help but  deliver into our hands technologies with which to resolve the immediate problems of  Mankind.

In a recent book On Auditing by Martha Courtis, the gradient scale of Dianetics  and Scientology is made extremely apparent, and it is shown there quite expertly how each advance only extended knowledge already held, and the inevitable consequence of  Standard Operating Procedure in Scientology.

It could be said that those auditors who entered early have spent those three  years studying the same thing, and they now can look back upon an integrated picture.

Indeed, it is a necessity for auditors contacting Scientology now for the first time,  without any background knowledge of Dianetics, to review the entire process of the  evolution of the science. Just as an auditor would be foolish indeed to know nothing  more than the running of engrams now that far faster techniques such as those  contained in SOP exist, so would it be foolish for an auditor to study SOP only, and  with no knowledge of earlier processes find himself adrift, alone and incapable some  dark night with a preclear who is stuck in and is looking straight at an engram. Just  because phenomena have been more adequately handled in these later months is no  reason why phenomena discovered earlier have ceased to exist, and auditors in training  are confronted by each and every phenomenon observed in the last three years. While  this makes, apparently, a complex picture, the simplicity lies in knowing the entire  story of the preclear, and then in applying techniques so simple that they could be used  by a child upon children, and indeed often are.

What should an auditor know? He should know how to run engrams and  secondaries, he should know effort processing, he should know how to apply, in its  entirety, Advanced Procedure and Axioms, Handbook for Preclears, and Self Analysis,  old and revised editions. He should know the 50 Course Books. He should have a  good understanding of the axioms as they appear in the Handbook for Preclears. He  should know Scientology 8-8008, and he should have a command of all the SOP’s  from 1 to 8L. He should know Formula H, Acceptance Level Processing, Change of  Space Processing, he should know the theories of randomity, and automaticity and the  processes by which these are remedied.

If that is an appalling lot of knowledge, be assured that the auditor who knows  it-knows it well—and who is himself cleared will have excellent results, and that an  auditor who knows only fragments of it will continue to run into cases which he cannot  solve, even though he may solve by rote procedures over 50% of the cases he  addresses. The question of training is the question of how many cases is the auditor  going to resolve out of the hundred cases presented, and the length of time the preclear  must spend in processing.

What the auditor should know is answered by what the auditor wants to expect  in terms of results on himself and preclears.

An auditor who knows and knows well SOP-8, Short 8, and Six Steps to  Better Beingness, and yet does not know other phenomena as it may appear in a case,  may find some 30% of his cases unsolvable. What might happen to render a case unsolvable? A preclear in 1953 can be expected to be stuck in at least one place on a  time track just as in 1950. The preclears haven’t changed, the techniques have.

Generally, the preclear is in a “secondary engram.” While there exist techniques in  advance of SOP-8 which run secondaries rapidly, the auditor is poorly equipped if he  cannot discharge a “grief charge” which is lying there waiting for him, the discharge of  which will in itself entirely alter the attitude of the preclear toward the world. The  auditor may have before him someone who actually does not have sufficient randomity  to interest himself in further living, and who is yet incapable of creating more, the  auditor may come up against in this what is termed “the speed factor” a subject  discussed and covered in late 1951. Only by “increasing the speed potential” of the  preclear can the auditor place the preclear in a situation to engage in sufficient action to  discard his boredom. There are fifty reasons why a case can hang fire. The auditor who  doesn’t know at least ten of them will often find himself staring into an enigma past his  understanding. Further, he may be astonished by the material if he does not know the  strange adventures of preclears as they rise on the tone scale.

All too often an auditor is so set on enforcing his own concept of existence  upon the world at large that he insists that a science agree with him, and lays down the  boundaries that the science must not exceed what he himself, before he studied the  science, believed to be true. The auditor who is not trained through all the data is  489 prone to make errors which will cost him the resolution, not only of his own case, but  case after case if, in ignorance of earlier data, he .is seeking to warp theta clearing into  some tract of mysticism where it does not and cannot belong.

I recently resolved the case of an old man whose trouble was that he desired no  more of life. Observedly, his body could no longer serve him, and his hope in being  audited was that he would die. I have recently seen several such cases. The auditor who  is not sufficiently wise to establish the actual goal of his preclear will continue to try to  make this person physically well, while the entire attention of this preclear is absorbed  in using auditing to assist his dying. The only thing one can do for such a person is to  bring him into a situation where he is no longer entirely dependent upon his body, but  does not need to destroy it in order to be interested in life.

What does an auditor need to know? What he could know is formidable. What  he must know is easier to face.

Abstracts of all past data have been prepared at this time, and the courses  available from the HAS are now highlighted by the necessary knowledge.

The difference amongst auditors is the difference of what percentage of cases is  the auditor capable of solving. It can be observed that any psychotherapy in the past  could have reached, and did reach and remedy a certain level of case (Step 1). This case  continues to be resolved with great ease and in a few minutes with Scientology today,  no matter what is wrong with it. The same case was resolved, within two years, by  psychoanalysis. Earlier the same level of case was solved with great ease by Asclepian  Priests. Analytical Procedure will solve such a case. Lock scanning will solve such a  case, as can any elementary and shallow process, including a changed environment  which promises a good present time. And so an auditor who has little command of the  subject, obeying most of the rules of the Auditor’s Code, can solve it.

But immediately adjacent to that is the one which doesn’t quite solve, which  improves a little, but not a lot. This one (a Step 2) also improved after many years of  psychoanalysis. This one was solved also by the first techniques of Dianetics, even  when they were crudely used.

The third level of case (a Step 3) was the one which psychoanalysis hoped  about, but never improved, which Dianetics kept from deteriorating, but seldom (in the  hands of average auditors) stabilized, and with this level of case we have departed  completely from the past abilities of man, and the abilities of Dianetics as used in the  field.

We have reached at this point some 50% of the populace. We have 50%  remaining. The intriguing thing about this is that these first three grades (or 50%)  number amongst them sane, insane and neurotic alike, for these step levels are not  established by sanity, but by the ease with which they recovered.

The remaining 50% were never touched by the Asclepians, the psychoanalysts  or auditors using Dianetics in the field. These 50% numbered amongst them some of  the most able people, but not necessarily all the able people in the society. They were  sane, neurotic and psychotic, just as the first three types of cases I have mentioned, but  the workability of the case exceeded the ability of all.

The three cases mentioned above are referred to in Scientology as Step 1, Step 2  and Step 3. The remaining four steps, as represented in Standard Operating Procedure  8, are resistive to any betterment regardless of the sanity or ability of the case.

What we are gazing upon here is, distasteful as it may seem, the ratio of the  potential of the individual being met by the environment. The last four cases are not  necessarily more able, but they have met more resistance than their reality potential  could accommodate, and although they continue to function, their certainty is  insufficient to their environment. Their native ability permits them to continue their  performance, to exceed former skills. We are now handling these cases in Scientology.

All but a few of them, in the hands of an able auditor, resolve with the use of SOP-8.

The few require even more advanced techniques, such as those being given to the  Clinical students in the East.

What should an auditor know? He should know enough to resolve those cases  which come to him and to retain and increase his own stability. Now at last we can  write down in specific detail the exact data which he must command in order to do his  job well.
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Danger: Black Dianetics!
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Death, insanity, aberration, or merely a slavish obedience can be efficiently effected by the use of Black Dianetics. Further, adequate laws do not exist at this time to bar the use of these techniques. The law provides that only the individual so wronged can make complaint or swear out a warrant for offenders using these techniques.

A person on whom Black Dianetics has been employed seldom retains the sanity or will to make a complaint, or does not know he has been victimized. In addition, persons claiming such offenses against their persons are commonly  catalogued by doctors as suffering from delusion. Thus the employer of Black  Dianetics can escape unpunished under existing legal procedures.

One invites, by the release of such powerful and insidious methods, the censure  of those who seek to hold society together. But a little thought will tell one that these  techniques are better released and known to many than hidden and known to but a few.

A shabby, inefficient, and fifth-rate shadow of these techniques has been  employed by Russia and other governments. The cases of Mindzenty, Vogeler, and  Oatis reflect a faint forerunner of such methods. Even the United States government, honourable above most governments, has sought better ways to “influence” human beings.

Hypnotism is a rather old and untrustworthy method of influencing or enslaving others. However, hypnotism is very unreliable even when it can be effected upon an individual. The mechanisms of hypnotism, quite incidentally and of no great importance, are circumscribed in Black Dianetics.

One could not release this furiously violent poison unless one first had the antidote. Processing, even that contained in Self Analysis, can undo Black Dianetics unless, of course, the victim has been driven into suicide or past the point of no return—a feat which is not difficult, but a condition which is not desirable where the operator seeks real advantage.

Several people are dead because of Black Dianetics. Hundreds of thousands are dead because of the atom bomb. Thousands may die because of Black Dianetics.

Millions may die because of nuclear physics. But also because of nuclear  physics man may reach the stars. And because of Scientology we may some day win a  world without insanity, without criminals, and without war.

Efforts to influence and prevail over the minds of individuals, groups, and  nations have been exerted since the dawn of time. These efforts have utilized every  known means of psychic and physical phenomena.

One of the earlier broad efforts consisted in the field of astronomy where, in  Chaldea, Babylon, and other early civilizations, priests procured power by predicting  solar and stellar activity such as eclipses and comets. By first stating the phenomena  would occur, the priests would be held to be in league with the gods by a populace  which beheld the spectacular occurrences. The courses of men and nations could thus  be swayed by a body of men with recourse to phenomena known to them and yet  unknown to the vulgar.

Another effort of swaying minds occurred in Persia and Syria between the 11th  and 13th centuries A.D. A sect known as the Assassins utilized the popular belief in  Muhammetan Paradise to rule, viciously and powerfully, a large segment of the known  world. This sect enforced its will upon the rulers and influential men of its time by  assassination, and, indeed, that is the derivation of that word. The leaders of this sect  would ply religious young men with hashish and then transport them to a marvelous  garden which contained all the sensual delights recounted in the Koran, even to the  forty black-eyed houris. The young men, believing themselves in Paradise itself, would  be told that they could not remain there unless they obeyed the slightest wish of the sect  and that they could not return unless they were actually dead. The young men, so  bedazzled, were then returned to the “world of the living” and were used to slay  important persons, for what mattered it that the assassin was killed, since he would, at  worst, return to “Paradise.” Thus any ruler or influential man in the world, once  threatened by this sect, would obey its mandates as to tribute or the passing of new  laws.

In India, down through the millennia, various methods of influencing human thought have been practiced with greater or lesser success. One of these wandered into  the western world and became known as “hypnotism.” The variability of its success  was such and the extravagant and unfounded claims made for it were so out of the  ordinary that even today there are many people who do not believe it exists.

The basic technique of hypnotism consists of one individual, the hypnotist, relaxing or coaxing into quiescence another individual called the “subject.” The operator  then makes certain suggestions to the subject and the subject may, during the session or  after it is dictated, obey. Hypnotic subjects are in the minority and skilled hypnotists are  few and so this method of influencing minds has had limited scope.

Further, the hypnotist claims curative powers in hypnotism and a careful examination of the field demonstrates that hypnotism is far more harmful to a mind than  beneficial. Thus hypnotism, a curious phenomena, is not greatly employed. But it has,  nevertheless, been employed to the harm of individuals and the “betterment” of  operators.

It is claimed by hypnotism’s zealots—and it has them in plenty—that a  hypnotized subject will not perform immoral or dangerous acts. Experiment  demonstrates a limited truth in this but it also demonstrates that a hypnotic subject can  be influenced against his best interests. The charlatanism in this field is very great.

Other methods of influencing and swaying minds are all about us. They range  from the cold brutality of threatened death to the extensive practice of advertising. Each  depends upon some natural phenomenon or phenomena, whether known or unknown.

PART II

The Loophole in Guarded Rights

Whenever phenomena become known to a small number of unscrupulous men,  these, by secrecy, can employ it to the enslavement of many. This, in a thimble, is the  history of the race.

It was inevitable that once natural law concerning thought became known, it  would be utilized by individuals to enslave, reduce, or even to murder others.

Invalidation of Dianetics is now, fortunately, rendered impossible by the  vigorous program of proof and testing to which it has been subjected. However, an  invalidation of Dianetics as a process by which aberration can be relieved, works in the  direction of permitting Black Dianetics to be employed without censure upon luckless  human beings who may not even know that it has been so employed.

The processes of Black Dianetics can be remedied by what might be called  White Dianetics, in most cases. If any group desired to use the phenomena discovered  in Dianetics to enslave an individual, a group, or a nation, its first step would be to  place White Dianetics out of bounds, to illegalize its practice, and to condemn the tenets  contained in it. To debar the general public practice of White Dianetics is to make  possible a general unpublic practice of Black Dianetics.

At the present writing, there is one certain method of disenfranchising a human  being. In 1215 A.D. by the Magna Carta and in 1791 by the Bill of Rights in America,  certain liberties of person and property were delineated and given to certain nations.

In the absence of any known natural law relating to sanity beyond the legal  definition that it is the “ability to tell right from wrong” without saying what right and  wrong are, clauses relating to sanity were, perforce, omitted from such documents.

Thus a wide loophole was left in civil and criminal structure. For whatever a sane  man’s rights may be said to be, it is only necessary to declare him insane and his rights  vanish. He has no right to property. He has no right to trial. He has no right to be  confronted by his accusers. All processes of law are suspended the moment an  individual is declared to be insane. Indeed, on this whisper, even his friends may desert  him. He must have an appointed guardian for all his affairs to whom he cannot object.

He can be spirited away into a public jail without other than a complaint that he is not  sane. There he is examined by men whose pretense it was to be able to distinguish  sanity from insanity and who, themselves, are suspect of being insane in most part. An  individual so accused can be incarcerated without any other legal process and can be  given “treatments” which will leave him a hopeless imbecile for the remainder of his  life. Or he may simply be killed by attendants.

Electric shock, “psychosurgery,” other types of shock “treatment” are at this  writing accepted treatment of the “insane.” Adequate documents exist to demonstrate  that these “treatments” never cure anything, that they often break a man’s spine or leave  him even unable to control simple body functions.

All this waits for the individual the moment he is pronounced “insane.” He is  disenfranchised, his property is forfeited, he passes into hands which have the power  of life and death over him.

Thus we see that even the Magna Carta and the Bill of Rights are worthless in  the hands and under the manipulation of the unscrupulous.

In order to have a true bill of rights a citizen would have to be given rights to his  sanity and to his life. These are two rights which cannot now be guaranteed. Until they  are guaranteed, the Constitution, to many, is a mockery.

In one insane asylum, at the behest of a government, a man that government  considers dangerous is held as “insane.”  After Pearl Harbor in 1941 any naval captain who dared cry “Treason!” when  he saw how high administrative orders brought about a debacle was shipped, quickly  and without any recourse to friends or courts, to insane asylums.

Thus it is possible, even now, in this “enlightened age” for a group of men to  function much as did the assassins, even without Black Dianetics. By using the public  fear of the insane, a fear born from the unknowns of insanity, anyone can be  discredited and imprisoned.

By using Black Dianetics, insanity itself can be brought about with considerable  ease.

In these turbulent times, with an A-bomb hanging over every city, civil law is  more and more withdrawn from the citizen, censorship is more and more strict.

Disaster breeds secret control and enslavement. In event of a national disaster such as  that envisioned in an atomic war, it is not necessarily true that civilization may be  destroyed, regardless of what the president says but it is true that disaster may assume a  magnitude sufficient for any small group to seize control of the remaining populace, a  control very close to complete slavery.

In order to resolve insanity, it was necessary to release the natural laws  discovered in Dianetics. When they were released it became possible to create insanity  at will. And even more insidiously, complete control of a human being can be effected  without insanity being demonstrated by him.

The release of these laws and the whole of Black Dianetics is necessary if a long  range program of prevention is to be effected. So long as Black Dianetics remains the  property of the very few, a very great many more will suffer eventually than those few  who will die because of the publication of this material.

Thus, the first basic principle of Black Dianetics: So long as a natural phenomenon remains the knowledge of a few and is denied to the many it can be utilized to control the many.

The first law of Dianetics which you should know is as follows: The human organism receives and records all perceptions while under duress and in a reduced state of consciousness.

Should you wish to know complete derivations of this law and its proofs, you  are invited to study the science itself. Here is contained only sufficient material to  delineate Black Dianetics in full.

PART III

Records of Mind Are Permanent

Man, for all his years, took the observation for the fact that when a human being was no longer able to control its own operations and functions and so long as it, again in control, could not recall what had occurred, that the material was not recorded. 

This was wholly unwarranted as an assumption. 

Let us examine, first, pain. Pain, technically, is caused by an effort counter to the effort of the individual as a whole. 

The individual is a colonial aggregation of cells. Each cell is seeking to live.

Each cell and the whole organism is basically motivated by a desire to survive.

The entire physical structure is composed of atoms and molecules, organic and  inorganic. While the individual is alive and conscious, these atoms and molecules are in  a state of optimum or near-optimum tension and alignment.

On the receipt of a counter-effort such as that of a blow or, internally, as in the  case of drugs, shock or bacteria, the optimum or near-optimum tension and alignment  of these atoms and molecules, as contained in the nerves, muscles, bones, and tissues  of the body, are disarranged. The result is a slackening or speeding of the motions of  the physical body in such a way as to cause misalignment and maltension of the atoms  and molecules.

This is pain. Counter-efforts to survival cause this effect to take place. The  technical name of this effect is randomity. The directions of motion of the various  portions of the body are disarranged into random vectors or patterns. Pain results in  loss, invariably, the loss of cells or the loss of general alignment.

When pain departs, it is still on record. The record of that pain can be called  again into existence.

If you wish to make a very simple test, simply go back to the last time you hurt  yourself. Get as full perceptions as you can of the object which hurt you and the  surrounding environment. Seek to contact the painful object again. Unless you are  badly occluded, you should be able to feel that pain once more. If you yourself cannot  make this test because you are occluded, ask your friends to try it. Sooner or later you  will find someone who can recall pain.

Another test: Pinch yourself and then go back to the moment you did it and feel  the pinch again. Even if you are occluded you should be able to do this.

In short, pain is stored on record. But that is not all that is stored. The whole  area of any randomity is stored in full. The atoms and molecules rearrange themselves,  when pain is recontacted, into the pattern they had when that pain was received. Hence  the pain can come back. But also the effort and all of its perceptions can come back  when either the pain or the general randomity come back.

The misalignment caused by a blow, shock, drugs, or bacteria causes an  inability of the control center of the mind to function. Thus, the control center of the  mind can go unconscious, can be overwhelmed by this misalignment.

After consciousness is regained, whenever the control center of the mind tries to  recall what happened, it can recall only the randomity. It is trying to recall a time when  it could not recall and thus draws a blank.

Man thought that if he could not recall a thing, then it didn’t record. This is like  the little child who hides his eyes and then thinks you can’t see him just because he  can’t see you.

With every area of randomity thus created by injury or illness or shock or  drugs, there is stored as well the counter-effort to the body. The effort impinged upon  the  284 body by the blow or the other misaligning factor also was stored. This is physical  force. When it comes back upon the body, it comes back as physical force. It can  distort features or the body by being in constant “restimulation.”  Restimulation is occasioned by some part of the early recording being  approximated in the environment in the present. This calls up the old area of randomity.

The body, confused, registers the old counter-effort.

Nearly everyone has these counter-efforts of the past being, some of them,  exerted against him in the present. His sub-level awareness is tied up in resisting old  counter-efforts—blows, sicknesses, drugs—which once affected him and drove him  into unconsciousness.

The moment an individual wholly concentrates his attention elsewhere these old  areas may exert their force again.

Feel the aliveness or full sense of being of each one of the following. Feel  wholly alive only in the member of your body named: 

1. The right foot.
7. The back of the neck. 

2. The left foot.
8. The nose. 

3. The right cheek.
9. The right hand. 

4. The left cheek.
10. The tongue. 

5. The toes.
11. The left-hand. 

6. The back of the head.
12. The stomach. 

If you have gone over these members, investing carefully, aliveness only in each, you probably will have received various aches and pains in areas where your concentration was not fixed or at least experienced grogginess. Try it several times. 

Processing cleans up these old areas with resultant rise in health and sanity. 

Black Dianetics uses this mechanism to implant new compulsion. 
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Self-Determined Effort Processing

L. Ron Hubbard

The basic dynamic principle of existence is: SURVIVE! Underlying this dynamic and essential to it is MOTION, for survival is accomplished by a continuance of motion at a given optimum rate. To be at its best, an organism must sustain an optimum motion. When motion is either too fast or too slow, an organism becomes static, which is tantamount to death. There is a tone scale of motion, from static on the too-slow side to static on the too-rapid side with optimum motion between.
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Motion has, as a component part, effort or energy applied in a given direction. The compelling or inhibiting of effort compels or inhibits respectively the organism’s optimum rate of motion. To rehabilitate the individual, then, one must process out of existence any over- or under-motion or times when application of effort caused enturbulation.

The individual organism is engaged in a contest between itself, other organisms, and MEST. An organism seeks to maintain a motion pro-survival to itself and its symbiotes. To maintain this motion it must overcome the environment effort inhibiting or compelling its effort, termed counter-effort.

An example of this principle might be considered to be the act of driving an automobile. A driver, with an intentional line of direction, is suddenly caused to stop his forward motion because of a stoplight. Although this does not usually bother him to any great extent, it does cause a slight lock since it is inhibited motion. To add to the confusion, a car speeding up from the rear bumps the stopped car, compelling a motion, which was unintentional. At this point there is a slight randomity** of effort on the part of the first driver. Any additional incident involves the driver in a contest to maintain motion of a survival tempo in a direction of optimum survival.

RATIONALITY DEFINED

The magnitude of the survival threat modulates the amount of effort demanded by a rational mind. Aberration is a failure to add algebraically the amount of effort necessary to the optimum solution of the problem. Such a failure can be caused either by a lack of data available to the individual involved or by his having met problems unsuccessfully in the past. In either case the individual unwittingly determined nonsurvival courses as to that effort by his own self-determinism at the time he accepted the counter-effort. Thus even the mechanism of restimulation is the individual’s own self-determinism lifting the engram into present time.

In any engram the point of lowest awareness of effort is the deepest point of anaten. Here is the effort unsuccessfully applied in all directions so that there is no resolution of effort. Anyone who suffers from such randomity to any great extent comes to the point where he is no longer able to add up magnitude of efforts. He cannot be a rational being. Rationality is ability to recognize and meet the magnitude of effort (counter-effort) being applied to the individual.

NATURE OF MIND

The mind can be considered to be, basically, an aligned quantity which is pliable and amenable. It is directional, aligning the efforts of the organism or things of which the organism is a part. Gradually its original aligned vectors toward survival become turned around and are pointed toward succumb. This is illustrated in the following tone scale.
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Physiologically the individual mind is capable of being impinged upon by inhibitive or compulsive efforts of others. In view of this we have postulated randomity. A race, a group or even a family without an agreed goal has randomity.

Efforts to survive are being applied in many directions and some of them impinge on individual minds to deprive those individuals, if they allow it, of a portion of their self determinism.

Every time a person’s effort is compelled or impeded, he receives some degree of anaten. His energy is flowing in a certain direction; counter-effort throws the energy flow back upon itself. Because the central control unit has not received contrary directions, it continues the line of the original flow against the reversed vectors.

Naturally the end result of the effort is blunted, confused. Continuing this flow of random vectors will carry enturbulation to the point of unconsciousness. Anyone applying enough effort toward survival can cause unconsciousness; he is trying to overcome more than he has ability to overcome. This may be exemplified by a person trying to lift a car until he becomes unconscious. He underestimates the magnitude of effort necessary for performance of the task. An unsolved problem is an effort which has not been overcome and thereby causes randomity of effort encysted in time. Anaten is the physiological manifestation of this randomity of effort.

ACCEPTANCE OF COUNTER-EFFORT

What is this process of giving up self-determinism? Observe an individual who is gradually succumbing to counter-effort control and you will see it is a matter of his central control unit being transplanted. Consider this person’s “I” when it is in complete control and with full self-determinism as a motorman. The motorman has to be constantly alert as to where he is, what he is doing, what he has to oppose and what he has to overcome in order to keep aligned vector energy. Then watch this motorman participate in a boxing stance. Standing upright with arms extended, the body is hit. “I” goes unconscious as randomity overpowers, and “I” releases the control buttons. The last moment “I” was in control, the body was in an upright position; the next moment when “I” endeavors to regain control, all the levers have been changed. The body is flat on its back. It has been moved in time and space. “I” now tries to hook up with the motor control buttons again when none of them are the same. He grabs here and there, finally clutching onto some old control post that monitored the organism at another time in a point of consciousness. A counter-effort now controls the organism to some extent; a valence presides. This can be only of a harmful nature to the organism since harm was the sole purpose of that command post when it was previously in control.

PERCEPTION POSTS

New centers are constantly being formed for commanding an organism, but the same is not true of recording centers. Perceptics are always recorded at the central point. Hence it follows that as “I” is constantly forced to move farther and farther from the center, the individual loses his perceptics. In some situations, however, “I” is overcome to the extent that the “valence I” reaches completely over the entire surface of the mind until its central point coincides with “I” at its central point. This produces the wide-open case with all perceptics available. This assumed “I” looks valid; it is right there, all fingers on the buttons, yet not monitoring. It has no ability to reason or to handle the organism.

PROCESSING EFFORTS

Dianetic processing endeavors to strip the organism of its inhibitive or compulsive factors with emphasis on the self-determined efforts of the preclear.

Moments when the preclear decided for himself upon non-survival courses are recovered and reevaluated, and “I” is gradually brought closer to its rightful position at the central command post.

In self-determined effort processing, the auditor’s first step in the usual case is to assist the preclear to discover his effort along a survival course such as eating or going somewhere. He may attempt to recover for the preclear the actual physical conscious effort toward some MEST object, such as the act of lifting something in present time. When the preclear has re-experienced the sensation of his own physical effort, the auditor can then ask for the mental effort which ordered the action. By working carefully and patiently, he can at length encourage the preclear into actually reexperiencing the thought impulse and the motor control impulses on the sides of the head. Here is the central switchboard area which essentially is jammed up by countereffort.

The effort of the preclear to act against these counter-efforts may turn on tingling or painful sensations in the temples and sides of the preclear’s head and down the spine.

The auditor can ask for and the preclear will usually experience the sensations of mental effort to engage on non-survival courses. (It is interesting to note that the engaging upon survival courses does not basically entail effort. The engaging upon nonsurvival courses, however, does, since obviously it was physical force which thrust the preclear onto these non-survival courses.) One asks then not for the times when the preclear underwent stress and agonies concerning survival courses. One wants, instead, the stress and agony of having to assume non-survival courses, and the decisions to make those efforts.

The purpose of effort processing is to remove beliefs, statics, too much or too little motion. Consequently the auditor wants to help the preclear to find his efforts to halt energy and matter, to start and stop motion, to resist, accept, change the physical universe. Together they want to find times when the preclear has held on to data (causing randomity) and run effort out of those beliefs and decisions. The auditor can ask for such basic efforts as the effort to engage in non-survival activity, the effort to do wrong, the effort to refuse to eat, his effort not to have affinity for himself, his effort not to communicate with himself. They can run out physical efforts to obey and should scan effort of all enforcements or inhibitions of ARC. Questions can range along any of the dynamics, but it is best to clean up the first dynamic first. Intersperse effort processing with some validation-MEST processing.

General questions on effort may throw the preclear into an engram along the chain being straight-wired for effort. It is probably wise also to return to engrams previously contacted and re-run them with effort processing. Once the self-determined effort is gone from an engram, the rest of the force is nothing and evidently the engram no longer has power to restimulate.

PROCESSING ENGRAMS

Engrams are run with Standard Procedure but with emphasis on effort instead of perceptics.

In any engram there is counter-effort and there is the preclear’s effort against the counter-effort. The exertion of force against the individual organism is not the same as the organism’s force exerted against the environment. Should the preclear concentrate on the effort that opposed him, the counter-effort, he goes out of valence. To avoid this, the auditor uses such leading questions as “What is your effort in regard to the opposition?” “What is your effort to resist the counter-effort?” In this manner the external effort source can be invalidated and the “I’s” opposition validated and experienced. For example, let us look at the basic area. There it is easy to get the womb’s effort—that is, the pressure of the womb on the individual. Strive instead for the preclear’s opposition to or expansion against that pressure of the womb, or his acceptance of it. With the sperm, do not go after the obstruction of progress but for the sperm’s effort against that progress; and reduce efforts to the point where he is an unopposed sperm.

Self-determined effort processing is essentially for cases which can be gotten into communication with the auditor. In low-tone cases simple ARC validation-MEST processing is used in order to orient the individual in present time.

SELF-DETERMINISM VALIDATED

Effort processing, then, lifts up for emphasis the fact that only one’s self-determinism is important, and that the efforts and the counter-efforts against it are the aberrating factors. Rediscovering times for the preclear when he gave up his self determinism, and erasing the efforts involved in these postulates and incidents is giving back that individual’s happiness and assisting him to move again in a survival direction.
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The success of any organism in any environment is determinable by the measure of the degree the organism can change to control a new environment. When a higher organism accepts the obvious fact that its mind is practically the sole means for environmental control it must, to deem itself successful, possess an ability to change its mind, for as environment changes, thoughts must change. Unless that organism is constantly moving, erasing old conclusions and postulating fitting new ones, it becomes static and moves towards succumb.

An individual can thus become a product of his own statics, regardless of their point of origin; he makes a conclusion and is subject to it as long as he holds onto it as a belief. Non-optimum randomity is established when his data, beliefs and decisions are not in constant review and re-evaluation. The main point of tension in any engram or theta facsimile is the moment the individual made a postulate, drew a conclusion from his existing data, or made an agreement between himself and another entity at the height of pain. His self-determinism is tied up at that point.

AREAS OF STATIC THINKING 

The auditor’s objective when applying Postulate Processing is to raise his preclear from the state of compartmented static into a state of motion. It cannot be achieved simply by giving new postulates to replace the old. A first essential is to process the old conclusions and beliefs. Merely to make a new conclusion which violates an undetected static in one’s past sets up non-optimum randomity; confusion exists between the new and the old. Actually, earlier postulates are to the individual the valid postulates, and will cancel succeeding ones to a great extent. Until the basic postulate is processed out, a later one is unalterable, and a new one laid on the same subject as the basic cannot but be invalid.

A baby lies in his crib and is unhappy about something the mother has done. “I’ll get even with her,” he postulates. “I’ll not drink my milk. I’ll be sick.” Twenty years and many postulates later his wife asks, “Now dear, don’t you think it’s time you had a glass of milk?” 

“No!” he answers. “Milk makes me sick! I have an allergy to milk.” 

And so he has; it began with that basic postulate back in the crib.

GENERAL AREAS OF POSTULATION 

Every individual has made literally thousands of postulates in all areas of life.

Of basic importance are those concerning decisions to survive, to know, to understand, to experience, to communicate, to agree to love, to want all emotions, to want all perceptics and desires. There are as well the opposing decisions not to survive, not to know, not to understand, not to communicate, not to agree, and not to want emotions.

Decisions concerning any of these areas may be statics for which the individual has become effect.

A central aspect of any case is the desire to experience; life has to experience in order to maintain itself in motion. Security and position are statics. When an individual’s desire to experience fades away he begins to seek a static, a neverchanging vista of what he believes to be security. He feels that once he has attained “security” he will then be better able to “experience,” and yet he cannot attain his security goal without experiencing. He faces a paradox. He puts forth valiant efforts to climb to a “secure” position in life, unaware that he is climbing towards a static. To arrive is equivalent to death even though it means five million dollars in the bank, eight yachts and a fleet of Packard motor cars. From his “secure” perch he will not be able to experience life as he had imagined it, but instead will be spending his time defending and maintaining his hard-won position.

Some who strive for years toward such a goal reach it only to discover that the best way to experience life is with empty pockets. Experience is motion; reality.

Security and position are illusions, achieved only by going through static cycles. Some men will shadow-box throughout the best years of their lives for the “security” of a dull, monotonous job. Not infrequently someone (who is truly experiencing, in all probability) invents a machine that does the job better, and suddenly the “security” vanishes. Self-confidence is self-determinism. It is one’s belief in one’s ability to determine his own causes. There is but one security and that is the security of self confidence.

The auditor’s objective in the use of Postulate Processing is to give the preclear back to himself. The times in the past when any individual has desired others to create his security for him are abdications of his own post-of-command. The preclear has postulated away his self-determinism by deciding not to have himself. He will rise on the tone scale in direct ratio to the degree to which he assumes responsibility for his own problems.

Postulate Tone Scale 

Above 4.0 
An I-they-I series.

4.0 
I am.

3.5 
I am and they need me.

3.0 
I’m working with them.

2.5 I’m even with them and I don’t like it.

2.0 
I’ll be to spite them.

1.5 
I’ll be if I destroy them.

1.1 
I’d be if I could get around them.

0.5 
I’m not because they won’t let me.

0.0
I’m not.

Processing moves a preclear up the tone scale from all the “I’m not’s” to the “I am’s,” restoring basic self-determinism. At the bottom of the tone scale the organism is existing under another control center than the “I,” accepting a postulate that it is MEST.

At 0.5 the organism is accepting the role under which it is MEST for another control center, and is not rebellious at the situation.

At 1.1 the organism is making some resurgence and effort to regain control.

At 1.5 the individual begins to make an obvious fight against the control center or environment.

When a person is at a point when “I” has control about one-half the time, he may be considered to be at about 2.0 on the postulate tone scale. At this point he argues with himself and with his environment.

At 2.5 the individual begins to feel he can stay in the game and pitch even though he is but a tiny cog in the great machine. His attitude, if expressed in his own words, might be, “I don’t like it but here I am.” Not until one has reached 3.5 can he be assured of his own control.

At 4.0 the individual has full direction of his own command center. The person in 184 this bracket is almost entirely extroverted, and the body acts almost as an automatic response mechanism towards the environment.

Above 4.0 the auto-control center is far ahead of the environment, and not at all introverted. It is in this range that one would expect to find creative work rather than a more expert handling of the environment.

Any time anyone conceives that he has failed in any way he advances a conclusion as to the explanation of his failure, picking up a theta facsimile and presenting it as an excuse for failure; “Why, I thought the gun wasn’t loaded,” to quote an all too common excuse for failure. Another often heard is, “I had the right of way!” 

The auditor assists the preclear to release these theta facsimile excuses to which he has been holding, not by handing the preclear’s “sins” out to him, but helping him to recognize that he himself made the decision which resulted in an engram.

PROCEDURE 

Simple questioning is sometimes the best method of going about the business of giving the individual back to himself. It helps him see the situation and come to understand that he is aberrated by his own choice. A computation such as this must not be forced. Rather, the preclear slowly comes to see the truth as he contacts his own decisions to be aberrated, giving a man a new respect for himself. The auditor, for example, asks, “When did you first make up your mind that you were going to be sick?” 

 “I never made up my mind to be sick. Nonsense!” the preclear usually answers, astounded that anyone might think he had wished his illness upon himself.

“Well, when might you have done so? Is there someone around whom you are sick more often than with other people?” 

 “Yes, my wife. When I go home I seem to get sick. That’s funny; I never realized that before. I wonder why that is.” 

“Did you ever decide actually, analytically, to be sick around her?” 

“No! But yes, yes—we did have a quarrel one day and—I remember now—I told her I had a headache and that I didn’t want to fight with her any more.” 

“Is there any other time in your life that you decided to be ill?” 

“No, I don’t think so. No.” 

“What about your school days?” 

“School? Well, that’s different. As a matter of fact, yes. I remember—I can hardly place it, but there was a time in college I said I was sick so I couldn’t take the final exam. In fact, I went around for two or three weeks showing everyone how sick I was. Sort of an out-of-valence feeling.” 

“How about grammar school?” 

“There was the time when I told the coach I couldn’t go out for gym because I had sick spells. I get a good memory on that one. It always worked!” 

As the preclear proceeds he thinks to himself, “Am I doing this to myself after all? Why should I treat myself this way? Ridiculous! Incredible!” Suddenly he may recall some other data: 

“My first day at kindergarten I was very sick. They had to take me home. I had decided I wasn’t going to stay there because I didn’t like the teacher. I really did get sick in kindergarten ! “

 He will, if expertly questioned, turn up many more times when he concluded it was better to be ill than otherwise.

In working with the very common aberration of glasses, the auditor may ask the preclear to remember a time when he did not want to see, to remember a time when he decided he could not see. He may offer some version of the following: 

“My eyes have been bad ever since I was fifteen, but I never decided not to see.

As a matter of fact, I was just never able to see.

“I do remember in prep school, though, I complained that the lights were hurting my eyes because I didn’t want to sit in the study hall. The headmaster asked what was wrong and I told him, ‘My eyes are bad.’ They had me fitted with glasses. . .I had forgotten all this until just now.” 

There will be many postulates on the communication of seeing. Processing one or two postulates on one subject is not ordinarily enough to cause the aberration to relinquish its hold on the individual. There are dozens of them, and getting the earliest is essential.

There is a lie factor in the mind on the recovery of data which sometimes causes a delay of a day or two for asked-for data to appear, particularly in the case of the deep-agreement postulates. Times when the preclear as a child was beaten down into apathy until he had to agree created blind spots on the time track. Such postulates made on an obedience basis lock in data rather securely for a while. The auditor, by simply unburdening the preclear’s decisions to obey, his decisions that other people knew best, can often open up great sections of the preclear’s life.

Processing an individual’s postulates is done mostly by Straight Wire. Whether or not the preclear has his full quota of perceptics is of little importance. Behind most postulates, however, is an enormous amount of effort and emotion which may have to be run before the postulate can be contacted; or on occasion the effort may be run simultaneously with the postulates. Often, merely contacting the postulate collapses the emotion and effort tied into it.

If a postulate does not de-sensitize on first recall, Repetitive Straight Wire is used. Help the preclear to recall a decision again and again, or try to get an earlier one on the same subject. If he does not experience relief, there is an even earlier key-in on the track. Later postulates are lying as a sort of burden on the earlier ones.

Sometimes postulates can be located by flash answers if not by Straight Wire, although only in a case reluctant to offer data would this be necessary. Ask: “What postulate do we need to resolve the case?” “What’s the age?” “In the house?” “Hospital?” “Where are you?” The preclear may soon recall the incident, as did a preclear when he offered this memory data: 

“My parents used to take me to my grandparents’ home, and I hated to go-I was miserable in the house. I couldn’t move or go anywhere.” The auditor in this case went after the postulate concerning the first decision involving the desire to remain away from the grandparents.

As long as a preclear rationalizes as to why he failed, as long as he presents all sorts of reasons why he has to have a particular postulate, or as long as he blames somebody else for it, the central computation has not yet been reached. Work on emotional locks with Effort and Straight Wire. By feeding a person’s postulates back to him he will come to see that he is in command of himself.

When a preclear comments about a situation look for the postulates causing him to make such comments. If he says he never did like other people, the auditor might reply, “When did you decide not to like other people?” 

“I didn’t decide at all,” replied one particular preclear to this question. “I feel like this just because people are the way they are.”

 “When did you first decide they were the way they are?” 

“Maybe I did decide at one time. I don’t know when it was, unless it was in the army. And that was because I hated the cook.” 

“Do you recall when you made up your mind that you hated the cook?” 

“I didn’t like the cook because my mother . . . but that’s silly.” 

“When did you first decide not to like your mother?” the auditor asked.

“I never decided that!” 

“When did you decide that you had to honor your father and mother?” 

“That was when I went to church. It’s one of the Ten Commandments.” 

Thus it was found that the preclear was agreeing to obey and disliking it since he was three years old.

SCANNING A-R-C 

Standing behind each enforcement or inhibition of A-R-C is a postulate concerning future action. Help the preclear to scan every time he decided to feel affinity for a person—the instant of decision—because the static lies at that point. Contact the times the preclear agreed with anybody against his will. Exhaust the times he decided to go into communication with anybody by word of mouth, by writing, etc. Scan all the decisions on reality. And then, having finished scanning each leg of the triangle once, re-scan it. Applying Postulate Processing to A-R-C alone will knock out many somatics accepted from another person by the preclear. In order to make a systematic session, scan the A-R-C, inhibited and enforced, on each dynamic, using Postulate Processing.

BASIC GOALS 

A basic purpose postulate lies at the beginning of every life. Each preclear should locate and re-experience this basic postulate. Straight-wire of the individual’s goals and fears will often uncover this particular postulate and will materially assist the preclear to re-define his goals. Briefly, an outline for procedure could be summarized thus: 

Future goals 
Future fears 

Present factors 
Present fears 

Past goals (specific in time) 
Past fears (specific in time) 

Past conclusions 
Past conclusions 

Straight-wire the preclear over these six areas, beginning with future goals.

What are his main goals which concern his activities in the future? Sometimes he may say he cannot resolve a goal, and such being the case, ask what things he might be afraid of in the future (such as losing his job). Whether a future goal or future fear is found, trace out the present factors which make such possible or probable, and then ask what he is now doing in order to bring such goals into fruition, or to remove the fears from his horizon. It might be well to consider what factors if any are present in present time that are making such a goal possible.

Next, seek the past goals, specific in time. The question might be asked: “What are some past goals that compare with the future goals?” The points where the preclear concluded (in the past) that he could not have such goals are rather stickily fixed conclusions. Straight-wire these fears. Find what he has to be afraid of “right now.” Is there anything of which he is afraid in present time? Is the boss unkind? When did he conclude the boss was unkind?

Nearly any preclear will find goals in the past which were in conflict. Locate these goals and the times of decision concerning them. Straight-wire on conclusions inhibiting his attaining of any goals, seeking always for the instant the decisions were made.

If there is but little response the first time, go over the six areas again, working the preclear’s goals on all of the eight dynamics, but cleaning up the First Dynamic before going to the next. In this manner the preclear is assisted to regain his selfdeterminism, placing him in a positive approach to the future by removing fears and redefining his early goals.

DEEP AND LIGHT PROCESSING 

There are now two kinds of processing in which we are involved: Light processing and deep processing. Light processing deals with postulates and effects and can be done either on an individual or co-auditing basis. Deep processing calls into use Effort and Advanced Procedure; and with it an auditor is mandatory. Postulate Processing combined with Effort and Advanced Procedure helps the preclear to pick up very early postulates, incident by incident.

Whatever the method, deep or light, by which postulates are reviewed, the individual eventually comes to the realization that he is the effect of his own postulates.

He postulates a conclusion; he moves forward in time and becomes affected by that conclusion. An individual who can remember all the postulates and decisions he ever made is a well person.

“that won’t do you any good, it won’t do you a bit of good.” When papa isn’t looking, he tries to light that firecracker anyway. If he fails, all the way down the scale he goes into apathy: “I don’t want to light that firecracker. I don’t like firecrackers.” 

Then a simple example of theta endeavoring to occupy space: A fellow wants to open the back of his car but the key will not move in the lock. He goes down the tone scale, eventually kicks the car. He is furious with anybody in it too (including his wife when she offers, “But, dear, if you will just operate it smoothly; Junior and I have no trouble.”) He may even get a crowbar and-when the car isn’t looking-try to apply it.

That failing, he goes down further in tone about the whole thing, and, although he will not manifest grief (because men in this society don’t cry), he will walk away and say, “I didn’t want to get in the back of that car anyway.” As a matter of fact, he did. All his clothes are in there. Theta has failed in its survival attempt to conquer MEST.

THETA’S TENDENCY TO OWN OR BE OWNED 

There is an additional theory underlying MEST processing. Theta has a tendency not only to extend itself but also to be extended over; that is, it is able to manifest itself as theta over the organisms around it or not able to manifest itself as theta over the organisms and MEST around it. An individual then is either self-determined, which is to say, theta controlled in his own right (in which case he is healthy and sane), or is controlled by organisms and MEST in his environment to the point where he himself is MEST. The individual, in other words, could be said to own or be owned.

(When one starts owning MEST, the MEST starts owning him. Did you ever have to mow a lawn?) Ability to own and control and fulfill the various efforts of theta indicates self-determinism.

INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS 

Ordinarily persons below 2.0 regard the organisms in their vicinity as MEST and this initiates the battle of the weak and the strong. Here is the general at 1.5 who treats Private Jones as MEST: “Stand at attention! Sit down! Stand up! Salute! About face! To the rear march! To the rear march! To the rear march!!” MEST! In other words, the attempt to dominate by nullification is to treat individuals as though they were MEST. And at some point on the tone scale individuals react to this domination as MEST. Above 2.0 a person tries to understand people, what they are thinking, what they are talking about, to reason with them in spite of the difficulty in trying to maintain a level of agreement with those below the 2.0 band.

Human relations are often worked out in this society on a 2.0 basis; worked out almost exclusively on a MEST basis with little attention to theta. It is a matter of who dominates whom. Not too long ago women were regarded as MEST, chattel. Racial prejudice is another fresh patch of blood on the nation’s history. In husband-wife relationships often one or the other considers the companion MEST; one is made to function as a physical universe entity and ARC is lost. Children too fall into the category of MEST, except for a few rare cases raised in high-tone environment. “My child,” is often the parent’s fond manner of alluding to his offspring. But that isn’t “my child.” That is Bobby—a person in his own right. Socialism sounds logical but seems never to attain its principles in practice because, low on the tone scale, it becomes a fine mechanism for the few to take everything away from the many. So we have the concept of interpersonal relations on a MEST basis, which is not at all a solid basis for survival.

No one succeeds in owning another organism. It cannot be done.

Parents rarely give children a chance. To get angry with a child that is angry is rather unfair. The parent is a giant who, compared with the child, is about twelve feet high. The child acts in a “Little David” fashion in order to impress the giant and to hold his own against it, but the huge monster slaps back at him, saying, “Get mad at me, will you?” The child’s will is quickly suppressed.

Perhaps a child will say, “I want to go swimming, daddy.” 

The parent answers, “No, you can’t go swimming today.” 

“But Jimmy Jones goes swimming all the time.”  
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Each individual is representative of cause on all eight dynamics. Whether there is a common source of all life, with man a mere representative of that common cause, with all its characteristics, or whether an individual appears from an independent source is beside the point. Each individual is the potential of causation in any field of action anywhere—self, children, groups, mankind, the physical universe, all life and even the static self. Man is cause. When he is unable to be cause on any dynamic, he has failed.

Cause and effect necessarily inter-operate as a person experiences life. In order to live a man must have motion; hence he is forced to be effect at times as well as cause.

For a certain length of time he can be cause only, without action, but cause without action is above 20.0 on the tone scale and is potential cause. A man can potentially pick up an ash tray. He postulated, “At this moment I am the cause of movement of this ash tray.” Then he moves it; but he had to come down the tone scale into an optimum range of being in order to move the object.

When one decides to eat one becomes cause; the moment one eats he then becomes effect. A person is cause, then, before he becomes effect; becoming effect, it is not difficult to continue so until he becomes cause again. A young man may suddenly decide that he is tired of his daily routine, quit his job, buy a motorcycle and ride to Puget Sound. He became cause again, for a while perhaps, by deserting everything which was making him an effect. But to a large degree he deserted himself on the First Dynamic by so doing, almost as if he were dead. He began a new existence, and a new self. In such a manner does an individual become a chain of effects. When he achieves the utmost in effect, the individual is dead. Full effect is MEST—a dead body. Life, then, is an interplay of cause and effect.

Cause always precedes effect. The Prime Cause or thought of each individual was “To be,” the decision to move from a state of not-beingness to a state of beingness; it was moving from Faith, the potentially causative life static, into active existence.

Once undertaken, the decision “To be” enters into the sphere of motion or activity in life and continues thereon with consistency. The only thing that can happen after “To be” is modification. Upon the first decision, “I am now going to be,” an individual starts handling motion; and as long as he handles motion, he is. And even when motion is handling him, he still is! 

Each human being began with the Prime Postulate “To be” as he emerged from cause into the state of being. All decisions thereafter are but modifications of “To be” or “Not to be.” As long as an individual answers positively, as long as he makes clean-cut decisions “To be” or clean-cut decisions “Not to be” on any subject, he remains sane regardless of external threats. But between the two confusion results. “No” is a state of not-beingness; “Yes” a state of beingness. The in-between state is “Maybe” and leads to insanity.

Adults usually force children into “Maybe” roles sooner or later. Innately, a child “knows” his prime postulate “To be” or “To cause.” Meeting force and opposition, he enters a ‘Maybe” existence, no longer quite the self-determined individual he started out to be.

ELECTIVE RANDOMITY 

Oddly enough, at the time the individual made the original decision “To be,” he was in a state of “Knowing.” He knew everything there was to know. He knew, yet pretended he did not know, since that is the way to achieve action and progress. Such pretense provides the individual with counter-effort to overcome. Simply postulating that there is something outside himself which he does not control, of which he is not cause, produces motion. Thus, man, to experience, chooses randomity.

Man creates artificial mechanisms for developing such randomity. Government is divided into two opposed groups, the Democrats and the Republicans, for such a useful pretense. A university sets the “pinks” against the “yellows” so the school can fight itself and get action.

Knowledge is as a circle: At one point everything is known; at an adjacent point nothing is known. Illustrating this somewhat, the Egyptians had a meaningful character that is still carried forward on tarot cards. This person is pictured as proceeding down a road, blindfolded, with an alligator snapping at his heels. He knows everything, but uses none of his knowledge. There is a difference in having Faith and applying Faith, in having Knowledge and using Knowledge. With knowing there is potential action; hence people scatter throughout the world, learning, pretending all manner of things in a battle for existence.

Man is innately trying to maintain himself as cause on eight dynamics and trying not to be effect on any, because the state of not-beingness is the state of being affected by an exterior cause, and the state of beingness is the state of cause. Even at 1.1 an individual is still cause; he is less cause than he is effect but he is still trying. At 1.5 an individual is more overtly cause, demonstrating by destruction—it is easy to “cause” destruction but it takes great skill to construct. The highest point of the one scale is “I am-I know.” The lowest point is “I am not—I do not know.” As an individual descends the tone scale he does not cease to be cause until he is dead; then, evidently, he becomes the cause of a new self.

DESIRE FOR EFFECT 

A person must want to be aberrated before he becomes aberrated. One has to have the desire to be effect in the areas where he is aberrated or on the subject of his aberration before he can suffer entheta to enter on that channel.

Freud was nearly right in his libido theory. An individual usually wants to be the most effect along the Second Dynamic. Along the Second Dynamic it is often the case that an individual does not desire to be cause—children are troublesome to raise, difficult to bear, and are usually frowned upon by society if born out of wedlock. On the subject of love people usually want to be effect; failing in this they easily accept negative effects.

Similarly, one may choose to sit in a theater and be affected, or desire to experience through art and music. When one fails in some way or other in experiencing the wanted effect, he becomes the effect of effect, rather than the cause of effect. He desires to receive sensations from life and fails to bring his desire into fruition.

INTERACTION OF MIND AND BODY 

There is an interplay on the cause and effect level between the human mind and the human body. The human mind is cause and the human body is effect, especially noticeable with mystics who make the body an effect through negation. Bodily activity is associated with ability to be cause. During the bombing of London there were few, if any, individuals who went psychotic. The body during times of stress such as the bombing of London is so busy affecting, being cause of rescue and reconstruction, so busy keeping the body alive, that the mind stays sane. Action, in other words, is causative. 

GROUP RELATIONSHIPS 

In the fields of theta and MEST there are certain causes which are looked upon as natural laws or parts of a system. Operating within a group consistently following within these laws, the individual survives well; but trying to operate within a group which is unobservant of these laws, the individual is made an effect.

During the war, one man-of-war was used as a laboratory for learning how groups of men operate under stress, and whether the old naval code of the flog and brig are necessary for handling men. When one hundred and ten men were challenged with the idea that they could survive the war if each and every one of them took full responsibility for the ship, one hundred ten men arose to the challenge. Order came upon the ship. Seamen Second Class whipped their deck into perfect cleanliness to enable them to point out grease spots in the engine room. A court of justice was organized on the men’s own volition, and no further justice was needed from the captain. They invented and imposed regulations resulting in satisfactory discipline.

Basic to such unqualified success was the theory that every individual is cause on all dynamics, and when he is no longer able to be cause, he fails. Individuals work better together when each one knows he is cause and is permitted to operate as such. They cease bickering and work out a smooth operation when each functions as “I am. “ They forget the interplay of wishing onto one another the less tasteful tasks which are necessary in any well-running organization.

Through the pattern of social training human beings have been taught that in order to get compliance and cooperation from another individual that individual must be threatened with starvation, loss of security, cuts in pay and other scarcities. But individuation gives power. When one is worrying about his own power, he is a sick man. When he tries to rule for the sake of ruling, he is afraid to be cause. He so distrusts others around him that he cannot feel safe unless he has complete control over them. Exemplary of these were Hitler, Napoleon and Alexander the Great.

These points are all very pertinent to dianetic processing.

Those undergoing processing have been raised in an atmosphere dominated by one individual around whom others were an effect. The auditor must discover whether his preclear is still trying to be cause, or if he has resigned himself to being effect.

RESPONSIBILITY FOR ONE’S MEMORIES 

A chief impediment against progress stems from a refusal by an individual to take full responsibility for his theta facsimiles. He tries to think away an unpleasant memory, blames it, plays volleyball with it, so to speak. For every ache and pain there is a memory for which a person will not take responsibility. Electing something outside his sphere of control as cause for that memory, he loses its control. Thousands of persons wear glasses because of a theta facsimile for which they refuse to take responsibility; other thousands suffer daily with headaches. And each facsimile becomes more painful or more troublesome as long as the individual allows it to control. When one individual assigns cause to another entity, he delivers power to that entity. This assignment may be called blame, the arbitrary election of cause. Blaming something else makes that something else cause; and as that cause takes on power, the individual in the same act loses control and becomes effect. Assigning an enemy as cause, then, is a most efficacious method of making him powerful and self weak.

When one ceases to handle a theta facsimile, it begins to handle him. When one settles down to using one’s own memory and assuming responsibility for it, its ability to harm disappears. Processing is slanted toward reconditioning the ability of the individual himself to handle his own memory package.

Perhaps the most obvious symptom of the preclear who is low on the tone scale is failure to take responsibility. Not only is he anxious to avoid responsibility, but he assigns cause to various things by blaming others as well as his environment. Efforts towards social approval may lead him to place blame for his failings on others. Bill Jones desires to be “in the groove,” in complete ARC with everybody and everything in his environment. Everyone approves of Bill, but even so, he develops psychosomatic illnesses. He is trying so desperately to be approved by everyone that there is really no Bill left. He resigns all his independence and in short, himself. Life is restored for Bill by giving him back responsibility for his memories.

A person who constantly reiterates, “It’s my fault; I am to blame,” is sidestepping cause as much as is the individual who places blame on other sources. His pattern of thinking moves similar to this: “I’m sorry that I caused it; I’m sorry that I am cause; I’m sorry I’m alive; I regret being an active causative force.” When he regrets being cause, he is making a declaration that he is not cause. Postulating that he is not cause, he must then find something to blame. This is the mechanism of rationalization.

Any and all rationalization becomes assignment of cause.

A man is late for work: Full of regret, he walks into the office, blaming others— “The car broke down. The motor wouldn’t start. My wife didn’t get me up in time, anyway.” Or he may blame self: “It’s all my fault. I never get around in time for anything. I can’t seem to do anything right.” Either way, he is failing to be cause.

Contrast the difference in the person willing to accept full responsibility for his tardiness. Entering the office buoyantly and seeing questioning eyes, some such comment as “Well, I’m late” suffices; and he plunges into work without negating to the bottom of the tone scale. This man controls environment and his own theta facsimiles.

PROCESSING CAUSE AND EFFECT

Just as a preclear must be processed up to self-determinism, so must he be processed into full responsibility for everything that goes on in the universe.

Somewhere en route he may be expected to come into a static state on a high level where he elects to be cause of everything. From there he comes down into action. A little journey up through static and down again, and the individual will go out and elect randomity in order to stay in motion.

The auditor should try to rehabilitate an individual to be cause on all dynamics.

One approach is to scan the times he was willing or unwilling to be cause: What has the preclear been willing to cause? Did he carry it out? Who or what made him fail? When did he want to be cause and become effect? What in his past did he cause that he did not desire to cause? Scan this willingness and unwillingness to be cause on all the dynamics. Make a list of all the things he ever desired to be but which somebody else postulated he could not be. Guilt, grief and sympathy will appear.

Then scan willing and unwilling with effect: When was the person willing to be effect? Just before the point at which an individual was willing to be effect, there is usually a failure on the part of that person. Question the preclear: “Of what are you unwilling to be the effect? What kind of effect are you unwilling to be? What kind of effect are you willing to be?”

Postulates lie at the root of cause and effect. Of primary importance is the individual’s desire to be affected by life. At some time he decided to be affected by his environment since he was not getting fun out of being cause. He wanted life to push him around awhile. He got his wish; life affected him. Those postulates should be found.

There were times, too, when each individual knew full well that he was posing pretenses in order to achieve action. Pick up these postulates while processing and the preclear rises in tone. Especially pick up the moment when he no longer considered them to be pretenses. At that point life became serious.

SERIOUSNESS 

Nearly everyone has had to convince somebody that they were valuable to the group.

Many individuals who were having fun in their activities have had to convince somebody else that they were valuable to the group. The group has long felt that people making a contribution should be solemn-faced, arduous and hard-working.

When someone accuses, “That isn’t really serious business. You should buckle down to your schoolbooks,” a child has to invent excuses as, “Oh, I am doing this to learn all about machinery,” even though he may only have been taking to pieces an old alarm clock. There is an occasional husband who is forced to convince his wife each evening that he put in a slavish day at work, when actually he enjoys the stories, the jokes on the foreman and the daily routine. Later he wonders why the work becomes so serious and such a drudgery. When one pretends about this business of living, he has to match up to his pretense.

When life becomes serious, a man becomes less cause and greater effect. If life gets really serious, his value drops to practically zero. Driving a car can become such serious business that one can wreck the car. Running a business can become so serious as to make it fail. There is a direct connection between insanity and seriousness: 
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What is the emotion of thinking something is serious? Scan it. Scan all the seriousness off the case. It is only when an individual progresses in life to a point where much seriousness is attached to things that he begins to have a hard time. The ancient Italian really knew what he was about when he considered that the only psychotherapy was laughter.

WHAT IS HIDDEN? 

What is the preclear trying to hide from others? Hiding things makes for occlusion, often to the extent that the preclear hides them from himself. Occasionally the auditor will find the preclear who has developed an unenviable talent for remembering things that are not so, and has no talent at all for remembering things that are fact. If one starts lying about something it is necessary to keep those lies in mind.

It’s death to forget what was told as a lie. One must concentrate so hard on what needs remembering that he often forgets the truth; this makes the wide-open case. Hiding can easily reach the point of substitution. It can grow to the place that the individual will not permit himself to have the right facsimile, but gets one either similar or one opposite to that one which should be in evidence. He desires pleasure, he gets pain. He wants laughter, he finds tears. Discover what the preclear is trying to hide from others and his decisions to hide it. What did he unwillingly cause that he is trying to hide? 

Hiding a thing produces power. Because a thing is hidden and cannot be faced, it looks dangerous. Anything in a society that is surrounded by taboos, that is forbidden, will become aberrated in that society. It is thus possible to develop an entire therapy by addressing only one-half of the Second Dynamic.

CONSISTENT ACTION 

Times of consistent and inconsistent action need review. When were the times when of the preclear’s own free will he decided an action and was forced to carry it out? Every time he changed his mind but was held to his original intent nevertheless, he became less able to handle his own postulates. When were the times when he was forced to become a person of his word? 

A boy says, upon being presented with a new bicycle, that he will put it away every night. It’s a happy idea, all his own, to keep the bicycle from getting rusty. By the second week and a few mud puddles later he forgets all about the happy idea. Papa reminds him: “But you said .... You want to keep your word, don’t you? You want to grow up to be a good business man ....” The scene ends with a sound spanking and the boy putting away his bicycle every night because he said he would. Agreement with environment forces consistency.

SYMPATHY 

Sympathy on a case can bog it down considerably. Times when one gave or received sympathy need to be run until the preclear arrives at a point where he regains a power of choice in giving sympathy. Running out sympathy, the preclear can arrive at a point where the human race cannot affect him strongly, or where he can choose the effect.

Sympathy is responsible for many “epidemics.” Josie has a cold. “Poor Josie. She feels so bad.” The sympathizer’s throat begins to hurt, too. “Oh, dear! I’m coming down with it too.” He looked at Josie, sympathized with her, and elected to blame what she was blaming; then became effect of that same cause. Reading the newspapers, one says to himself, “Isn’t it terrible, how terrible it all is,” assigning cause here and there; and after finally discarding the paper feels terrible too.

TRUST—DISTRUST 

A person with little recall may be having difficulty with the trust—distrust “button.” He is not trusting himself. He began life trusting people; then the teacher plays a “harmless” trick, or his parents didn’t come through with their bargain to supply him with a Hopalong Cassidy gun belt. He began to distrust along Dynamic Four. Mistrusting along one dynamic, he tends to become suspicious of all others.

Processing should include much time spent scanning the trust—distrust chain.

BLAME AND REGRET 

On a broad scale, go over all the dynamics with the preclear for blame and regret. What are the times he accepted blame or blamed others? What does he blame? Who does he blame? Scan regret throughout the entire life-span of the individual. These two buttons are of extreme importance and should be given optimum time and attention.

FULL RESPONSIBILITY 

It is evident that the goal of full responsibility is not attained by simply making new postulates. It is attained by discovering and reducing the preclear’s assignments of cause, by acceptance of his own facsimiles and finding when he pulled them into use, by scanning mis-emotion as regret, blame, and sympathy.

Does the preclear now accept the responsibility for having been cause along each part of every dynamic? He may recognize that he has never been cause of a group, but always an effect. He might realize that he had never begun a conversation, suggested a game or served as chairman. One very common computation here is, “Oh, I couldn’t do that! I’d be blamed for anything that went wrong.” Anything for which the individual feels any mis-emotion—antagonism, anger, fear, grief, apathy—is something for which he has not accepted responsibility; and there is mis-emotion only when an individual refuses to accept responsibility in that sphere of action. He can control anything for which he has accepted the full responsibility. He is unable to control that for which he has not accepted responsibility.

To be cause takes courage. A man has to be able to take all the consequences up to death. To be willing to be the cause means to be willing to be fully responsible for what people say. Is the preclear willing to be fully responsible for what people say of him or to him? Is he willing to take responsibility for war between the United States and a foreign power? 

Understanding the laws of cause and effect gives an auditor a much broader perspective over the field of auditing. There is a point between cause and effect where one can produce maximum action; one can go far up the tone scale and come down again to motion. It’s fun as long as one remembers that it is pretense in order to get action. Only when one has an optimum consideration of cause and effect can one enter into the pretense called the business of living and experience it joyfully. 

LRH







* Randomity is the misalignment, through the internal or external efforts by other forms of life or the material universe, of the efforts of an organism.
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