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This checksheet contains the chronological development of Dianetic and Scientology
Technology from 1961 to 1962. It also covers al data needed to Prepcheck, audit Grade Il and
Confessionals. It contains full data on the subject of Help and especially overts and withholds.

PREREQUISITES (1) Student Hat or PRD (2) New Era Dianetics Course (3) New Era
Dianetics Interneship (4) Class IV (5) SHSBC Level A course (6) SHSBC Level B Course.

PURPOSE: To provide the student with a background of the chronological development of tech
from 1961 to 1962 and to teach him the auditing skills of auditing Grade |1, Confessionals.

LENGTH: Full time (9:00 am - 10:30 pm) - 41/, weeks
Part time (9:00 am - 6:00 pm) - 61/, weeks
Foundation hours = 101/, weeks.

STUDY TECH: This course is studied per HCO PL 25 Sep 79, Issue | - IMPORTANT,
SUCCESSFUL TRAINING LINEUP, with full use of study tech.

R-FACTOR: The Theory and Practical Sections of this course are done concurrently. The
student audits daily either during his practical time or outside of course hours while continuing
through the theory section of the checksheet.

E/P:. Certainty that you can Prepcheck, audit Grade || and fully handle the area of O/Ws.

PRODUCT: An auditor who can prepcheck, audit Grade Il and confessionals and who has a
background of the chronological development of tech from 1961 to 1962.

CERTIFICATE: SAINT HILL SPECIAL BRIEFING COURSE LEVEL C - HUBBARD
Grade Il AND CONFESSIONAL SPECIALIST.




SHSBC LEVEL C

THEORY SECTION

INTRODUCTION:

ok W b P

HCO PL 7 Feb 65 KSW Series 1, KEEPING

Reiss. 21.8.80 SCIENTOLOGY WORKING
HCO PL 17Jun 70R  KSW Series5

Reiss. 30.8.80 TECHNICAL DEGRADES
HCO PL 14 Feb 65 KSW Series 4, SAFE

Reiss. 30.8.80 GUARDING TECHNOLOGY

CHRONOLOGICAL THEORY
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TAPE 6108C23 BASICSOF AUDITING
SHSBC-44

DEMO: Why your pc would have more out-ruds as auditing

progresses.

HCOB 24 Aug6l  VALENCESKEY TO CLEARING

DEMO: Why al processes should be addressed to finding valences.
HCOPL 29 Sep 61 HGC ALLOWED PROCESSES

TAPE 6108C24 RUDIMENTS
SHSBC-45

TAPE 6108C29 BASICS OF AUDITING
SHSBC-46

DEMO: Auditing for the pc is anything that's handling what his
attention isfixed on.

DEMO: The reason for self auditing.

DEMO: Why whenever you follow the pc's directions you collapse
the bank on him.

DEMO: Why an auditor who is aware of thingsin his own case will
be a good auditor.

TAPE 6108C30 AUDITING QUALITY
SHSBC-47

HCOB 31Aug6l  ADVANCESIN TECHNOLOGY

TAPE 6108C31 WHAT ISAUDITING
SHSBC-48

DEMO: What is auditing.

TAPE 6109C05 PRINCIPLES OF AUDITING
SHSBC-49

DEMO: The importance of an R-factor.

AP 6109C06 SUBJECTIVE REALITY
SHSBC-50
7 Sep 61 NEW FACTSOF LIFE

: What an ARC Breaky pc has wrong with him.

. Theterrifying truth.
6109C07 REALITY IN AUDITING
SHSBC-51

: What it means for the pc to be "in valence".

12 Sep 61 CURRICULUM FOR CLEARING

COURSES
: What auditors do bad auditing and why.
. How reality isfound.
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TAPE 6109C12 CLEARING BREAKTHROUGH
SHSBC-52

TAPE 6109C13 SEC CHECK AND WITHHOLDS
SHSBC-53

TAPE 6109C14 GOALSAND TERMINALS
SHSBC-54 ASSESSMENT

HCOB 14 Sep 61 NEW RUDIMENTS COMMANDS

HCOB 21 Sep 61 SECURITY CHECK CHILDREN

TAPE 6109C21 SMOOTHNESS OF AUDITING
SHSBC-57

DEMO: When session starts.

DEMO: What you're trying to do in session (direct other toward

eradication of all the points that made him dave to valence).

TAPE 6109C26 TEACHING THE FIELD SEC
SHSBC-58 CHECKS

ESSAY: How you could handle someone who didn't want to learn

to audit.

DEMO: How you go about formulating sec check questions.

DEMO: How you would use sec checking to handle PTPs of long

duration and chronic somatics.

TAPE 6109C27 Q& A PERIOD - STATESOF
SHSBC-59 BEINGNESS

DEMO: A W/H and what happens when a pc withholds.

ESSAY: A person has as much power as he will trust himself to

have. How this appliesto life.

HCOB 28 Sep 61 HCO WW SECURITY FORMS
7A AND 7B
HCO PL 29 Sep 61 HGC ALLOWED PROCESSES
TAPE 6110C03 THE PRIOR CONFUSION
SHSBC-61

DEMO: The prior confusion and how it appliesto apc you have

audited.

CLAY DEMO: The mechanics of a prior confusion.

TAPE 6110C04 MORAL CODES-WHAT ISA
SHSBC-62 WITHHOLD

DEMO: A withhold.

DEMO: Why it isthat you sec check against amoral code.

HCOB 50ct 61 CLEAN HANDS MAKE A HAPPY
LIFE

DEMO: The key to overt acts.

TAPE 6110C05 SEC CHECKING - TYPES OF

SHSBC-63 WITHHOLDS
DEMO: Why a person has withholds.
CLAY DEMO: The three types of withholds.
HCOB 6 Oct 61 TRAINING OF STAFF AUDITORS
HCOB 90ct 61 RUDIMENTS, CHANGE IN
HCO PL 10 Oct 61 PROBLEMSINTENSIVE FOR
STAFF CLEARING

TAPE 6110C10 PROBLEMSINTENSIVE
SHSBC-64

DEMO: The steps of overwhelm.

TAPE 6110C11 PROBLEMSINTENSIVE
SHSBC-65 ASSESSMENT

TAPE 6110C12 PROBLEMS
SHSBC-66

DEMO: A problem.
DEMO: The procedure of doing a Problems Intensive.



HCOB
HCOB
TAPE

12 Oct 61
17 Oct 61
6110C18
SHSBC-67

STUDENT PRACTICE CHECK
PROBLEMSINTENSIVES
PROBLEMSINTENSIVE
PROCEDURES

CLAY DEMO: Problems Intensive.

TAPE

6110C18
SHSBC-68

VALENCE - CIRCUITS

DEMO: The process of becoming aberrated and how we undo it.

HCOB

19 Oct 61

SECURITY QUESTIONS MUST
BE NULLED

CLAY DEMO: Why sec check questions must not be left unflat.

TAPE

6110C19
SHSBC-69

Q& A PERIOD - FLOWS

DEMO: Why you run different flows.

ESSAY: How the principle that anything that goes wrong with a pc
in session is on the basis of a scarcity of auditing and how this
appliesto pc's you're auditing.

HGC PRE-PROCESSING
SECURITY CHECK

CLEARING

IMPORTANCE OF GOALS
TERMINALS

SAFE AUDITING TABLE
SECURITY CHECKING
AUDITING ERRORS
RUDIMENTS

FORMATION OF COMMANDS

HCO WW SECURITY FORM 5A

HCO PL 23 Oct 61
TAPE: 6110C24
SHSBC-70
TAPE: 6110C25
SHSBC-71
HCOB 26 Oct 61
TAPE: 6110C26
SHSBC-72
TAPE: 6110C31
SHSBC-73
TAPE: 6111C01
SHSBC-74
DEMO: How comands are formed.
HCO PL 1 Nov 61
HCOB 2 Nov 61

THE PRIOR CONFUSION

DEMO: All problem are preceded by a prior confusion.
CLAY DEMO: How to handle aprior confusion.

DEMO: Difference between being clever and being

RUDIMENTSAND CLEARING
HOW TO SECURITY CHECK

ROUTINE 3A
CHECKING CASE REPORTS

squirrel.
EFFECTIVE AUDITING

ESSAY: How you can be a more effective auditor.

THE PROBLEMSINTENSIVE
USE OF THE PRIOR CONFUSION

DEMO: Why all sticks on the time track are due to a prior confusion.

SEC CHECKING, GENERALITIES
WON'T DO

READING THE E-METER

HCOB 2 Nov 61
TAPE 6111C02
SHSBC-75
HCOB 7 Nov 61
TAPE 6111C08
SHSBC-77
TAPE 6111C09
SHSBC-78
HCOB 9 Nov 61
HCOB 16 Nov 61
DEMO: How to handle an irresponsible pc.
TAPE 6111C22
SHSBC-83
HCOB 23 Nov 61

METER READING

DEMO: Errors auditors can make if they can't read a meter.

. TAPE

6111C28
SHSBC-85

HAVINGNESS
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DEMO: ARC break manifestations.

DEMO: What havingness does.

TAPE 6111C29 E-METER TIPS
SHSBC-86

BTB 29Nov6l  STUDENT PROCESSING CHECK

Amend. & AND 2ND DYNAMIC PROCESSING

ReissasBTB 9.7.74 CHECK

HCOB 30Nov6l  ARC PROCESS 1961

DEMO: E-meter frailty.

TAPE 6112C05 ASSESSING 3D
SHSBC-88

TAPE 6112C06 SEC CHECKS NECESSARY
SHSBC-89

DEMO: Relationship of overtsto the pc's GPM.

HCOB 7 Dec 61 SEC CHECKSVITAL

DEMO: What an auditor needsto be able to do to Sec Check and do

Problems Intensives.

TAPE 6112C12 SEC CHECKS IN PROCESSING
SHSBC-91

HCOB 13 Dec 61 VARYING SEC CHECK QUESTIONS

DEMO: How to handle an impasse.

TAPE 6112C13 ASSESSING 3D
SHSBC-92

HCOB 14 Dec 61 RUDIMENTS MODERNIZED

DEMO: Why unapproved meters must not be used.

TAPE 6112C14 ANATOMY OF PROBLEMS
SHSBC-93

TAPE 6112C20 UPGRADING OF AUDITORS
SHSBC-95

HCOB 21 Dec 61 MODEL SESSION SCRIPT

REVISED
HCOB 28 Dec 61 E-METER ELECTRODES- A

DISSERTATION ON SOUP CANS

HCO PL 6 Jan 62 HCO SECURITY FORM 19

DEMO

LAUDITORY WITHHOLDS
. The laudatory withhold.

HCO Info Ltr 9 Jan 62 3D CRISS CROSS

TAPE
DEMO

6201C10 SEC CHECKS- WITHHOLDS
SHSBC-98
. The laudatory withhold.

ESSAY: How "auditing iswhat you can get away with" applies.

HCOB
CLAY

11 Jan 62 SECURITY CHECKING -
TWENTY-TEN THEORY

DEMO: Havingness/No-Havingness.

TAPE
TAPE

DEMO
DEMO

6201C11 HOW TO AUDIT
SHSBC-99
6201C16 NATURE OF WITHHOLDS
SHSBC-100

: What you run a session for.

: The nature of aW/H.

HCO PL 17 Jan 62 RESPONSIBILITY AGAIN

CLAY

DEMO: Definition of responsibility.

BPL
Reiss

TAPE
DEMO

22 Jan 62 URGENT CONFESSIONALS
6.3.77 (was HCO PL 22 Jan 62)
URGENT SECURITY CHECKS
6201C23 BASICSOF AUDITING
SHSBC-103
. A letter perfect session.
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TAPE 6201C24 TRAINING - DUPLICATION
SHSBC-104

DEMO: How an auditor develops judgement.

TAPE 6201C25 WHOLE TRACK
SHSBC-105

HCOB 25 Jan 62 FLOW PROCESS

DEMO: How aW/H tends to stop the person in time.

TAPE 6201C30 IN SESSIONNESS
SHSBC-106

TAPE 6201C31 USAGES OF 3DXX
SHSBC-107

HCOB 1 Feb 62 FLOWS, BASIC

TAPE 6202C01 FLOWS
SHSBC-108

TAPE 6202C06 WITHHOLDS
SHSBC-111

DEMO: Anidentity.
DEMO: Beingness.

TAPE: 6202C07 MISSED WITHHOLDS
SHSBC-112

DEMO: MWH manifestations.

HCOB 8 Feb 62 MISSED WITHHOLDS

CLAY DEMO: Difference between an overt, aW/H and a missed

W/H.

HCOB 12 Feb 62 HOW TO CLEAR WITHHOLDS

AND MISSED WITHHOLDS
CLAY DEMO: The W/H system and how to useit.

TAPE 6202C13 PREP CLEARING
SHSBC-110
HCOB 15 Feb 62 CO-AUDIT AND MISSED WITH
HOLDS
TAPE 6202C20 WHAT ISA WITHHOLD
SHSBC-113
TAPE 6202C22 PREPCHECKING AND

SHSBC-119 RUDIMENTS
DEMQO: What is critisism.

HCOB 22 Feb 62 WITHHOLDS, MISSED AND
PARTIAL

DEMO: What isrea knowledge to the average man.

TAPE 6202C27 AUDITORS CODE
SHSBC-116

DEMO: What the auditors codeisfor.

TAPE 6203C01 MODEL SESSION |
SHSBC-120

DEMO: Why thereisamodel session.

TAPE 6203C01 MODEL SESSION II
SHSBC-121

CLAY DEMO: Ending a session on a pc who keeps talking about
the session after you have said "end of session”.

HCOB 1 Mar 62 PREPCHECKING

DEMO: Prepchecking and how to doit.

HCOB 8 Mar 62 THE "BAD" AUDITOR

DEMO: What effect does the Dangerous Auditor have upon a pc.
HCOB 15Mar 62  SUPPRESSORS

DEMO: The suppressor mechanism in auditing and how it would
affect the pc.

TAPE 6203C19 THE BAD AUDITOR

SHSBC-122



177. DEMO: A bad auditor.

178. TAPE 6203C19 MECHANICS OF SUPPRESSION
SHSBC-123
179. DEMO: The mechanics of suppression.
180. HCOB 21 Mar 62  PREPCHECKING DATA, WHEN
TODOA WHAT
181. DEMO: What isthe cause of arecurring withhold and how you
would handle this.
182. TAPE 6203C27 PREPCHECKING DATA
SHSBC-130
183. TAPE 6203C29 CCHs
SHSBC-126
184. DEMO: What CCHs can do.
185. HCOB 29 Mar 62  CCHsAGAIN, WHEN TO USE
THE CCHs
186. TAPE: 6204C03 THE OVERT MOTIVATOR
SHSBC-131 SEQUENCE
187. DEMO: The O/M sequence.
188. TAPE 6204C05 SACREDNESS OF CASES -
SHSBC-128 SELF, OTHER AND PAN
DETERMINISM
189. TAPE 6204C05 AS-IS-NESS, PEOPLE WHO
SHSBC-129 CAN AND CAN'T ASIS
190. DEMO: Who are the people who can and can't as-is and why.
191. HCOB 4 Apr 62 CCHsSAUDITING ATTITUDE
192. HCOB 11 Apr 62 DETERMINING WHAT TO RUN
193. HCOB 12 Apr 62 CCHs PURPOSE
194. CLAY DEMO: The purpose of CCHs.
195. TAPE 6204C17 HOW AND WHY AUDITING

SHSBC-133 WORKS
196. DEMO: A GPM.
197. DEMO: How and why auditing works.
198. HCOB 26 Apr 62 RECOMMENDED PROCESSES
HGC
199. DEMO: What degree of precision is necessary from an auditor.
200. HCO Info Ltr 29 Apr 62 ROUTINE 3G (EXPERIMENTAL)
201. TAPE 6205C01 MISSED WITHHOLDS
SHSBC-140
202. DEMO: Aninvoluntary withhold.

203. DEMO: MWH manifestation.

204. TAPE 6205C02 PREPCHECKING, PART |
SH TVD-4A

205. TAPE 6205C02 PREPCHECKING, PART Il
SH TVD-4B

206. TAPE 6205C03 PREPCHECKING
SHSBC-143

207. DEMO: Thelonger ago it happened the more influentid it was

to the pc's case.

208. DEMO: If it happened once it happened before. If he's thinking
about it now it happened before.

209. HCOB 3May 62R  ARC BREAKSMISSED
Rev. 5.9.78 WITHHOLDS
210. CLAY DEMO: The source of ARC breaks and why thisis.
211. HCOB 10 May 62  PREPCHECKING AND SEC
CHECKING

212. DEMO: How and why it'simportant to help the pc.
213. HCO InfoLtr 10May 62  ROUTINE 3GA (EXPERIMENTAL)
214. HCOB 14 May 62 CASE REPAIR




215. TAPE 6205C15 NEW TRAINING SECTIONS
SHSBC-144

216. DEMO: What to do when confronted with the unusual.
217. TAPE 6205C15 NEW TRs
SHSBC-145
218. DEMO: How you go out the same door you came in when auditing.
219. TAPE 6205C17 PREPCHECKING
SHSBC-147
220. DEMO: How athetan istrying to un-be with overts.
221. HCOB 21 May 62  MISSED WITHHOLDS,
ASKING ABOUT
222. DEMO: What can worsten a pc's case and how to handle this.
223. TAPE 6205C22 MISSED WITHHOLDS
SHSBC-151
224. HCOB 22 May 62  MODEL SESSION CHANGE
225. TAPE 6205C23 CHECK ON "WHAT" QUESTION
SHTVD-6 AND HAVINGNESS PROBE
226. TAPE 6205C23 CHECKING DIRTY NEEDLES
SH TVD-5
227. HCOB 23May 62 E-METER READS. PREPCHECK-
ING, HOW METERS GET
INVALIDATED
228. DEMO: Why an auditor must be very well trained in metering.
229. TAPE 6205C24 E-METER DATA - INSTANT
SHSBC-148 READSI
230. TAPE 6205C24 E-METER DATA - INSTANT

SHSBC-149 READSII
231. ESSAY: How you can apply "Look, don't think".
232. CLAY DEMO: Why out-TRs can obscure an instant read.
233. HCOB 24May 62 Q&A
234. DEMO: The 3 Qsand As.
235. HCOB 25May 62 E-METER INSTANT READS.
236. DEMO: Instant reads, major thoughts, minor thoughts.
237. DEMO: The composition of the reactive mind.
238. DEMO: Compartmenting the question.
239. DEMO: Steering the pc.

240. HCOP 26 May 62  TRAINING DRILLSMUST
BE CORRECT
241. DEMO: Why TRs, CCHs and metering must be properly taught
and used.

242. TAPE 6205C30 GETTING RUDIMENTSIN
SH TVD-8A

243. TAPE 6205C31 VALUE OF RUDIMENTS
SHSBC-154

244. DEMO: Why rudiments go out and what getting them in does.

245. TAPE 6205C31 MIDDLE RUDIMENTS
SHSBC-155

246. CLAY DEMO: Understanding what the pc said even if you have
to make him repest it.
247. CLAY DEMO: What arudiment is and its purpose.
248. HCO PL 1 Jun 62 AUDITING RUDIMENTS
CHECK SHEET
249. HCOB 8 Jun 62 RUDIMENTS CHECKING
250. DEMO: What it meansif rudiments are found to beout in a
rudiments check.
251. HCOB 11 Jun 62 PREPCHECKING THE
MIDDLE RUDIMENTS
252. TAPE 6206C12 HOW TO DO A GOALS
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SHSBC-160 ASSESSMENT

TAPE 6206C14 FUTURE TECHNOLOGY
SHSBC-156

TAPE 6206C14 LISTING
SHSBC-157

DEMO: What isagoal and what it does.
CLAY DEMO: What listingis.

HCOB 14 Jun 62 CHECKING NEEDLE IN
RUDIMENTS CHECKS
TAPE 6206C19 QUESTION AND ANSWER
SHSBC-159 PERIOD
TAPE 6206C21 MODEL SESSION REVISED
SHSBC-162

DEMO: Why you don't ask "Isit OK if | audit you?'.
DEMO: What amodel session does.

TAPE 6206C21 QUESTION AND ANSWER
SHSBC-163 PERIOD

HCOB 23 Jun 62 MODEL SESSION REVISED

HCOB 24 Jun 62 PREPCHECKING

HCOB 25 Jun 62 E-METER STANDARDS

DEMO: The consequences of auditing with an insensitive meter.

TAPE 6206C26 E-METER QUALITY
SHSBC-164

DEMO: What's happening in the bank when a pc has (a) a D/N,
(b) a Stage 4, (c) astuck needle and (d) aclear needle.
TAPE: 6206C26 PREPCHECKING
SHSBC-165
DEMO: Why its more effective to audit a pc using a prepared
list of overts.
HCOB 27 Jun 62 RUNDOWN ON ROUTINE 3GA
TAPE 6206C28 QUESTION AND ANSWER
SHSBC-167 PERIOD
DEMO: What an acknowledgement does.

HCOB 28Jun62R  DIRTY NEEDLES- HOW TO
Rev. 5.9.78 SMOOTH OUT NEEDLES
DEMO: What causes adirty needle.

HCOB 30 Jun 62 ARC PROCESS

DEMO: Why it isimportant not to permit just a"yes' asan
answer to some auditing questions.

END OF SHSBC LEVEL C THEORY SECTION



SHSBC LEVEL C

PRACTICAL SECTION

PREPCHECKING:

1. HCOB 7Sep 78R MODERN REPETITIVE
Rev. 21.10.78 PREPCHECKING

2.  DRILL: Full Prepchecking procedure.

3.

4.

5.

GRADEII:

1. HCOB 23 Oct 80 CHART OF ABILITIES GAINED
FOR LOWER LEVELSAND
EXPANDED LOWER GRADES

2. DEMO: The ability gained for Grade 1.

3. BTB 15Nov 76 IV 0-V EXPANDED GRADE
PROCESSES - QUADS, PART D
GRADE || PROCESSES

4. BTB 15Nov 76-1 0-V EXPANDED GRADE

Add. 28.9.77 PROCESSES - QUADS, PART D
GRADE || PROCESSES
5. DRILL: Readthe sourcereferencesfor and drill each process of
Expanded Grade 1. Itisnot necessary to drill all the processes
before starting your pc on Grade I1, but drill each process before
auditing it.

N

OVERTS, WITHHOLDS, MISSED WITHHOLDS:

1. TECHDICT: Wordclear:

@ Overt Act.
(b) Overt of Omission.
(c)  Withhold.

(d) Unintentional Withhold.
(e Inadvertant Withhold.

2. DEMO: Each definition of awithhold.
3. TECHDICT: Word Clear:
@ Missed Withhold
4, CLAY DEMO: A Missed Withhold.
5. TECHDICT: Word Clear:
@ Missed Withhold of Nothing
6. DEMO: A Missed withhold of nothing.
7. HCOB 13 Sep 65 OUT TECH AND HOW TO GET
ITIN
8. HCOB 15 Dec 73 THE CONTINUOUS MISSED WITH-

HOLD AND CONTINUOUS OVERT
WITH DATA ON DEGRADED BEINGS
AND FALSE PTSCONDITIONS

9. BTB 12 Jul 62 MOTIVATORISH CASES

10. BTB 30Aug62  MISSED WITHHOLD HANDLING



11. TAPE 6211C01 THE MISSED MISSED
SHSBC-206 WITHHOLD
12. DRILL HANDLING:
@ A pcwhoiscritical.
(b) A continuous missed withhold.
(© A "Theetie Wesetie Case".
(d) An unintentional withhold.
13. DRILL: Finding out "what was missed"”.
(Ref: HCOB 13 Sep 656R OUT TECH AND HOW TO GET IT IN.)

CONFESSIONAL PROCEDURE:

1. HCOB 24 Jan 77 TECH CORRECTION ROUND-UP
Section E

HCOB 30Nov 78  CONFESSIONAL PROCEDURE

DEMO: Why the pc must "fully understand the question and what

it encompasses’ per #6 of HCOB CONFESSIONAL PROCEDURE.

DEMO: Why you must get "what the person did to make the pc

wonder if he knew" per #8.

CLAY DEMO: Why you have to "ask the exact question™ per #11.

DEMO: What you do if the pc gives off someone else's overt and why.

CLAY DEMO: The manifestations of afalse read per #13c.

DEMO: Demo afew examples of avolutary misdirection by the pc.

CLAY DEMO: Why you must re-check the original question after

finding it per #16.

CoNUT A~ WN

10. DEMO: The manifestation and handling of missed withholds, false
reads, ARC breaksin that order at the first sign of trouble.

11. CLAY DEMO: What happensif the auditor has awrong or
challenging attitude.

12. HCOB 10 Nov 78R PROCAMATION: POWER TO
Rev. 3.12.78 FORGIVE

13. HCOB 10 Nov 78R PROCAMATION: POWER TO
Add. 26.11.78 FORGIVE - ADDITION

14. DEMO: What causes an adverse reaction to the proclamation of
forgiveness.

15. HCOPL 21 Feb 79 E-METER ESSENTIALS
Corr. & ERRATA SHEET
Reiss. 6.5.79 Section on Change of Characteristics

Section on Secutirty Checking

16. DRILL: Usingthe HCOB CONFESSIONAL PROCEDURE asa

guide, drill the following situations:

(@ Ensuring the pc understands the question and what it
encompasses per point 6.

(b) Checking the question for aread, including using Supp/Inval
and handling change of characteristics per points 7, 13a, b.

(c) Taking areading question to F/N per point 8 and 15 with the
coach answering readiliy and cooperating.

(d) Taking areading question to F/N with the caoch answering
“no” and being un-cooperative (misdirecting, etc.).

(e) Pcmanifesting false per point 13c.

(f) Re-checking the original question after it has F/Ned (cover
having it read and not read) per point 10.

(9) Handling if the pc givesyou 3 or 4 overts at once per point 16.

(h) Having alow responsibility pc and having to ask the exact



question per point 11.

(i) Getting what the pc has done when he gives off someone else’s
overt per point 12.

() Fully handling adirty needle per point 11.

(k) Checking for Missed Withholds, False Reads and ARC Breaks
at thefirst sign of any trouble per point 12.

() Handling a pc who consistently dives whole track per point 19.

(m) Putting in end ruds per point 19.

(n) Giving the pc the proclamation of forgiveness per point 25.

(0) Mock up ashort confessional and drill it thoroughly from
beginning to end.

HCOB 25 Jul 80 CONFESSIONAL REPAIRLIST -

Rev. 4.6.77 LCRD

DRILL: Hand ling each line of the LCRD.

HCOB 28 Nov 78R AUDITORS WHO MISS
WITHHOLDS, PENALTY

HCOB 25May 62  E-METER INSTANT READS

DRILL:

(@ Compartmenting a question.

(b) Grooving in amajor thought.

HCOB 13 Dec 61 VARYING SEC CHECK QUESTIONS
DRILL: Varying asec check question.

TECH DICT: Word Clear “Murder Routine”.

DRILL: Using the“Murder Routine” to get apc to give off his overts.

HCOB 17 Apr 77 RECURRING WITHHOLDS AND
OVERTS

DRILL: The methods for handling recurring withholds and overts.

HCOB 10 Jul 64 OVERTS- ORDER OF

Reiss. 5.12.74 EFFECTIVENESS IN PROCESSING

DRILL:

(& How to prevent cleaning aclean.

(b) How to prevent leaving an overt undisclosed.

(c) Checking for protest.

(d) Handling pc’swho have “no withholds’.

(e) Handling the pc who easily goesinto past lives for answers.

HCOB 1Mar 7711 FORMULATING CONFESSIONAL
QUESTIONS

DRILL: Write aconfessional.

HCOB 1Mar 7711 CONFESSIONAL FORMS

HCOB 7 Mar 77 LONG DURATION SEC CHECKING

AUDITING REQUIREMENTS FOR SHSBC LEVEL C:

1.
2a
2b.

Audit a pc to completion of Grade l.

Give a successful student confessional to another student.

Receive a successful student confessional from another student.
(NOTE: If the student cannot deliver a successful student confessional
he retreads the section on confessionals until he can.)

Audit Confessiona Procedure with consistent Well Dones including

completion of aconfessional on public in the SH HGC, such as a Joburg.

(NOTE: The auditing and practical requirements can be started as

soon as the practical section for a particular action is complete.)



(NOTE: The requirement to audit a Grade to a completion can be
the auditing of Quad Grades, Expanded Grades or the completion
of incomplete Grades, in accordance with the pc’s program.)

STUDENT COURSE COMPLETION

A. STUDENT COMPLETION:

| have completed the requirements of this checksheet and | know and can apply the materials.
STUDENT ATTEST: DATE:

| have trained this student to the best of my ability and he/she has completed the requirements
of this checksheet and knows and can apply the cheeksheet data.

SUPERVISOR ATTEST: DATE:

| have worn my hat of “C/S as a Training Officer” and trained this student to the best of my
ability and he/she has completed the auditing requirements of this checksheet and knows and
can apply the checksheet data.

STUDENT C/SATTEST: DATE:

B. STUDENTATTESTATCé& A:

| attest: (a) | have enrolled properly on the course. (b) | have paid for the course, (c) | have
studied and understand all the materials of this eheeksheet, (d) | have done al the drills on this
cheekshest, (€) | can produce the results required in the materials of the course.

STUDENT ATTEST: DATE:

C&A: DATE:

C. STUDENT INFORMED BY QUAL SECORC & A:

| hereby attest that | have informed the student that to make his provisional certificate permanent
he will have to be interned within one year.

QUAL SECORC& A: DATE:

D. CERTSAND AWARDS

Issue Certificate of SAINT HILL SPECIAL BRIEFING COURSE LEVEL C, HUBBARD
GRADE || AND CONFESSIONAL SPECIALIST (Provisional).

C&A: DATE:

(Route thisform to Course Admin for filing in Student’ s folder.)

L. RON HUBBARD
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HUBBARD COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE
Saint Hill Manor, East Grinstead, Sussex

HCO POLICY LETTER OF 7 FEBRUARY 1965
REISSUED 15 JUNE 1970
Remimeo (Corrected per Flag Issue 28.1.73)
Sthil Students
Assn/Org Sec Hat
HCO Sec Hat
Case Sup Hat
Dsof P Hat
Dsof T Hat
Staff Member Hat
Franchise
(issued May 1965)

Note:  Neglect of thisPol Ltr has caused great hardship on staffs, has cost countless millions
and made it necessary in 1970 to engage in an all out International effort to restore basic
Scientology over the world. Within 5 years after the issue of this PL with me off the lines,
violation had almost destroyed orgs. “ Quickie grades’ entered in and denied gain to tens of
thousands of cases. Therefore actions which neglect or violate this Policy Letter are HIGH
CRIMES resulting in Comm Evs on ADMINISTRATORS and EXECUTIVES. It is not
“entirely atech matter” asits neglect destroys orgs and caused a 2 year slump. IT ISTHE
BUSINESS OF EVERY STAFF MEMBER to enforceit.

ALL LEVELS
KEEPING SCIENTOLOGY WORKING
HCO Sec or Communicator Hat Check
on all personnel and new personnel
as taken on.
We have some time since passed the point of achieving uniformly workable technology.

The only thing now is getting the technology applied.

If you can’t get the technology applied then you can’t deliver what’s promised. It's as
simple as that. If you can get the technology applied, you can deliver what’ s promised.

The only thing you can be upbraided for by students or pcsis “no results’. Trouble
spots occur only where there are “no results’. Attacks from governments or monopolies occur
only where there are “no results’ or “bad results”.

Therefore the road before Scientology is clear and its ultimate success is assured if the
technology is applied.

So it isthe task of the Assn or Org Sec, the HCO Sec, the Case Supervisor, the D of P,
the D of T and all staff members to get the correct technology applied.

Getting the correct technology applied consists of:
One: Having the correct technology.
Two: Knowing the technology.

Three: Knowing it is correct.



Four: Teaching correctly the correct technology.

Five: Applying the technology.

Six: Seeing that the technology is correctly applied.

Seven: Hammering out of existence incorrect technology.

Eight: Knocking out incorrect applications.

Nine: Closing the door on any possibility of incorrect technology.
Ten: Closing the door on incorrect application.

One above has been done.

Two has been achieved by many.

Three is achieved by the individual applying the correct technology in a proper manner
and observing that it works that way.

Four is being done daily successfully in most parts of the world.

Fiveis consistently accomplished daily.

Six isachieved by instructors and supervisors consistently.

Seven isdone by afew but isaweak point.

Eight is not worked on hard enough.

Nineisimpeded by the “reasonable’ attitude of the not quite bright.

Ten is seldom done with enough ferocity.

Seven, Eight, Nine and Ten are the only places Scientology can bog down in any area.

The reasons for this are not hard to find. (a) A weak certainty that it worksin Three
above can lead to weakness in Seven, Eight, Nine and Ten. (b) Further, the not-too-bright have
abad point on the button Self-Importance. (c) The lower the IQ, the more the individual is shut
off from the fruits of observation. (d) The service facs of people make them defend themselves
against anything they confront good or bad and seek to make it wrong. (€) The bank seeks to
knock out the good and perpetuate the bad.

Thus, we as Scientologists and as an organization must be very alert to Seven, Eight,
Nine and Ten.

In al the years | have been engaged in research | have kept my comm lines wide open
for research data. | once had the idea that a group could evolve truth. A third of Century has
thoroughly disabused me of that idea. Willing as | was to accept suggestions and data, only a
handful of suggestions (less than twenty) had long run value and none were major or basic; and
when | did accept major or basic suggestions and used them, we went astray and | repented and
eventually had to “eat crow”.

On the other hand there have been thousands and thousands of suggestions and
writings which, if accepted and acted upon, would have resulted in the compl ete destruction of
all our work as well as the sanity of pcs. So | know what a group of people will do and how
insane they will go in accepting unworkable “technology”. By actual record the percentages are



about twenty to 100,000 that a group of human beings will dream up bad technology to destroy
good technology. As we could have gotten along without suggestions, then, we had better steel
ourselves to continue to do so now that we have made it. This point will, of course, be attacked
as “unpopular” “egotistical” and “undemocratic”. It very well may be. But it isalso asurvival
point And | don't see that popular measures, self- abnegation and democracy have done
anything for Man but push him further into the mud. Currently, popularity endorse degraded
novels, self- abnegation has filled the South East Asian jungles with stone idols and corpses,
and democracy has given us inflation and income tax.

Our technology has not been discovered by a group. True, if the group had no
supported me in many ways | could not have discovered it either. But it remainsthat in its
formative stages it was not discovered by a group, then group efforts, one can safely assume,
will not add to it or successfully alter it in the future. | can only say this now that it is done.
There remains, of course, group tabulation or co-ordination of what has been done, which will
be valuable-only so long asit does not seek to alter basic principles and successful applications.

The contributions that were worth while in this period of forming the technology were
help in the form of friendship, of defence, of organization, of dissemination, of application, of
advices on results and of finance. These were great contributions and were, and are,
appreciated. Many thousands contributed in this way and made us what we are. Discovery
contribution was not however part of the broad picture.

We will not speculate here on why thiswas so or how | came to rise above the bank.
We are dealing only in facts and the above is afact-the group | eft to its own devices would not
have evolved Scientology but with wild dramatization of the bank called “new ideas” would
have wiped it out. Supporting thisis the fact that Man has never before evolved workable
mental technology and emphasizing it is the vicious technology he did evolve-psychiatry,
psychology, surgery, shock treatment, whips, duress, punishment, etc, ad infinitum.

So realize that we have climbed out of the mud by whatever good luck and good sense,
and refuse to sink back into it again. See that Seven, Eight, Nine and Ten above are ruthlessly
followed and we will never be stopped. Relax them, get reasonable about it and we will perish.

So far, while keeping myself in complete communication with all suggestions, | have
not failed on Seven, Eight, Nineand Ten in areas | could supervise closely. But it’s not good
enough for just myself and afew othersto work at this.

Whenever this control as per Seven, Eight. Nine and Ten has been relaxed the whole
organizational area has failed. Witness Elizabeth, N.Y ., Wichita, the early organizations and
groups. They crashed only because | no longer did Seven, Eight, Nine and Ten. Then, when
they were all messed up you saw the obvious “reasons” for failure. But ahead of that they
ceased to deliver and that involved them in other reasons.

The common denominator of agroup is the reactive bank. Thetans without banks have
different responses. They only have their banks in common. They agree then only on bank
principles. Person to person the bank is identical. So constructive ideas are individual and
seldom get broad agreement in a human group. An individual must rise above an avid craving
for agreement from a humanoid group to get anything decent done. The bank-agreement has
been what has made Earth a Hell-and if you were looking for Hell and found Earth, it would
certainly serve. War, famine, agony and disease has been the lot of Man. Right now the great
governments of Earth have devel oped the means of frying every Man, Woman and Child on the
planet. That is Bank. That isthe result of Collective Thought Agreement. The decent, pleasant
things on this planet come from individual actions and ideas that have somehow gotten by the
Group ldea. For that matter, look how we ourselves are attacked by “public opinion” media.
Y et there is no more ethical group on this planet than ourselves.



Thus each one of us can rise above the domination of the bank and then, as a group of
freed beings, achieve freedom and reason. It is only the aberrated group, the mab, that is
destructive.

When you don’t do Seven, Eight, Nine and Ten actively, you are working for the Bank
dominated mob. For it will surely, surely (a) introduce incorrect technology and swear by it,
(b) apply technology as incorrectly as possible, (¢) open the door to any destructive idea, and
(d) encourage incorrect application.

It's the Bank that says the group is all and the individual nothing. It’s the Bank that
sayswe must fail.

So just don't play that tune. Do Seven. Eight, Nine and Ten and you will knock out of
your road all the future thorns.

Here' s an actual example in which a senior executive had to interfere because of a pc
spin: A Case Supervisor told Instructor A to have Auditor B run Process X on Preclear C.
Auditor B afterwardstold Instructor A that “It didn’t work.” Instructor A was weak on Three
above and didn’t really believe in Seven, Eight, Nine and Ten. So Instructor A told the Case
Supervisor “Process X didn’t work on Preclear C.” Now this strikes directly at each of Oneto
Six abovein Preclear C, Auditor B, Instructor A and the Case Supervisor. It opens the door to
the introduction of “new technology” and to failure.

What happened here? Instructor A didn’t jump down Auditor B’ s throat, that’s al that
happened. Thisiswhat he should have done: Grabbed the Auditor’ s report and looked it over,
When a higher executive on this case did so she found what the Case Supervisor and the rest
missed: that. Process X increased Preclear C's TA to 25 TA divisions for the session but that
near session end Auditor B Qed and Aed with a cognition and abandoned Process X while it
still gave high TA and went off running one of Auditor B’s own manufacture, which nearly
spun Preclear C. Auditor B’s 1Q on examination turned out to be about 75. Instructor A was
found to have huge ideas of how you must never invalidate anyone, even alunatic. The Case
Supervisor was found to be “too busy with admin to have any time for actual cases’.

All right, there’s an all too typical example. The Instructor should have done Seven,
Eight, Nine and Ten. This would have begun this way. Auditor B: “That process X didn’t
work.” Instructor A: “What exactly did you do wrong?’ Instant attack. “Where' s your auditor’s
report for the session? Good. Look here, you were getting alot of TA when you stopped
Process X. What did you do?’ Then the Pc wouldn’t have come close to a spin and all four of
these would have retained certainty.

In ayear, | had four instances in one small group where the correct process
recommended was reported not to have worked. But on review found that each one had (a)
increased the TA, (b) had been abandoned, and (c) had been falsely reported as unworkable.
Also, despite this abuse, in each of these four cases the recommended, correct process cracked
the case. Y et they were reported as not having worked!

Similar examples exist in instruction and these are all the more deadly as every time
instruction in correct technology is flubbed, then the resulting error, uncorrected in the auditor,
is perpetuated on every pc that auditor audits thereafter. So Seven, Eight, Nine and Ten are
even more important in a course than in supervision of cases.

Here's an example: A rave recommendation is given a graduating student “ because he
gets more TA on pcs than any other student on the course!” Figures of 435 TA divisions a
session are reported. “Of course his model session is poor but it’s just knack he has” is also
included in the recommendation. A careful review is undertake because nobody at levels O to
IV isgoing to get that much TA on pcs. It isfound that this student was never taught to read an
E-Meter dial! And no instructor observed his handling of ameter and it was not discovered that
he “ overcompensated” nervously swinging the TA 2 or 3 divisions beyond where it needed to



go to place the needle at “set”. So everyone was about to throw away standard processes and
model session because this one student “got such remarkable TA”. They only read the reports
and listened to the brags and never looked at this student. The pcsin actual fact were making
slightly less than average gain, impeded by a rough model session and misworded processes.
Thus, what was making the pcs win (actual Scientology) was hidden under alot of departures
and errors.

| recall one student who was squirreling on an Academy course and running alot of
off-beat whole track on other students after course hours. The academy students were in a state
of electrification on all these new experiences and weren’'t quickly brought under control and
the student himself never was given the works on Seven, Eight, Nine and Ten so they stuck.
Subsequently, this student prevented another squirrel from being straightened out and his wife
died of cancer resulting from physical abuse. A hard, tough instructor at that moment could
have salvaged two squirrels and saved the life of agirl. But no, students had aright to do
whatever they pleased.

Squirreling (going off into weird practices or altering Scientology) only comes about
from non-comprehension. Usually the non-comprehension is not of Scientology but some
earlier contact with an off-beat humanoid practice which in its turn was not understood.

When people can’'t get results from what they think is standard practice, they can be
counted upon to squirrel to some degree. The most trouble in the past two years came from
orgs where an executive in each could not assimilate straight Scientology under instruction in
Scientology they were unable to define terms or demonstrate examples of principles. And the
orgs where they were got into plenty of trouble. And worse, it could not be straightened out
easily because neither one of these people could or would duplicate instructions. hence, a
debacle resulted in two places, directly traced to failures of instruction earlier. So proper
instruction isvital. The D of T and his Instructors and all Scientology Instructors must be
merciless in getting Four, Seven, Eight, Nine and Ten into effective action. That one student,
dumb and impossible though he may seem and of no use to anyone, may yet some day be the
cause of untold upset because nobody was interested enough to make sure Scientology got
home to him.

With what we know now, there is no student we enrol who cannot be properly trained.
As an instructor, one should be very aert to slow progress and should turn the sluggards inside
out personally. No system will do it, only you or me with our sleeve rolled up can crack the
back of bad studenting and we can only do it on an individual student, never on awhole class
only. He's slow = something is awful wrong. Take fast action to correct it. Don’t wait until
next week. By then he’s got other messes stuck to him. If you can’t graduate them with their
good sense appeal ed to and wisdom shining graduate them in such a state of shock they’ |l have
nightmares if they contemplate squirreling. Then experience will gradually bring about Threein
them and they’ll know better than to chase butterflies when they should be auditing.

When somebody enrols, consider he or she has joined up for the duration of the
universe- never permit an “open-minded” approach. If they’ re going to quit let then quit fast. If
they enroled, they’ re aboard, and if they’ re aboard, they’ re here on the same terms as the rest
of us- win or diein the attempt. Never let them be half-minded about being Scientologists. The
finest organizations in history have been tough dedicated organizations. Not one namby-pamby
bunch of panty-waist dilettantes have ever made anything. It’s a tough universe. The social
veneer makes it seem mild. But only the tigers survive-and even they have a hard time. We'll
survive because we are tough and are dedicated. When we do instruct somebody properly he
becomes more and more tiger. When we instruct half-mindedly and are afraid to offend, scared
to enforce, we don’t make students into good Scientol ogists and that let’ s everybody down.
When Mrs. Pattycake comes to us to be taught, turn that wandering doubt in he eye into a
fixed, dedicated glare and she' [l win and we'll al win. Humour her and we al die alittle. The
proper instruction attitude is, “ Y ou’ re here so you' re a Scientologist Now we' re going to make
you into an expert auditor no matter what happens. We' d rather have you dead that incapable.”



Fitting that into the economics of the situation and lack of adequate time and you see the cross
we have to bear.

But we won't have to bear it forever. The bigger we get the more economics and time
we will have to do our job. And the only things which can prevent us from getting that big fast
are areas in from One to Ten. Keep those in mind and we' |l be able to grow. Fast. And aswe
grow our shackleswill be less and less. Failing to keep Oneto Ten, will make us grow less.

So the ogre which might eat us up is not the government or the High Priests. It’s our
possible failure to retain and practise our technology.

An Instructor or Supervisor or Executive must challenge with ferocity instances of
“unworkability”. They must uncover what did happen, what was run and what was done or not
done.

If you have One and Two, you can only acquire Three for all by making sure of al the
rest.

WE're not playing some minor game in Scientology. It isn’t cute or something to do for
lack of something better.

The whole agonized future of this planet, every Man, Woman and Child on it, and your
own destiny for the next endless trillions of years depends on what you do here and now with
and in Scientology.

Thisisadeadly serious activity. And if we miss getting out of the trap now, we may
never again have another chance.

Remember, thisisaour first chance to do so in all the endless trillions of years of the
past. Don’t muff it now because it seems unpleasant or unsocial to do Seven, Eight, Nine and
Ten.

Do them and we'll win.

L. RON HUBBARD
Founder

LRH:nt.rd
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by L. Ron Hubbard
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HUBBARD COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE
Saint Hill Manor, East Grinstead, Sussex

HCO POLICY LETTER OF 17 JUNE 1970

Remimeo

Appliesto dl

SHs and URGENT AND
Academies IMPORTANT
Franchises

TECHNICAL DEGRADES

(This PL and HCO PL Feb 7, 1965 must be made part of
every study pack as the first items and must be listed on
checksheets. )

Any checksheet in use or in stock which carries on it any degrading statement must be
destroyed and issued without qualifying statements.

Example: Level 0to IV Checksheets SH carry “A. Background Material—This sectionis
included as an historical background, but has much interest and value to the student. Most of
the processes are no longer used, having been replaced by more modern technology. The
student is only required to read this material and ensure he leaves no misunderstood.” This
heading covers such vital things as TRs, Op Pro by Dup! The statement is a falsehood.

These checksheets were not approved by myself, all the materia of the Academy and SH
courses |Sin use.

Such actions as this gave us “ Quickie Grades’, ARC Broke the field and downgraded the
Academy and SH Courses.

A condition of TREASON or cancellation of certificates or dismissal and a full
investigation of the background of any person found guilty, will be activated in the case of
anyone committing the following HIGH CRIMES.

1.  Abbreviating an official Course in Dianetics and Scientology so as to lose the full
theory, processes and effectiveness of the subjects.

2. Adding comments to checksheets or instructions labelling any material
“background” or “not used now” or “old” or any similar action which will result in
the student not knowing, using, and applying the datain which heis being trained.

3.  Employing after 1 Sept 1970 any checksheet for any course not authorized by
myself and the SO Organizing Bureau Flag.

4. Failing to strike from any checksheet remaining in use meanwhile any such
comments as “historical”, “background”, “not used”, “old”, etc. or VERBALLY
STATING IT TO STUDENTS.

5. Permitting a pc to attest to more than one grade at a time on the pc’s own
determinism without hint or evaluation.

6.  Running only one process for agrade between Oto IV.

7. Falingtouseal processesfor alevel.



8. Boasting as to speed of delivery in asession, such as“Il put in Grade zero in 3
minutes.” Etc.

9. Shortening time of application of auditing for financial or laborsaving
considerations.

10. Acting in any way calculated to lose the technology of Dianetics and Scientology to
use or impede its use or shorten its materials or its application.

REASON: The effort to get students through courses and get pcs processed in orgs was
considered best handled by reducing materials or deleting processes from grades. The pressure
exerted to speed up student completions and auditing compl etions was mistakenly answered by
just not delivering.

The correct way to speed up a student’ s progress is by using 2 way comm and applying
the study materials to students.

The best way to really handle pcsisto ensure they make each level fully before going on
to the next and repairing them when they do not.

The puzzle of the decline of the entire Scientology network in the late 60s is entirely
answered by the actions taken to shorten timein study and in processing by deleting materials
and actions.

Reinstituting full use and delivery of Dianetics and Scientology is the answer to any
recovery.

The product of an org is well taught students and thoroughly audited pcs. When the
product vanishes, so does the org. The orgs must survive for the sake of this planet.

L. RON HUBBARD
Founder

LRH:nt.rd
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HUBBARD COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE
Saint Hill Manor, East Grinstead, Sussex

HCO POLICY LETTER OF 14 FEBRUARY 1965

(Reissued on 7 June 1967, with the word
Remimeo “instructor” replaced by “supervisor”.)
All Hats
BPI

SAFEGUARDING TECHNOLOGY

For some years we have had aword “squirreling”. It means altering Scientology, off-beat
practices. It isabad thing. | have found away to explain why.

Scientology is aworkable system. This does not mean it is the best possible system or a
perfect system. Remember and use that definition. Scientology is a workable system.

In fifty thousand years of history on this planet alone, Man never evolved a workable
system. It is doubtful if, in foreseeable history, he will ever evolve another.

Man is caught in ahuge and complex labyrinth. To get out of it requiresthat he follow the
closely taped path of Scientology.

Scientology will take him out of the labyrinth. But only if he follows the exact markings
in the tunnels.

It has taken me athird of acentury in thislifetime to tape this route ouit.

It has been proven that efforts by Man to find different routes came to nothing. It isalso a
clear fact that the route called Scientology does lead out of the labyrinth Thereforeitisa
workable system, aroute that can be travelled.

What would you think of a guide who, because his party said it was dark and the road
rough and who said another tunnel looked better, abandoned the route he knew would lead out
and led his party to alost nowhere in the dark. Y ou’d think he was a pretty wishy-washy
guide.

What would you think of a supervisor who let a student depart from procedure the
supervisor knew worked. Y ou’ d think he was a pretty wishy-washy supervisor.

What would happen in alabyrinth if the guide let some girl stop in a pretty canyon and
left her there forever to contemplate the rocks? Y ou’ d think he was a pretty heartless guide.
Y ou'd expect him to say at least, “Miss, those rocks may be pretty, but the road out doesn’t go
that way.”

All right, how about an auditor who abandons the procedure which will make his preclear
eventualy clear just because the preclear had a cognition?

People have following the route mixed up with “the right to have their own ideas.”
Anyoneis certainly entitled to have opinions and ideas and cognitions—so long as these do not
bar the route out for self and others.

Scientology is aworkable system. It white tapes the road out of the labyrinth If there
were no white tapes marking the right tunnels, Man would just go on wandering around and
around the way he has for eons, darting off on wrong roads, going in circles, ending up in the
sticky dark, alone.



Scientology, exactly and correctly followed, takes the person up and out of the mess.

So when you see somebody having a ball getting everyone to take peyote because it
restimulates prenatals, know he is pulling people off the route. Realize he is squirreling. He
isn't following the route.

Scientology is a new thing- it is aroad out. There has not been one. Not all the
salesmanship in the world can make a bad route a proper route. And an awful lot of bad routes
are being sold. Their end product is further slavery, more darkness, more misery.

Scientology is the only workable system Man has It has already taken people toward
higher 1.Q., better lives and all that. No other system has. So realize that it has no competitor.

Scientology is a workable system. It has the route taped. The search is done. Now the
route only needsto be walked.

So put the feet of students and preclears on that route. Don’t let them off of it no matter
how fascinating the side roads seem to them. And move them on up and out.

Squirreling istoday destructive of aworkable system.

Don’t let your party down. By whatever means, keep them on the route. And they’ll be
free. If you don't, they won't.

L. RON HUBBARD
Founder

LRH:nt:rd
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by L. Ron Hubbard
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6108C23 SHSpec-44 Basics of Auditing

The constants of an auditing session are there: Y ou must start the session, get all the rudiments
in -- at sensitivity 16; we don’t use the third of adial drop rule anymore now -- flatten the
process you start, and end the session. To do this, you need to have TR’s, metering, etc. For
aPC to bein comm with the auditor, it is necessary for the auditor to be in comm with the
PC. An auditor who would make invalidative comments or not get acommand acrossis not
there giving a session and isn’t someone the PC can be in comm with. So add to the “in
session” definition that the auditor hasto be giving a session, i.e. actually running a session.
Theway torun asessionisto runasession. The limitation on telling someone how to run a
session involves the amount of disagreement the auditor has with the forms and actions he's
using to run the session. One's disagreement with handling rudiments could be because of the
relative ineffectiveness of the processes, but one could also have far more fundamental
disagreements, e.g. that the PC shouldn’t need auditing. It worksthisway. Y ou, using the
elements of auditing, could make anybody an ARC breaky PC by running him with ruds out.
Y ou could get a lower scale PC and have a propitiative PC. If you have difficulty or
disagreement with ruds, you could produce considerable randomity.

The key rudiment isthe PTP. It’s sneaky because it doesn’t necessarily fall at first. The PC
may have no reality on something being a PTP to him. Thereisan interesting limiting factor on
cases. Asaresult of auditing, the PC goesinto action in hislife; he then accumulates problems
and now isbeing audited with PTP's. One of the primary characteristics of case gain isthe PC
going into action. He may lose interest in auditing as aresult. You could expect him to get
more problems, not less. Thisis the same aswith getting more withholds -- that is another
indicator of case advance. So don’t be lulled by the quiet PC. As auditing progresses, he may
well start having more problems, which the auditor must not neglect. The mitigating factor
here is that as the PC increases his ability, he blows these things faster. If that isn’t
happening, it must be because ruds are oui.

An auditor who expects the PC to be doing something besides being aPC is introuble. You
must grant the PC his PC beingness. 1t's OK for him to have hiscasein session. All aPCis
supposed to do is follow the session as given by the auditor. Thisiswhat the auditor expects
of him, that’sall. If you grant the PC this beingness, you’ll find auditing simplified because
you won'’t expect him to report on how things are going or whatever. It's necessary for you to
find out what’ s going on. Scientologists are understandably prone to run a big ought-to-be.
Thisisfine anywhere but in session. The ought-to-be gets joined up with a*“probably is’, a
supposition which interferes with seeing where the PC really isat. The PC could bein a
sweet old lady mockup, but in the valence of a space commander. If the mockup isfactua and
the case isn’t advancing, the “factual” presentation must have some unknownsin it which must
be in wild disagreement. Cases resolve on the is-ness of the case, not on the ought-to-be’s.
Theis-ness of the case must be totally unknown if the caseisn’t resolving. And it’s not what
the PC is telling you that is causing his no-progress; if you just keep auditing that, you arein a
Qand A, and you won’t get aresult. Y ou should question the PC on the basis of, “What
exactly are you complaining about? What istheis-ness of it?’ If something isn’'t resolving,
you haven't gotten the isnessof it. The first isnesses you have are:

1. A session.

2. Ruds.

3. What you are addressing on the case.  If you've got the is-ness of the session and the is-
ness of the rudiments and the person continues to complain, and you try to help them with a
certain “is-ness’, it'sjust a“probably” andisn’'t theis-nessif it doesn’'t help rapidly.

The most trouble you'll haveiswithaPTPLD. It can betricky to get theis-nessof it. We

now have atest to tell usif aprocessisworking. Anything except 2wc which isjust to find
out where the PC is at (not the 2wc process, but just staying in 2wc with the PC) is a process,



and you are committed to flattening what you started, whether it was in model session or not,
whether it’s arudiment or anything else. So you’d better have agood grip on what you start
before you start it. Otherwise you'll get unfinished cycleson the PC. If you see this, you
could run Prehav 13 on auditors, but there sthe liability of livening up levels, which means
you're running a terminal which isin wild disagreement with the PC’ s case and livening up the
whole Prehav scale.

[Details on setting the PC up for Goals running]

The second rudiment is the auditor. Ninety percent of the charge will be blown on Routine
1A, but to get the rest, you could take up the subject of the auditor. If these things are that
important to acase, they’'re all worth handling. They’re apreliminary to clearing aswell asto
theindividua session.
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VALENCESKEY TO CLEARING

If you aren't running in the direction of Vaences, you aren't clearing.

That is the lesson proved by the recent DC course and by this summer's gathered
knowledge.

All summer, indeed spring and summer, | have been working to speed up clearing.

And | havefinaly cut away agreat deal of extraneous data.

It boils down to this:

Goals made by a person take the person away from areas he or she doesn't want to bein
and therefore does not as-is. Goals are an escape. One must have them. But when one uses
them to be where he or she can't stand to be, then goals are an escape.

The basic escape isinto another being. Thus one acquires beingnesses to escape.

Therefore Routine 3, asit exists, is the fundamental road to clear.

When you are running anything else except Routine 3, you are not going toward release
of valences. Unlessyou alter avalence, you can do little for a case.

All processes then should be addressed to finding val ences.

The fastest road isto find a goal that is alasting one and then find the valence that
matches up with that goal and then run the valence out. This alone changes and improves the

pc.

All other processes not addressed to separating valences are addressed to a valence and
try to make the valence better. One cannot improve a valence. One must improve the pc not the
valence.

Routine 3, used with good technical skill, isthe road to clear. There are faster waysto get
goals, faster ways to get valences.

But the fundamental is, get the goal, get the valence off For that valence is the way the pc
used to prevent experience of an environment he never as-ised.

Not know, forget, unknown, used in security questions and in assessing are the key to
the speed-up. But more of that later.

| want lots of clears, not an isolated few.

LRH:jml.rd L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1961

by L. Ron Hubbard

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
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HCO POLICY LETTER OF 24 AUGUST 1961
HGC ALLOWED PROCESSES

CenOCon

Until further notice the HGC allowed processes shall be:
Routine 1
Routine 1A
Routine 3.

Routine 1A is preferred on all pcs and should be begun as early as possible and flattened
fully before a Routine 3 Assessment is attempted.

“Routine 3 has failed only where rudiments are flagrantly out during assessment or in
running.

Routine 1A inhibits out rudiments and ARC breaks. It flattensin from 25 to 100 hours. It
speeds goal's assessment to as little as 2 /2 hours if 1A is flattened.

Routine 1A consists of any version of problems and all HCO WW Form Security
Checks.

Not know, unknown version of Problems Processes and Security Checks are allowed.

It is policy that no preclear on staff or in the HGC be assessed for goals or run on goals
or run further on goals until Routine 1A isflat in al versions.

This guarantees clearing if auditors are also technically expert and flatten all processes
begun by them.

Saint Hill Tapes of recent date and other materials cover and will continue to cover this
subject.

Thisispolicy. It must be followed.

L. RON HUBBARD
LRH:jl.rd
Copyright © 1961
by L. Ron Hubbard
ALL RIGHTSRESERVED



6108C24 SHSpec-45 Rudiments

A valence does not respond well to rudiments processing, since the rudiments are addressed to
changing the conditions of the valence. That’sa limitation of ruds. That’s one reason it’s
tough to keep the rudimentsin. It’'s next to impossible, since the characteristics of the valence
are not owned by the PC. None of the valence’ s postulates are his postulates. How do you
get around this? The functional ruds processes are those which can shift or lighten valences.
The PC long ago lost faith in himself as himself and adopted other beingnesses. He reposed
his hopes for survival in these other beingnesses, and cannot change the conditions of these
other beingnesses. He's unpredictable to himself because of the valence. A problem process
or Routine 1A would have a prayer of handling this situation, because all valences are
accepted by the PC as solutions to some overwhelming problems. That’s why Routine 1A
works. Every rudiments process that separates valences will tend to work. You can aso use
TR-1C just to get him in comm with the environment. Otherwise, what will you do? You'd
have to clear him to get rudsin; you have to get rudsin to clear him. TR 10 would help, but
very slowly.

So agood valence process for getting in ruds would be, “Who can/can’t be audited in this
room?’ or “What could/couldn’t be done in thisroom?’ Also, “Who should you be to be
audited?” or “Who should | be to audit you?” These processes key the valences out
temporarily. It'san uphill action, but it does shake up or remedy havingness on valences.

Withholds caused him to pick up valences, so withholds work on valences pretty directly. But
you should whipsaw the withhold question around in ruds in the effort to make the PC able to
talk to the auditor, not just willing to talk. So seeif the PC feels able to talk to you or unable
toand why. If itis sticky, find W-W would be able to communicate with an auditor.

Finding the PC’ s havingness process can help somewhat. A common denominator of
valences is matter, energy, space, and time, so any approachto MEST (e.g. havingness) has
some dlight power of shifting a valence.

The only way a PC can get upset with you on a Sec Check isto leave something incomplete by
bypassing a question with something still onit. You'll lose the PC’s respect, |ose your
atitude. You should alwaystell the PC the question is hot, so that even if you do leave it
unflat, the PC knows you know so there’s no missed withhold. If you can't strip down a
guestion by the end of a session, let the PC know that you know it’s not clean. If you let him
go with the impression that you have let him get away with something, he'll be ARC broken
and hard to control. Interestingly, despite the games condition, the PC knows that when you
lose, heloses. So use prompter-type questionsto get the PC really ableto talk to the auditor.

On “Who would | have to be to audit you?’ and “What are you doing?’, you may find the PC
doing something else than following the command. What you want to find out is whether the
PC iswilling to be a PC and follow the commands, or is he going to add something else to it?
During session, you may observe the PC doing something a bit odd, so you should use some
little rudiment like, “What are you doing?’ or “Are you willing to be audited?” A PC doesn’'t
mind being nagged. It'sall interest, all havingness. When it gets grindy in auditing, find out
what the PC is doing and what is happening. You have to avoid upsetting a PC who is
interiorized but if he’sall snarled up in something about the session, you’ d better handle it.
Also, pcs sometimes do self-audit, so, especially with an old time auditor, ask, “Which
process you were auditing yourself on isunflat?’

If it"s very difficult to keep the rudsin, ask yourself if you arereal to the PC or if he feels
there’ s something else in the session he knows nothing about. For instance, let the PC know
if you missed lunch and that it's OK, etc. It’'s up to the auditor to make himself real to the PC.
When the R-factor starts to break, the PC will start to ask the auditor a question about the
auditor. This shows he's out of session. The fastest way to handle the R-factor isto putin
the R. It'samost always all right with the PC. When the R disappears, it’s because the



auditor is out of session. The PC frequently noticesit and may well comment. Then the
auditor had better put it right at once. It comes as a surprise to the auditor to learn that he
should be real with the PC. All the rules seem to indicate that he should be unreal. But there
has to be a person auditing the PC.



6108C29 SHSpec-46 Basics of Auditing

Good auditing is not a question of memorizing the rules of auditing. If you are worried about
the rules of auditing, there's something basically wrong. Per the Original Thesis, auditor +
PC is greater than the bank, and the auditor is there to see that auditing gets done, to direct the
PC’s attention so asto confront unknowns, to straighten out the bank. The less auditing you
do or the less effective auditing you do, the more upset the PC will be. When the auditor sits
down in the auditing chair and the PC in the PC chair, what contract exists? Very smple. The
PC sits down to be audited, i.e. to get on towards clear, even if he doesn’t know it
consciously. He'snot there to have ARC breaks run, PTP' s handled, or to straighten out his
rudiments. In fact, ruds go out to the degree that auditing doesn’t get done. If you use the
whole session to put rudsin, or if you spend no time on it, little or no auditing gets done.
Somewhere in here isthe optimum amount of time spent on ruds -- say five minutes. If you
spend most of the session getting ruds in, he’s got a new PTP: how to get auditing! He
doesn’t consider ruds to be auditing, so he’s out of session. He thinks auditing is things
getting done towards going clear. So your main chanceis to audit the PC, if it getsto a choice
between auditing and some obscure rud that his attention isn’t on. To the PC, auditing is
handling anything his attention is fixed on, e.g. the hidden standard, chronic PTP's, goals,
etc. If you endlessly handle ARC breaks, you get more because you are creating a PTP,
violating the contract with the PC. He will sit there and endlessly run Routine 1A, becauseit’'s
in the direction of his problems. Do keep the ruds in, but don’t make a session out of them.
The PC will protest strongly against handling his minor PTP's; he assigns a high value to his
auditing time and wants to use it towards his goal of going clear. If an auditor takes a
positive, controlling, down-to-business approach, his pcs will swear by him because he
audits.

Escape as a philosophy is acomplicated subject. It hasto do with the orientation of an auditor;
it’s the only thing that can get in hisroad, as long as he follows scientology and goes on
auditing. All the levels of the Prehav scale have to do with escape. If any of themis hot or
unflat on a auditor, you'll get the auditor letting the PC escape because it’s his modus
operandi of handling situations. It’stotally wrong-headed as far as getting the PC clear is
concerned. Thisiswhy an auditor doesn’t control a session, when he doesn’'t. Hethinkshe's
being nice to the PC.

Under the same heading comes subjective case redlity that is necessary in an auditor. What are
we looking at when we find a scientologist who has never seen or gone through an engram,
never collided with aridge, is not aware of the then-ness of incidents? If heis not aware of
those things, he will continue to make mistakes, and no amount of training will overcomeit.
Just knowing this will overcomeit. If he has never been stuck on the track, has never seen
ridges, it’s because his basic philosophy of lifeis escape. He doesn’t have case reality
because he' s running from his case. Hisway to handle acase isto get out of it, so that’s al he
doeswithaPC. Sothe PC isnever in session. It's pure kindness, from the auditor’s point of
view. One way to do thisisto change the process; another isto Q and A. The auditor
shortsightedly gives the PC “freedom” at the price of not getting him clear. The auditor who
has no case reality dramatizes the engram he’'s stuck in and which he’ s trying to escape by not
confronting. When he getsinto the engram, what he'll see is what he looked at to avoid
confronting the pain or unpleasantness, which he suppressed to escape from it. He escapes
mentally. Unconsciousnessis an escape. It works. [Cf. Red Blanchard and his blackouts.]
This person will have odd somatics and difficulties that he can’t account for. He can’'t see the
pictures because he' s putting his attention on the solution: escape. All the mechanisms of not-
iswill be present, here. If he contacts the engram at all, it’ll be very brief. He pulls his
attention right off of it. But he will have a somatic that doesn’'t not-is. He'sstuck in“PT”,
which isreally the ends of all his engrams, so he will keep hisPC in PT at al times, because
the auditor isin PT. Hewon't guide the PC’s attention through an engram because escape is
the better philosophy.



There' sadirect cure for this -- aone-shot process that gives these auditors an enormous reality
on what we' re running, namely: “What unknown might you be trying to escape from?” This
unstacks all those not-ised engrams. Y ou’re running the reverse of escape, which is confront.
Youdon't haveto erase the whole bank. Y ou can just get familiarity with it.

The mechanism of escape is one used widely by thetans, of course. A thetan would bein a
bad way if when hisbody dies he couldn’t exteriorize! It’s not abad thing to be able to escape,
but when someone is compulsively escaping, he never escapes. Escape as a philosophy gets
intheroad of auditing. Casereality isnecessary in the auditor, i.e. awillingnessto stay there
and take alook. A person who doesn’t have reality on the bank has consistently escaped from
bank, he of course does odd things in auditing. When he audits a PC, he doesn’t know what
the PC is doing or thinks he shouldn’t be doing it, so we get no clearing. If you, as an
auditor, pull the PC’s attention away from the incident he’ s running, he gets confused, sticks
there, feels betrayed. Y ou could educate that auditor endlessly without producing any change
in that philosophy unless you hit the philosophy itself. Y ou cannot educate an auditor who has
that philosophy into giving a smooth session, keeping the PC in session with his attention on
his bank. When an auditor makes consistent mistakes, does alot of Q and A, yanksthe PC’s
attention to PT, we assume that that auditor has the philosophy of escape. There’sno sensein
putting up laws to counter it. Just spot it and handle it.

About responsibility for the session: From the Original Thesis, you have the law of auditor +
PC greater than the bank, and PC less than the bank. Thus, for instance, self-auditing
produces minor results at best. It just remedies havingness on auditing. Self-auditing tends to
happen when true auditing is scarce, for instance by having an auditor whose philosophy is
escape. To handlethis, just audit. Reestablish the PC’s confidencein the fact that heisbeing
audited and will be audited. If the preclear weren't less than the bank, the bank wouldn’t give
him any trouble. Even though he's creating the bank, he’s created something out of control.
Someone who's aberrated is less than the bank; someone who's psychotic is the bank, being
totally overwhelmed by the bank. Recognizing that one is auditing someone who isto a
degree overwhelmed by his bank, and realizing the laws from the Origina Thesis, we should
realize that the auditor has got to be running the PC at his bank to get anything done. When
the auditor withdraws from doing this, he collapses the PC’ s bank back on the PC. A way to
get amagor collapse of the PC’ s bank isto take a direction of the PC’'sand follow it. There are
two reasons for this:

1. The auditor is taking directions from the bank
2. The auditor has subtracted himself from the basic equation.

It looksto the PC asif only heis confronting the bank. He losesthe illusion that the auditor is
confronting it too, and his bank collapseson him. The PC is now just self-auditing. Pcsdo
this out of anxiety to get auditing. They take over responsibility and try to take control. If you
take one direction from the PC, his bank collapses on him, no matter how reasonable his
direction may seem. Thisisthe first time we've really looked at this mechanism. It’sthe
primary method by which the auditor ceases to take responsibility for the session. This may
mean model session should be rewritten. It’'sthere to give theillusion of courtesy, that’s all.
If the auditor doesn’t want the PC to be butchered by the bank, he'd better stick by hisideas of
what he should be doing, no matter how wrong-headed or upsetting those ideas may appear to
be. Never do what the PC says, no matter how right he may be or how wrong you are. If
you take the PC’s advice on some direction you’ ve given him, no matter how screwy and
uncompliable with your direction was, you' ve made avery magjor error and collapsed the PC’'s
bank in on him.

Y ou can also put a PC at responsibility for the session by considering that pcs ought to do
such and such. That makes the PC responsible for the condition he'sin, in session. This
makes for the equation: (no auditor) + PC isless than the bank. Thisisafailureto grant
beingnessto the PC in session. A PC isdoing what he is doing, and he should be doing what
heis doing. [Auditor’s Code No. 14] Considerations on top of this about what the PC should



be doing interrupt responsibility for making the PC do something. Aslong as your intentions
are wrapped up with what the PC ought to be doing, in inspecting pictures and so on, you are
making thisoccur. The error is that instead of making the PC do or become what you want
him to, you add the sneak consideration “The PC ought to....” Thisfaintly implies, “I’m not
responsible.” Thiswinds up with a collapsed bank.

The most prevalent kind of Q and A iswhere every time the PC says something, you follow it.
Thislets the PC spot what you should be auditing. Y ou are thus dropping your responsibility,
and you have permitted him to escape from the original question. The PC never wants to
handle what you want him to handle, but he has been running away for trillions of years and
knows quite well that he has to face up. He just needs some backup onit. This doesn’t mean
you must be totally unreasonable. If the PC wantsto go to the bathroom, you can let him. It's
not a session direction. But if he wantsto go again five minutes later, it’s an escape, so you
say, “No.”

Invalidation is the basic overwhelm. The PC says, “It’s my father.” you say, “It can't be!”
Y ou could run awhole case, probably, with “Who has been invalidated?” What is death,
sickness, or punishment but invalidation? You aretaking him on atour of the bank -- getting
him familiar. He'll come out the other end not afraid. Don't let him escape with ruds or his
own directions about what to do, etc. An auditor would win, even if ignorant of fine points
of tech, if he followed these principles. The PC must feel able to talk to the auditor, so you
don’t shut him up when he tells you that something is wrong with the process, or whatever.
[Auditor’s Code No. 16]
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If you pass up any reading rudiment and try to go on with the session, when the PC has his
attention on something else, even if it isnot-ised, you will set up troublein session. You'll get
ARC breaks stemming from the PTP. It may not be a PTP stemming from the environment.
Sessions can be PTP's. Also, asking for PTP’ s can restimulate one that had been dormant
until looked for. So rudiments can be dangerous ground. If the PC’'s PTP isthe session, he
has already postulated that he can’t have a session, otherwise he’'d just relax about it and not
have the PTP. He' s got such ascarcity of auditing that he has to get the most session he can in
that unit of time. He presses at it; gives himself more commands; substitutes a process he can
do for one he can’t In all this, the PC isjust trying to make a session out of it. This createsa
PTP for the PC. New pcs especially have a scarcity of any treatment because they’ ve had so
much ineffective treatment. They feel no treatment is being offered anywhere, so they get a
can’'t have on treatment. This gets carried over into auditing; it produces a scarcity. The PC
will demand auditing and won’t have it when he getsit. Thisall stemsfrom the PTP of
scarcity of treatment. Handle it with any PTP process, once you get the PC to see that he has
it, using innuendo to get him to cognite that auditing is scarce. Use something like, “What
auditing sessions have you been unable to confront?” or “When has there been no auditing?’
or “What unknown in an auditing session would you want to escape from?” Thiswould cure
the phenomenon.

The PC who has continual PTP’ s has obviously not told you anything about his PTP, because
those things that are known are not aberrative. So if he says, “I know what’s wrong with me:
it’s my mother,” you can write it off. Those things that are half-known can still make trouble
from the unknown half, so the second the PC says, “I know all about it,” that does not
necessarily mean he's recovered from it, if he found out about it in auditing. 1t may not be
fully known. Never believe a PC, except on goals and terminals.

To the PC, auditing is handling of hisfixed attention on the track. So you needn’t quail at
getting in arudiment if that’s where the PC’ s attention isfixed. You do have to find the root
of it, the thing he’'sreally stuck on. Auditing iswhat the PC considers frees up his attention.
So ask enough questions to find out what he’s doing and where his attention is. If the auditor
sits there running the process and doesn’t know what’ s happening with the PC, he has a big
not-know on the session. The PC can also not-know what the auditor is doing. He can feel
he's got a withhold because the auditor never asks what’s going on. Y ou can ask pertinent
guestions in any number. Get very certain on what he’s doing, how, what he' s looking at,
etc., etc.. It keepsthe PC’s attention on his case to keep asking about it. It also keeps his
comm in, and it gives you a chance to guide him into doing the command the way you want
him to.

A PC who goes anaten has suffered a drop in havingness. His primary havingnessis
havingness of an auditor. So, if he's gone anaten, he’slost the auditor. Y ou could ask,
“When is the first time you lost the auditor?’ If you don’t give him back an auditor, he'll
continue to go anaten. The PC with the most anaten has the least auditor. The things that
cause him to lose the auditor could be what the auditor does (e.g. an error), or just the PC
hitting some incidents and losing the auditor. The PC starts going anaten, and the PC is
aone. That'sall. Find out where heis; he'sdoing aretreat. Anaten and boil-off on the part
of the PC indicate that, from the point of view of the PC, the auditor isn’t there. If you find
out where the PC’s attention is, you free it which isthe goal of auditing. If you are interested
inthe PC’'s case, it helps hip to beinterested in it. You can just sit back and give the
command and never find out what the PC is doing, and it will work. But compared to what
happensif you really do a Cook’ s tour of the bank, getting the PC to tell you what’s going on
al thetime, it's an inferior type of auditing. If you don’t do it that way, the PC will hit the
thing and bounce, hit and bounce, leaving a bit stuck here and there. The PC will eventually
come out fine. It just takeslonger. Thereason LRH hasn’'t insisted on auditors doing it this
way isthat they can be so knuckleheaded about it. They dc some escape mechanism by asking
adumb question. Aslong asan auditor experiences impulses, no matter how obscure, to



rescue the PC from the dangers of the bank by pulling him away from it, it’s not safe to have
him asking questions. That’sthe bug in back of it.

The bank isasit is because of the confusion and randomity init. If you don’'t keep the PC
confronting the randomity, he won't clear up, that’s all. That’sthe source of the 5:1 ratioin
length of time needed to produce an auditing result between others and LRH. Ron has no
allergy to action, but has no must-have on it either. You don’t audit the quiet points of the
track. Although a scarcity of action is what is wrong with the PC, we haveto ask, “How did
this scarcity of action occur?’ It occurred because of the unpalatability of action. Stillnessis
preferred because it keeps you from getting hurt. Y ou may find the PC complaining of the
boredom of life. If you suggest, “Let’s go join the Marines!”, the PC will say. “Well, no.”
Action has become discreditable. Society at thistime has the opinion that actionis abad idea,
at least as represented in literature. Why should thisbe? If a PC is so starved for action, you
would think that the scarcity of action just stemmed from his situation in life. But how did he
get himself inthat situation? The faster you get him over the idea of the discreditable nature of
action, the sooner you' Il get him unstuck from the quiet areas of his track. The blood and guts
are there, a moment before and after. It's fascinating to find out what PC’ s think pictures
should be, too. They may have weird ideas about what they should have, all backed up with
the discreditability of action.

Y ou can direct the PC’ s attention by asking him questions; as long as your questions do not
yank his attention off the subject on which it is operating, he'll get into no trouble at all.
Finding out what he’'s doing, what he' slooking at, etc, is beneficial. And whenever it seems
he'sjust escaped, find out about what is unknown about what he just left, [Cog: This would
also be the mechanism of blows on misunderstoods: a person cannot confront the unknown.]
or if there’sanything elsein that. Keep putting his attention back on the thing he bounced out
of. Don’t do thisforcefully, but use pointed questions. Eventually the whole thing is sorted
out and he’snot stuck on it by all the effort to escape and the mystery and the unconfronted
action. Furthermore, he knows he' s getting auditing because he gets his attention freed from
the spot where it was stuck. He winds up with action not being discreditable and being able to
haveit.
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ADVANCESIN TECHNOLOGY

It became obvious earlier thisyear that clearing was now entirely dependent upon auditing
quality.

Clearing is not dependent on state of case. We have cleared people since February who
had very poor cases to begin—in fact some were ailmost famous for no gain before this year.

Clearing is not for only a certain case type. The people cleared had widely varied case
types.

The common denominator of all clearing was good auditing, exactly according to the
principles of auditing. The less the auditor departed from these, the more rapid was the
clearing.

The following data was that data which was known and used by auditors who
accomplished clearing:

TRs0—4

Model Session
E-Meter Essentials
Rudiments

CCHs
Assessment
Security Checking
Routinel

Routine 1A
Routine 2
Routine 3
Pre-Hav Scde

If an auditor knew these he or she could clear people.
Itislack of knowledge of these elements that prevents clearing.

Therefore since last spring my attention has gone to auditing quality and how to improve
it. As an example, the most clears exist in the areawhere | spent the most time. My timein that
areawas mainly devoted to improving auditing skill. As of this moment, the best auditorsin the
world exist in South Africa, and the most clearing being doneisin South Africa

Next in rank is Australia, spear-headed by Peter Williams who was trained in South
Africa

To do thisfor al continents, | started Saint Hill training rather than Saint Hill clearing.
Organizations sending people to Saint Hill, or auditors coming to Saint Hill, can obtain this
necessary grooming. And thus continental clear.



But | am not trying to force this, | am letting areas wake up to it on their own. Thus a
sense of accomplishment is preserved.

Major advances have occurred, of course, in processing and processes since spring.
Many of these are quite startling. Our advance in the theory of Scientology has been more rapid
since January AD 11 than in any other time except perhaps 1950. The bugs are being taken out
of processing to increase speed of advance, not to reach more cases.

These advances are summed up in Saint Hill tapes. | give three hour and a half lectures to
the students each week and these contain the best current record of bettered technology. These
tapes go to Central Organizations for use on HGCs and in Special Courses. Made at Saint Hill
with a Neumann Microphone and now on an Ampex 601 Professional recorder, the tapes are
flown to Washington DC and copied there, 1 for 1 speed on a battery of Ampex 600s on 1 mil
Mylar tape. These copies are then flown to Central Organizations. Thisisworking very
smoothly now, thanks to the staff members concerned.

What is discovered by myself is known to Central Orgs within two weeks for usein
HGCs and Courses. Thisis no substitute for hand grooming at Saint Hill but it isamajor data
record forwarded at high speed with high quality. Thisis data at the rate of 27,000 words a
week! Or 108,000 words amonth! A small river initself sincethat is close to aModern Science
of Mental Health per month! The data is sorted and re-sorted in the lectures and, rather than
new data, it is mainly an amplification and clarification that keeps the unknowns out.

In the past 15 days (tapes of the last half of August) some startling breakthroughs have
occurred.

A brand-new speed-up for Security Checking; Why auditors won't let pcs into session;
Why pcs don't gain; Why pcs ARC break; Why many old-time teams are achieving no gains;
How to run a session with full gains; Why Routine 3 assessment was taking forever instead of
ten hours; How to do afully accurate assessment in ten hours.

All these and a great many more breakthroughs are on the Saint Hill tapes of the last half
of August of thisyear.

Essential data also finds release in these HCO Bulletinsin abriefer form.
But al this data depends on the essentials listed above.
Before a person can become a clearing auditor he or she must know, cold, cold, cold, the
items on the first list in this bulletin. Without these known, data never gets applied to the pc.
L. RON HUBBARD
LRH :jl. rd
Copyright © 1961

by L. Ron Hubbard
ALL RIGHTSRESERVED
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There are two stages of poor auditing:
1. The auditor audits naturaly.
2. Then learns the rules and audits al thumbs with the rules.

Eventually, the rulesfall back to where they belong and he doesfine. The basics of auditing
are what they are. You are auditing a human being. The auditing is addressed to a case.
Auditing must be done. What is auditing? Auditing isthe PC in session, willing to talk to the
auditor and interested in his own case, and able to talk to the auditor. Interested in own case
does not mean interested in session. The session itself should never be interesting. Witch
doctors maintained such a compelling presence that the patient couldn’t help being interested in
the session. Thiswasthewrong way to operate. There was such complexity in the tech that it
took half a lifetimeto learn. E.g. the technique of a piercing scream followed by a silence,
then an hypnotic command, then resuming the scream at the same pitch and volume, or the
ability to leap with aback somersault through the smoke hole of awigwam or lodge and sit on
the trees, so asto apparently disappear, then talk down through the hole in “spirit voices’.
Thiswould be so interesting that the patient would come back to life.

In scientology, you walk into these expectations of what a healer is supposed to be and do, but
the fake is the guy who doesn’t know model session and can’t do this or that, so heisn’'t an
auditor. You've got the now-I’m-supposed-to’s. They’ve got potent reasons in back of them,
but they also become abadge of being apro. His ease in handling the form impresses the PC
and has amagical effect. Omit some of the forms and the PC suspects that there's something
wrong with your auditing. This can be ridiculous -- form for the sake of form and magical
effect. It's good to know and use the forms, but auditing comes back to something el se:
running cases. It'saways more important to run cases than to run according to form. The
form just makesit easier, asaguideline. When you'rereally expert, the form won’'t even be
apparent. It’ll just look like you' re doing something effective. Thisrequiresreal skill. You
have to be completely comfortable with what you are doing, making it look utterly natural
while doing it utterly by the rules. In thisrespect, auditing is like doing Japanese paintings.
Doing it by the rules makes it harder, because you have to be natural while doing it by the
form, which is artificial. If you fall short of appearing totally natural, you will fall short of
total control. Thereisarea art in using rudiments without the PC noticing the order you're
using, so he complies because it’s so natural that it must be addressed to him. Itis
communication that is compelling. It must sound so casual that it sounds perfectly relaxed
and there’ s no question in your mind about what you are doing or where you are going or
what you are going to achieve. And thisvery casualness seemsto speak of reserved power,
like aRolls Royce idling at the curb. Easeis power; strain is never power. A quiet voiceis
more commanding than aloud one.

Thisis based on the effect scale, naturally. It’s easy for you to audit a PC with tremendous
control if you yourself are not anxious, if you are confident you can control any part of the
situation. You are not trying to interest him in the session, and he feels there’ s nothing for him
to look at but the bank; nothing to see but his case. The ease with which you candoit is
based on confidence, which is based on wins and ability. When you have ideas that you
won’t win, your confidence drops. The reality factor hasto be in, and if you are anxious
about somebody’ s case, you' || appear anxious about hiscase. “I handleit another way. | say,
‘Gee, | sure am worried about your case these days.” The PC says, “Really? | haven't been
worried about my case. Why are you? Well, you never say, “Geewhiz! | just realized....’
Y ou just keep on running thisthing.” This creates a much higher reality than arobotic “1-am-
going-to-audit-you-now-do-fish-fly?” If you look confident but feel unconfident, he’slikely to
respond to your anxiety. The more he withholdsthis, the lesshe'll go into session. It doesn’'t
help the PC for the auditor to be an unknown factor to the PC; as long as the auditor stops
short of eval or inval or Q and A, the auditor should keep the R-factor in.



The reality factor beginsin your command of your information. If you don’t feel you have a
command of the information, and you pretend to have a command of your information, your
session will come a cropper every time. You cannot help it no matter how hard you try. A
session goes to pieces only on these points of unreality in the auditor in the auditor. Y ou can
find the points of unreality by asking, “What did you disagree with in that session?’” You'll
find that’s where things go awry, because there’ sno R in the session. If there€ sno R, there's
no A or C. Don't think thereis any lag on this. When the R goes, the others drop at once.
Y ou may become aware of them later. The unreality entered into the session by the auditor
causes the auditor to get peeved with the PC. A session is basically an ARC activity. If
there’sbeen high ARC in the auditor, it will materiaize in the PC.

A PC can look at his bank as well as he can communicate. A good auditor has a highly
perceptive PC. The same PC, audited by another auditor with low ARC, is not as perceptive.
These factors have always existed. If you feel annoyance or anxiety with the PC, that will
drop the R and cut C. Thiscan be destructive to the PC, because the auditor projects alow
perceptivity. This isone of thefirst factorsthat got in the road of dianetics. Auditor presence
in the session varied. An auditor who is confident creates an auditing environment in which it
is safe to depart into the never-never land of the unknown. So it’s the auditor and the
emotional tone of the session which determine what takes place.

When you'’ ve been auditing along time and haven’t cleared somebody, you aren’t operating on
avery high level of confidence. When you've seen somebody get cleared, your confidence
level goes up to hopeful. When you've cleared somebody, you get confident. When you've
cleared a string of them, you get insouciant. But that in itself isareality. When you’ ve not
gotten results, you feel less confident about pcs, so you're auditing in an environment which
haslow ARC init. A false notein the auditor’s confidence is aways detectable. The PC’s
attention goes off his case onto the auditor, because he feels there’s something here he doesn’t
know and there's something unknown in the session. Unknownness is the keynote, here.
The auditor doesn’t know whether he can produce aresult or what he can do, or whether he'll
get the PC through, etc. He has no determination of the final result. To the PC, it adds up as
the auditor not knowing, so there’s amystery in the session. The PC may try arduously to
spot the not-know, because of the mystery which sticks him. The auditor can’t keep the PC in
session because the PC’s attention is on the auditor. How much mystery does he smell? LRH
would disabuse him of any mystery he can -- how long the session will be, if that’s relevant.
Any mystery about what’s going on. Just destroy it. You tell him what you are going to run,
if you're going to ignore something, etc. The ARC break disappears because so much R has
been thrown into the session.

Alwaystry to make the PC right; never make the PC wrong, but don’t make the PC right at the
expense of making yourself wrong. If challenged because of alegitimate flub, LRH would
normally catch it before the PC does. If he doesn’t, he figures he’s slipping. Y ou should
know more about what’s going on in the session at any given moment than the PC does;
therefore you have more R, therefore more control. If the PCistelling you what’s going on,
something is seriously out and probably has been for weeks. The PC isnot aways right, but
the auditor doesn’t have to tell him he’swrong. There’'sno need to prove anything to the PC.

To prove is one of the basic games of the thetan, so the PC can easily get into this games
condition. But if he does, something earlier isout -- some R-factor. “1 would never audit
someone to electrify the community. We ve doneit, and it’s never been effective.” It'sthe old
“prove” game. You don't use scientology to prove it works, because you’ ve gotten into a
games condition before you start, and an auditing session is not a games condition, and you
should know it. Every homo sapiens isin a games condition. This could easily take
precedence over asession, so just don’t play, because if you let it be agames condition,
you’ll both lose, since the PC won't let you get him better. At the least whiff of a games
condition, the PC will take off in that direction. As soon asyou agree to have a game with the
PC, auditing does not exist. When you drop out R, you’ ve entered an ingredient which can
lead to agames condition. Y ou’ re withholding something from the PC, so obviously there'sa
game. Just the fact that you are doing this causes this atmosphere.



Auditing is an activity of an auditor taking over control of and shepherding the attention of, a
PC, so asto bring about a higher level of confront ability. He has got to be able to confront
more of what he has done and is doing, etc. You're not really changing the PC. Y ou may
remove valences, etc., which makes him appear to have changed. But what you are really
doing isto extend the PC and to familiarize him with himself and his bank and the universe on
various dynamics. So his attention hasto be shepherded, and not al by the automaticity of the
auditing command, because the PC is going to duck.

Y ou can count on the fact that every stuck pictureisin some degree held there, but the PC can
look at the action surrounding the stuck point if he can look at the stuck picture. The indication
that he can regard the action is that he can regard the stuck picture which is blanking it out.
The PC isthe one who brought up the stuck picture. Changes on cases which are rapid and
beneficial frequently come from shepherding the PC’ s attention, not from permissive grind
grind grind. If the PC offers up something his attention is on and the auditor refuses to help
him look at it, the PC can get upset. The PC doesn’t know what he' slooking at. He needsto
be guided into looking at what he hasn’'t confronted. The PC often indicates he' sin trouble by
sweating, screaming, writhing, etc. The only fast way the auditor can get him out is by not
letting him escape. The auditor shouldn’t Dress for anything except case gain. Don’t change a
process because it isn't going fast enough. Change the PC’ s attention. The way out is the way
through. Soif he's stuck in something, move him through it. An auditor can’t do thisif he
hasno reality on what the PC isdoing. If the PC islooking fixedly, the way to handleit isto
get him to look alittle further. The stuck pictureisa stable datum which he’ s busily looking at
to avoid looking at the confusion around it. When you get him to look at the confusion, the
stable datum can blow. With a case that has a black field, ask what’s on the other side of it.
With aninvisiblefield, or an “invisible” case with no pictures, get which way he islooking
and get him to look in adifferent direction.

It's up to you to direct the PC’ s attention. Why? Because he himself, in that very bank he has
been in, has his attention fixed on these objects solely for one reason: Because he has been
powerless to direct hisown attention in that particular bank and in those particular situations.
If an auditor doesn’t do any attention-directing, the command alone will do it, but far more
sowly. But therewill be no ARC if the PC believes the auditor doesn’t care. If you want fast
clearing, you'll just have to get down to the fundamental, which isthat the auditor is someone
who directs the PC’ s attention through his bank.
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There is no substitute for understanding and there is no understanding without experience. In
an auditing situation where there is no understanding or familiarity, thereis likely to be
established only the reality of war, and if the auditor does not have understanding of and
familiarity with the PC and his bank, he will be at war whether he likesit or not. The anatomy
of hatred is based on the anatomy of non-comprehension. Non-comprehension is based on a
lack of familiarity and observation. If you want to not comprehend something, by all means
don’t look at it. Another condition applies: atremendous amount of pretended knowingness
and pretended understanding can arise after one has not observed. Psychiatry and psychology
got nowhere because they mostly observed dead tissue, when they observed anything. The
reason LRH made progressin the field of the study of the mind was his novel introduction of
the study of living beings. You’'d have to be able to confront motion to do that, and you
would have to be aman of action.

An auditor has two sources of familiarity in processing:
1. Subjective redlity.
2. Observation of the PC and meter behavior while he audits.

He can also live and observe life, though this universe is rigged so that if you do too much
living in this particular society, you wind up with too many withholds, and after that your
auditor has alot of trouble trying to get you in session. There possibly is some phase of life
that is not punished, but if so, LRH hasn't discovered what it is yet.

Certain rules govern auditing, but they can go only so far in guiding you along the road to
making clears. The great oddity isthat it can bedoneat all. No number of rules can give you
familiarity with what is going on in the PC at any given moment. Y ou should experience it
yourself to gain knowingness on it. At that point, you will see the reasons, value, and
importance of the rules. About 30% of all cases in scientology have never seen a mind.
That's the only source of bad auditing. Why are auditors difficult to train? They’re only
difficult to train in those areas where they don’t have familiarity. So what’s needed is a
process which gives familiarity, with the bank and all its aspects, and at the same time, you'd
pick up al the hang-fired clear cases. They are hanging fire because they are not going along
the line they should, in auditing. They’re walking the far edge of the crater so asnot to fall in.
An auditor who doesn’'t have familiarity with the mind will applaud this tightrope walk, and
makes sure the PC never fallsin because the thing to do isto keep out of trouble. All of man’'s
wars, sicknesses, economic disasters, political chaos, etc. come entirely from one thing:
keeping out of trouble. Y ou are not supposed to keep the PC out of troubleif thetroubleisin
hisbank. A PC never protests at getting into trouble if it gives him potential familiarity with
the bank. He protests measures that prevent him from becoming familiar with his bank. He
protests no auditing. To audit without curiosity about where the PC isand what heis doingis
asure-fire way to keep him from getting into any trouble. If you never find out what’s going
on, you never have to confront his bank and he doesn’t have to confront his bank. The time
can go up to light years and nobody gets any auditing done. Asagenera rule, any mechanism
you introduce into a session which permits a PC to avoid confronting his bank or takesthe PC
out of session is going to produce ARC breaks, heavy problemsetc. All a PC ever objectsto
isnot being audited. It hasto be the PC getting none, not thinking heisn't. Say the PC hasa
continual PTP with hiswife, who denies him auditing. This creates the ARC break. How she
denies him auditing can vary, but the prevention of auditing makes the upset.

The reason she does it isinteresting: it is because she can’'t have auditing.
So the grades of cases are:

1. Those that can’t have any auditing.



2. Those that consider their auditing is being prevented.
3. Those that can have auditing.

On the first two classes, you won’t get any clearing. So you must remedy havingness of
auditing. Some of the prevention of auditing can result from non-comprehension of what it is
-- missing data of one kind or another. Those who can’t have auditing come under the same
heading of scarcity of auditing. Either it doesn’t exist because they have no understanding, and
therefore it isn’t anything, or, if it did occur, there would be too many social repercussions
because they have too many withholds.

The PC who is ARC breaky or who has PTP s is being denied auditing in someway. This
sounds very monocentric, since auditing is a new subject. But adequate treatment has not
hitherto existed on this planet. Everyone’s reaction to getting sick or injured is, “Oh, no! I'll
have to get treatment. God forbid!” The only place where regard for treatment has been lower
isin the Markab Confederacy, where medicine was taught with dried tissue samples as the
only mass. There it got so bad that you weren’'t ever permitted to get a new body. Thiswas
typical of many space-opera societies. This society is moving in the direction of replacing
parts with mechanical substitutes. Because treatment is so ineffective, it has to be delivered by
callous people who make nothing out of their patients. Otherwise the treatment would be an
overt. They arelessening the overt. And preclears have been educated into the attitude that
thereis no effective treatment. Nevertheless, alarge percentage still hopes treatment can take
place, amazingly. The hope must be rather thin by now, so if the auditor makes amovein the
direction of no treatment, the PC ARC breaks. So at first you are doing a cheerleader’s job.
Then, when you have him in session, let him have treatment. How could you prevent him
from getting treatment? First, don’t let him put his attention on his case. He never protests
crude fumbling with his case, aslong asyou do guide himintoit. All protests and difficulties
of the PC stem from no treatment, no auditing. Y ou get the violence of an ARC break if you
prevent the PC from getting auditing because auditing is painful. Andthe basisof thepainis
that there is no auditing. So irreparable damage might occur. The PC believes now that
auditing can cure any damage, but if thereisto be no auditing, then the damageisn’'t curable,
so heisin astate of anxiety as soon as you violate in-sessionness.

Another phenomenon isinvolved in this: heislooking at an engram. The only space in the
engram is brought about by his attention on the engram, and until the engram is desensitized,
he will have to keep some spaceinit to keep the engram off the end of hisnose. So if you
distract him suddenly from an engram, the space may disappear from out of the engram, and
he finds that engram on the end of his nose. Y ou let the engram bite him by taking his
attention off the engram. He can get somatics. Then he compounds it with an overt against
the auditor.

There are many ways one can let the PC’ s attention be yanked out of session. Oneis choosing
an auditing room which has action of activity inits vicinity, because you then set up auditing
as the stable datum around which action is occurring. You can get away with alot of this, but
don’t try to audit in the middle of abusy street. Y ou can run out past auditing in busy areas
by asking, “What has been unknown about the activity of an auditing area?’ Thisisto handle
the 50 cubic yards he was aware of, whose motion pinned him down into the half a cubic yard
of the session. So, ensure that the session won’t be interrupted. An auditor who chatters at a
PC about other things than the session is setting the PC up to pull his attention off his case.
In the session itself, an ineffective processis no auditing. Almost anything we have now, run
smoothly, would keep him in session. Tech isnot a source of auditing bust-ups, sinceitis
auditing. But the administration of it isthe important one.

The prediction factor involves surprise. What is asurprise? People with low tolerance of
unknowns can be surprised more easily than you' d think, and the degree that a person can be
surprised isin proportion to his tolerance of unknownnesses. The less he tolerates the
unknown, the more be can be surprised. A surpriseis not having known, a past tense
unknownness. “What isn’t known?” doesn’t run surprises; “What wasn’'t known?” runs



surprises. The fact had existence before he found out about it, and he is shocked that he didn’t
know about it when it was going on. The anatomy of surprise is unpredicted change. It
registersin the mind only if there was a knownness present which the PC didn’t know, and
then finds out later. He triesto go backtrack into all that unknownness and gets the impression
of floundering around during that time in a not-knownness, which isan invalidation of his
knowingness and his permeation. That is the only thing a thetan ever objects to: an
invalidation of knowingness. He objects on the basis of surprise. So he gets a future which
looks like this: All sortsof things going on in his vicinity which he doesn’t know about, that
hewill maybe find out about and they will be aterrible shock to him. So he starts livingin a
state of anxiety, because he's had it demonstrated that facts not known to him which are quite
destructive can exist in his environment without his awareness. He's sucked back into the
whirlpool of unknown yesterdays. The truth is, he knew his environment in those yesterdays,
but he looks back on it as not knowing his environment. So things of horrible portent could
be going on at this very moment. So that’s what anxiety and nervousnessis. He getsvery
alert so as not to be surprised. Thisdestroys|1.Q.; 1.Q. goes down in direct proportion to the
amount of unknownness he conceives the environment to hold. Thiswill apply to a subject,
too. Someone who gets more unknownness in the environment than he can tolerate may
manifest the insanity of putting a known [delusory] terminal there. That's a pretended
knowingness on the environment.

This applies directly to sessions. Most of what a PC is going through is accumulation of
unknownnesses that he suddenly found out, and nearly everything he's got in the bank isa
prevention against being caught unawares again. So when a PC finds out something from the
auditor which existed before he discovered it, here’s what could happen: he' sinteriorized into
his bank, and the auditor fiddles with the cans and says, “The meter is out, so we'll haveto
stop the session.” The PC is given the data that the meter was out when he didn’t know it, so
there wasn’'t a session when he thought there was one. He doesn’t know how long this was
the case, and the mystery pins him in the session. Or the auditor stops the when the PC
thought he was doing al right. That gives him an unknown.

Surprise is based on change. We're interested in the unknown factor, which iswhat sticks
PC’sinit. You can change a process fifteen times an hour on a PC without damaging him,
but you can suddenly change a process on some consideration he doesn’t know about and
ARC break him across the boards. The PC will accuse the auditor in an effort to solve the
unknownness which existed before the change. Y ou could advise the PC well in advance of
what you intented to do, so long as you don’t yank his attention off what he’s looking at. If
you start running a process without clearing it first or letting him know you're going to do it,
you'll probably get away with it unless the process doesn’t work well, in which case he'll
think you are impetuous.

A PCisonly one kind of victim -- avictim of no auditing, no matter how many motivators
show up on his case. That’sthe only one that can cause auditing difficulties. Hefeelsan
unknown exists he doesn’t know about in the session. That’s why you’ ve got to keep the R-
factor up and the knowingness factor in. Pc’s sense the unknowns. When one is about to
occur, turnitinto aknown: warn him. Don’t try to gain auditing time by omitting these
things. Y ou can audit a PC without his agreement, but you can’t audit him without his
knowingness.

ARC breaks clear up most rapidly on not-know processing. Run it always in the past tense,
not the present, because that’s where there was an element of surprise, the unknown which
preceded the found outs. Model session also provides a known structure. You can jump it --
aslong asyou tell him.

The unknownness of the PC’s bank really impinges on him. If you, the auditor, have no
reality on its components, no knownness on its components, he'll sense you don’t know your
business. Your Ability to control the session depends directly on your knowingness of the
parts of themind. Thisisof course why LRH audits so effectively. The PC feelsyou see all,



know al when you, seeing where he isn’t looking, direct his attention to it. Get familiar with
the mind and make the session familiar to the PC, and you'll be abearcat of an auditor.

To handle ARC breaks, you can ask, “What didn’t | know about what you were doing?’
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An auditor who believes there are engrams, who has an intellectual understanding of the time
track, who has the idea that there are such things as masses, and who is aware of pcs having
been out of present time, but himself has no slightest idea of ever being in another time stream
than Now, that auditor is a dangerous auditor, because he is escaping from Then. Now is
only an escape from Then, by definition. This auditor will allow pcsto escape from Then.
Thisisdirectly opposed to clearing, which is showing someone he doesn’t have to escape
from Then because he can confront Then, and when he confronts Then, heis no longer stuck
in Then. He must see that he can survivein spite of his demons; that they were the shadows
of life, not its substance. If you are showing him how to escape from life, you're teaching
him to be worse off. An auditor who is letting the PC escape from the bank will make
mistakes in auditing. Thisisthe most fruitful source of mistakes, the PC feeling no
confidence, ARC breaking, etc. The PC knows down deep that it’s wrong not to confront the
bank, so he objects because he vaguely knows he's not getting auditing.

Understanding is built on observation and familiarity. A person who has had no experience of
areactive mind trying to get someone to handle a reactive mind makes a dog’ s breakfast out of
it.

Y ou hear at times that a scientologist is harder to audit than araw-meat PC. There are several
reasons for this. He knows how it ought to go; he is accustomed to handling an auditing
session. So, asaPC, heismore accustomed to handling the session than an inexperienced
PC would be. He audits faster, but he also ARC breaks more. He is more critical asaPC,
because he cannot permit himself to duplicate a bad session. All histraining tells him not to
duplicate bad sessions. So his havingness of the session vanishes when he recognizesit to be
different from what he conceivesit should be. The amount of ARC break hereis not a case
indicator. Nothing shows up faster in an auditor than unfamiliarity with the bank. And if the
scientologist who is familiar with the bank is being audited by someone who isn’t, you'll
never get asession. There’ s out-R, so you get ARC breaks. One way to audit out a bad
session is, “What about (the session, the auditor, etc.) would you be willing to be / not be
willing to be?’ Itisthis unwillingnessto be that makes it impossible for the session to occur.

If an auditor who is familiar with the bank flubs, he’ll know what occurred, so he can repair it,
and the ARC break doesn’t last long. An auditor who has no familiarity with the bank will put
the PC’ s attention on the flub, won't find what the PC islooking at on the backtrack, soin
trying to handle what he thinks (wrongly) is important, he will pile up more no-auditing, thus
creating more ARC breaks. He thinksthe PC isjust sitting in achair in PT, nastily having an
ARC break. You can make lots of flubsif you have an understanding of the PC’ s reality,
because you can fix them. But aperson with no subjective reality on the track won't realize
that the PC isn't in PT and will drag him up to PT, collapsing the track in PT and disorienting
him. Disorientation is, for one thing, a source of dreams and delusions. The thetan, in the
skull, can’t find out where he is when the body is asleep, so he puts up some false
knowingnesses of where heis, making a dream or nightmare. That’sall adreamis. When
you disorient athetan, you have given him the only real shock he can get. Y ou have chosen
him out for your randomity and told him to get lost and get confused.

In auditing, you are in direct communication with the thetan. He has problems, most of which
are disorientation problems. Heis down the track, trying to find out where he has been. If
you spring a surprise on him, his first reaction is not to know where heis. Hisnext action is
delusory knowingness. He will tell you he doesn’t know something, like what you are
doing. He actually means that he doesn’t know where he is. He will put up delusory
arguments to account for the shift. Thereal reason for it isthe auditor’s lack of reality on the
PC’ sbank. The PC is putting up delusory knowingness when he criticizes your auditing. He
istrying to find his unknown, but, of course, heisin the unknown of thinkingness, because
he is confused enough not to be able to confront the unknownness of whereness.
Unknownness of where requires more of the PC than the unknownness of idea because solids



take more confront than ideas. If you don’t put him where he isin ahurry, he will keep
adding delusion and significances in an effort to orient himself. All the auditor hasto do to
shut it off isto find out where the PC has been and where heis. But the auditor would have to
have reality on theis-ness of the bank to know that that’s the obvious thing to do. Don’t pull
the PC’ s attention to the ARC break. It just disorients him more and ARC breaks him more.

If you have trouble with nightmares, figure out how the nightmare located you. And figure
out whereyou are. Locate yourself [Or run locational .]

If you give the wrong command, let the PC answer it, then ask him the right command. Don’t
yank the PC up to PT.

To give an auditor areality on the bank, you could run, “What unknown would you escape
from/ attack?’ (Use any verb form that gives reach and withdraw). Asavalence process,
you could run, “Think of an unknown. Who would escape from it / attack it?’ or “Think of a
being. What unknown would he escape from/ attack?’

When you find a person who has somatics and has no reality on the bank, heisof course not
in PT. He has escaped by total withdrawal from some ancient environment. This process gets
them to do what they are doing: escape from and attack what they are in, which is the
unconfrontable past environment. Y ou could use another process, “Who would escape from /
attack things?’ Y ou can run, “Who would you be willing to be/ rather not be?’

The reason why a beingnessis functional isthat part of avalence packageisatrack. So every
now and then someone runs on atrack that’s not hisown. He sees himself always from the
outside and gets thin impressions of himself. He has the bank of each person into whose
valence he'sgone. This isdisorienting; it gives him an unreality of location. A valence hasa
bank, skills, disabilities, etc. The person entered it on the basis of being unable to control the
valence or terminal, so of course he can’t have or control any of the mechanisms of the
valence. So you cannot move that bank. He hasn’t enough ownership of it to run engrams,
etc. Therewas apoint wherethe PC got the valence. That’sthe only point where the valence
will break. By auditing beings, not ideas or pictures, you'll get the valences blowing off.
Routine three is very effective, but a shortcut would be any beingness process, e.g. “Think of
abeing.” Thiswill give hishisown track back. Sometimes you'’ |l have pcs with tremendous
numbers of picturesthey dimly recognize as not theirs. The pictures are not familiar; they are
thin. This givesan unreality on past lives when that’ s the quality of the pictures off the track.
Of course, in his past life, he was another beingness. People who have had valence trouble go
out of valence easily, so they have lots of wrong pictures. So you take an incident of vast
confusion and motion oneisnot willing to tolerate because it occurs with atarget that isn’t
appropriate to the motion, and it causes disorientation as you protest. A valence could occur
in that way. Ordinarily, one who was there would pick up the valence of someone else, so
that all subsequent track is seen from the wrong point of view -- and it all stems from total
disorientation. An auditor who hastoo much valence trouble has no great reality on somebody
else’ s bank because his bank isn't really his; it'savery thin set of pictures. Run him back and
you' |l hit some tremendous explosion when twenty spaceships collided. That’s the type of
incident which makes a valence transfer, not some mind incident.

An auditor who has no reality on past lives hasn't collided with his bank very hard. It’snot
reprehensible; it’sjust a symptom of valence and bank trouble, so the guy doesn’t get his own
pictures and has no conception of being stuck in pictures. He'll worry about his auditing flubs
and why he can’t quite handle his pcs. He'll worry about his ability to audit. He's trying to
orient himself with a datum. The datum he’s looking for is this: as long as he has low
subjective reality of a bank, when a PC getsinto one, hisreality is not instantaneous, so he
will do alittle fumble or comm lag, which causes an ARC break, because the PC loses
confidence in the auditor’s ability to run the session. It’s not that the person was trying to do
something bad to the PC, or that he didn’t know scientology. It’'sjust that his mechanisms of
handling life have been escape from self into others, and not getting in contact with the horrors
of thenness.



The difficulties you encounter all come under the heading of auditor comm lag. An auditor’s
fumbleisthe unreality he has on what the PC isdoing or going through. You don’t have time
to remember the datum; you have to know it and act instantaneously. The only thing that
teaches thisis experiencing. Fumbling is not overcomable with rules and texts. Drill might
help, but it probably wouldn’t, because of out-reality. The only real cureisto audit the
person enough to give him the reality. However, an auditor doesn’t have to be cleared to learn
to audit. 1t would be nice, but it’s not absolutely necessary.

The escape mechanism, where a person never tours the track, surrenders fairly easily to
auditing, because it is based on another idea than that which degrades or aberrates a thetan.
Escape is simply a method of handling a bank, not a method of getting aberrated. A case
deteriorates when the individual no longer has confidence in himself as himself and thus
adopts another packaged beingnessto handle the situation. Then this beingness turns out not
to be a solution, so he gets another, etc. etc., and your backtrack of clearing could not be
followed by the idea of escape, because that’s much too simple a statement of the situation. A
person can find himself inadequate in numerous ways besides the fact that they are trying to
escape. Also, there are situations when escape is wise. But deterioration of confidencein
one'sown ability to handle life leads one to believe he must have another beingnessin order
to handle things for him. Now he starts living life on an irresponsibility. Eventually, his
adoption of new identities goesinto the life/death cycle, whichisnot at all usual [in the life of
thetans]. Life, invalidating the body and the valences, gets down to the idea that the best thing
to do isto chuck the mockup. That just makes afailure. A person ages to the degree that he
feelsinvalidated. The age of aman in any lifetimeis directly proportional to the accumulation
of unknowns, which, of coursg, is invalidation. Children probably grow up fast because they
are moving through so much unknownness. They have hope and confidence because they are
growing up. Thishopeis not necessarily justified.

A person with valence trouble is especially effected by invalidation and islikely to have long
lists of goals and terminals or to have amore submerged goal. Thereisa positive correlation
between the roughness of a case and the length of time it would take you to find agoal if you
didn’t take up theinval with rudiments. Invalidation could be said to be the basis of
aberration. How much inval a person feels determines how aberrated heiis.

Give the auditor with adight reality on the track some auditing aimed at fixing his reality, and
his auditing will get better; hisinvalidatability will decrease. Now he knows what he’ s doing,
and it was that which wasin his road.
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Security Checks

Our Security Checking has become absorbed into processing and is an integral part of
processing, producing very spectacular gains when well done.

Thereisanew “not know” way of giving a Security Check. These are some data about it:

On your Not Know Version of Security Checking or on any “ Security Check” being used
for processing, do not use “thislifetime” or limit the check to thislifetime in any way.

All the directions given on how to do a Security Check on the HCO WW Form 3 are for
Security Security Checking, not for processing Security Check use. Omit these directions when
you are using a Security Check for processing.

Do not use a repetitive command when Security Checking. Vary the question and find
out. Use versions of “not know” “forget” “forgotten” “shouldn’t be known about” etc.

Example: (Auditor has reached the rape question on the form. He or she does not read the
guestion yet.)

Auditor: What shouldn't be known about rape?

PC: Answers.

Auditor: Good. What should be forgotten about rape?

PC: Answers.

Auditor: All right. (Reads question from form.)

PC: Answers.

Auditor: What are you looking at?

PC: This picture that came up about this rape.

Auditor: Isit still there?

PC: Yes.

Auditor (as picture seems stuck or sticky): What is unknown about that picture? (Goes on
asking such questions, does not permit PC to wander off from that one picture so long as

Meter needleisreacting on questions about unknowingnessin that picture.)

PC: (Runs incident.) (Usual time required 10 minutes more or less. Time is not
measured, however, as PC runs on it so long as needle reacts.)



Auditor (needle no longer reacting on picture): All right now. Is there anything el se about
rape youd like to tell me?

PC: Answers.
Auditor: (Looking at meter now reads question from form and notes needl e reactions.)

The point here isthat oneflattens all pictures contacted with “unknown” etc questions and
flattens al needle action on the Security Check question.

Do not leave a Sec Check question until
1.  All needle action is gone from the question itself with sensitivity at 16, and
2. All needle action is gone from every incident contacted and run.

Note: Thisisanew way and a very effective one to run engrams, the most important
development on engrams since 1950.

Auditors who have not yet mastered the above or who have themselves never been “on
the time track” or who have never seen a picture in which they were in valence, or who have
“no reality on past lives’ (have never seen an engram in 3D) should only use the standard Sec
Check procedure of just reading the question and getting the needle action off the question
itself.

ARC Break Prevention

An ARC Breaky PC has only these things wrong, provided an even vaguely correct
auditing job is done:

1. Rudimentsare out, particularly withholds.

2. Routine 1A (problems) is unflat.

3. Anintolerance of unknowingness which makes PC edgy about what the auditor is

doing.

4.  Anintolerance of motion.

5. A great scarcity of auditing.

6. Hasgiven auditor an order on his case which auditor then obeyed.

An Observation of Terrible Truth

If you do just once what the PC tells you to do, the PC is put on auto auditing (self
auditing), the basic Original Thesislaws of Auditing are violated, the PC's bank collapses and
PC will then ARC bresk.

You may as well faceit, auditors. If you let the PC be fully responsible for the session,
thereis no session and no progress and ARC breaks will ensue.

Almost all ARC breaks are preceded by the PC giving the auditor an auditing order or
suggestion about rudiments, what to run, etc.

Example:
PC: Y ou didn't ask about withholds in the rudiments.



Auditor: OK, are you withholding anything?

PC: (ARC breaks, chews out auditor.)

Example:

Auditor: I'm going to run you on women now.
PC: It should be men.

Auditor: Well, all right, Men, then.

PC: Yow, yow, yap! (ARC breaks now or later.)
Why?

PC hasjust lost an auditor, bank fallsin on him.

How to get good and even with a PC: Follow any slightest instruction the PC makes
about the session.

That'll fix the PC.

Look it over. It'saterrible truth.

Thisis thereal meaning of Q and A.
LRH:jl.cden L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1961

by L. Ron Hubbard
ALL RIGHTSRESERVED



6109C07 SHSpec-51 Reality in Auditing

Engrams never ran with the PC out of valence. All long engram running stems from the PC
being out of valence. We want him in the body he was in when the incident occurred. It’s not
necessarily “his own valence’; It’ s the valence he was in when the incident occurred. Being
out of valence isthe PC’'s way of denying responsibility for his part in theincident. Beingin
valence just permits him to run the pictures. Aslong as he occupies a body and thinks of it as
himself, he’ snot really being himself. When the PC who is out of valence sees pictures, they
are small and thin. They have nothing to do with him. If the auditor is not aware of such
phenomena, he can make classic errors. The PC sees a picture. The auditor never asks,
“Where are you viewing it from?’ or “What body do you occupy in the picture?’ Not asking
these things, the auditor thinksit’s all going fine, when in fact the picture isway over there and
very thin. You’'re not really running the picture the PC saw; you are running a “ safe” version,
with the condition that he never view it from the original viewpoint, so it never as-ises. PC’'s
who are run this way on any process never get anyplace. Don't pay any attention the PC has
from someone elses viewpoint. It won't do any good.

Conceptual processes have the virtue of moving a PC straight back to the picture heisin -- that
is, of charging up the chain heis stuck in, that makes him out of valence from that point on.
Eventually, he will wind up in his own valence, in a picture. If the auditor doesn’t make him
handle it, he doesn’t know his business.

There are several approaches to this, if you understand it. The track is the series of pictures
made by the person from the viewpoint he was occupying at the time of the incidents on it.
Trying to run stuff from other viewpointsis just running branch lines, And he won’t get
erasures. His“engrams’ are pictures of engrams, and you're trying to erase a picture that
never occurred, though the engram occurred!

There is a simple method to handle this: “Have you ever seen a picture from inside the body
you were in at thetime?” The PC frequently will say, “WEell, yes!” And hetells you about one,
or several. Take one of them and ask if there’ s anything about the auditing question he
answered which is unknown. Run al the unknownnesses out of the incident. Y ou can find out
that the incident has been with him ever since! There’'s afundamental method: find out if he
has been in one and put him back init.

If he's never been in an engram, you can run, “Recall an ARC break.” Thiswill unstack the
track to a point where he'd find himself in the upsetting incident. Then you can flatten it.
Another one which will do it easily: “Get the idea of action out in front of you, 200-300 ft.
away.” “Conceive of an action 200-300 ft. behind you.” What happened to the mass? It
shifted. You could follow this through, use processes of inspection at a distance, and
eventually get the guy to where he’d be in the picture he was stuck in. That peels down the
valence.

People like repetitive processes. If the PC has a bad leg but never mentionsit, don’t run it, but
if he complains about it, there is something you can run: Ask if he has any odd pressures,
which will be his chronic psychosomatic illness -- probably his hidden standard. Run this
vicious process: “Who would have an unknown motion around the (leg)?’ This sort of
guestion knock out chronic somatics if flattened. It also works on absence of sensation.
Another thing to do is see on the meter if motion, confusion, action, etc., readswell. Then
make a command, “Who would have an unknown (action, etc.) around his (leg)?’

A PC who will not view his bank has tremendous intolerance of notions and unknowns.
Motion can become intolerable to someone who is fixated on the subject of pain. He believes
that all motion adds up to pain. pain doesinvolve motion. The strange thing is that someone
who is trying to stop motion to prevent pain is doing the thing that makes pain occur. If the
thetan wasn’t trying to stop motion around the body, the body would experience no pain.



Notice, with a pain, how it seems to result from two opposing motions. Aswith all things,
people don't like it because they haven’t had enough of it.

In handling a PC who has no bank visible, these factors must be present:
1. He has an intolerance of pain, hence of motion and unknowns.
2. He has a fantastic importance attached to motions and unknowns.

We see this but not-isit: people being very concerned about some particular unknown area.
The most unknownness there can be -- the most important one, is the unknownness of motion.
Being hit by surprise tends to give a stuck somatic because of the unknownness of it. Those
engrams which are most seriously stuck on the track are the ones composed of
incomprehensibles. The PC may keep getting fixed ideas about it in an effort to figure it out.
Pretended knowingness substitutes for a non-confront of unknownness. The importance of the
unknownness and motion depends on the degree of threat to survival. This goes back to the
idea that one must survive, which is the basic idiocy. Any way of getting a version of
“unknown” and “motion” together, combined with valences, gives you a process to get the PC
into his own pictures.

In space opera, when they’ re conditioning thetans, there’ s sometimes a “tumbler” incident.
Thisis pretty common. He's thrown down a shaft which is lighted at the top and bottom,
spinning as he goes. He getsalot of pictures of white spots as he tries to stop himself al the
way down. So he gets bright spots stuck around him, not very far from him at various
distances up to 100 feet. If you tell someone to look closer in than 200 feet, he’' s likely to run
into them. There are lots of waysto get somebody dislocated.

A delusory bank, like dreams, is an effort to locate oneself. Thisiswhy 8-C and TR-10 make
him feel better. Nearly every picture a PC hasis an effort to locate himself at a point where he
got dislocated. Unknown time plays a major role, tool Having the PC spot unknown pictures
shakes up all these efforts to locate himself by means of them. He'll get pictures flying by in
all directions.

A universe could be seen as an effort to locate oneself. Therefore, because a thetan doesn’t
have to be located, it’s adirty trick to give him the idea he hasto be located. It'savery senior
concept in processing: That a thetan does not have to

If one could just cog on that out of the blue, he'd be clear. But if you did begin to have that
thought, you’' d probably stop, because the thought would set unknown motions going. Trying
to locate another thetan must be a basic overt, but one that is prior to the overt-motivator
sequence. You try to get the concept, “I don’'t have to be located,” and you run up against the
O/M phenomena. Y ou could run, “Think of locating somebody.” Thisfirst runs off as good
actions. Then it goes over into overts, then into a dispersal where he gets hard to audit. 1f you
clean up motion and unknownness well, which cleans up valences, the PC reaches back and
starts changing his mind about these things and we get change of mind processing. The route
we are looking for is the route to change of mind, the thetan just as-ising his old
considerations.

What booby-traps thisis that the PC must have escaped from innumerable pictures and gone
off the track in numerous places. He doesn’t have a concept of where he’ s been and what he's
done, and the unknownness of that isimportant because if he' s escaped from these things, they
must have been dangerous, A thetan proves that things are dangerous by the fact that he ran
away. Peoplein fact do not escape to the degree that things are dangerous. They escape to the
degree that they are unknown and have unacceptable motion. Wars are dangerous but known,
so people will play that game. In war, thereis an effort to dislocate and locate by the enemy
and by one’s own commanders, One could dream up a substitute for war using the principle of
locate vs. dislocate, fix and unfix.



The whole idea of power stems from the ability to hold alocation. Thisis an idea of thetans
which has become actualized in the physical universe. The ability to hold the location depends
in part on on€’ s belief that one can hold it. The power of abody of troops on a hilltop depends
on their ability to hold their position and to make the enemy hold his position. They have to
take responsibility for holding the enemy where they are, but they usually don’t bother to pin
the enemy down. Countries ook weak after wars because one terminal has dislodged the
other. You always get generated energy by thrusting something at something that won’'t move.
This appliesin the MEST or the theta universe, A thetan’sfriction against life and life' s thrust
against him does generate energy. The force of an engine depends on the strength of the
elements that restrain the motion of the piston, eg the bearings, etc.

To the degree a thetan resists a position, he gets a picture. To get asolid 3D picturein aPC,
get him to find atime when there were two forces, each trying to push the other away. Or find
an argument the PC had with someone. Girls get the idea that they have to know something
about electricity to understand scientology. And, since they’ve gotten out of the habit of
fighting, holding the front line, etc, they think they shouldn’t know much about power, force,
etc. Thisisnot true. Girls generate more power and sparks than anything else in this society.
They will get firmly attached to an idea and not let go of it no matter how much you argueit.

Banks are charged and bother people to the degree that one has tried to hold positions and
knock people off positions. A bank is like a mold of what one tried to dislodge or hold
position against. When one is dislodged, one dramatizes with a picture from another position,
an out of valence picture. If you try to force someone into the engram, you only restimulate the
forces pushing him away from it. If you can take him up to it on agradient, he can get into it.
Y ou take the PC on a gradient of what led up to the incident or masses, and it will go back,
with confront, into “thenness’” and no longer impinge on “nowness’.
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CURRICULUM FOR CLEARING COURSES

(Note: LA and Melbourne are to begin Specia Clearing Courses at the end of this month.
This gives data to be stressed.)

(This data may be used in HGCs.)

In the last DC and Melbourne courses, goals assessments were reported to be taking so
long that very few goals were found in Melbourne and none in the DC course.

This condition also existed el sewhere and on my very careful research, in all cases where
goals assessment exceeded 150 goals, the actual goal was to be found in the first 150 goals
given by the pc. Out rudiments had buried it. As soon as rudiments were put in, the goal
reappeared, the terminal was found and all went off routinely.

On all long, arduous runs on the goals terminal rudiments were out, a chronic PTP or
heavy withhold had stopped clearing.

Painly, auditors are in a games condition on goals and prevent the pc from having one or
attaining one. Thisand unreality on track is the probable source of al long or bad auditing.

The general remedy for thisisto flatten Routine |A on all auditors, flatten the games
condition process where the auditor won't let the pc win and get every auditor to have areality
on own track.

Several cases have been found stalled on “treatment”, the pc being wildly allergic to any
and all “treatment” and thus taking forever to run.

All bad auditing is done by auditors who have no redlity on the track, and the then-ness of
pictures. These are seeking to escape and thus pull the pc into escaping, whereas clearing liesin
confronting. Auditors whose pictures flick in and out and who never linger are “out of valence”
on the track or are otherwise seeking to escape. The remedy is to make such, as pcs, run
pictures with unknown when found, not escape from them. Several lectures cover this.

Q and A with the pc is entirely taking what the pc suggests or taking orders from the pc.
One order taken from the pc by the auditor and bang, ARC breaks. Thisisthe source of ARC
breaks.

All thisand moreis covered in the Saint Hill lectures of the last half of August and early
September.

The exact |lectures are being listed and examinations prepared for them. Thislist and the
examinations will be sent for these two courses.

It is suggested that the students get at least two of these lectures per day.

To make your students into auditors, skip the TRsin these advanced courses, relegating
TRsto the Academy and Saint Hill. Instead, start the course cases as follows:



Find if the pc has ever been “in himself” or herself in a picture. Unbury and run that
picture with Unknown with this command:

“What was unknown about that incident?’ Keep the pc in the incident.

If the pc has never had a picture 3D in his own valence, run either or both of the
following:

“What was unknown?’ and another process,
“What unknown should you escape from?’ “What unknown should you attack?’
“What unknown should another escape from?’” “What unknown should another attack?’

These last two processes also handle problems, treatment and the other factors mentioned
above and class as 1A processes.

Omit Routine 2 out of al instruction.

Rewrite your Pre-Hav Primary Scale to include all emotions from “serenity” to “hide”.
Include on the scale in the place of “No Motion”, PROBLEMS. Include also UNKNOWN,
FORGET, NOT KNOW. Add also DISLOCATE. Omit anything that is a brother to “No
Motion”. Include DENY .

Get assessment going only when 1A isflat. 1A can be considered flat when Escape-
Attack on Unknown produces no TA motion after this or other 1A processes have been run.

Get ordinary security checking going at once on HCO WW Sec Form 6. When students
do this well, shift to the Not Know version of Security Checking on Form 3. Do the last two
pages of Form 3 before the rest.

In al auditing done on course (or in HGCs) get daily cross-checks on rudiments. Let a
student (or in HGCs another auditor) check (but not run) the rudiments on every pc and point
out to the pc's auditor those that are OUT.

L et students sec check each other evenings, independent of days auditing, but make sure
they know how it isdone. Don't let them assess evenings. Do all assessment in class auditing
time.

Stamp ruthlessly on Q and A (auditor doing whatever the pc says).

Arrange two 21/2 hour auditing periods a day.

Instructors check out any goal and any terminal found before letting it be run.

A course completion depends on a student:

1. Doing agood Not Know version of Security Checking.

2. Finding the goa and terminal of apc.

3. Doing aproper Pre-Hav Assessment.
4

Having a Form 3 and aForm 6 Sec Check completed on self.



5. Passing a perfect exam on the book E-Meter Essentials plus Instant and L atent

6.  Getting a decent graph change on his pc or clearing.

Any student clearing his pc on either course will instantly be awarded a D.Scn. Clear
status must be checked out by HCO.

Routine | A consists of flattening problems (or unknowns) on the TA and completing a
Not Know Sec Check, HCO WW Form 3.

Routine 3 consists of finding the goals and terminals of the pcs and doing any available
Sec Checks.

These two routines are the only routines to be used or taught on Special Courses at this
time.

The processes to be used to clear rudiments are as follows (supposing the difficulty has
been finally stated by pc):

ROOM: TR 10 or pc's havingness process, run only until question about room produces
no needle reaction.

AUDITOR: What would you be willing to be? What would you rather not be? (Run TA
motion out.)

PT PROBLEM: (When pc has stated it and who) What is unknown about that problem
with ? (Run until needle no longer reacts on terminal, check any other PTP and run it as
necessary.)

WITHHOLDS: To whom wasn't that known? To whom shouldn't that be known? (Run
until needle no longer reacts.)

ARC BREAK: What didn't an auditor do? When? What weren't you able to tell an
auditor? When?

Alter Model Session Script to include the above.

Limit two-way comm to asking what, where, when questions.

SUMMARY
Spend no course time trying to make auditors. Criticise blunders. But give no long
lectures of any kind to the class. Just tell them what to do individually, exactly as above, and
seethat it gets done on an individual basis.

In instructing, confront each student, one at atime. Don't worry about general confronts
of the class, not even a seminar period.

Tell the student to do so and so as above with his pc. Show him or her how to do it. Skip
all extraordinary solutions. Just use the above. Get a maximum of solid auditing done.

Spread your teams as far apart as possible.

Dispense with check sheet examination except on Saint Hill tapes.



Make auditors by making them audit. If they goof, assume they have no reality on the
track and get the student to confront his bank as above. Subjective reality alone can make an
auditor. Routines 1A and 3 alone can make clears.

All auditor goofs stem from unreality. Reality isfound
a. By auditing and b. By familiarity with own bank and track.

If an auditor on your course has already received HPA/HCA and any further training and
still has no hang of it, you won't educate them to victory. They just don't have reality on the
mind yet. See that they get it subjectively. And so teach them to make clears.

LRH:jl.rd L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1961

by L. Ron Hubbard

ALL RIGHTSRESERVED
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[Hubbard adds engram running to Routine 3. Gives some details of process sequences.]
ARCX processes:

1. What have you been unable to tell an auditor?

2. What has an auditor failed to do?

3. What did an auditor do?

[More details on Goals running and ruds]

Engram running is important in clearing because LRH has |earned that a somatic cannot be
unburdened. A somatic iswhereitis, at the tension and velocity that it is, and it is nowhere
else, It istotally independent of all other incidents. It discharges only aswhat it is and not as
any lock. And no matter how thoroughly it has been unburdened, it will come on with the
same intensity when you find it where it is. All the PC’ s hidden standards and PTP’s of long
duration stem from the first engram you will contact after the prehav assessment. No
generalized process has ever made those chronic somatics less. When you run the engram, the
PC’'s PTP of long duration will vanish, and that is the only way it will be solved. Theis-ness
of the situation is in the time and place of the situation and nowhere el se.

The “engram necessary to resolve the case” didn’t resolve the case in 1950 because it was not
on the goal-terminal line of the PC. It wasn't an earlier incident. The engram necessary to
resolve the case is on the goal-terminal line of the PC, so unless you found the goal-terminal
line of the PC, the engrams aren’t going to reduce rapidly. If you’re not on the goal-terminal
line of the PC and he’s not in valence, you'rein for 75 hours of no reduction. In running
engramsin R-3, the engrams run easily because they’ re on the PC’ s goal-terminal line. You've
got the PC in the valence that was the destructive valence of hiscase. What has been solved is:

1. How do you get a PC in valence on an engram?
2. How do you find an engram on the case that will run?
3. What is the engram necessary to resolve the case?

The reason you’ ve had trouble with engrams in the past is than they weren’t on the goal-
terminal line. The PC was out of valence, and the engrams were associated with other chains.
Now thisisall handled, aslong as the auditor has areality on what a bank looks like. If he has
thisreality, he'll know, for instance, that the PC’s misemotion while running as engram stems
from the engram, not from what the auditor is doing, and why.

Y ou can get the PC’ s resistance to the forward motion of the action off the engram by running
it backwards. Then the PC can confront more of it.

This data has nothing to do with occlusion of cases. An occluded caseisjust one who is stuck
in an occluded engram -- something with a black field. There is a condition of pretended
knowingness which can get in our road. It’'s a super escape factor. When the knowingnessis
too horrible and the not-knowingness is too thick and the person feels too stupid about it, he's
likely to dream it up such that it will have nothing unknown about it. Y ou won’t get any of
these with the prehav technique. The keynote of an engram is the fact that the PC knows
nothing about it. Pretended knowingness will get in your road, and you’'ll buy garbage. Then
one day you'll invalidate a PC’sdata. But do run the engram. Don't jerk the PC’ s attention off
the engram. when he’s got all the unknownnesses out of it, has no more somatics, have him
go through it afew timesto seeif there’s anything missing. See if he’s got sonic and all the
other perceptions out of it. Don't try to force them to be there. Just note it, so when you'verun



afew more, you can go back and run it. Perceptions are the last thing to turn on. Just be sure
you get all the perceptions out of it eventually. Don’t make it too real to the PC; let it be
comfortably real. Perception is something which turns off gradually. Somatics are right now.



6109C13 SHSpec-53 Sec Check and Withholds

On sec checks, if people argue that rights of privacy shouldn’t be invaded, e.g. in a public
meeting, the answer isin the HCOB 8Feb60 “Honest people Have Rights Too”. This has been
so neglected on this planet that only criminals have rights. At Saint Hill, among the domestic
staff, the ones who had withholds always got rid of the good staff members. It always works
thisway. The oneswith withholds will tell lies about the good ones and seek to get rid of them
because they can’t bend them down to their level. Good staff members are made nervous,
upset and uncertain about their future in the presence of insecure people spreading entheta.

Withholds cause people to get individuated more and more, to the point that they’re not even
themselves. A guy who shoots ducks can’t be a duck. The more individuation occurs, the less
likely a person isto be able to walk out of anywhere. It’'s like backing up through a succession
of isolation rooms. A person, to be in good shape, must be able to be ailmost anything. To the
degree that you can’t be something, you have overts on it that you are withholding. It'swell
known in the motorcycle world that some people have so many overts against motorcycles that
to touch one produces disaster. Y ou can stop automobile accidents by having the person reach
and withdraw from a car. He'll drive better and stop having accidents. You could also run
start-change-stop on the vehicle. This process could give you somatics as the overts start
blowing.

The best way to blow overts is with the sec check, because the overt only remains bad if it's
withheld. Wars get fought because it’s so horrible to have awar that it gets put on automatic.
That is individuation from a subject and loss of control of it.

If you can be something, you won't have to becomeit. There' s another mechanism, too: after
you backed yourself out of life to the end of the corridor, you snap terminals and obsessively
become the thing you were trying to leave. Thisisvalence closure. It’sthe withholding of
overtsthat doesit.

Where you have a PC who' s loaded with withholds on a sec check, you’ ve got someone who
can't be. Andyou aretrying to find valences. You can't find valences easily on someone who
can't be. But you can find the fixed valence he’s in, because it’ s this mechanism -- the
mechanism of O/W causing valence closure -- that has led to his becoming that valence. So
you could find someone’ s terminal without completing his sec check. But he'll be hard to get
into session if he's got lots of withholds, because of the resultant individuation. He gets easily
upset because he can't be a PC and is critical of the auditor because he has withholds, Y ou can
run, “What are you willing to be? / What would you rather not be?’ Two things will occur if
you run it very much: It will soften him up on a security check, because beingness and
withholds are opposed and one solves the other. However, it also walks the PC into his
valence chain without identifying the chain, so it can get him into engrams he’ s not ready to
run. You must remember that she somatic iswhereit ison the track and in no other place and it
will release only from that place. So you can walk him away from that place on the track,
which keys it out, or you can walk him into that place on the track and as-isit. That's all
processes can do with somatics,

Withholds will often soften up and knock out present-time somatics by walking the person
away from the area, and maybe that’s a good thing. He could be stuck tightly into an engram
in life, and you can move him out of it until you're got him in shape to run it out. He could be
so tightly in it he couldn’t put his attention on the session. The best approach to thisisa
security check. You could even run it on the basis of his chronic PTP somatic. It knocks out
his obsessive individuation. Thisisan assist that walks him out of the valence he’ s been stuck
in He' s always got the chronic somatic on the chain of the valence which will be histerminal.
That’s why you have to get the correct goal and terminal, because there’ s only one valence
chain in which he's stuck.



The end product of no withholds is good communication, not clear. Sec checks can be tailored
to hit the area of the person’s PTP so asto key it out so you can make progress with the case.



Thetape: GOALSAND TERMINALS AND ASSESSMENT is not currently available.
The Editor
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NEW RUDIMENTS COMMANDS

Keeping rudiments in looms to great importance with the realization that endless goals
assessments occur only when rudiments are out. If rudiments arein, the goal invariably occurs
in the first 100 goals the pc gives.

If rudiments are out the goal, terminal or assessment level vanish when found or won't
appear at al.

Therefore, even better rudiments processes are necessary. Over the past month or so |
have worked out and tested these for your use.

These rudiments processes supersede all earlier rudiments processes. They do not alter
basic Model Session. They do dter al rudiments commands used in Model Session as noted:

Rudiments on the:

ROOM: TR 10 or pc's havingness process. (Run only until question about room produces
no needle reaction.)

AUDITOR: What would you be willing to be? What would you rather not be? (Run
needle action out only.)

PT PROBLEM: (When pc has stated it and who) What is unknown about that problem
with......?7 (Run until needle no longer reacts on terminal, check any other PTP and run it as
necessary.)

WITHHOLDS: To whom wasn't that known? To whom shouldn't that be known? (Run
until needle no longer reacts.)

ARC BREAK: What didn't an auditor do? When? What weren't you able to tell an
auditor? When? (Run needle action out only.)

Alter Model Session Script to include the above.

Limit two-way comm to asking what, where, when questions.

LRH:jl.cden L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright Q1961
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SECURITY CHECK CHILDREN
HCO WW Security Form 8

The following is a processing check for use on children.

Be sure the child can understand the question. Rephrase it so he or she can understand it.
Thefirst question is the most potent.

Children's Security Check
Ages 6—12

What has somebody told you not to tell?

Have you ever decided you did not like some member of your family?

Have you ever taken something belonging to somebody else and never given it back?

Have you ever pretended to be sick (ill)?

Have you ever made yourself sick (ill), or hurt yourself to make somebody sorry?

Have you ever wanted something very much, but never told anybody about it?

Have you ever gotten yourself dirty on purpose?

Have you ever refused to eat just to worry someone?

Have you ever remembered something about yourself and not told anybody, because you
thought they wouldn't believe you, or be angry at you?

Have you ever refused to obey an order from someone you should obey?

Have you ever told another child something that wasn't true, just to frighten or upset
him?

Have you ever bullied asmaller child?

Have you ever deliberately got another child, or agrown-up, into trouble?

Have you ever pestered older children, or grown people, who were trying to work?

Have you ever been mean, or cruel, to an animal, bird or fish?

Have you ever forgotten to give food or water to a pet entrusted to your care?

Have you ever broken something belonging to someone else?

Have you ever deliberately spoiled clothing of yours because you didn't like it?

Do you have a secret?

Have you ever noticed something wrong with your body that you were afraid to tell
anybody about?

Have you ever done anything you were very much ashamed of ?

Is there anything about you your parents could not understand, even if you told them?

Have you ever failed to finish your schoolwork on time?

Have you ever flunked an examination at school?

Have you ever deliberately given ateacher trouble?

Have you ever tried to make others didike some teacher?

Have you ever tried to make another child unpopular?

Have you ever broken, damaged, or taken, any school property?

Have you ever lied to ateacher?

Have you ever been late to school, or late to a class?

Have you ever stayed away from school, when you could have gone?

Have you ever cheated by copying someone else's work, taking notes into an
examination, or looking up answers in a book when you weren't supposed to?

Have you ever spoiled things for somebody?

Who have you made guilty?



Have you ever done something you shouldn't when you were supposed to be in bed or
adeep?

Have you ever told others bad stories about someone?

Have you ever tried to make others believe that your parents, or teachers, were cruel to
you?

Have you ever offered as an excuse for something you have done wrong that you are
only achild, or that you haven't grown up yet?

Have you ever felt that your parents and home were too good for you?

Have you ever felt that your parents and home weren't good enough for you?

Isthere anything you should tell your parents, and never have?

Have you ever done something to your body that you shouldn't have?

Have you ever done anything to someone else's body that you shouldn't have?

Have you ever told anyone that you did something, when you hadn't really done it?

Have you ever told anyone that you hadn't done something which you really had done?

Have you ever ganged up on another child and made fun of him because he was different
from the rest of you?

Have you ever made fun of another because of the way he looked?

Have you ever decided never to talk to someone again?

Have you ever made your parents or teachers work harder than they should?

Have you ever decided that you were too bright, or too smart for the other kids?

Have you ever annoyed an adult by something you did or said?

Have you ever hurt a child?

Have you ever made a child cry?

Have you ever made a child sulk?

Have you ever kept another child from having something that really belonged to him?

Have you ever found anything and failed to return it to its owner?

Have you ever told stories about someone behind their back?

Have you ever lied to escape blame?

Have you ever not told the whol e truth about something so as to protect someone?

Have you ever felt ashamed of your parents?

Have you ever felt ashamed of your friends?

Have you ever disappointed your parents?

Have you ever run away when you should have stayed?

Have you ever felt sure your parents wouldn't understand something that had happened
in school, so you didn't tell them?

Have you ever not told teachers something about your family because they wouldn't
understand it?

Have you ever failed to keep another child's secret?

Have you ever fet it was just no use talking to someone?

Have you ever hurt someone you didn't mean to?

Have you ever been sloppy about your clothes or possessions?

Have you ever cried when you shouldn't have?

Have you ever been a coward?

Have you ever made too much fuss over alittle hurt?

Have you ever tried to make your parents believe you were doing better in school than
you were?

Have you ever told on anyone?

Have you ever teased younger children?

Have you ever made a mess and not helped to clean it up?

Have you ever broken or damaged something and never told anybody it was you

Have you ever let someone el se get punished for something you did?

Have you ever cried till you got your own way?

Have you ever decided “ Someday, when I'm grown up, I'll get even”? If so, with
whom?

Have you ever picked on someone smaller than yourself?

Have you ever upset anyone by throwing a temper tantrum?

Have you ever hurt anyone by telling them you didn't love them any more?



Have you ever made out that you were more badly damaged than you were in order to
make someone stop picking on you?

Have you ever pretended to like someone that you didn't like in order to satisfy your
parents?

Have you ever done anything wrong according to your own religion?

Have you ever not understood why someone was angry with you?

Have you ever pretended not to understand what you had done wrong?

Have you ever pretended not to understand what someone wanted you to do?

Have you ever been in places where your parents didn't want you to go?

Have you ever spied on anyone?

Have you ever made friends with people your parents didn't approve of?

Have you ever thought someone was crazy?

Have you ever broken up afriendship?

Have you ever let your team, or school, or club down?

Have you ever tried to keep someone from making friends with another child?

Have you ever pretended not to hear your parents or teacher?

Have you ever made a fuss about doing something that your parents or teacher wanted
you to do?

Have you ever done something to someone that you'd hate to have done to you?

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH:jl.cden
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6109C21 SHSpec-57 Smoothnessin Auditing

If an auditor keeps going for total perfection in hisauditing, he will miss the state of acceptable
mediocrity in his frantic figure-figure desperation for technical perfection. It is better to do
some personalized auditing with a magjority of rightnesses and have wins. The PC forgives
anything but no auditing. If the auditor isworried about the ritual instead of getting in comm
with the PC, the PC has no person to talk to and goes out of session. If the PC is already
starting to tell you about his case before you get him in the chair, don’t worry about the formal
procedures; just audit the PC. The session starts when the PC recognizes you as the auditor,
not when you say, “ Start of session!”

Difficultiesin starting sessions always come because the auditor doesn’t recognize the start of
session. The PC may be leery of going into session because he’s been denied sessions too
often, but you can handle it with ruds. If you seethat a PC isinterested in his case and starting
to talk to you about it, you'll see he’sin session. If if happensin public, say, “I’m sorry.
Here’s my card. Come see me at 2:00 Tuesday .” Thiswill work to have him not be ARC
broken. LRH’sdifficulty is getting people out of session, not into session.

If you work very hard to start a session, you’ll have a corresponding amount of trouble doing
it. How do you handle the situation of the PC telling you before you' ve “ started” the session,
about his case? You hear him out, but not all the way. There's a difference between just
listening to the PC and auditing the PC, The liability of letting a PC run on and on isthat he'll
lower his havingness and dlip downtone. Auditing consists in directing the attention of the PC.
Y our questions are what direct his attention to where you want him. How do you interrogate?
Y ou should have knowledge enough of the mind to know what to ask. Be smooth; don't ARC
break him. If he’'s nattering away about something, you want to get him to look at his own
overt. You don't get far with adirect, “What did you do?’ Y ou can always ask, “When did it
al sart?”

Y ou don’t want to shift the PC’ s attention too abruptly. You can ask him a question he can’t
answer immediately and put him in the chair during his comm lag. You've got to size up the
situation, obnose what needs handling, and direct his attention there. Y ou’ Il seem very smooth
to the PC if you can shift his attention deftly, without his awareness of being pushed around.
This gives you atitude.

Y ou may be weak at directing the PC’ s attention because you have low reality on the PC’'s
ability to direct it himself. His attention must at one time have been a restraining factor for
keeping things from coming in on him. When we get on the subject of something he’s been
restraining from coming in on him, the PC’ s attention wanders or disperses because he can’t
control it, because it has been overwhelmed. That’swhat aberrated him. If the auditor doesn’'t
direct his attention, it will be directed by the valence he’sin. And the valence will do God
knows what with it. If you leave a session on automatic, you’ re asking for it to be taken over
by the valence. Don’'t blame the PC, who has very little energy to exercise at this point, for
what goes wrong in the session. You can almost predict how he'll react, once you know his
terminal, if you lose control of the session.

How do you direct the PC’ s attention? The PC has put his hope for survival (which istotally
useless, since he can’t help surviving) in a beingness, avalence, to do it for him. So these
beingnesses have a lot of survival mixed up in them. Once you have survival on avia,
however, it becomes succumb. A valence' s actions are usually out of time. It isincapable of
change because its characteristics are all set for survival, i.e. continuing unchanged. Past
civilizations have tried to use punishment to change avalence. That doesn’t work. If you do
break the valence, you have nothing, not even a person. An operating valence is better than
nothing, but a person isfar better. A genetic entity is a super packaged valence.

A meat body isn’t necessarily abad body form. It should be possible to smash it into awall
without even bruising it. If you can heal a body with an assist, it must have been the thetan



who was perpetuating the process of destruction. There sno real liability in running a meat
body in our mechanized society, unless oneisin abody oriented to fighting lions. A fixed
condition of avalence which is unchangeable and out of date, will make an unhappy person.
Medicine has never been able to handle a readjustment of beings or handling valences.
Processing does have an effect of valences, which will object toit.

The most basic processes don’t clear someone unless his valence gets audited out. The PC is
unaware of being who heisbeing. The vaenceisof no help to him. It isan addiction to some
skill and beingness package. Y ou can’'t excel when operating as a valence becauseit is a non-
sentient operation, an operation in the absence of knowingness. When athetan is overwhelmed
and has totally given up, so that he becomes the valence that did him in, he can’t even do a
good job as that valence, because of his own overts against that valence/beingness. The PC’'s
basic impulse toward the valence is destruction of the valence. Every time the thetan wakes up
even dightly, in asituation requiring decision, it will be a destructive decision for the valence.

This should make your job as an auditor very easy. You’'ll aso understand the activities of
men better. And what you are trying to do isto direct the PC’ s attention toward eradi cation of
all the points on the track which made him a slave to avalence. If you fail to direct his
attention, there’ s nothing else there. If you overwhelm him, he’ll dramatize the valence. The
more you know about the valence, the easier it isto audit the PC and to predict what the valence
will do. So when the PC does that, you know you’d better get rudsin. You need ways to
observe the PC to know better when he’s out of session. If he’sin the valence that he
dramatizes, he has arudiment out. Y ou don’'t necessarily put rudsin at the exact point you see
it. If he'sinthe middle of some engram, you’ d do better to direct his attention to keep control
from the valence.

Anything you' re doing which detracts from directing the PC’ s attention, overcoming valences,
rehabilitating the thetan so he can operate again, is utterly unnecessary. Don’t worry about
directing your attention and your technical perfection. Do direct the PC’s attention.
Fortunately, auditor and PC very rarely have the same terminal.



6109C26 SHSpec-58 Teaching the Field -- Sec Checks

One can always add to sec checks, but never subtract from it for a given person, depending on
hisinterests and activities. This gets complicated enough to be real to someone who’s having
difficulty in life. There are lots of different sec checks. For instance, you could use the
children’s sec check to help restore a person’s memory of childhood and get all the results
Freudian psychiatry sought.

If an auditor can run some process with great confidence of good results, have him run that on
every PC, regardless of what the PC needs. Y ou try not to give him a PC who can only berun
on something else. On sec checks, you get fast wins. This gives an auditor reality fast. Any
auditor who has gotten tired of auditing or upset with auditing has had alot of loses. Someone
who doesn’t want to learn how to audit has had a long series of disasters with trying to help
people. An auditor who has an exaggerated idea about what ought to happen in session, who
gets frantic, changes processes continually, has had loses with auditing. So you want to give
him something that gets afast result in order to restore their confidence in their ability to help.

A sec check is agood way to get results on PC’s who just never cognite; who never give you
a, “What do you know!” about their cases, especially if you use sec checks that hit on the PC’'s
particular areas. Y ou can even cure a psychosomatic illness by using the PTP of long duration
as the subject of the sec check, looking for hidden standards, which is the one thing on which
his attention isfixed. Y ou pay attention when the PC tells you what would have to happen for
him to know scientology works, which could be something on any of the eight dynamics.

When you get one that is extensional, i.e. where something would have to happen to someone
else, you'll find that it is easy to audit this on a sec check. You get all their overts on the other
terminal with it. Thisworks very well because you’ re separating valences and terminals.
Withholds add up to lots more than just withholds: overts, secrecies, individuations, and games
conditions. WE're asking the person to straighten out his relationships with another terminal.

The normal sec check is addressed to the individual versus his society or family, because it’s
what people would consider reprehensible that makes it awithhold. Y ou could have special
mores between husband and wife or auditor and PC. If aperson transgresses against a moral
code, he individuates; if he individuates too obsessively, he snaps terminals and becomesiit.
The security check clearsthisall up.

To get rid of a chronic somatic, you must first find something the person really thinksis
wrong, that he wants to recover from. You can’t assume that if it’s wrong, he wantsiit fixed.
It could well be a solution to some other problem; it could be a service fac. This generally
starts somewhere ‘way back with some series of withholds. IlInesses are protests against life,
S0 you can tailor a sec check to reach the areas of life the person is protesting against and run it.
The psychosomatic illness will disappear. It does take alot of figure-figure and detective
work, the sort of problem about a case that many auditors just love.

So get the thing the person wants to handle, trace it back to some area or activity. You are
looking for activities which had to do with changing the position of mass. The massier it isand
the more change of positions, the more aberrative it is. Sec check the person’s handling of
masses and changes of space. If you have no clue on that, go into his most confused motional
areas. If he’s now motionless, find what he was doing prior to becoming so motionless and
find an area of intolerable activity. Run a sec check on that area of activity. Get all theitems
and terminasin that areaand invent all possible overts against them. A crudeway todoitisto
use amodification of an existing sec check. It isbetter till to mock up anew one using al the
crimes you could do in an area of tight mores.

Y ou could handle someone whose goal isto fix up his memory both by, “What wouldn’t you
mind forgetting?’ plus O/W on various terminals with deficient perception plus find who didn’t
remember well or who insisted he remember and sec check him on those people. Thiswill



spring him into his“What do you know!” on the subject. Y ou can assume if he doesn’t cognite
that he’ sreally pinned down on the area by withholds from you, from the area, and even from
himself. The sec check will increase his freedom to know, which is the opposite of the not-
knowingness enforced by O/W. So make alist of all the items you can think of from his area
of difficulty, ask if he's done anything to or interfered with those items and activities. His
cognition may come out little by little, or at last with abang.

Theruleisthat any zone of life with which a person is having difficulty isafruitful areafor a
security check. Any area where the person is having difficulty, he's stupid. Stupidity is not-
knowingness, which occurs through overts. But the overt has to be hidden, so it’s withheld,
so withholds add up to stupidity, so he hastroublein the area.

Y ou must always assume a psychosomatic difficulty is a solution after the fact of a confusion.
A confusion consists of change of position of particles in time and space, predicted or
unpredicted. If they are unpredicted changes in space, you'll have a confusion. The PC puts
attention on one particle as a stable datum. Thisisfine, except that he ends up with a
psychosomatic complaint. To resolve the complaint, find the prior confusion and do a good
security check on the things in the vicinity of the confusion to get off the overts that made it
necessary to pull in the somatic.

All sec checks add up to very thorough key-outs.



6109C27 SHSpec-59 Q and A Period: State of Beingness

An overt act is an effort to individuate or withhold self from something. Y ou cut comm with
the thing, postulate separateness, use effort to withhold self, get involved with it, and become
it:

1. Cut comm with something.
2. Postul ate separateness.

3. Use effort to withhold self.
4. Get involved with it.

5. Becomeit.

Whenever you are avoiding something, you’ll be making energy pictures of it whenever you
seeit. Sothe bank getsfull of the thing you are avoiding and you'll start being it. Y ou never
look at the pictures of the thing, so they don't as-is, so they can become rather dominant. Y ou
have to have postulated that the thing can overwhelm you before this sequence can start.

When you start auditing somebody, he can’t see that he has done anything to the objects he is
being, but as he confronts more, he can individuate himself from his pictures. Valences start to
separate, and on sec checking, he will come up with more withholds. Anindividual is not
responsible for the things that have overwhelmed him to the point where he is being them.
Processing lets him as-is some of his pictures so that he can stop being the thing and see that he
has overts against it. So getting more withholds on subsequent sec checksis an index of case
progress.

A theta clear is someone who operates exterior to a body, without need of abody. Thetaclears
are clear on all dynamics. The state of MEST clear has been upgraded because of the stability
of the state. Operating thetan is a different state. A clear would be someone who didn’t have a
bank troubling him and was not influenced in favor of one dynamic over another and not
dependent on MEST for survival. OT would be someone who is in a state of being quite
manipulative of MEST, a starter of whirlwinds, etc. This doesn’t necessarily mean he's un-
aberrated. The best statement of this definition isthat OT = someone who has ho consegquences
connected with creation. It has been a state which others have feared and have sought to
suppress. There' safourth state, which isrelease. Thisiswhen you've found the PC’s goal,
terminal and level and run a sec check on him. When a release has the idea that his new
freedom isreally abetrayal, he hasn’t quite made it. He must know he won’t get any worse.
A MEST clear is one who has completed Routine 3. He has a persistent F/N. He' d have to
have had his PTP of long duration handled.

The common denominator of all cases that have bodiesisthat their attitudes of havingness are
incorrect. They have anxieties about getting food, air, etc. You clear aclear of hunger. A
clear tends to go onto the fourth dynamic with a crash; he gets very aware of the need to do
something about it. Clearstend to lead and infect people with their enthusiasm. The only
problem is that the clear’ s reality is beyond that of the surrounding populace. The most you
can redistically do isto get them started and have an HGC to clear them. The clear will go on
past awareness of the problems of the fourth dynamic to the fifth, seventh and eighth, then
back to the sixth. By thistime he’ll be upwards towards theta clear. If at this point he felt there
was a need to do something about Mankind, he’d do it, e.g. straightening out people’ s games
conditions, etc. The best thing you can do for a society is to rehabilitate knowingness, so
people can work things out for themselves. Those solutions which restore comprehension are
the only ones which really work, in the long run. The more people who are responsible, able
to decide, able to tell right from wrong, the better things will be. A person has as much power
as he can trust himself to have. At the lower and of the spectrum, you have a criminal who



responds only to exterior stimuli. In this case there' s no sentience left, so where many people
are at thislevel all you get in a confusion: the randomity of MEST. The police make the error
of granting him more beingness than is warranted. The trouble is that society isrigged for
peopleto be responsiblein. If there are large numbers of people being irresponsiblein it, it's
hard to see how it can go on running. If you want to disestablish a chaos, al you needtodois
to return responsibility to the area.
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Franchise
HCO WW SECURITY FORMS
7A and 7B
(Employment Sec Checks)
(Reissued from HCO Policy Letters of September 13 and September 18, 1961)

These two Security Checks have been devised specifically for employment—i.e. to check
applicants for employment, or personnel already employed. Each Sec Check should take no
more than twenty minutes, and is completely effective if expertly done.

HCO WW SECURITY FORM 7A

(For Staff Applicants)

Person's Name Date

The following Security Check isfor Security use. All other Security Checks have passed
into processing use and so can no longer be used for Security, taking too much time, and the
auditor seeking to clear every question.

DIRECTIONS

Use a standard organization approved or manufactured E-Meter such as the British Mark
V.

Make certain, by can squeeze, that the instrument is plugged in and adjusted.

Use the meter strictly in accordance with the manual E-Meter Essentials.

Read only instant reactions. Do not use latent reactions of the needle. If the needle reacts
within a 1/5th or 1/10th of a second after the question is asked, it isaninstant read. Thisis
valid. If it reacts 1/2 to 1 second after the question, thisisinvalid. Explore only instant reads on
any check. Ignore all latent reads.

It should take only 10 to 20 minutes to give this check. If it takes longer you are doing
something wrong.

All you do is put the applicant on the meter and read the questions to him with sensitivity
set high (| dial or more drop for can squeeze).

Keep the needle near centre of dial. Don't adjust it while asking a question. Don't ask a
guestion if it is uncentred.

If you get no reaction go on to next question.

If you get areaction, compartment the question, (reading it word by word and phrase by
phrase) and see if any one word or any one phrase falls rather than the question as a whole.



Clear each word or phrase that reads on the needle. Then read the whole question. If it isthe
whole question that reacts, it isaflunk.

Don't clear flunks. Just go on to next question.
The person being checked does not have to answer anything verbally.

The person giving the check does not have to find out or get off any withhold asthisis
not a processing check.

A needle reaction must be clearly established to be areaction to the question before it can
be aflunk.

The tone arm action isignored.
Rising needle isignored.

The Auditor's Code isignored.
Processing isignored.

You'll find that the main trouble with giving this check isthat it is so easy to give that
people try to complicateit.

ANY question still reacting after it has been cleared word for word or phrase by phrase
FLUNKS the Applicant. That's it. One question that reacts and the person cannot be hired. It is
not permitted to hire the person for anything or for any reason or for any purpose until the
person is wholly cleared. Y ou must not goof on this. Don't hire people who cannot pass this
check.

If aperson isguilty of any part of this check, the person will react on that exact question,
providing the question is put to the person directly (not his shadow).

There are no nul questions to be given the applicant.
Thefollowing statement is read to the applicant:

“Thisisa Security Check | am giving you. These are E-Meter electrodes. Thisisavery
modern instrument developed after ten years of research. It can and does detect guilt very
easily. If you pass this check you will be trusted. If you fail to pass this check, you cannot be
employed here without extensive processing with Scientology.

“Y ou do not have to speak or answer if you do not want to. It makes no difference.”

“Hereisthefirst question.”

1. If anyone found out about something you've done in this lifetime, could you be
blackmailed about it?

Areyou apervert?
Have you ever stolen from an employer?

Have you ever falsified records to obtain money by fraud?

o  w D

Have you ever tried to get afellow worker in trouble by telling lies about him or her?
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11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Do you hate al employers?

Areyou or have you ever been a Communist?

If you were employed here would you try to damage this organization?

On your last job did you consistently complain about being overworked and underpaid?
Have you ever worked in an organization just to spy on it for others?

Have you even taken money for passing on confidentia information?

Have you ever conscioudly driven customers away from your employer?

Do you privately think we are afraud or aracket?

Have you ever secretly bought anything yourself and sold it to your employer at a profit?

Have you ever taken a bribe or a secret commission to give someone an employer's
business?

I's there something about your past jobs you are hoping desperately we don't find out?
Do you hate work of any kind?

Do you have a criminal record?

Are you wanted anywhere by the police?

Do you intend to quit soon after starting work here?

If the needle gave consistent or unmistakable instant response on any of the above, the

applicant may not be employed at thistime.

The applicant, feeling falsely accused, should be informed he has the right to be security

checked by another person with the same form.

Passed Security Checker

Failed Date

L. RON HUBBARD

HCO WW SECURITY FORM 7B
(For persons now employed)

Give this check in exactly the same way as HCO WW Security Form 7A.

Failure to pass one or more questions on this check results in suspension until processing

has been given.



The security checker does not attempt to clear or process any of the following questionsiif
they produce instant needle reaction. Clearing questions is an auditor's job and isdonein an
auditing session, not while receiving this check.

If a question produces instant needle response, clear it word by word and phrase by
phrase until all words and phrases are as nul as they can be made. Then test for reaction to the
whole question. If it reactsthen it is aflunk.

The wholetest is aways completed.

It should take 10 to 20 minutes at the most.

Read the following to the staff member.

“There is nothing personal about this check. It isfor your protection as well as others. If
you pass it you have no worries. If you flunk it you will be suspended immediately until
processed on your own arrangements. If you feel you have been falsely flunked, if you are
flunked, you can demand that another skilled person give you the same check over again. But
you may only be checked by two people.

“Hereisthe check. You do not have to answer anything if you don't care to.”

1. Haveyou ever committed any criminal act for which you could be blackmailed now?

2. Doyou or your close family currently have any connection with organizations violently
opposed to L. Ron Hubbard?

3. Haveyou ever personally accepted a commission, percentage, bribe or “gift” for giving
any firm or person this organization's business?

4. Haveyou ever stolen anything here?

5.  Haveyou ever fasified an expense account here? 6. Have you ever falsely accounted for
petty cash?

7.  Haveyou ever maliciously gossiped about your fellow staff members or your superiors?
8.  Areyou here purposely to upset or damage Scientology or Scientology Organizations?

9. Haveyou ever cautioned anyone about following L. Ron Hubbard's directions or data or
told them not to?

10. Have you ever maliciously criticized Scientology, its organizations, data or people to
persons outside this organization?

11. Haveyou ever used people you met here to secretly further your persona gain outside of
the organization?

12. Doyoufed Scientology isafraud or racket?

13. Do you complain about how overworked and underpaid you are?

14. Do you ever privately laugh at the antics of your superiors?

15. Haveyou ever dowed things down just because your superiors wanted them speeded up?

16. Do you think it really doesn't matter whether you do agood job or not?



17.
18.
19.
20.

Passed Security Checker

Do you intend to quit just as soon as you've achieved your own ends?
Do you illegally have anything in your personal possession that really belongsto us?
Do you get satisfaction out of not doing your job?

Have you consistently covered up the blunders and mistakes of other staff members so
they won't be found out?

Failed Date
Findings and Decision:

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH:jl.rd

Copyright © 1961

by L. Ron Hubbard

ALL RIGHTSRESERVED
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HCO POLICY LETTER OF 29 SEPTEMBER 1961

All HCO Secs
All Assn Secs
HGC ALLOWED PROCESSES

(Cancelsal previous HCO Bulletins and Policy L etters on
HGC Allowed Processes)

HGCs must begin clearing.

All Academies must get auditors trained up so their skill is adequate to clear.

Inan HGC, all auditing is done by staff auditors of course. But if individual staff
auditors cannot handle the skills of clearing, no clearing will get done.

Therefore a program of increasing skills of staff auditors must be undertaken, not just in
training but in gradient skills they are permitted to use on pcs. A staff auditor must only use
skills he can command and with which he can win.

Saint Hill Special Briefing Course Tape of September 26, 1961 is a part of this Policy
Letter. It enjoins that auditors increase and use their skills asfollows:

CLASS ONE: Relatively unskilled. HCA/HPA graduate, field auditor called in part or full
time or current staff auditor or HGC or Academy personnel or executive. This auditor is asked
what process he has had success with on pcs. What process he has confidence in. Whatever it
is, aslong asit's Scientology, a Class One Auditor is not permitted to use any other process on
HGC pcs, regardless of their “case requirements’. Thisis mandatory.

CLASS TWO: Any auditor auditing on staff who has finally passed a perfect score on
HCO quizzeson
1. E-Meter Essentias
2.  Model Session
3. Security Checking HCO Bulletins
4.  Saint Hill Special Briefing Course Tape of September 26, 1961.
(These quizzes must embrace the most minute details of these items.)

This auditor is thereafter permitted only to use Security Checks on HGC pcs, either
standard checks or checks combined with specially devised checks.

CLASS THREE: Any staff auditor who has graduated up through Class Two skills and
who is having excellent results with Class Two skills and who thereafter has been specially
trained directly by a person who has attended and passed the Saint Hill Special Briefing Course
and who has also passed a perfect examination by HCO on

[. Al HCO Bulletinsrelating to Routine 3.
2. All Saint Hill Tapeson Routine 3.



3. Who has a good grasp of the technical side of auditing and can run a smooth
Session.

This Class Three Auditor may use Routine 3 on HGC pcs but may only utilize goals and
terminals and levels that have been checked out and verified by a person graduated from the
Saint Hill Special Briefing Course. He may not run engrams on HGC pcs.

4.  Who can find rudiments when out and get them in.

CLASS FOUR: Any Class Three Auditor who has achieved excellent results with
Routine 3 and who has had his or her goal and terminal found and is a release and who has had
engrams run on his or her own goals terminal chain and who has excellent subjective reality on
engrams. This auditor may run Routine 3 and engrams on HGC pcs.

In an HGC as of receipt of this HCO Policy Letter there are no other classes of auditors
and no special permissions may be granted contrary to this policy letter.

All HCO Area Secretaries are enjoined to make this program stick, get this HCO Policy
Letter immediately hat checked on al Central Org technical staff and all executivesincluding the
Association Secretary. A copy of thisHCO Policy Letter, carrying alist of all those who have
passed a check on it and all who can't or won't, should be airmailed back to me.

Thisisthe first positive and effective step toward getting broad clearing done in HGCs.
Thisisavery important step. It will be with us along while. For even when we are routinely
clearing, every new staff auditor will go up this ladder.

Rapidity in getting this into effect will bring the HGC that much closer to clearing.

It is not permitted that HGC pcs are security checked or run on Routine 3 or engrams
until the auditor doing so has been awarded the class that permits him to do so.

If HCO Area Secs or Assn Secs find anything else more important than getting this done,
pause a bit and ask why.

For only broad general clearing in HGCs and training in Academies toward clearing skills
will resolve any and all of a Central Org's problems.

(Note: Pcs who are being run contrary to this Policy Letter on its receipt and who would
be upset by a sudden change may be continued on whatever the auditor was running on
receipt.)

LRH :jl.rd L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1961

by L. Ron Hubbard

ALL RIGHTSRESERVED



6110C04 SHSpec-61 The Prior Confusion

A chronic somatic is the stuck point on the time track which is the stable datum of a prior
confusion; so isahidden standard. It’s easy to miss this because the confusion isearlier and is
confusing. The stable datumisn’t inthe middie of it if it's aberrative. Y ou can always adopt a
stable datum in the middle of aconfusion. It’sthe one chosen later that sticks you on the track.
Thisisn't necessarily logical. It istrue becauseit is observed to be true, not because of any
theoretical reason. The way to blow the chronic somatic isto blow the confusion immediately
before its start. 1t may be tricky to get the PC to look at the confusion, not at the stable datum;
his attention bounces to later periods. The confusion has alot of unknownnessin it, which
may be masked by alot of pretended knowingness.

When looking for the prior confusion, don’t get just whatever was there right before; it may be
six months earlier. Lots of odd forgettingness turns up as you look. Forgettingnessis caused
be inability to confront a motion. The confusion areais a not-know area, which the guy handles
with aknow later, eveniif it’s stupid and painful. It’'s still aknowingness. All psychosomatics
and hidden standards are a cure for mysteries.

One can get afeeling of relief following a confusion that isn’t really much relieved. It can be
just from getting a knownness following a confusion. A chronic somatic can be a
knowingness. If it’s being used as a hidden standard, it is being used for knowingness. There
must have been some confusion beforeit. [This could be an explanation for the phenomenon
of getting somatics following misunderstood words.]

It can take some time for the PC to sort out when the somatic started and what the prior
confusion was about when it started. Y ou can ask, “When did you notice it earlier?’ or, “What
happened before you noticed?’ It s not a repetitive command. Y ou can even, by assessment,
get the PC to look at the confusion accurately enough so it will as-isand blow.

Where the PC is not making progress on Routine 3, you can bet that the PC has not done and is
not doing the auditing command. The PC may be being the auditing command. He does the
command and appliesit to some area of the mind or body and looks at it to see if anything
happened. Y ou are auditing a PC whose attention is fixed on some special area and is doing
something extrawith the command. It indicates out-ruds, since the PC isn’t under the auditor’s
control, but is putting in a self-audit step on each cycle. Any PC who hasn’t gone clear in 150
hoursis doing this. He may resist telling the auditor what he’ s doing, also.

If you ask him, “When did you start to notice the (thing he’s complaining of)?’ and he givesa
non-sequitur answer, you can see him bounce out of the confusion and up to PT. Thistells
you that you are on the right track. Y ou have to direct his attention to the right area to get the
confusion; don't just give him carte blanche to natter about the terminal he's fixated on. Keep
guiding him to the occluded area that precedes the somatic, or whatever. Ask about confusions
or upsets or whatever you can get. This sounds like along process.

This phenomenon can show up when you run an engram. Y ou start with the motionless point
and search around to find the earlier action parts. Just auditing the motionless part with the
chronic somatic in it won't resolve it. Even when running an ordinary engram as part of
Routine 3, if part of the engram sticks, get the earlier part of the engram.

A more basic question arises here: “How does a person get stuck on the track in the first place
and why isone on atime track at all? Could it be that there’s a confusion at the beginning?
What istime?’ Maybeit’ saretreat from a confusion we did not care to confront.

A person’s ability to confront confusion could just blow chronic somatics, but it’s not to be
counted on. It might be necessary to get several hidden standards out of the way. So it might
be well to clean them up well before getting into prehave levels, using prior confusion
assessments and sec checks.



6110C04 SHSpec-62 Moral Codes: What isa Withhold?

No one is non-security checkable. It’sjust necessary to find the areas where he has what he
considersto be overts. If he doesn’t read on a standard sec check, it just means those things
aren’t transgressions against his moral code. A criminal’s moral code is about the reverse of a
law-abiding person’s. All pcs have moral codes against which they have transgressed. You'll
only get withholds off a case when you locate the code against which the PC has transgressed.

A withhold is an unannounced transgression against a moral code by which the person was
bound. A moral codeisthat series of agreements to which a person has subscribed in order to
guarantee the survival of agroup. Man has learned, down the track, that where he has agreed
on proper conduct, he has survived, and where he hasn’t, he hasn’t survived. So people agree
on what ismoral, i.e. survival-conducive actions.

The U.S. was founded on an agreement, the Constitution. Wherever it has been breached, the
country has gotten in trouble. The reason for the trouble is that there aren’t any other
agreements than the basic agreement. There aren’t modified agreements. Y ou start with a
moral code, which eventually gets interpreted and altered, and people no longer knew what was
moral. It thus got to be a confusion. People tried to enforce it, but the confusion increased.
Finally, people dispersed and left the group and formed or entered other groups. There, they
got new moral codes, which eventually got diluted. Time marched on and more confusion
entered, etc., etc.

The cycle of action of civilizationsis:

1. An agreement on optimum conduct

2. A disbanding of the group

3. A formation of a new group with a new agreement on optimum conduct.
4. A disintegration of this agreement.

The disintegration occurs because of the individuation that results from overts. Moral codes
can also disintegrate when attacked by another code that gets imposed on them, e.g. by
colonialists on native peoples.

One reason auditors find scientologists harder to audit than non-scientologistsis that when you
flub you’ ve transgressed against the survival codes of the group. Thisiswhy the last two
pages of HCOWW Form 3 straighten out ol d-time scientol ogists who natter about scientology.
The most important code to the person is the one by which heis currently living. If you
transgress against the code of your group, you tend to feel like an outsider. If the group is
scientology, the transgression prevents one from making progress in auditing.

A transgression of amoral code separates the transgressor from free communication with the
group. The seriousness of the transgression is monitored by the degree of cut comm and
impossibility of communicating, which is accomplished by pretending to be a member of the
group when he’stransgressed. He individuates and thus the group disintegrates.

Another element of thisis co-action: mutual action toward acommon goal. The crew of aship
is no good until it has been through some common danger. A business group could get
cohered if management let everyone in on the attacks against them; otherwise not. A group
becomes a group when it encounters danger to its survival. The common denominator of the
moral codes and of transgression is, “One must not injure the survival of afellow group
member.”



Therefore a manager or leader of a group tends to be isolated from the group because of the
occasional necessity for injuring the survival of a group member who has transgressed against
the others. If the leader has led a slightly detached life so he hasn’t been affected by the
offender’ s transgressions, he commits an unmotivated overt when he kicks him out. He gets
these undisclosed overts against ex-group members. He seldom tells the group why the ousted
group member has to be ousted. because he thinks it will be too enturbulative. Thisis so
widely true that man has accepted the idea of the loneliness of command as natural when it
isn't.

Y ou can change a group’ s leader, but if the new leader changes the mores of the group, there
will be trouble. The leader of the group can destroy it. This leads to the popularity of such
things as socialism and communism.

Why is the old soldier always degraded? It’'s not because the military initself is bad; it’'s
because he’'s a group member who is no longer part of the group. His old mores no longer
apply. Heisdegraded not even because of hisoverts. Heis degraded because when a person
isno longer a part of agroup, he feels automatically that he must have overts against it and was
driven out of it, even if he didn’t have any overts. Because the result exists, people fee that the
crime must have existed. people will feel responsible for effects they haven't really caused.
Thisis the same mechanism.

So you'll find yourself processing someone at times who feels he has tremendous overts
against a group which you as an auditor can’t find on the meter. It's simply because heisno
longer a member of the group, whose purpose may have ended. He'll be very happy to get off
his transgressions, because it will make his no longer being amember OK. It justifiesthe state
he'sin.

What actions are necessary to cohere agroup? Co-action in the direction of survival with two
or more people inevitably resultsin asocial more. If one of the group dies, the other (in a
group of two) will feel he must have transgressed and will be glad to find what his overts were
so that it makes sense to be no longer amember. The co-action doesn’'t even have to be toward
mutual survival. It can be opposed, e.g. two fighter pilots who are enemies. They will have a
certain fellow-feeling, and if they withhold their failure to kill the other from their own groups,
they’ ve got a bit individuated from the groups, etc. So this gets complex, on the basis of
agreement.

What is agreement? It istwo or more people making the same postulate stick. If they go into
mutual action toward survival, they have co-action, and they confuse one with another. They
don'’t quite distinguish whose is whose, and they misown action in their vicinity. Engine
drivers start sounding like engines after awhile. They can be un-identified by having them get
the idea of mutua action with the motor.

That isthe source of overt acts: you have mutual action with something else, you do something
cruel to that with which you have mutual action, and you experience the somatic. That’sthe
exact mechanics of the overt-motivator sequence. After you've had alot of group co-action,
you embark upon a cruel action to that with which you have co-acted, and you will get the
somatic. The group dramatizesit with, “Y ou must be punished for your act,” but that’s not part
of the mechanism. Religionists who push the Golden Rule are forcing into existence
something that already exists.

Overt/motivator sequences become very pronounced when cruel actions against one's group
members ars engaged in while withholding. Oneisreally a member of the group but engages
in acruel action against another member and tries to back out. Why does one try to withhold?
It is because he doesn’t want the effect of the co-action. He triesto individuate, disowns the
co-action in an effort to avoid the motivator. He doesn’t want the somatics of co-action that
experience has taught him will inevitably occur. We’'re down to fundamentals of non-
differentiation and identification. He identifies his action with every group member’s action, so
he withholds self in an effort to escape.



If you ask him to recognize his co-action with the group member he has injured -- the co-action
prior to the overt, the overt will blow. The more commotion, action, withholds, and nonsense
preceded his overt act, the more it will hang up and the more he will try to withhold it. He can
only suffer from his overt because of former co-action. Because he isinvolved with mutual
action toward survival, every time he has tried to back out of mutual action, he has sought to
deny the mutuality of the action. He thinks he can avoid the overt-motivator sequence by
denying it, so he individuates. Y ou have to knock out the individuation before he can walk
out. The action he takes to escape punishment is the action which settles in the punishment.
Withholds and overts will become visible as you uncover the confusion and co-action which
preceded the overt. When he blows the withhold, he can move again on the time track. Every
time he withholds, he parks himself on the time track, so it eventually becomes one big Now,
which is the Reactive Mind.

He has never really succeeded in individuating from any group he has belonged to. Therefore
all groups newly formed are formed by transgressors, so if scientologists could get off that
mechanism, they could form the first true group since the beginning of the universe!

One reason awithhold sticks on the track is that it’s a no-action -- a no-motion point. When the
PC has a picture where nothing is happening, get the earlier commotion or confusion, and the
overt will show up.

One can withhold oneself as well as data, thoughts, or deeds or objects. Withhold of self isthe
commonest.

When you clear somebody, you clear the identities which the person has teamed up with and
their withholds and now-1’ m-supposed-to’s.

There' s a process that hits at this. Find something the person has identified with something.
Tell him to think of a mutual action with first the one thing, then the other, and the
identifications will spring apart. Fifteen or twenty other subjects will emerge asyou go; don’'t Q
and A with them; stay with the original two. A broader, simpler process would be, “Tell mea
group you are no longer part of.”
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CLEAN HANDS MAKE A HAPPY LIFE
For the first time in the soggy stream that's history to the human race, it's possible that
happiness exists.

This goal, repeated many times and sought so heavily, has been ungraspable as sun
motes, unattainable as aloved one's sigh.

What makes Mankind, basically good beings al, such strangers far to happiness?

The rich man geysers out his wealth. The poor man peersin every crack. But wealth buys
nought and crevices are bare. The child hopes he will realize it when grown and, grown,
wishes he were happy as a child.

We grasp it but like gossamer, it's nought. We marry a most perfect girl or man and then
throughout our lives weep to make the other make us glad.

Often sought, but seldom found, there are no riches, gems or palaces as valued as mere
happiness.

But listen! Here is happiness, just at our finger tips, awaiting only magic words “ Start
Session” to begin its quest.

But like we walk through rain toward a banquet ball, our happiness in processing is
gained by passing through the phantom shadows of our “sins’.

What has made al Man a pauper in his happiness?
Transgressions against the mores of hisrace, his group, hisfamily!
We care but little what these mores were or are. It was transgression did the trick.

We agree to fixed moralities and then, unthinking, we transgress, or with “good cause”
offend, and there we are, the first dull bars of misery draw stealthily behind us.

And as we wander on, transgressing more, agreeing to new mores and then transgressing
those, we come into that sunless place, the prison of our tears and sighs and might-have-beens,
unhappiness.

Mutual action isthe key to all our overt acts. Agreement to what ought to be and then a
shattering of the troth works all the spell that's needed for arecipe of misery.

There must be pain. So we agreed. For pain restrains and warns, shuts off, forbids. But
goodness now must then consist of bringing in no pain.

Mutual motion is agreed. And then we disagree and part and so are tied no more—tied not
save back there in our minds, with scars of broken faith. The faith we broke, and said it had to
be.



We all agree to feel the sun and then protest it burns. We all agree to kiss and love and
then are startled that such pain can follow in that wake.

Mutual motion isall right—until we act in cruelty to the rest.

Tied by agreements and co-actions, we dare be cruel to that to which the hard steel clasps
of promises have bound us.

And so in being cruel to part of self—extended self asin a couple or a group—we then
find painin self with great surprise.

The overt act sequence is simple now to grasp. The scopeislimited. But it began when
we first had a cruel impulse to others bound to us by mores or co-acts.

Why does one suffer pain in his own arm when he or she has struck another's limb?
Because the cruel impulse has been a break of bond with others where pledge once lived.

The only overt act that can bring pain to self is that cruel act which then transgresses
things to which we had agreed.

Share action with a group or person in your life, agree to mutually survive by some
specific code and then be cruel to them and so transgress and you'll have pain.

All Mankind lives and each man strives by codes of conduct mutually agreed. Perhaps
these codes are good, perhaps they're bad, it's only evident they're codes; Mores bind the race.

Co-action then occurs. Thought and motion in accord. A oneness then of purpose and
survival so results.

But now against that code there is transgression. And so because the code was held,
whatever code it was, and Man sought comfort in Man's company, he held back his deed and
so entered then the bourne in which no being laughs or has afreedom in his heart.

So down the curtains come across the brightness of the day and dull-faced clouds enmist
all pleasant circumstance. For one has evilly transgressed and may not speak of it for fear all
happiness will die.

And so we shut ourselves from off the light and enter grey-faced gloom. And seal within
our deepest vault the reasons why we dare not face our friends.

And afterwards we go on making others guilty with the rest, when like some scrawny
scarecrow of a priest whose tattered filthy robes are rough with sacrificial blood, we point the
way to hell for those who kill.

And deep within us secret gnawings ache. And then at last we cannot even cry.

The road to hell—Man's very good at painting ugly signs that point its course and way.

The road to heaven—Man's often sent but never yet arrived—more like he found the
“other place’.

But now aroad that's wide has opened up—in Scientology.



The meter and the process check, when done by auditors with skill, can open up
transgression's rush and loose a cascade out until hell's spent.

And day will once more have adrop of dew upon the morning rose.

L. RON HUBBARD
LRH :jl.vmm.rd
Copyright © 1961
by L. Ron Hubbard
ALL RIGHTSRESERVED



6110C05 SHSpec-63 Sec Checking -- Types of Withhold

Punishment following the revelation of withholds is a mechanism of older groups by which
they sought to enforce their mores. It is abad mechanism, since it encourages withholding.

If you, the auditor, are worried about your own withholds or trying to present an image of
sinlessness because you' re a scientologist, you'll Q and A at times with the PC’ s withholds and
start mutual avoidance of certain subjects. The auditor must have the courage to ask the sec
check questions, no matter how crude and nasty it seemsto do so. It’srough enough if your
withholds are off. If they aren’t, you’ll back off the subject altogether. Auditors, instructors,
etc., can back off from being sec checked because of fear of loss of reputation or image.
They’ Il then slack off sec checking other people. If you find someone who is ducking being
sec checked, he will also duck sec checking. But it is not true that to be a good auditor you
must never have done anything wrong! If you let yourself take that viewpoint, you are
surrendering to an ought-to-be, which action would slow the progress of scientology by
putting every good auditor in lousy case shape, along with every good exec.

The mechanism by which Man has been governed had in it the idea that Man was evil and
therefore hasto be held in line by evil practices. They never noticed that the evil in the world
stemmed from holding menin line. A society without ARC is a society which will inevitably
have crime. Man isgood, but only to the degree that he isin ARC with existence. The primary
mechanism someone uses who is out of ARC with existence yet trying to survive, isto
withhold. Society isforced apart to the degree that people are made guilty. To prevent murder,
don’t hang murderers; make it unnecessary for people to resign from the human race. People
get grievances about things. There’ s no agency in society to remedy the grievance, and they
end up committing desperate overts.

The unintentional withhold is something that occurs when the person is not able to tell
anybody, though he’ swilling to. This could be because no one isthere, or no oneislistening.
It happens in insane asylums all the time. Y ou get this peculiar kind of withhold which you
mustn’t overlook in sec checking.

Then there is akind of withhold where the PC knew that he was withholding because he'd be
punished if others knew. Or there's a withhold which would damage his beingness or
reputation, not necessarily a doingness that’ s withheld. It could be a beingness.

A group is based on communication. Withholds all add up to cut communication, so it falls
apart to the degree that there is no communication. Up to a point, withholds appear to cohere a

group.

A sec check is dedicated to the restoration of communication. 1f comm were restored totally in
any past group, the PC will no longer be hung in that group. He will not be parked on the
track, so he will be more able to be a part of his present group.

The group you are most concerned with in auditing isn’t the group called scientology; it’ s the
little group which is the session. When the individual is too individuated, end develops an
unintentional withhold in that group, or the auditor conducts himself in such away asto bring
about punishment because of awithhold or crime, or demands specious reactions from the PC,
the auditor has shot the session group. Auditing is athird dynamic activity. For the session to
be agood group, you' ve got to get all three kinds of withholds off:

1. Unintentional withholds. When no one will listen to the PC.
Hence the process, “What weren't you able to tell an auditor?’

2. Reputational withholds: a defense of on€e’ s beingness.



E.g. one' s family came from the wrong side of the tracks.
3. Withholds for fear of punishment.

The only thing that can deteriorate a graph is ARC breaks. The basis of an ARC break isbeing
made to have an unintentional withhold from that immediate group. That’s more serious,
evidently, than an intentional withhold, as far as session results go.

Then there’ s the enforced withhold on the basis of improved state. Someone who is pretending
to audit gets no result but seeks to convince the PC that he's much better. Here, the PC thinks
he' d better not say otherwise. Then you’ ve got the withhold of protecting beingness. Thisis
the reputational withhold. It’s pretty rare on this basis. But you can also have the propitiative
PC who tells the auditor it’ s al fine because he doesn’t want to make the auditor feel bad, when
actually, he till has his headache, or whatever.

Rudiments are aimed at handling these withholds. The ARC break questions ask for
unintentional withholds: “What couldn’t you tell an auditor?” and “What didn’t an auditor do?’
The latter question is going after an auditor in a games condition. Unintentional withhold and
games condition questions go together.

Compartmenting a question: Y ou take the words, get the charge off them, you get reads off any
phrasesin it, thenif it still reads, the read is on the question.

Never leave aquestion still reading. It will throw the PC out of session immediately. Y ou can
leave it for the next session, but tell the PC that that’s what you are doing. Another important
point isto select a sec check relevant to the PC’ s activities. Sec check against the reality of the
PC, taking into account the moral codes by which he lives. Never treat sec checking as a
repetitive process. It’'sfor getting off withholds, so vary the question and be real. Be
inquisitive, nosey, and imaginative.

There’ s an overt act consisting of enforcing the mores of a group to make others withhold.
That’s the make-guilty action which also acts as awithhold. E.g. agirl says, “No, | never
raped anybody; I’ ve been raped,” and the question keeps reading. Don’t Q and A by auditing
out the rape; get the overt, which is gotten by, “Whom have you made guilty of rape?’ You'll
find the make-guilties lie on an actual “done” anyway, so always come back to the original
guestion, with the same wording as you first used. If a PC thinks a question isinsulting, heis
telling you that he has done the thing.



HUBBARD COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE
Saint Hill Manor, East Grinstead, Sussex

HCO BULLETIN OF 6 OCTOBER 1961
Central Orgs
HCOs City Offices

TRAINING OF STAFF AUDITORS

The following despatches to the Assn Sec London and HCO Area London, are of general
interest:

HCO LONDON
HCO STHIL EGSTD

JOHN FROM RON INFO HCO
OCT 3 2242

In order to care for your special condition wherein the newcomers cannot run old processes then
temporarily modify the Pol Ltr as follows:

Class such auditors as “ Class Two Under Training”. Let them go right ahead and continue with
security checking only. HCO should get very ambitious about making these auditors pass all the
necessary Bulletin tape exams on Class Two, and then confirm their status when they have passed.

Make available a tape recorder with headphones and let auditors standing in for exams listen to
tapes and have HCO give them exams on these tapes.

On the two auditors that have very little reality on auditing, this would stem of course from their
never having gotten any benefit from auditing or having any subjective reality on it. Therefore
they would be rather dangerous to let near a PC. Suggest you turn them loose on each other with
Sec Checking and make them complete a thorough Form Three and other checks on each other.
Y ou are going to get your wildest changes on cases at this time by doing excellent Sec Checking.

There is a current rundown down here which is part of Class Two, which is Sec Checking against a
chronic somatic. The tape of Oct 3 goes into it very thoroughly. It getsrid of hidden standards
and chronic somatics and has gotten to, under and into every pokey case we have around there.
This is assessing for the prior confusion to the condition, and then Sec Checking the PC on
personnel found in that assessed area. It is easy to do and hell to teach but when an auditor gets a
reality on it—Wow here we go.

| would be very happy to see alot of wins coming out of Sec Checking only. This requires model
session meter rudiments and TRs, and knowing never to leave a question as long as there are
withholds on it. (Surest way in the world to blow a PC out of the HGC is to |eave a question with
charge still oniit.)

I'm real keen to see you hit the easy trail now that it's taped so well. | have every confidence that if
you work like mad in the HGC to make every auditor a top grade Security Checker and run
nothing but Security Checks (Standard Form and those you specially prepare for a particular PC)
you will be getting quite startling case gains. This data includes assessing for the prior confusion
and doing special Sec Checks on it as per tape here Oct 3.

With just this you would be curing people left and right.

When you got that jolly well anchored in the hurricane and all staked down we can then start
educating auditors for Routine Three complete. But that's away—a few months perhaps—up the
line.

| feel that if we just settle down on this one programme and saw wood we'll get alot of winsand a
lot of happy PCs and the bugs out of procurement and case gains. Then we can move on.

How about it??



Beg,
RON

JOAN FROM RON 3R2
I am counting on you to exam staff routinely on the various HCOBSs and tapes relating to:

Model Session
E-Meter Essentias
New Rudiments

How to Security Check

I think we would err in spreading our attention too far on what we expect them to get down pat. If
the TRs are obviously way out, blame the Academy and return the auditor to there on a weekend
basis.

Don't classify any auditor as Class Two until he or she never stutters an instant on any Exam
guestion on the above items.

The tape of Oct 3 was tailored up to be of assistance in explaining the data about prior confusion
that getsrid of somatics. Thisis part of Class Two.

Security Checking includes the ability to locate the area of prior confusion. As this clears up most
of the things a PC isworried about you are in for alot of wins.

The people you get in the HGC have Psychosomatics, lots of PTPs of long duration and hidden
standards. It is now very easy to relieve these things at the level of Class Two by Sec Checking
areas before the PC noticed the somatic.

I think auditors can easily learn these things and | know you will get very appreciative PCs as a
result.

| want you to bear down hard on Examination. The way you examine is very brief. You bring in
the auditor or having studied the auditor comes in. Y ou have a complete Check Sheet for the
auditors, all he or she is supposed to know about this, Bulletin by Bulletin, Tape by Tape. Y ou
have a prepared Exam. It is very intensive and minute. Y ou keep asking questions from it until
the student misses. The first time the student misses is a flunk and that is the end of the Exam.
This saves you lots of time and it brings the student up to reading the Bulletin or hearing the tape
time after time, and they get really familiar with the Exam data. A seventy percent pass is no
good. We only want one hundred percent passes.

Well that'siit.

Beg,

RON

LRH:jl.bh L. RON HUBBARD

Copyright © 1961
by L. Ron Hubbard
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HUBBARD COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE
Saint Hill Manor, East Grinstead, Sussex

HCO BULLETIN OF 9 OCTOBER 1961

Franchise
Central Orgs
Tech Depts

RUDIMENTS, CHANGE IN

In End Rudiments only of Model Session, delete “ Are you withholding anything?’
Substitute before ARC breaks in End Rudiments the following:

“Have you told me any half truths or untruths in this session or have you said
anything just to make an impression on me?’

Thisisto be used in End Rudiments only in all types of sessions.

Be sure you give End Rudiments in general enough time to do. Y ou should start ending
any session one half hour before end of session time. That is to say, end the process of the
session and begin on End Rudiments one half hour before end of session time.

Fill in any extratime left over by running the havingness process of the PC or TR 10 as
the last stage of End Rudiments.

This new End Rudiments step does not alter Beginning Rudiments. “ Are you withholding
anything?’ remains in Beginning Rudiments.

This new end step has been devel oped to overcome the bad effects on the PC caused by
his lying to the Auditor, trying to get others in trouble by giving false withholds, and trying to
make an impression on the Auditor by half truths, etc.

It will be found that a certain proportion of “withholds’ arein fact lies. If the Auditor
accepts these, the PC's case is damaged and session is hard to maintain on a PC who is
consistently allowed to get away with this. This end rudiment step helps restrain the impulse
and cleans off the ill effects of lying to the Auditor or making bids for sympathy with half
truths.

Clean all instant needle reactions which occur by reason of this question. Do not leave it
until it isfree from instant reaction.

LRH:md.cden L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1961

by L. Ron Hubbard
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HCO POLICY LETTER OF 10 OCTOBER 1961
Sthil

PROBLEMSINTENSIVE FOR STAFF CLEARING

Who Does Assessment
The auditor assigned to audit the preclear does the assessment.
When is Assessment Done

This assessment is done at the beginning of the first intensive the preclear has. The last
guestions may be added to and done again at alater time.

Isthis part of the Preclear's auditing time

Yes, it is. The questions asked are to a degree auditing because the auditor is asking the
preclear to look and to recall.

Purpose of Preclear Assessment Sheet

The purpose of this form is to establish auditor control over the preclear, to better
acquaint the auditor with his preclear, to provide essential information required and to locate
hidden standards and PTPs of long duration.
To Whomisthe Preclear Assessment Sheet Routed

This Sheet isrouted to the Technical Sec as soon as possible, at the first session break if
the auditor can do so. It must be routed at |east by the end of the auditing day. After the
Technical Sec reviews the Sheet, it is returned to the auditor for keeping in hisfolder on the
preclear.
Neatness of Preclear Assessment Sheet

If you cannot write plainly and neatly, print al the data required. Information is wanted,
not mysterious cryptographics.

PRECLEAR ASSESSMENT SHEET

Name of Pc Ageof Pc TA Position at Start of
Assessment

Auditor Tech Sec'sInitials

A. Family:

1. Ismother living? E-Meter reaction

2. Dateof death E-Meter reaction

3. Pc'sstatement of relationship with mother




E-Meter reaction

Isfather living? E-Meter reaction

Date of death E-Meter reaction

Pc's statement of relationship with father

E-Meter reaction

List brothers, sisters, and other relatives of the Pc, date of death of any and E-Meter
reaction.

Relation Date of Death E-Meter reaction
Marital Satus.
Married Single No. of times divorced

Pc's statement of relationship with spouse

E-Meter reaction

List any marital difficulties Pc presently has

E-Meter reaction

If divorced, list reasons for divorce and Pc's emotional feeling about divorce

E-Meter reaction

List children, date of death of any child and E-Meter reaction.

Children Date of Death E-Meter reaction

Educational Levd:
State the level of schooling Pc has had, University education, or prof training.

E-Meter reaction




D. Professional Life:
State main jobs Pc has held.

Job E-Meter reaction

E. Accidents

List any serious accidents Pc has had, the date of such, any permanent physical damage
and E-Meter reaction.

Accident Date Physical Damage E-Meter reaction

F. lllnesses:

List any serious illness (excepting usual childhood diseases, colds, etc) giving date of
such, any permanent physical damage and E-Meter reaction.

[lIness Date Physical Damage E-Meter reaction

G. Operations.
List any operation, the date of each and E-Meter reaction.

Operation Date E-Meter reaction

H. Present Physical Condition:
List any bad physical condition Pc presently has and E-Meter reaction to such.
Physical Condition E-Meter reaction




Mental Treatment:

List any psychiatric, psychoanalytic, hypnotic, mystical or occult exercises, or other
mental treatment which Pc has had, the date of the treatment and E-Meter reaction.

Treatment Date E-Meter reaction

Compulsions, Repressions and Fears.

List any compulsions (things Pc feels compelled to do), repressions (things Pc must
prevent himself from doing) and any fears of Pc.

Compulsions, etc E-Meter reaction

Criminal Record.
List any crime committed by Pc, prison sentence, if any, and E-Meter reaction.

Crime Sentence E-Meter reaction

Interests and Hobbies:
List any Interests and Hobbies of Pc.

Interests and Hobbies E-Meter reaction

M. Previous Scientology Processing:

List auditors, hours and E-Meter reaction to any processing done other than in the HGC
or Academy.

Auditor Hours E-Meter Reaction




List briefly processes run

List goals attained from such processing

List goals not attained from such processing

Present Processing Goals.
List al present goals of Pc and E-Meter reaction to each.

Goal E-Meter reaction

LIFE TURNING POINTS

List each major change the pc has experienced in life.

date
Meter

date
Meter

date
Meter

date




Meter

5.
date
Meter
6.
date
Meter
7.
date
Meter
8.
date
Meter
9.  When did pc newly join any religious group
10. Whendid pc start going to Church again
11. Whendid pc subscribeto afad
12. When did pc begin dieting
13. Whendid pcleaveajob
14. Whendid pc haveto take arest




15.

When is the time the pc noticed a body difficulty

16.

When did the pc decide to go away

17.

Whom did the pc decide to leave and when

18.

When did pc decide to start being educated in some new line

19.

When did pc's physical body change characteristics

20.

When did pc collapse

21.

When did pc start anew life

22.

When did pc stop going to parties

23.

Who has pc never seen again




24. What does pc now consider his or her mgjor life change
DO SECTION P (FOLLOWING) SEVERAL TIMES.
P. PROCESSING SECTION.
1. Most needle action on above O Section was on number . (If necessary read them
all off and assess for most reaction—not by elimination.)
Note Occurrence Assessed
2. Ask pc“What problem existed immediately before
(that occurrence)”.
3. Writedown problem pc gives
4.  Run*“What was unknown about that problem with
(descriptive word)” until al tone arm action is off (20 minute test).
5.  Locate confusion before that change (as per number above).
6. List persons present in the confusion
7.  ASSess persons.
Most needle reaction on
8.  Run Processing Check of withholds from that person.
9.  Assesspersons above and any new ones. (Add to above list.) Persons now reacting__
Run Processing Check on that person.
10. Assess persons above and any new ones. (Add to abovellist.)
11. Person now reacting




12.  Run Processing Check on that person.

13. Returnto O. Assessand do all of P again.

LRH:jl.rd L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1961
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6110C10 SHSpec-64 Problems Intensives

“Supposing that dianetics and scientology did everything they were supposed to do. What
would your problem have been before you came into it -- your own personal problem?’ That is
the approach you should use on aPE course. Giveall the “firsts’ of scientology and dianetics;
give avery broad, complete description. Then ask, “What is the problem that would make you
come into scientology?’ Thisis assuming that everything that was said about scientology was
true. You restimulate their PTP of long duration, then ask, “What is your problem?” The
problem is now staring them in the face and in some percentage, they will, for the first time,
recognize the source of some discomfort. Then give them some data about processing and get
them into the HGC. That should be the first lecture on aP.E. course, because it gives a stable
datum, a conditional but desirable stable datum. On a certain number, you will produce a
startling change.

There s anew addition to a PC Assessment Sheet. It getsyou alist of things. Y ou take the
best-reading and run alist of processes on it. Reassess the list of thinks and repeat the process.
It gets the prior confusion and handles it with ruds, problems processes, and sec check on the
personnel in the prior confusion. Thefirst list asks for times the PC’ s life changed. Ask when
the changes occurred. Each of them will be handled with the problem that existed just prior, as
well as the prior confusion. The change was a solution. Get the changes of life-style also.
The “when” doesn’t have to be very precise. Now get the best-reading change and ask, “What
problem did you have immediately before that change?’ Get him to state the problem, not just a
fact. It should have a a question, a mystery about it, a how, why, or what. Then just run the
problems rud process, until flat e.g. when the somatic that got going quiets down. It gets at the
PTP of long duration, which gives hidden standards. Run it by the TA. After it isflat, ask,
“What was the confusion in your life just before that?” Then assess the people in that
confusion. Theidea of listing and asking for another person in the confusion will put the PC
back in the confusion and stop him from skidding forward, and you’ll wind up with alist of
personnel. Y ou sec check thelist. This requires some acumen to mock up the sec check. It's
really aglorified O/W, and you could just run O/W except that it has some danger, sinceit’s
running against aterminal which hasn’t been assessed. So it’s better to sec check. If a
terminal isnot on agoalsline, running it can beef up a case unless run on a sec check. The sec
check needn’t be awfully extensive, though doing it very thoroughly will give a better result.

Y ou continue the process with the next best-reading change, etc. When all is done, we could
say that the person was a release and has no hidden standards and would do auditing
commands. Thisfully supplants Routine 1A as away to handle problems.

The reason you are handling hidden standards is not because the individual has his attention
stuck someplace, nor because the PC vias your auditing commands through it, though these
thingsaretrue. You arerunning it becauseto the PC it'san oracle. He snot really anaytically
checking his eyesight every session to seeif auditing is making it better. His eyesight somatic
knows, and that’ s the only data thereis. Observation and experience have no bearing on his
knowingness. It's more than a PTP of long duration of a specialized sort. It's a pretty vicious
proposition. The PC doesit every command or every session. If he doesit every command, it
knows and he doesn’t. So he has to consult it to find out. He doesit in life al the time, too,
unbeknownst to you. He judges goodness and badness, truth and falsity by whether he gets a
somatic which comes from some circuit or other.

A criminal knows right from wrong because a circuit is restimulated or not. Therefore the cops
are crazy, because the little green light in his skull lit up when he was about to commit his
“crime”. He'sbaffled when he's arrested. He “knows” nobody can tell right from wrong, or
he knows by the way he feels whether he’ s doing right or wrong.

The way people get that way isthus:

1. They are athetan, as themselves.



2. They get so invalidated or invalidate others so much that they get overwhelmed with their
own inval and they pick up avalence.

3. Somatic overwhelm. While being the valence, he got a hell of a somatic.

Animpact is easily substituted for knowingness. It can also seem to be punishment for some
unknown crime, so he's got aterrible problem: What has he done to be punished for it? He
doesn’t know; he just feels guilty. Anyway, impact seems like knowingness. One’s own
knowingness as avalenceisin validated so he's got an impact knowingness which he keeps
around, which is part of an engram on his goals-terminal chain. The engram presents a
problem because it is not reachable, because it’s in the middle of the goals-terminal chain.
Since the PC’s own knowingness has been invalidated, he can only go on being validated in
his knowingness as a circuit. But he has to be careful because it knows more than he does!
Superstitious peoples, who have very little and have been knocked around badly, have catalogs
of superstitions, which are sort of third dynamic circuits. This moves out into a secondary
state: the circuit is now audible; it dictates to him, gives him orders aloud. Thisisthe final
result of avalence which has been overwhelmed by a somatic, which has been overwhelmed
by another thinkingness, etc. [See Fig. 4]. It isnot an endless number of valences, but there
can be anearly endless number of hidden standards.

A real hidden standard is something the PC consults with each command or each session.
“Consults” isthe clue. The hidden standards key in because of problems of magnitude or
because of prior confusion. The usual course of human eventsis. Theindividua went through
alot of trouble and alot of confusion. He couldn’t quite figure any part of it out, and it left him
hung with a problem, which he up and solved by changing hislifein some way. He may get
the idea when there' s a change, there must have been a problem before. Thereisn’t alwaysa
problem. Other-determined changes don’t necessarily have problems before them, but they
won't assess on the meter. He solves the problem with a hidden standard.

Where does a circuit come from? They’re different from valences. A valence answers the
guestion of who to be or how to be right with abeingness. A circuit answers the question,
“Without changing a beingness, how do you know when you’'re right?’” A circuit furnishes
information; a valence furnishes beingness.

A circuit can step up from furnishing information to furnishing orders, and then it can step up
to furnishing orders below the level of consciousness, always expressed faintly at least in
somatics. Most people live in haunted houses. They think there are other thetans in their
bodies because of the commands of circuits.

A circuit can be set up easily and isn’'t abad thing unlessit’s out of his control, forgotten as to
authorship, etc., controlling the fellow, with him taking no responsibility for it. A thetan can
do anything acircuit can do, and more. The basic of circuit trouble is setting something up and
taking no responsibility and leaving it on automatic. If he's done this, he has some God-Awful
problem just before he did it. Just before he has the problem, he was in fantastic confusion,
and before the confusion, he had fantastic numbers of withholds from the peoplein the
confusion. Those conditions must all be present to get circuit trouble, and you have to pay
attention to al of them to unravel the circuits.

To get into that state, he’' d have to have been pretty active, and to have started withholding
everything from everybody, he was in contact with, about everything, or about something
special. He' s not free to communicate. Things start going wrong, since his comm is messed
up. Life got very confused, eventually became an awful problem. Then he solved the
problem. If he had enough overts and withholds, he’ d blow, which brought about a change.
The changeis now the tag you can use to get back to all the stuff behind it.

DWINDLING SPIRAL OF CIRCUIT FORMATION 1. The thetan being as himself. 2. He
gets invalidated/overwhelmed as himself. 3. He picks up avalence. 4. The valence gets
overwhelmed by a somatic. 5. The valence’ s knowingnessisinvalidated. 6. The PC, asthe



valence, sets up acircuit to use the “impact knowingness’ of the somatic as a senior source of
knowledge, so he can go on being validated in his knowingness. The circuit now does the
observing and knowing. 7. The circuit becomes audible. 8. The circuit gives orders. 9. The
circuit gives orders below the level of consciousness, always expressed at least faintly in
somatics.

The point of change is awithdrawal; so isthe original O/W. Both key in circuits. [Cf. page
47, where LRH points out that circuits are a substitute for confront and gives more data about
what circuits are used for.] The whole story is repetitive out-of-communication, with a
periscope that looks for him and tells him. That’s the hidden standard, seen as a circuit.
Experience must not approach this person, and since auditing is an experience, he never allows
it to approach. You are trying to audit the person, not the via. Thus case gain isslow at best.

The Problems Intensive hits all this and knocks the circuits out of the road. It can be done with
imprecise auditing, and it starts with a PC assessment which is less accusative to the new PC
than a sec check assessment. He gets familiar with sec checks on a gradient, dealing with
specific people, interesting areas to him. 1t makes practically any level of case processable and
can be done by the most self-conscious auditor.



6110C11 SHSpec-65 Problems Intensive Assessment

The PC assessment form is of vast use to the auditor to know what is going on isthe PC’slife.
If you have a new PC -- new to scientology, do one. Even if the PC isjust new to you, do
one. It givesthe PC some confidence to know that his auditor knows something about him. It
should be done by the auditor who is going to audit that PC. Thiswill relieve the PC’s
sneaking suspicion that the auditor knows nothing about him. If the PC knows about
something, it isn't aberrative, so thisis a negative assessment, since whatever is known there
isn't aberrative.

Number of times divorced is an important one, especialy if it doesn't correlate with number of
times married, since you’ ve then got big withholds to get off. Educational level is another area
for withholds. Pcs can be ashamed of how little or how much they’ ve had. Jobs, accidents,
illnesses: this starts to get into an interesting zone: engrams he never mentions. Watch out for
restimulation in these areas, if you ask any details about them, This can throw the PC right into
engrams,

The auditor gets data while doing this form that tempts him to take things up with the PC, but
don't doit! Acknowledge and go on without creating an ARC break. Don'’t let the PC talk his
havingness down, in the accidents and illnesses area. |If the PC isvery chatty, give him an R-
factor beforehand that you only want to know briefly about each thing. The some appliesto the
present physical condition. We're very interested in whether there are any withheld physical
conditions or worries about health they haven't told anyone or diseases they’ d hate to have
anyone know about. Pump the PC; get all the withholds off, because thisis a serious withhold
on the case. On mental treatment, be equally sure to get off any withholds. It would be not
OK to be getting other treatment, physical or mental, at the same time as auditing.

The usual cause of high tone arms on pcs who leave with low TA and come back with high TA
is some withhold about their physical condition or concurrent mental treatment or some bug on
the subject of the mind. Get the withholds off on the subject or you won’t be his auditor,
because he won’t be willing to talk to you. If you do get them off, you’ll be his auditor
because you know things about him no one else knows.
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Rockslams always take precedence over other needle phenomena. A rockslam isavery badly
overrun flow.

A rise, on the other hand, means nothing because you don’t know what turned it off. It'sa
latent response to something that exceeded the PC’ s reality, so you can’t tell where it come
from. The rise means something: it means the PC isn’t going to confront something, but you
can’t spot what, so it’s not worth pursuing. Also, the PC wouldn’t respond to auditing of it
anymore, sinceit’s beyond hisreality. Sometimes, when the PC has an ARC break, all the
needlewill doisrise. When you get rudsin, the needle won'’t rise much.

Note that, on running a problems intensive, you get the problem before the change, it can turn
out to be a problem he’s had for hundreds or millions of years. So don’t ask for the confusion
before the problem. Y ou want the confusion before the this-lifetime change. Y ou must realize
that the only reason that people move slowly and get parked on the track or anything else is that
problems become timeless. The timelessness of problems composed the reactive mind. People
and organizations are ow he degree that they have problems they can’t solve; they are inactive
to the degree that they have problems they can’t solve. Most of their actions are reactive.
Every new action adds into the old problem, to the point of feeling it doesn’t matter what we
do. Also, the magnitude of the problem can make any other non-connected thing seem very
trivial. Other people’ sredlity isviewed apathetically, since he's so overwhelmed that he can’t
look at it, no matter how immediateitis. Such people react to everythingin lifethisway. It's
an apparent apathy which is apathy toward life, the person being in terrific agony about the
problem. He can’t even articulate what the problemis. If you ask him to take his attention off
the problem, he knowsit’ Il eat him up. He has no attention to spare for you or for auditing.

Y ou often have a PC who is escaping from present time by being in the past. You can make a
mistake by believing he’ d audit better on his terminals line, so you should skip ruds and any
this-lifetime difficulties and just go back on theline. No. The PC is back on the line because
it's safer. One of the symptoms of that is the PC who never gets a picture. Pictures are
dangerous. They became dangerous at some time in the past, possibly during a session.
Getting rudiments in on someone can turn on his pictures. Rudiments can show someone who
has never had auditing that life is solvable at these little finite points.

It's acharacteristic of a PC who isin apathy that he has got to solveit all at once, now. Move
the apathy off and you’ll get the franticness. They won’t do the available auditing command
you've given them. They’ll take it and make it something to resolve their whole case by one
answer. Why? Because their whole track is collapsed. The fact that problems are timeless and
problems join to problems makes it all atimeless explosive stratum. And anything that
explosive about which they worry that much, must be solved explosively: A desperate solution
for a desperate problem, which occurs at one point. People look for one command -- one
magic word which will make the PC go clear. Thisbecomeswhat the PC wants when he can’'t
do any of the little things. In desperation he will have to do one of the big ones. Auditing,
however, is done by gradients; it depends for success on reaching areality a PC can tolerate,
getting to a picture the PC can see at this moment of timein session. What the PC really can do
are little gradients. You’ve got to find the gradient which isreal to the PC. Something
confrontable, not the explosive, right now effect.

There are people with afrantic desire to have lots of money right now. They may have fantastic
schemes to get it, very unworkable ones. If you asked them, “How much money could you
have?’ and sorted it out on the meter, you’d find that while they said, “Oh, millions!”, the
amount that would be real to them would be a farthing, anickel -- something so small that they
don’t make that coin. It’'sthe other side of the circle. They think in terms of millions, while
they get poorer and poorer and poorer.



The case that has to have total change now and the case that makes no change now are almost
the same case. The case that just sits there apathetically knows that there can’t be a big enough
change or a big enough effect right now to solve his problems, so he’s given up on the idea that
anything is going to happen at all. He has cancelled all thisout. Heison alower rung than
that. He can’'t have a change, because there' s no change tiny enough, until you figure out what
itis.

How did he get into this state? By having problems that were so overwhelming that he must
keep his attention on them all the time, and he knows nothing could be done about them, but
they are terribly important, but you have to do something about them, but nothing can be done
about them, so that everything elsein lifeistrivial, including your auditing command. Y our
command has nothing to do with his problems, unless you have his exact problem, in which
case your commands will have something to do with his case. That’s actually the only process
that will work on him.

The whole of this problems intensive isto find where the PC is stuck and what problem he's
looking at. Thetrick is: he doesn’t know, or he wouldn’t be overwhelmed with it. The
problems he glibly tellsyou aren’'t it. A proper assessment will get you the right one, not one
with alot of figure-figure and must-have-been. The clue to thisisthat he’'s figuring from a
different time band and the real problem is this moment in time, the time band of the PC; it's
now. If the PC were looking at the problem heis stuck in, he wouldn’t say, “A person who
would have had that problem then,” because heisin “then”; he’sin that problem and no other.

A PC who is ARC breaking or getting apathetic during a goals or terminal assessment is doing
it because you' re taking his attention off the only thing it’s safe to keep it on, which is the
problem he's stuck in. If hisruds are very well in and he has alot of confidence in the auditor,
you can do it and he'll feel fine, but he still has his attention on the problem. Now when you
try to run his prehav level on the terminal, it takes too much attention, so he puts that on avia
so he can keep his attention on the problem. Heis ARC breaky and gets upset, or he’'s
apathetic and just grinds, if he’s lower on the scale. In this case, he’ll be running with his
attention at monotone, because most of his attention is glued to a problem so horrendous that if
it were solved, the whole universe would blow up. It's even too much effort to say what the
problemis, so it all operates asawithhold. Every time you have an ARC breaky PC, you have
violated to some degree fixation of attention on problems. Y ou’ve asked him to do something
he doesn’t consider safe, and he is protesting having his attention shifted. If someoneisin this
state, you have to work like mad to keep his attention centered where it is centered and not shift
it around. So it’s about the hottest thing you can do with a case to give a problems intensive.
We're getting the backtrack problems which slide up and become PT problems of long
duration, the problems which underlie the hidden standards and the prior confusions which
made the hidden and the problems necessary. It works because you are putting his attention
whereit aready is, so it goes easily.

Auditors blame themselves because PC’'s ARC break. So if you can get a certainty as an
auditor on exactly why a session goes wrong and see the exact mechanism and its magnitude,
exactly when and why a session detours; if you can see that the PC’ s attention is fixated on a
problem of great importance to a degree that any shift of attention causes him to go through this
ARC break phenomenon, you will see that all you have doneisto disturb his attention. You
very often have been running pcs with PTP s without recognizing any part of it. Very oftena
PC has unknowingly to himself stated his problem to you many times, and you have never
heard it as a problem, so you go ahead and solveit. A problemisaproblem. Itiswhat the PC
isworried about, and feels he has to do something about or that he can’t do anything about.
Auditing the problems intensive, he may giveit to you again and you’ |l suddenly recognize it as
aproblem. Don’'t fedl silly about it. But do recognize that there aren’t problems which should
be solved as opposed to being run, as far as PTP’s of long duration are concerned.
Furthermore, the problem you think you see, some usual problem, may well not be the
problem at all. E.g. the instructor who has a problem with students that turns out to be the
problem of not believing auditors can audit, including his present auditor, so how could he get
auditing?



Problems about scientology are of the order of magnitude of withholds on the subject of
scientology, in terms of stopping case gain. The fact that he’s in a session acts to restimulate
the withhold or the problem, and everything you are doing restimulated it. Don’t solve his
problem about auditing by giving him more or better auditing. The PC has a PTP and will
behave like a case with one no matter what you do to solveit.
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Academie
STUDENT PRACTICE CHECK

The following practice Security Check may be used by Academy Students learning E-
Meter use. It was developed by Dir PE Durban hopefully for use on Co-Audit. But it is
doubtful if Co-Audit would win with such. A general repetitive process would be better. | have
changed it to an Academy Practice Check.

“Do you feel you are making afool of yourself by being at the Academy?’

“1s someone watching how you get on to ‘judge’ Scientology?’

“Have you made any derogatory remarks concerning Scientology?’

“Do you think Scientology might be aracket?’

“Isthere something you' re afraid you might have to face if you continue training?’
“Areyou here for another purpose than you say?’

“Have your friends advised you against taking a course?’

“Have you had any criticisms of the Course Instructor?’

“Have you had any criticisms of the Director of Training?’

“Have you made any criticisms of the way the organization isrun?’

“Have you any criticisms of the way the courseis run?’

“Have you seen any Scientology staff members who you' d hate to be like?’
“Do you know of anyone who seemsto have got worse since they took up Scientology?’
“Have you got worse since you discovered something about yourself?’

“Do you think your Tests were wrongly evaluated?’

“Do you think Scientology isaviolation of your religion?’

“Do you think there is something wrong with making people more able?’

“Is there something you wouldn’t dare mention here?’

“|s there something you' re afraid you won't do properly?’

“Areyou afraid of dealing with the mind?’

“Have you ever been to a psychiatrist/faith healer/numerologist?’

“Areyou planning to tell people that Scientology is no good?’

“Do you didlike anybody on the course?’

“Are you shocked by anything that has happened since coming to the Academy?’
“Did you find it difficult to pay for the course?’

“Do you intend to pay for the coursein full?’

“Are you waiting for Scientology to do something for you?’

“Areyou looking for an excuse to say Scientology doesn’t work?’

“Areyou missing or neglecting doing something by coming on to the course?’
“Areyou beyond help?’

“Do you deserve to be helped?’

“Do you think that the state of Clear isfictitious?’

“Have you ever been late for class?’

“Have you ever made an excuse to miss aclass?’

“Have you ever suspected a Scientologist of anything?”

“Have you ever advised anyone against Scientology?’

“Doesthe idea of being more responsible frighten you?’

L RON HUBBARD
LRH:md.cden
Copyright © 1961
by L. Ron Hubbard
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
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HGCs
PROBLEMSINTENSIVES

Two important additions should be made to HCO Bulletin of November 18, 1960, the
Preclear Assessment Sheet.

These are Sections O and P, which are attached to this Bulletin.

Section O lists all the turning points, or changes, in the preclear’s life. It forms an
additional section to the actual preclear assessment, which is unchanged in every other respect.

Section P is the Processing Section. Using the data obtained from Section O, a Class
Two auditor can run a complete Problems Intensive, following the procedure outlined in
Section P. Section P isdone in Model Session.

Full details of how to run a Problems Intensive are given in the Saint Hill tapes of 10th,
11th and 12th October, which will be sent to you soon. Meanwhile, study Sections O and P
carefully. And mimeo out supplies of Sections O and P for use by staff auditors. (Do not
however mimeo more than enough for your immediate needs, as these sections may be changed
in form or detail.)

A Problems Intensive is very smple. The procedure is outlined very clearly in Sections O
and P.

Turning points are simply self-determined changes in the pc’s life. When did he start
doing something new or stop doing something, get married, get divorced, take up a new
activity—any change or turning point in the pc’slife. These are listed briefly, and when—an
approximate date will do. Typical entries would be: “Went to Canada, 1930”, “Took up
slimming, 1936”, “Went to sea, 1924”, etc.

Each change, or turning point, was preceded by a period of confusion, or a PROBLEM.
The Processing Section P consists of finding what problem existed immediately before the
change. Run off the unknowns in the problem. Locate the confusion. Find the persons present
in the confusion. Assess the persons for most reaction, take the one with most reaction and run
a Processing Check on that person to get the withholds the pc had from that person.

This procedure is repeated again and again. Assess the changes. Find the one which
reacts most (not by elimination). Run Section P on that change, find all the persons present in
the prior confusion, get the withholds.

Basic stable datum: The change, or turning point, in the preclear’s life is always the
solution to the problem, or confusion, which immediately preceded it. It isthe prior confusion
which isthe auditor’ s target. By sorting out these confusions and the personnel buried in them,
aClass | auditor can do afine job on any preclear, and prepare the ground for clearing the pc
on SOP Goals.

LRH:md.cden L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright ©1961

by L. Ron Hubbard

ALL RIGHTSRESERVED
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Heroic measures have been used, on the time track, when lighter efforts to get into
communication have failed. Brutality follows failed communication; overts are always to be
found in the wake of no-communication. The auditor who gets annoyed with the PC has just
failed to audit the PC; he has just failed to get the PC to communicate. He has had no
methodology, or he hasn’t applied it. If thiswere widespread, scientology would go the way
of al former religions -- towards ritual and brutality. The real overt is not bad auditing, it's bad
dissemination, i.e. bad teaching, bad comm of how to apply, not insisting that it be done right.
It’s your inability to get information from PC’s which leads to your not trying to get any,
which drives you into avicious frame of mind about PC’s, which drives you into not wanting
to audit any at all. The auditor who has withholds won’t ask for withholds. If on top of that,
he can’t get information from the PC and doesn’t know how to go about it, he’ll end up not
auditing. That’s why any auditor who is not now auditing, isn’t auditing: he’s lost his
confidencein his ability to obtain the information necessary to resolve the case.

Aslong as you have socia mores, people will violate them and go out of comm with the group.
The auditor-PC relationship is a group, and if they are out of comm with a group, they will
tend to be out of comm with all groups. Y ou’ve got to raise their group consciousness before
you get an auditor-PC relationship. So, by using the White Form, you get the withholds off
from the sections where they are likely to be concealing anything: present physical condition,
2D stuff, crimes, past mental treatment, etc.

All societies set themselves up to beill, because as soon as you have a bunch of thou-shalt-
nots, you will get the two phenomena of withholds and make guilty. So you get people out of
comm, no as-ising of those conditions, so civilizations grow ill and die. When mores are your
sole method of being civilized, you'll get destruction. Scientology isthefirst civilization not to
operate thisway. Aslong as you can get people to talk, so that they can as-is sin instead of
repressing it, you can truly handle theills of civilizations. Up to now, repression was the only
available method.

Someone could prove that civilization was made possible only by this mechanism of
withholding and making guilty, but only aslong as his premise was that Man is basically evil.
Y ou have to process somebody and find they are nicer people than you thought previously
before you can accept the idea that another basis for civilization is possible. Otherwise you' d
think that if you freed Man, he’d become more evil. If you audit someone and see him
becoming more vital, active, polite, and freer, you don’t get the impression that he’s more evil
at all.

Where an individual has withdrawn out of earlier groups, he becomes harder to processin the
group called auditor-PC and harder to get along with in the group called scientology. A failed
group member doesn’t make a good group member. This appliesto this lifetime; former lives
have an effect, but the force comes from the this-lifetime groups that he hasleft. Y ou could do
a sec check on each of the groups they had |eft to get them going into session more easily. Pay
particular attention to this with people who are renegades from groups which intended to help:
doctors, psychiatrists, etc. Run out his O/W’s on that earlier group. Y ou have to be clever to
do it, because you have to find out the mores of the earlier group. So do get all you can on his
former groups, at least as to what he’ s been in and | eft.

Only take self-determined changes for the problems intensive processing. They don’'t give you
anything to handle, e.g. graduation. But, e.g., dropping out of school you would be interested
in. What you want is his solutions to problems he didn’t know he had. Other determined
changes aren’'t his solutions. You'll get reads on them because they are charged, but they are
not what you want.

[Details on running the process|



Stable datum: If you have to remedy havingness alot, ruds are out.

Never run astop. Avoid stills. Unless you' ve got movement in the command, the mechanics
of the prior confusion will hang you up in the stillness. If you can get the PC to restate it so
it'sgot action init, great. A “preventing” type action is questionable, but it will run, perhaps
slowly, but better than a stop.

[More details on procedure]
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“Are all thetans equal 7’ some pcsask. All cases are rough, but some are rougher than others,
regardless of equality of thetans. However, we find that all beingsin this area of the universe
have the same type of aberration, differing only in magnitude of aberration. Thisis contrary to
Kraepelin’sindex of insanity, which points out its many different manifestations. The only
guestion answered by such a classification isthat of how aberrations manifest themselves. But
all aberrations arise from the same causes, having only different manifestations and
magnitudes. The reason why we are clearing people is that we are taking people out by the
same route they went in. So you have to parallel what the mind is doing.

It works like this: athetan, being and acting in this universe, loses confidence in himself, in his
ability to do and to survive. Having lost that confidence, he then assumes an identity which he
considers will stand instead of self. He himself goes down into degradation. What heis
overwhelmed by, or what he has overwhelmed consistently, is adopted by him as a package of
behavior, and that isavalence. A valenceisasubstitute for self, taken on after the fact of lost
confidencein self. Asathetan sinksinto degradation and lost confidence in self, he goes down
into personal oblivion so that he has no further memory of self but only memory of a valence.
Having taken on this valence, he then carriesit on as a mechanism of survival. He doesalife
continuum, actually, of what he has overwhelmed or what has overwhelmed him.

At the point of degradation, you will find it backtracking this way: just before he assumed the
valence, he has a problem concerning his own survival that he himself could not solve as
himself. Just before that problem, there was a tremendous confusion in which, by process of
overts and withholds, he became enturbulated at himself. These overts and withholds were
against the various dynamics. That was the route by which he went in. He missed his way
and had overts and withholds against the mores of the group in which he was operating, and he
lost confidence in himself completely. He felt he couldn’t go on as himself, which gave him a
tremendous problem relating to survival. He felt he couldn’t solve this problem, so he adopted
an identity he thought would stand as a solution to this problem. Then he went on as that
identity. Now that identity was in turn submerged by the same cycle. Astheidentity, whilea
member of the group, the thetan committed overts and had withholds from members of the
group, which produced an insoluble problem. The thetan usually “solved” the problem by the
acceptance, not of another valence, but of a change to another status. The cycle is alwaysthe
same. While amember of a group, having certain goals, he commits overts and has withholds
from other group members, from which arises a confusion. This confusion summates into a
problem, which he then solves by . The isthe only variable. Early onthe
track, the thetan always used avalence. But the common denominator of all his solutionsis
change. This has always been an element. That is equally true of the first assumption of a
valence and of every new lifetime, etc.

The whole of the Buddhist concern was the life-death cycle. The goal of the Buddhist isto
escape the cycle; he' s afraid of change because he could become responsible for wider changes.
Thisisamost on the principle that “If | shirk enough responsibility, I’ll just float out of my
head.” Unfortunately, it doesn’t work. It istrue that occasionally, accidentally, athetan can sit
down and go out of his head, sproingg! The way he does it is that he has set up an escape
mechanism to spring him out of dead bodies like a fighter pilot gection seat. Usually they
don’t work. Every now and then one works. It's actually a mocked up heavy-energy
guillotine. Pcsthink that if they feel enough pain they won’t be able to think, so they set this
up to be triggered by pain. At a certain time, they get enough pain and the guillotineis
supposed to knock off the body. So people wind up by now with the belief that you have to
kill abody to get out of it. Actually, unlessyou had overts on the body, you would practically
float out of it. People who are going around sick may have triggered the g ection mechanism
and had it fail to kill the body or gect them. It'safailed solution.

One of the mechanisms of the series of truths the Buddhists believed was that the world was
horrible, poverty stricken, etc. The basic truths they put out were so interlarded with these



other exaggerations, overts, and unkind thoughts, criticisms, and so on, that it operated as a
self-trapping mechanism. If you get a guy to be still long enough, you will key him in like
crazy. All the motions of the past will come in and kick him in the head. Why do you find a
PC sitting in the middle of a problem, sitting there with that solution. And why isit such a till
solution? It'sadtill point on the track, and every time the PC hastried to rest, he's practically
been overwhelmed. When you get the problem out of the way and look back for the motion
and confusion, the motion and confusion run and the still spot disappears. The still spot is held
there by the pressure and duress of an active spot behind or earlier than the till spot. So when
the PC tries to rest, the motion threatens to overwhelm him as it gets restimulated, so it’s
upsetting to him to be still.

There' s nothing to do, once one has blown out of one's head, so the goal of the Buddhist must
have been to do nothing. That isthe defeatist goal. People in defeat will say they want to do
nothing, in some variety of ways. Of course the nothingness is the point of overwhelm. So
people who yearn for nothingness inadvertently yearn to be overwhelmed. So every great
culture strives for peace. They get so much peace; there' s so much peace everywhere that some
barbarian comes along and knocks the whole thing off. They achieve perfect no-motion, which
is death. So athetan’s ambitions can often be contrary to his best interests. Thisis not
surprising, in view of the fact that there are no real liabilities to being a thetan, except the
liability of no interest, inaction, nothing to do or have or be, nowhere to go. When you see
people preaching these, you see people in the finest possible games condition. They are
playing a game of seeing other players overwhelmed, using the mechanisms of the track which
would most easily overwhelm the other players. Itisnot really in the best interest of the other
to advise rest, peace, and inaction.

The proof of thisare all over the place. E.g. asoldier gets wounded, gets front-linefirst aid.
Result: alower death rate for wounds treated there than for similar wounds treated at the base
hospital. Society subscribes to the idea that someone can kill himself with work. Thisisa
complete red herring. How does athetan get sick? Y ou know that when you release the still he
isstuck in, he'll get well.

What has happened to athetan that he doesn’t just heal up an injured body on the spot? He has
been leading too quiet alife, that’s all. Peoplein circuses take falls that would kill aregular
person. The only reason an injured body doesn’t spring back into shapeisthat it’s held out of
shape by stills. Things wrong with people are held wrong, with considerable energy. The
effort it takes to stay crazy must be fantastic.

The best way to get sudden recoveries is to run withholds, because withholds are the motion
before the still that was going on while the person was not participating with the motion. He
was withholding himself from the motion, so he was already being dightly still. He eventually
withdraws so hard from the motion and commits so many overts against the other participants
in the motion that he backs out al the way and becomes still. When you haven't any right to be
part of a motion any longer, you have only one other choice -- to be still. That’s the
mechanism by which you can get confusion, overts and withholds becoming a problem: a
problemisthe still. After the problem comes the solution to the problem. Of course, since the
problem is motionless in time, the solution becomes continuous in time. Now the thetan has
the problem of how to get some motion.

Although motion is evidently “bad” for a thetan, he nevertheless likes to move and insists on
doingit. If he hadn’t done so much motion in the past, his present “still” would be OK. But
as with a car, having its bumper up against another car’s bumper should do no harm, unlessit
was previously traveling at 165 miles per hour. It’s the motion prior to the still that produces
the impact. There's nothing wrong with a still if there hasn’t been some motion. And motion
isfine, if astill doesn’'t occur. If you can tolerate both motion and stillness, you won’'t have
any trouble but there are certain motions and certain stills a thetan cannot tolerate. Y ou could
move insane people up the track just by giving them a huge boulder in the middle of the
courtyard to look at, to familiarize themselves with a still.



If we look at how athetan got aberrated, we see that it’s a cycle of action:
1. Overts against co-action

2. A confusion leading to

3. A problem, which isastop, leading to

4. A changeto solve the problem.

The cycle keeps repeating itself. The thetan keeps picking up new bodies, who are somebody
else. Thisreally makesit complicated, since each of them is an identity. He doesn’t stack up
any new valences, however, because the basic valence is in there so solid that transient
valences don’t overwhelm it. The basic valence, motivated by the basic goal, is the biggest
single change that takes place in alifetime that is available to an auditor. It isavailable on
anyone with whom you can communicate. If you can’t communicate, you can still use CCH’s.
They aren’t used otherwise, now that the problems intensive can be used to get off hidden
standards.

What other changes besides valences are available? Oneisanew body. Every death is
preceded by an unsolvable problem to which death was the solution. A new body is a solution
to death, which left the thetan in inaction. All illness evolves from unsolved problems; it’s
always a gradient scale of dying. People even get sick when they win a prize or get new
possessions beyond what they feel they should have to survive. It can be too much change and
too much havingness -- unsafe because of on€' s liability to being attacked.

Thetans aren’t stupid. One of their aberrations may be a stupidity, but according to the
computation on which they are living, what they are doing isvery clever. You'll awaysfind
that the very stupid have a great belief in their cunning; often, too, the very bright consider
themselves to be stupid.

How many changes can occur just after a problem? In terms of mental changes, very few.
They could suppress or enhance certain characteristics, get rid of or adopt certain
manifestations, and that’ s about al. The earliest step istaking on avaence.

A valence both limits and exaggerates a person’s own skills. A thetan can only set up avalence
or acircuit to do what he can already do. A thetan can, without a body, walk out on a stage,
pick up a 1000 Ib weight, turn it around and drop it. But he’s so dedicated to the idea that it
takes a strong man’ s body to do it, that he only does it when he’'sin a strong man’s body. Then
it gets to the point that he can only do it when in condition, when he’s well, when he’s
employed to do it, when he has no problems with his manager, when he believes in himsel f
and feels powerful. These are all vias. The basic truth isthat he can just do it. Each of the
limitations and vias he puts in there is a solution to a problem he couldn’t otherwise solve. The
problem got there because he was trying to get something done as part of a group, and in that
motion has overts and withholds, and these resolved into a problem. The whole cycle has to
take place every time to wind up with asolution like that.

The problems and changes you are interested in as an auditor are not very many. Y ou are not
interested in his being in a body; he has been in and out of bodies before, or he wouldn’t be
here. But what is he doing with this body? Heisn't being the body heisin; heisbeing a
valence which isin abody. In other words, he's a failed thetan being afailed valencein a
body. Up to this point, he'd be easy to communicate with, but new problems and changes
interpose such things as constant somatics. Then you are auditing him through the problem
which is the constant somatic.

A circuit islike asubsidiary valence. It isamechanism which modifies avalence, a solution to
the realization that the valence can often be wrong, so it needs to be dictated to or to have things
hidden from it. So when the thetan, as a valence, runs into a problem where the valence has



failed, he sets up avalence that can think and a circuit to modify the thinking of the valence.
After the thetan has failed, everything he adopts after that is subject to failure, and each one of
them becomes a barrier to processing. A circuit modifies the thinkingness and doingness of the
valence; it is a dictational machine. Circuits slow down or speed up, show things or hide
things, etc. If they get too wild and complicated, the person can modify the circuit with a
somatic. When you get this much bric-a-brac, somewhere along the line you could get a
hidden standard, which knows more than the valence, which knows more than the thetan.

A hidden standard is just something which knows better, to which the thetan is paying
attention. The thetan’s concentration on this item can be so great, the dependency on it so
heavy, that the thetan only knows if it knows. If it tells him, it’strue; if it doesn’t tell him, it's
not true. When you are auditing him, he letsit tell him. He pays so much attention to it he
hardly seesyou at all. To some degree, everyone’s attention is absorbed in some part of the
bank, but where atotal overwhelm exists, attention is so absorbed that only it knows. People
run totally on social circuitry. For instance, parents often have totally unreal ideas about their
children, whom they have never observed at al. Circuits are often so idiotic that when they are
activated by what they are set up to produce, they criticize asif it weren’t there. E.g. one has
the circuit, “A child’'s appearance should be very good.” So if achild’s appearance in the
vicinity of someone with that circuit is very good, he's criticized; if the child' s appearance is
very bad, he'signored. This confuses children and causes them to feel betrayed. Most things
that a person protests against he will do himself. We call this hypocrisy; it's caused by circuits.

Circuitry is an escape from knowing and confront, vias used by the thetan to divorce himself
from life. When you audit him, you are a part of life, and you will hit hisinterpositions. You
will thus be auditing a circuit, which prevents him from being able to go clear on straight
Routine 3. If you get off his PTP's, ARC breaks, objections to the room, etc., heislesslikely
to interpose vias, and you can then talk to the PC, not the circuit. But people have problems of
such magnitude on the recent backtrack that they set up a permanent circuit, so you are always
auditing away at the circuit and making slow progress.

The problems intensive directly handles and knocks out circuits so that you can audit the PC
out of thevalence heisin.
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SECURITY QUESTIONS MUST BE NULLED

The main danger of security checking is not probing a person’s past but failing to do so
thoroughly.

When you leave a security check question “live” and go on to the next one, you set up a
nasty situation that will have repercussions. The person may not immediately react. But the
least that will happen isthat he will be more difficult to audit in the future, and will go out of
session more easily. More violently, a pc who has had a security check question left unflat may
leave the session and do himself or Scientology considerable mischief.

About the most unkind thing you could do to a person would be to leave a security check
guestion unflat and go on to the next one. Or to fail to nul the needle on withholds in the
rudiments and go on with the session.

One girl, being audited, was left unflat on a security check question. The auditor blithely
went on to the next question. The girl went out after session, and told everyone she knew the
most vicious lies she could create about the immoral conduct of Scientologists. She wrote a
stack of letters to people she knew out of town, telling gruesome tales of sexual orgies. An alert
Scientologist heard the rumours, rapidly traced them back, got hold of the girl, sat her down
and checked auditing and found the unflat security check question. The Withhold? Sexual
misdemeanors. Once that was pulled, the girl hastily raced about correcting all her previous
efforts to discredit.

A man had been a stalled case for about ayear. He was violent to audit. The special

guestion was finally asked, “What security check question was left unflat on you?’ It was
found and nulled. After that his case progressed again.

The mechanisms of this are many. The reactions of the pc are many. The summation of it
is, when a security check question is left unflat on a pc and thereafter ignored, the
consequences are NUMerous.

THE REMEDY
The prevention of security check being left unflat is easily accomplished:
1.  Know E-Meter Essentials.
2. Know the E-Meter.
3. Work only with an approved E-Meter.
4.  Know the various bulletins on security checking.
5

Get off your own withholds so that you won't avoid those in others.



6. Repeat questionsin various ways until absolutely sure there is no further needle
reaction on a question with sengitivity 16.
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6110C19 SHSpec-69 Q and A Period -- Flows

[Pointers on running problems intensives)

Any auditing command has the potentiality of flowsinit. If the PC isrunning acommand with
the flow always from A to B, the PC could go into an occlusion. Y ou could then have him run
it the other way afew times, and it will un-occlude. All stuck flows give stuck needles. You
see thisin withholds, too. A withhold is a non-permitted flow, so anything going in against it
sticks; nothing can backflow. You'll seethe TA rise and the needle stick. The more you make
him conscious of it, the more tightly he squashes himself with the withhold. You finally
trigger it. Thisreversesthe flow and you get blowdowns. In awithhold, the PC regrets the
backflow. E.g. he should not have back-flowed the bullet when he killed the king of France.
He shouldn’t have backflowed in the first place, so he is withholding it. He can receive
everything you tell him about the king of France, but nothing can come out about the king of
France. Watch the needle go up and stick. The more questions you flow in, the more he packs
itin. When he stops withholding, the T.A. goes down from reversing the flow.

There are lots of directions of flows, but five, or ten, ways seems pretty adequate. If you only
run PC to another and another to PC, you can start getting the other person’s flows jamming,
and you will again get a stuck meter. This doesn’t pose a problem if you are running it for a
short time only. You can overrun aflow on a prehav run, or all flows can run out. [?] You
can run aflow too long in one direction and get a high TA. Then it can blow up with a
blowdown. Y ou can overrun it, in which case, the more you run it, the more stuck it is going
to get.

The mind is capable of a considerable resurgence. By getting in ruds, you give the mind the
freedom to look at PT. With that freedom comes the ability to as-is. This makesit possibleto
use a five-way bracket instead of a 32-way bracket. Auditing is not an absolute practice,
fortunately. If everything bad that ever happened to the PC had to be audited out, you'd be at it
forever. If you pull certain pins, enough will blow so that the mind can resurge, if theruds are
in. A problemsintensiveisrun so that the mind can resurge enough to let you run goals easily.

Auditors can have trouble with the idea of flows if they don’t realize that the mind is full of
particles. Thoughts get connected with the particles and the particles get connected with solids
and masses. So the PC tries to think and runsinto solids. You try to audit him and run into
particles. There's nothing wrong with the PC’ s thinkingness per se; the trouble isthat it gets
joined up with energy, space, time, and particles. So he can’'t think of time without getting
space, or of athought without getting particles or masses. He can’t differentiate amongst these
things or amongst the dynamics. The preclear identifies the sixth dynamic particularly with with
all the dynamics, and the seventh dynamic gets identified with the reactive mind. Thinkingness
only goes haywire when a person can no longer differentiate where he should or associate
where he should. Heidentifies even on asemantic level, e.g. “Heroad aboat.” Y ou can get
some amazing results with semantics, like the airline pilot who came in looking for the phrase
that gave him a compulsion to have accidents while flying. His mother has said, “He’s no
earthly good,” which reactively made him fly, even though he hated it. [Leukemia was once
found to be caused by the mother’s phrase, “1t would turn your blood to water!”] But auditing
by phrases requires avery good auditor, and it doesn’t work on everybody. If it worked well
and easily, we' d till be doing it.

It isamistaketo let the PC run only one-way flows. The PC has been motivating for years and
years, not just in session. What is holding it pinned islack of any reverse flow. Itlooks moral
to the PC, but it’s not. It’ s that he started an outflow along a certain tone level, making aline
along which an interchange could occur. Having done so, he can be inflowed on at that level.
Thisis all based on the horrible fact that a thetan can never be inflowed on until he has
outflowed. How could he have been |ocated by someone el se otherwise?



Thisleads to the “safe” solution of never being anywhere or saying anything. Of course, then
you’'ll never do anything or see anything, and nothing will ever happen ever. The police
evidently operate on this, sinceit’s being there and communicating that are punished. Someone
in apathy has solved life this way, and he's easy to inflow on, so he gets kicked. If he’s not
careful, though, he may get areputation for being a good listener. Y et people get taught this,
“Beagood listener; don’t be obtrusive; be alittle late,” but it backfires.

When making up auditing commands, be sure it is understood and that it reads on the meter,
and that it is explicit, and that you get it answered every time. And don’t set up a stuck flow
situation. Even aflow of giving punishment to someone will violate games condition because
it is giving something to an enemy, so it makes one feel degraded and start figuring on it. War
is degrading because soldiers are always giving things to their enemies. This sets up a bad
games condition. An auditor shouldn’t run a contrary-to-games-condition process which is al
give or one that violates flows with al receive. There are wordings that allow for any flow,
e.g., “What was happening?’ or “What was unknown? If the PC can’t run “unknown”, you
can use “forgotten”, the lower harmonic of “unknown”. Use any of the not-know words if
necessary; don't leave the problem unrun. If you start getting into a stuck flow on a process,
you can just end the process without too much fuss and add another flow to it, e.g. by saying,
“Now we are going to add another side to this....” If your intention is to get auditing done
rather than to follow aritual, it'll go down just fine. Anything that goes wrong to a PC in
session isregistered by him on the basis of a scarcity of auditing and is best remedied by giving
him auditing. If you run withholds alot (e.g. unkind thoughts), you can wind up with a stuck
flow unless you run the overt as the outflow.

[In the problems intensive, the O-section isalist of self-determined changes the PC has made
inthislifetime. Thelist isassessed out by elimination, and the item is then handled in the P-
section. The auditor gets the problem that preceded this change; he runsit on, “What is
unknown about that problem with (the terminal in the problem)?’ or some such process. Later
version omits running it. Then the confusion prior tc the change (later -- prior to the problem)
islocated, and the dramatis personae of the confusion are sec checked, getting off all the O’'s
and W’sin the area of the confusion, until the problem no longer reacts. Then another self-
determined change is assessed out, etc. A later version of the Problems Intensiveisgivenin
HCOB 9Nov61 “The Problems Intensive -- Use of the Prior Confusion”]

The number of problems a person has determines how fast or low he will audit, and his speed
of accomplishment in lifein general. So he'll speed up in life when you get his problems out
of the way.
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HGCs
HGC PREPROCESSING SECURITY CHECK
(for pcs beginning intensives)
HCO WW Sec Form 8
Pc’sName Date

This check is to be given by HGC Admin on interviewing applicant. It is a pre-processing
Security Check. Follow directions exactly. If any question still produces instant read after
clearing any midway reads, report this fact to the D of P before permitting pc to proceed with
other testing or auditing. Write down on a dispatch paper the questions that produced instant
reads and give them to the auditor prior to the pc’ sfirst session (excepting only questions 1, 6,
9, 13, 14, 16 or 17 which must be referred to D of Pfirst. If pcis still accepted after this, give
these questions to the auditor as well as any others producing instant read).

DIRECTIONS

Use a standard organization approved or manufactured E-Meter such as the British Mark

Make certain, by can squeeze, that the instrument is plugged in and adjusted.
Use the meter strictly in accordance with the manual E-Meter Essentials.

Read only instant reactions. Do not use latent reactions of the needle. If the needle reacts
within a 1/5th or 1/10th of a second after the question is asked, it isaninstant read. Thisis
valid. If it reacts 1/2 to 1 second after the question, thisisinvalid. Explore only instant reads on
any check. Ignore all latent reads.

It should take only 10 or 20 minutes to give this check. If it takes longer you are doing
something wrong.

All you do is put the applicant on the meter and read the questions to him with sensitivity
set high (1 dial or more drop for can squeeze).

Keep the needle near center of dial. Don’'t adjust it while asking a question. Don’'t ask a
guestion if it is uncentered.

If you get no reaction go on to next question.

If you get areaction, compartment the question (reading it word by word and phrase by
phrase), and see if any one word or any one phrase falls rather than the question as a whole.
Clear each word or phrase that reads on the needle. Then read the whole question. If it isthe
whole question that reacts, it isaflunk.

Don’t clear flunks. (Note: Do not inform pc it isaflunk. Thisis not an employment
security check.) Just go on to next question.



The person being checked does not have to answer anything verbally.

The person giving the check does not have to find out or get off any withhold asthisis
not a processing check.

A needle reaction must be clearly established to be areaction to the question before it can
be aflunk.

The Tone Arm action isignored.
Rising needle isignored.

The Auditor’s Code isignored.
Processing isignored.

You'll find the main trouble with giving this check isthat it is so easy to give that people
will try to complicateiit.

If aperson isguilty of or has charge on any part of this check, the person will react on
that exact question, providing the question is put to the person directly (not his shadow).

There are no nul questions to be given to the pc applicant.

Thefollowing statement is read to the pc applicant:

“ThisisaPre-Processing Check | am giving you. These are E-Meter electrodes. Thisisa
very modern instrument developed after ten years of research. Y ou do not have to speak or
answer if you do not want to. It makes no difference.

“Hereisthefirst question:

Have you ever had el ectric shock treatment?

Areyou apervert?

Do you knowingly intend to cause disorder here?

Are you here knowingly to prove Scientology doesn’t work?
Areyou under adoctor’s care?

Are you suffering from any secret illness?

Have you ever been placed in the care of a psychiatrist?

Have you ever been classified as legally insane?
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Are you planning harmful actsto yourself or others?

o
o

Areyou guilty of any mgjor crimein thislifetime?

=
=

Have you been sent here knowingly to injure Scientology?

[
N

Areyou or have you ever been a Communist?

[
w

Are you addicted to drugs?



14. Haveyou fasfied the statement of persona history given to the Consultant?
15. Areyou wanted in this country by the police?

16. Areyou closely affiliated to any person or organization violently opposed to L. Ron
Hubbard or Scientology?

17. Areyou supposed to go insane?’

Theinterrogator should now smooth out any ARC breaks caused, by asking and clearing:
“Has anything | have done here upset you?’

Note: If the pc applicant is accepted, write down all the questions that didn’t clear after
clearing midway reads, give them to the auditor (or if two auditors or more, the security check
auditor) and instruct him to place those exact questions in the security check form at or very
near the beginning of the sec check. The pc applicant is not to be informed of any specia action
on this. These questions are to be cleared, then, as part of the processing check in the same
way as other sec check (processing) questions.

If any question continues to react, in accordance with instructions given in “Directions”
above, refer thisto the D of P for his decision. In the event D of P cannot make a decision
easily (due to any doubt as to whether policy would be violated on the acceptance of the pc), he
isto refer the matter to the Organization Secretary and HCO Area Sec. If policy would be
violated by the acceptance of a pc and the D of P still wants to have the pc audited, he must
advise L. Ron Hubbard at once. The D of P should be well advised as to policy however, and
only refer cases where there is more likelihood of doing good than doing harm by having the pc
audited at the HGC. Similarly the HGC Admin, on asking the sec check questions, should not
make a practice of referring matters to the D of P, but only when the questions mentioned
above arein fact ill reacting. It will be found that thiswill apply to a minority of applicants.

HGC Admin sign here on completion of interrogation:

Auditor sign here on receipt of any reacting questions:

D of Psign here:  Pc has been accepted:

Pc has not been accepted:

Reason if not accepted:

Note: Send completed form to Saint Hill with first week’ s auditor’s reports. If pc applicant
was not accepted, filein HGC unless required by L. Ron Hubbard.

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH :iet.rd
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6110C24 SHSpec-70 Clearing

Auditing is athird dynamic activity. Most aberration stems from group mores, because there
was an agreement (agreement is high on the reality scale). Asan individual agrees to
something, then disagreesto it, he runs a contradiction on his own postulates. When athetan
becomes a member of a group, he agrees to certain things, then finds he can’t uphold them and
disagrees with those things. This activity is high on the reality scale. Having agreed to
something, then disagreed with it, the thetan doesn’t normally as-is his original agreement.
Thus he finds himself in disagreement with himself, since it was originally his own agreement.
Thisis apparently the first and foremost invalidation of athetan. He invalidates himself by first
agreeing, then disagreeing with his own agreements. In between the agreement and
disagreement, we get a further set of agreements and activities, all of which are lesser in value,
but which bring about complexity.

So you get an area of mutual motion with the group, and even a confusion of ownership of
motion. Y ou get awhole series of problems from this. This gets us back to something that has
been a question since 1948: If the thetan was making his pictures, why did he create the
particular ones he'sgot? Why his proclivity for morbidity? We find the answer in the fact that
he can’'t differentiate between his own actions and other people’s. He's not sure who caused
these communication lines and actions. All motions are, of course, caused individually. There
is no such thing as collectively caused motion. Governments err by thinking that there’ s some
entity called “the peopl€e’, when in fact there are just individuals. But in histhird dynamics, the
PC got into this confusion of mutual motion. He then defends himself by backing out of it.
He says, “Well, it was all bad. Herel am outside of it. At least | am till an identity.” A thetan
has gone through this over and over.

The dynamics give us an excellent picture of the confusion of mutual motion. The sixth
dynamic is exclusively a co-motion, an undifferentiated one. All the collective, undifferentiated
co-motions of the past become matter, energy, space, and time -- the sixth dynamic. Nobody
can say what he did. A thetan in this universe can only say, “ That was our activity.” Thisis
OK until you get afailure. For instance, it’s “We built this bridge,” until it collapses, at which
point it becomes, “They built this bridge.” When mutual co-motion comes a cropper, people
deny their part in it.

At any given time, an individual isamember of at least two or three groups. He has been on
the track for +200 trillion years, which makes alot of groups. So it isimpractical to run out his
co-action with all his groups. For instance, every time he died, he left agroup. But we are
assisted by automaticity. All overts and withholds are preceded by co-action. You can
straighten out the people involved by running O/W, or you can free the effect of the O/W by
differentiating the co-action. Thisisabasic discovery: that you can knock out the co-action
preceding the O/W. He can’t face the co-action sometimes until you get off some of the
withholds and overts.

A body of agreement has been violated and thereafter will remain aberrative. That’s where you
get the packaged “Now-1’ m-supposed-tos’, the packaged postulates -- valences enforced by
group mores. Someone who is withholding himself from his former group can’'t even tell you
what really went onin it until he his gotten off some of the O/W. Hiswithholding is not only
in the physical universe but in the mind also. Y ou could have a group whose mutual action is
all mutually destructive, at first glance. When you process the PC, you are just asking him to
stop withholding himself mentally, just because he is withholding himself physically. He'll
resist because it feels like being asked to return to it physically.

The reason you have to have rudsin in order to find agoal or terminal is that you are asking the
individual to walk very closely to the fact of an identity from which he is withholding himself
while being theidentity. He's not executing the goal while executing the goal. Y ou are asking
him to look at something that he isin the middie of. When you run groups, you are asking
him, “What group co-motion are you still in the middle of that you’ re now having nothing to do



with?” This confuses him, but it works out very well. Y ou go back through his O/W’ s to co-
action. Eventually you could even get the mutual agreements. Each step asks him to confront a
little more than he would be comfortable confronting. So you'll find his goal and find his
terminal. Fine. That’'s oriented towards the future and away from the unpleasant past. But
then you ask him to go back over the past, and suddenly you get all the reasons why he doesn’t
want to go clear. Facing all those prior groups and people and activities is something else.
Y esterday should remain buried. Thisisthe most critical period of processing. For one thing,
if you have the wrong goal and the wrong terminal, you will throw the PC in over his head and
it will take expertsto bail him out. It'snot alight thing to attempt.

The PC doesn’t want to face what he has left, so you had better be prepared for evasions,
ducks, and dodges, ARC breaks, etc. Even if he's aberrated now; he knows he’salive. He's
not so sure he will be aliveif he confronts this. He died last time, didn't he? A PC can also
glide out from under the terminal up into degradation. Thisis an alarming fact of running
terminals. The PC looks very pitiful as he comes through the degradation and may not feel at
al like going on. But al his escape mechanisms are reactive. By keeping rudimentsin and
carrying on straight ahead, you will succeed, because the PC himself isreally with you all the
way. The objections are all reactive. Y ou may have a smooth trip through it, too. Not all pcs
go through degradation.

Degradation is alower harmonic of apathy and is the first emotion the PC encounters on the
road up, even if he’sbelow it. He goes through the band of death on the way to apathy, then
on up the tone scale. There' s asort of hurdy-gurdy that goes on. There's the PC and the
valence, and the PC is as overwhelmed as the valence is high toned. During processing, the
positions reverse. At one point, they are level. At this point, the “now-1’ m-supposed-tos”
don’t work well and the PC still doesn’t decide well what to do. Then the valence goes down
and the PC up. The PC and/or the valence may hit the boredom band. It isimportant not to
leaveit there, but to continue.



The tape: IMPORTANCE OF GOALS TERMINALS s not currently available.
The Editor
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SAFE AUDITING TABLE

| have just isolated the reason why a pc sometimes gets a solidifying bank on Step 6 and
at other times.

The reason is that no terminal, except as below, may be run that is not the pc’s goal’s
terminal.

A central valence or terminal is built in to demand total attention from the pc. When
attention is given another terminal, too much, in life or auditing, the bank reactsto prevent that
attention.

Thisiswhy some pcs gain weight. A terminal not the goals terminal has been run too
long or concentrated upon too hard.

Therefore | have composed atable of safe processes.

SAFE PROCESSES

1. Security (Processing) Checking. Aslong as O/Ws (times when pc’s attention was fixed
on terminals other than goals terminal) are pulled off by Meter properly per standard or
composed Sec Checks. Sec Checking asingle terminal is less safe than Sec Checking in
general which istotally safe unless a question on which pc has withholds is left unflat.

2.  Theword"you” asaterminal may berun solong as it does not eventually stick any
flows.

3. Areasof Prior Confusion (prior to a stuck point or problem) may be run and will free the
stuck point that occurs later in time. The run should be done on the Prior Confusion by
Sec Checking the period earlier than the stuck point or problem. The questions are by
deed rather than by terminal.

4. Conceptsincluding Rising Scale Processing are perfectly safe as they include no
terminals.

5. ARC Straight Wire, ARC Break Straight Wire and Something you wouldn’t mind
forgetting? are all completely safe as long as pc is cycled back up to present time at
process period end.

CCHs.

Touch Assists and al Familiarization Processes.

Havingness and Confront Processes (The 36 Commands).
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Rudiments Processes if briefly used.

10. Routine 3, finding pc’s goal and terminal and pre-hav runs and other processes on the
goal and terminal, if found and done by an expert. Otherwise process is dangerous as
incorrect goal and terminal might be used. By expert is meant a course completion with



honours at Saint Hill. The wrong goal and wrong terminal run in any fashion disturbs the
bank without release. (No goal or terminal found on any student before that student came
to Saint Hill has so far proved correct.)

11. Sec Checking agoalsterminal. Running O/W or repetitive commands on a goals terminal
is perfectly safe.

12.  Running engrams on the goals terminal chain is perfectly safe if well done.

Other processes may on a good percentage of pcs produce a heavy bank reaction and not
discharge but only worsen the bank. The bank generally fades down in from three to ten days,
and responds well thereafter to the above.

LRH:imj.msp.rd L. RON HUBBARD
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6110C26 SHSpec-72 Security Checking -- Auditing Errors

All the heretics the Catholic Church has had trouble with were produced by the mechanism of
incomplete confessions. Thisis poetic justice, since the Church buried most of the earlier
knowledge that had been around. So a sec check, the very thing which is supposed to prevent
dissension, upsets, and slowed cases, if badly done restimulates a heresy of some sort which
eventually brings about an overthrow of the group, sooner or later. The cycle isthat this overt,
not being pulled, but restimulated, causes the PC to lessen it by running down the target of the
overt. Thisisanew overt, which then makes him also run down the group that failed to pull
the withhold. If you fail to pull the withhold, you will get the effect of the succeeding overts,
as the PC makes nothing of the people who might find out. Thisis part of lessening the missed
overt. It also servesto make it such that no one would ever believe those people if the overt
ever does come out.

The amazing thing is that the withhold, asit’s pulled, transmutes from a smoking volcano
beforeit is pulled to alimp dead fish asit’s gotten off. So, if you start to release it but don’t
carry through, you’ ve left the PC with alive head of steam which will frequently explode.

The way to have accidents with a dangerous object is to know it’s dangerous and not know
how to handleit. We' ve tended to tell students that you can’t do anything wrong with auditing,
in order to inspire confidence, and to a degree it’ s true, but now that we have accomplished a
speed-up of getting rid of the basic core of reactivity, we' ve paid for it with aloss of the safety
mechanisms of older processes, like conceptual processes, objectives, etc. Now we have to
run things that make people pretty uncomfortable when it is done wrong. Thisis not
permanent, but it can be quite uncomfortable at the time. Part of the trouble, too, is that the
auditor can be looking very pleasant, doing his best (though he has make GAE’s) so that the
PC, when he finds himself looking awful, blames himself for it and feels it couldn’t be the
auditor’ sfault, when in fact it is his fault.

The common denominator of GAE’s is some degree of no auditing done. Where there have
been errors, it is mostly incomprehension of auditing directions. Examples are leaving a
withhold question unflat, doing a wrong assessment or using a wrong assessment, running a
prehav level until the TA is moving and leaving it, failing to continue to sec check aPC as his
case advances.
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Those things that are closest to present time have a greater influence on the PC than the whole
track, in his estimation. So you have a PC who is convinced that anything wrong with him
must have happened in this lifetime. Thisis one of the things wrong with him -- that he thinks
he can get this aberrated in fifty years or less. As far as the basic seat of aberration is
concerned, itisall “way prior to thislifetime. To the PC, what has happened in the last
twenty-four hours is more important than what has happened in the past month, but it isn’t,
really. From the PC’s viewpoint what has happened in the session is more important than what
has happened in this day, hence the violence of session ARC breaks. Because of this
evaluation of importances, you can’'t audit over the ARC break. Asit recedesinto the past, it
loses importance. The analytical mind fixes its attention closest to all of the havingness, which
isin present time.

So there' s always the disagreement in the session that what’ s really wrong with the PC isin the
yester-lives, but the PC thinks it’s something wrong right now. If you treat what is wrong
with him now with heavy actions, asif it were atremendous barrier, the PC will think so too.
Thus you can validate the PC into out-ruds.

An auditor has to adjudicate whether it will do more damage to get the rudimentsin or to audit
with them out. A goalsrunisvery difficult with the ruds out, but you can attack ruds with
such ferocity that the PC gets convinced that they must be really out, so they go more out. If
the TA starts going up while you are getting ruds in, lock very pleased, asif you'd just gotten
ruds really in, wind up the ruds and get back on the goalsterminal line. Ruds abit out is better
than ruds ‘way out.

[Details on goals running)]

Y ou will sometimes find the PC planting his heelsin. Examine the case from the aspect of its
goal; examine the goal from the aspect of what dynamic it is an overt against, and you will find
out how a PC got agoal in thissolid. He had this goal as a perfectly honest goal, perhaps, and
nobody wanted this goal becauseit didn’t fit in with certain dynamics. They invalidated it, and
he reasserted it, etc., etc., to the point where he pretty much dropped it. When you first pick it
up, you find it behaves like an overt. You can run it as an overt, which is why the two-way
flow run on it works. Y ou can ask, “What would the goal do to agroup?’ and find
how it could be lots of overts against groups. Thismeansit has been invalidated alot, whichis
why it goes out so easily. Any goal that isn’t an axiom is out of agreement to some degree with
groups the PC has been associated with. Thusit has been invalidated on other dynamics and so
becomes a source of invalidation. He usesit to invalidate and othersinvalidateit. So if you, as
the auditor, invalidate it even slightly, out it goes. The terminal, being an outgrowth of the
goal, issimilarly fragile. Not accepting the PC’s handwritten list resulted in the goal getting
lost. The PC didn’t mention when the auditor got a new goals list with the meter.

Don't run any processes, e.g. sec checks, on any specific terminals other that the goal s terminal
line terminals, except O/W, and when the PC runs out of O/W against the terminal, don’t force
it on the terminal anymore. The PC will ARC break as his attention is newly forced on the
terminal.
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[Details on formulating commands for goals processing]

Y ou can have difficulty with some standard command like, “ Think of a . In About
50% of cases, the PC won’t make sense out of “think” and it won’t read. Y ou could clear the
word very carefully, get all his considerations, process the condition, etc. or, better yet, find a
substitute the PC can understand. Often, “Get theidea’ will work, but if the second part of the
command has it in another form, then what? Well, square it around so it makes sense. (Cure
for inability to think: “Look around and find something that’s not thinking.”) Be sureit’s clear
to the PC. Don't find that you are having trouble with it after you have run it for three hours.
But don’t go to the extreme of clearing the same command every session either. Just clear it
when you first useit. Evenif it looks fineto you, seeif it makes sense and is answerable to
the PC.

Mental concepts can exist in the absence of words. When you are forming commands, it’s
concepts you want to communicate. Words express the form and character of the think. A
thetan, in order to communicate, goes through MEST and, to hear, takes the communication
out of MEST. That’s how he keeps off other thetans. The whole business of forming
commands uses that mechanism. The command should, of course, always be duplicated.
That’ s a havingness factor, as well as not attracting the PC’ s attention, and it makes him think a
repetitive thought which will eventually as-is his circuits. Don’t get pedantic about it. Process
in the language he speaks, including dialects and colloquiaisms.

If you are trying to compose commands without a knowledge of the basics of scientology,
you'’ d do better to go hang yourself. One of the basicsisto make sense. Remember that if a
word was something the PC was quite rational about, it wouldn’t read in the first place. And
it’s not up to you to run alanguage school for aPC. Often he will cognite on what it means as
you run it. But if you have to change wordings to make the command grammatical or sensible,
be sure to get one that reads and has the same sense to the PC. Y our commands are always
being formed and cleared up against the raw stuff of which aberration is concocted. Asa
result, it becomes atricky and vast subject. The fundamentals of the mind are simple and not
very many. The difficulties of clearing and forming commands can cause the auditor to give up
and just take commands LRH has given. Even if you do this, try at least to understand the
thought behind the command which is meant to be transmitted to the PC. if it doesn’'t transmit
because of some weirdness, fix it up so it fits and transmits. LRH expects that you would
make sure it’s answerable. Don’t change any commands that you are already running, no
matter how much better you now see you could make it. Realize that commands are
communication, not semantics.
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HCO WW SECURITY FORM 5A

(For al HPA/HCA and above students
before acceptance on courses)

Give this check in exactly the same way asHCO WW SECURITY FORM 7A.

Failure to pass one or more gquestions on this check results in non-acceptance of this
student on course until processing has been given.

The security checker does not attempt to clear or process any of the following questions if
they produce instant needle reaction. Clearing questions is an auditor’sjob and is donein an
auditing session, not while receiving this check.

If a question produces instant needle response, clear it word by word and phrase by
phrase until all phrases and words are as null asthey can be made. Then test for reaction to the
whole question. If it reactsit isaflunk.

The whole test is always completed. It should take 10 to 20 minutes at the most.
Read the following to the student applicant:

“There is nothing persona about this check. It isfor your protection aswell as others'. If
you pass it you have no worries. If you flunk it you will not be accepted on this course until
you have been processed on your own arrangements. Here is the check. Y ou do not have to
answer anything if you do not care to.”

1. Haveyou ever committed any criminal act for which
you could be blackmailed now?

2.  Doyou or your close family currently have any
connection with organizations violently opposed to L.
Ron Hubbard?

3. Areyou here purposely to upset or damage Scientology
or Scientology Organizations?

4. Haveyou ever cautioned anyone about following L.
Ron Hubbard' s directions or data or told them not to?

5. Haveyou ever maicioudy criticized Scientology, its
organizations, data or people to people outside these
organi zations?

6. Do you intend to use people you meet here to secretly
further your personal gain outside this course?



7. Doyou fed Scientology isafraud or racket?

8. Doyouthink it really doesn’'t matter whether you do a
good job or not?

9. Doyou intend to quit this course just as soon asyou
have achieved your own ends?

10. Areyou or have you been a Communist?
11. Areyou wanted by the Police?
12. Haveyou come here with the intention of having sex?

13. Haveyou come on this course to create trouble,
directly or indirectly, to Scientology?

14. Has some group opposed to Scientology, asitis
presently practiced, sent you on this course?

15. Do you intend to use any information gained on this
course for any devious purpose?

16. Haveyou come hereto proveto yourself or others that
Scientology does not work?

17. Areyou presently under medication or treatment?

Passed Security Checker

Failed Date

Findings and Decisions:

LRH:esc.jh L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1961

by L. Ron Hubbard
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THE PRIOR CONFUSION

A recent discovery | have made may well do away with the need to directly run problems,
particularly on people who find them hard to confront.

The mechanismisthis:
All problems are preceded by a Prior Confusion.

The handling consists of locating the problem, then locating the Prior Confusion and then
Sec Checking that Prior Confusion.

The preclear tends to edge forward in time to the problem continuously and to ‘ bounce’
out of the Prior Confusion once located. The remedy isto locate the O/Wsin the Prior
Confusion and keep the preclear out of the moment of the Problem.

All somatics, circuits, problems and difficulties including ARC breaks are al preceded by
aPrior Confusion. Thereforeit is possible (but not always feasible at the moment) to eradicate
somatics by Sec Checking the Area of Confusion which occurred just before the pc noticed the
somatic for the first time.

Thisispart of aClass |l Auditor’s skills.

A problem could be regarded as a mechanism by which to locate hidden Areas of
Confusioninapc'slife.

All Hidden Standards are the result of a Prior Confusion.

The mechanism is extremely valuable. All rudiments could be run by finding the rudiment
out, getting the difficulty expressed, locating the Prior Confusion and then finding the pc’'s
O/Wsin that Areaof Confusion.

A Problems Intensive based on this mechanism is under design and | will release it for
Class Il usewhen | am satisfied the form is compl ete.

L. RON HUBBARD
LRH:vbn.cden
Copyright © 1961
by L. Ron Hubbard
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
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RUDIMENTS AND CLEARING

The following report from Saint Hill Special Course Instructor, Herbie Parkhouse,
former Association Secretary, London, isilluminative in the extreme.

“Dear Ron,

“Here is along note on my recent experiences on clearing, beginning with Problems
Intensive Assessment.

“1 took over my pc after quite a bit of auditing from Reg Sharpe, Instructor, who had
found the Goal and Terminal, and afellow student.

“On commencing the Sections A-N of the Assessment Sheet | found the pc willing to give
me the data asked for with an ever mounting interest, but with an inclination to fight control.
Thisinclination grew stronger on the O Section especially on asking for self-determined
changes rather than victim changes. However we completed Section O and went on to P where
the problem dropped out OK and | ran the single command. This went fine but very soon the
needle and Tone Arm tightened, and pc became ARC breaky. Upon instruction from yourself |
changed the process to a 4 bracket command. This eased things considerably and further
progress was made with Track opening up, but not much Tone Arm Action.

“Then you discovered the datare Terminals and on Monday you told me to go for clear
on his Goal Terminal with a 10 way, bracket incorporating Groups. This shook me but in we
went. First session Rudiments took 20 minutes which was longer than ever before. The
process ran OK, but not much Tone Arm change. Pc in session very well, somatics, grief and
heavy yawning and lots and lots of cognitions. Good Session. Y ou remarked, ‘Keep
Rudimentsin’ and | innocently wondered why you bothered to mention it! Huh!

“Next session | commenced Session feeling terrific, and certain | could clear him as per
your instructions, until | checked Rudiments, which incidentally on the cross check by another
auditor were al OK. | took 48 minutesto clear the Rudiments on the meter, over hill and down
dale, through ARC breaks, complaints and attempts to make me feel guilty. At the end of all
this| didn’t have a pc very much in session, so | ran 6 commands of the main process and
ended Session, for | figured that by ending Session | could get two more cracks at what the
heck was going on. In the End Rudiments | took 33 minutes, most of which was on
withholds—thanks for the new W/H Question—and did | get a surprise. It turned out that if my
pc was to go clear he would have to ‘level” with certain people and change his way of life,
which he wasn’t willing to do, so he worked it out that if he worried me we would spend so
much time on the Rudiments that we would never get to the main process and thus he would
not go clear and have to do things he was unwilling to do.

“The Beginning Rudiments for the next session took the whole of 5 mins. In the process
the Tone Arm moved, track opened up and out popped Robots, 2 ft high, green in colour with
pineapple hand grenade type heads, and some somatics. End Rudiments also took 5 minutes.



“Next day Rudiments were out again. Withhold on the subject of clearing and its seeming
obligations once again reared its head, but not to the same degree as before.

Track is opening up at quite a high rate. Tone Arm is moving up to 1 1/2 Tone Arm
divisions. Cognitions al over the place. Tomorrow | think we'll flatten it.

“You have said many times, ‘Watch the rudiments' —I have, but | have never respected
them asmuch as| do now.

“The problem my pc was putting in the way of clearing was very small to me, but big to
him. | never would have guessed it could have held usup in amillion years.

“Thanks for Rudiments.”

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH:imj.rd
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The answer to why the bank beefs up when non-goals-terminals are run is this. When you run
the terminal which is not the goals terminal, his attention is too bound up in his own terminal
and goal to as-is the collapsing mass. So the mass the auditor pushes in on the PC, connected
to the new terminal, doesn’'t get as-ised. The PC doesn’t have enough attention unitsto as-is
anything except the goals terminal, so the bank beefsup. Similarly, your E-meter starts up, the
TA rises, to the degree that the PC is not as-ising what you are throwing in on him.

The worst thing about E-metersis TR-0. TR-0 goes out and the meter doesn’t work. An E-
meter isadeadly weapon. You can daughter a PC if the E-meter is not used correctly. You do
this by missing instant reads. If, in addition, you took up latent reads and let the PC get off
other people’s overts, the session itself would be an overt, and the PC would feel worse
afterwards. A more dangerous mistake is missing an instant read and leaving the question live,
which can often result in the PC nattering, criticizing you and the organization, etc. Very
funny. If you missthe question, he doubts you, your ability, the tech, etc. When you clean it
up by pulling the withhold, the natter stops.

A latent read has a comm lag of 0.5 sec or more.

Y ou could sec check a person into a high TA by making sure all the ruds were out, so his
attention would be dispersed. Audit what the PC is stuck in. When a PC’ s attention is too
bound up in one area, the PC cannot as-is anything else, so the TA goes high and sticks. It's
not that the TA’s going high should be utterly avoided. But the TA goes high because moreis
being thrown in on the PC than the PC can handle or as-is. If, during arun, the PC hits an
engram, he may not be able to as-isit, if you start directing his attention to all the details, etc.
and start running the engram. So just acknowledge it and carry on [with the goals or terminals
run you were doing]. The auditor can push mass, circuits, pictures, etc., in on the PC and can
move his track more easily than the PC, hard though it may be for auditors to recognize this.
So your interrogation of the PC can pin his attention on the track. 1t's Ok to be curious enough
to find out what he islooking at or doing, but not to start running it. Of course you can move
him out of it by asking for earlier or later incidents. The reactive mind is always keyed to
other-determinism and never to self-determinism, so the auditor can always move it around.

High TA isoften cured by getting off awithhold, even a small one. Getting off any withhold
will make the TA go down.

[Data on sec checking by dynamics]

The trouble with the sec check is usually that the auditor is working from his own viewpoint
and not from the PC’s. A thetan is not natively a member of any culture. Thetans have come
down the track accumulating various mores and civilizations and group ideas. Some have
come down the track without finding out that groups exist. They’ve collected various things,
but their mores register on the dynamics [rather than relative to groups.]

Make sure you sec check what the PC considers an overt, even if to you it seems trivial.
People are different. Men are so busy being ordinary that they don’t recognize that every one
of them is slightly, somewhere, extraordinary. This professional ordinarinessis a great
repressor; it not-ises the differences. Unless you can re-establish difference, you can’t re-
establish differentiation. The easy way out, the easy solution, isto say that it’s all the same;
they are all alike, all bad, so now I’'m warned and safe, if miserable. That’s such stupid
reasoning that it’s no wonder countries go down the drain of “all people are equal, but some
people are more equal than others’. Perhaps thetans were all equal at the beginning of the
track, then became unequal and masked it with a pretended equality.

[Details on problems intensives and sec check procedures]|



It isinteresting that you can sec check out of existence every out-rudiment: the room, PTP's,
the auditor, ARC breaks. Just get the prior confusion . A rudiment can’t hang up unless
there’ s an unknown, and an unknown can’'t exist unless there’s awithhold. Here we have a
class of things that all go together: unknowingness, forgettingness, stupidity, and withholds.
They arelike A, R, and C in the ARC triangle; they go up and down together.

You are not likely to get afactual answer to the question, “Have you ever made someone guilty
of something?’ The thing that is wrong with the PC is that he has never successfully made
anybody guilty and heis till trying. The basis of his aberration is the effort to made someone
guilty, not the accomplished fact. Y ou should ask, “Have you ever attempted to make anybody
guilty of ?" The only reason anyone has a victimish, motivatorish attitude is in an
effort to make someone guilty. It may have even been a successful effort, but the person
making the effort doesn’t know about it.

It is adebatable point whether you should ever take an unkind thought as an overt. Sometimes
it does seem to be the only available overt, and the person does feel friendlier and better for
having gotten it off. But there appears to be evidence that a person with a body of unkind
thoughts against someone or something has an actual overt which is being withheld. The
unkind thoughts are evidently just evidence that overts exist. So if you don't get the overts,
you are leaving them with unflat sec check questions. Critical thoughts don’t aberrate people.
But the PC may not be able to reach the underlying overt. So if he can’'t, make a note, so that
you can return to it.
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ROUTINE 3A

I have found away to undercut the speed of agoalsterminal run.

This consists of a discovery of anew piece of the puzzle—The Modifier.

By use of the Modifier the basic terminal of a goals chain may be isolated without running
off the upper terminal.

Routine 3 consists of finding agoal, finding aterminal and running it on the Pre-Hav
Scale, combined with sec checking. Then one finds a new terminal for the goal, etc, etc.

ROUTINE 3A consists of:

1. Having pcwrite agoaslist.

2. Adding varioustypes of goalsto the list (Secret, etc).

3. Assessing thelist and locating the goal by elimination.

(The above steps are unchanged from Routine 3.)

4. Compiling alist of MODIFIERS by asking the pc what would make the goal
impossible to attain, what would keep it from happening, what would be its
consequencesiif attained, etc.

5. Assessing Modifier list by elimination. (Assess Modifiers without repeating goal.)

6. Combining goal and Modifier as the question for terminal (who or what would
[goa & modifier] ) and compiling aterminalslist.

(Otherwise same as Routine 3)

7.  Assessing terminalslist by elimination to obtain theterminal.
(Same as Routine 3)

8. Assessing Pre-Hav Scalefor level.
(Same as Routine 3)

9.  Forming multi-bracket commands and running or using a packaged command.
(Same as Routine 3)

Routine 3A is also combined with ordinary sec checks as well as a Dynamic sec check
gained from a Dynamic Assessment.

Havingness and Confront are also found and used during auditing of terminal on levels.



The resulting terminal will be found to be more fundamental than the Routine 3 type
terminal and should run much faster.

| developed this by deducing that if a goal is held in suspense in time, it must have
another sideto it like a problem.

A problem is postul ate-counter-postul ate.
To stay fixed, agoa must have a counter-postul ate.

Both goal and Modifier must be contained in one basic terminal, otherwise the postul ates
would not be out of reach of the pc.

This terminal may be far more real to the pc and the whole package may blow more
rapidly.

In those cases where a goal has been found, do Routine 3A Steps 4 through 9.

Get Modifier and terminal checked out when found.

So far the Modifier list has been very short, the pc getting it on the first question in some
cases and half adozen in others. Ten would seem afair number.

Definition: A Modifier isthat consideration which opposes the attainment of a goal and
tendsto suspend it in time.

In practice all Modifiers so far found have Dianetic type denyers in them which put them
semantically out of sight.

Example: Goal: To be aWillow Wand. Modifier: So as never to be reached.
Accordingly, the pc also never reaches the Modifier in histhinking but dramatizesit.

Goa + Modifier for terminal use would be “Who or what would be awillow wand so as
never to be reached”. Terminal assessed from list: “A bending reed”.

In those cases that have gone Clear, the Modifier ran out, almost unnoticed. In those
cases that haven't gone Clear, the pc is still dramatizing the Modifier while running the goal and
cleaning off oneterminal from achain.

| suppose we may find in some cases that we have the Modifier but not the goal. In such
a case the question would have to be (in Step 4 above) “What goal would make one eventually
decide to be that way”. | do not know positively of any such cases asyet, | am only providing



for the possibility. Where the person’s “goal” seems to be a defeat, | would suspect it was the
Modifier with the goal beforeit not yet found.

Nothing in this means that all terminals are wrong. Some may be found to be the same
terminal as before. Others will be found to be more basic. A few will seem not to compare.

All cases now running on agoals terminal as per Routine 3 should be reassessed at once
as per Routine 3A to save time in auditing.

LRH:esc.rd
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6111C08 SHSpec-77 Checking Case Reports

[Details on running Routine 3A. See HCOB 7Nov61 “Routine 3A”. Also see 6111C08
SHSpec-76 Routine 3A, which was deleted from the SHSBC Checksheet. See definition of
Routine 3A in the tech dictionary. Routine 3A involved finding a modifier for the goal, a
modifier being “that consideration which opposes the attainment of a goal and tends to suspend
itintime. Example: goal, “to be awillow wand”; modifier, “so as never to be reached.”]

There are two or three civilizations, ‘way on the backtrack, where the language was English.

Never be ashamed to be clever as an auditor. It isnot the same as being asquirrel. A squirrel
doesn’t understand any of the principles, so he makes them up to fulfill hisignorance. If you
do know the principles and never get clever, you' re a knucklehead since there aren’t textbook
solutions for every situation. After the PC has told you fifteen or twenty times, “Y ou keep
asking for the modifier, but | just can’t reach it,” ask him if “but | just can’t reach it” isthe
modifier.

When a PC is ARC broken, he gets into a kind of numb games condition, where he has no
fluidity of mind or flexibility. If you try to audit a PC in awooden, sullen state, you are highly
unlikely to get anywhere.

[More details on running of Routine 3A]



6111C09 SHSpec-78 Effective Auditing

Thereisonly onething that can make an E-meter lie and that’ s a bad auditor. Where an auditor
has withholds, he won’t want to get others' withholds off, so he won’t want to believe the
meter. Auditor diffidenceis also based on afear of what they might hear from pcs, such as
gossip about themselves. Pc’s do appreciate auditor control in session. On a sec check, the
PC may not know what it isthat’s giving aread. At that point, you get helpful, ask alot of
various things to help him locate it, compartment the question to see where the read is coming
from, etc. But if the PC isresisting, not even trying to look, acting resentful, etc., don’t be a
softy. Get as tough as necessary to get the withhold. The PC has gone into a games condition,
and you have got to get him out of it. Y ou have to be able to judge what’ s happening to the PC
and not expect there is aritual way to handle him. The technology and procedures of
scientology are to assist you to audit the PC, not to hide behind. There is no substitute for a
live auditor, particularly in sec checking. This doesn’t mean you should aways he sweet.

Don’'t overwhump the PC, creating missed withholds of nothing. Don’t be arobot. Don’t
ignore the PC’ s answers, creating an enforced withhold. Don’t do something that suddenly
shiftsthe PC’ s attention, like going from no interest to enthusiastic interest in ajump. It takesa
certain amount of auditor to make an auditing session. Some auditors can put too much there,
with distractive comments, and so forth. If the meter breaks in mid-session, don’t do anything
at al about it except carry on with the session, until you can declare abreak. Then fix the meter
and restart. Never distract the PC’ s attention out of session. Fiddling with the meter can cause
the TA to climb as much astwo divisions.

Don't develop a nice calloused death mask in lieu of TR-0. Process the PC in front of you.
Just get brave. The way to get your ruds in, as an auditor, isto just relax, look over the
situation, even if it takes a bit of time. Find out what is going on by asking, “What is going
on?’ You ask him. That’s different from aritual. Do you know that with one single question
that is heartfelt and meant by you, you can put all the rudsin, just like that?

How do you run a sec check on atough PC with lots of withholds when the meter is broken?
You don't. You run some havingness and confront and end session and get a new meter. But
never distract a PC’ s attention from the session. Y ou can be asinteresting or as interested as
you please, aslong asit’s relevant to the session and to what the PC isdoing. What upsets the
PCisanirrelevancy to hiscase. It's not what you do; it’s how relevant your actionsare. You
must have your attention on the PC. The auditor could dance ajig aslong asit isrelevant to the
pcs case. You'll drop some of your shackles and death masks when you learn this.
Differentiate between what you can get away with and what you can’t. All the PC demandsis
that the auditor be effective and his attention relevant to the PC’'s case. That’s what the auditor
violates when he getsin trouble with the PC. The whole pattern of ARC breaksis that the PC
ceases to believe that the auditor’ s attention is relevant to his case.

Per the Philadelphia Doctorate L ectures, the highest level [of reality] is conviction. Thisis
above agreement, communication, above mechanics. It's abelief. The PC must stay
convinced that the auditor isinterested in auditing him and interested in auditing his case and
doing it effectively, with attention on the PC. This conviction takes something to achieve. It
can be accomplished, if you know enough about the mind and have enough reality on its
mechanics. Knowing these things, you are never debarred by the mystery of it all. The PC
looks like something that can be resolved. If you know the mechanics of how he operates; and
if you know all the parts of his mind, you understand enough of what he is doing to form ARC
with the PC. Now your interest and attention is on the particularities, the specifics of his
difficulties. If you are comfortable with the basics and the mechanics, you'll be able to handle
people’ s upsets effectively. Somebody who understands life can talk about life, and other
people know he understands life even if they don’t know what he is saying, oddly enough.

So if you, who could be looking and interested, aren’t doing it with the PC, he has been out.
It's upsetting that you don’t do what you could be doing. People do not forgive no auditing or



being ineffective. So audit the PC and be effective. The PC wants your attention on his case.
If you start to tell him about your case, forget it! No matter how kindly your motives are, just
be sure you are effective and that your attention ison his case.

[Details on modifiers]

The ARC the PC forms with the auditor is not just from sweetness and kindness. It's from
auditor control, interest, and effectiveness. Student auditing can well be slow because the PC
can feel the student is auditing in order to learn about it, not because of interest in hiscase. If
an auditor goes and carelessly sleeps with the PC, he'll get no auditing done thereafter. He's
no longer interested in the PC’s case, he' sinterested in the PC’s body. Being complimentary
to your PC goes only so far; then it becomes interest in the PC’'s body, not in hiscase, soitis
no longer effective. Out of session compliments may be fine.

Every skill you have in auditing routines: sec checks, model session, problems intensive, has a
certain form which rather guarantees interest in the PC’s case. Don't let it ride on automatic,
however, or it compounds the felony. Y ou get the situation where the ritual isinterested in the
PC’s case, but the auditor isn’t. The PC gets aweird unreality about the whole thing. The
auditor hasto beinterested in the PC’s case and determined to do something effective about it;
then, through the media of E-meter and procedure, he gives the auditing commands. The
commands are vital but secondary. They do nothing by themselves.

In sec checking, if the auditor does not become visible and real to the PC, no withholds will
read. You get reads on the meter in direct ratio to your reality to the PC. Thisistruein
assessment, too. Your presenceis as poor, in the PC’s opinion, as you have to keep the
rudimentsin. The auditor is asreal and has as much presence to the PC as the ruds stay in.
Interest must be present to get reads and restimulate the PC. The more presence you have, the
more you can get out of the PC. It can disturb a PC to have some overt or partly known thing
and to hear, from some non-present and non-located terminal a question about it that doesn’t
restimulate it. When it’'s athetan to thetan question, there’ s live interest and communication
and you get reads and answers. The bank is responsive to your presence. You can handleit
better than he can. If you never order his bank around, nothing happens.

The way to get a PC into session isto audit him. Do something effective. Beware of
mechanical distractions of all kinds. Pcs who are ARC broken about “unflat processes’ are
really upset about moving off an effective process to something ineffective. If it's effective,
run it through to the end, even if it’srough. The only sin is not auditing, especially when
you' ve started auditing. If to be effective, you have to throw down the meter, OK. And that’s
sometimes what it takes. Put your attention on the PC and what he’s doing. The PC will even
forgive something like this, “Just sit there and shut up for a minute and let me think. You've
presented me here with arough one and I’ m not quite sure which way I’m going on the thing,
SO just be quiet for amoment and lemme figure this out! Shut up, now? Jesus, you’'ve got a
rough case! ... All right. Thisiswhat I’'m gonnado....” The PC will accept this because you
are going to do something about his case.
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THE PROBLEMSINTENSIVE
USE OF THE PRIOR CONFUSION

All sticks on the time track stick because of a Prior Confusion.

The most stuck point on the track is a Problem.

A Problem is caused by a balanced postul ate-counter-postulate. Neither postulate has
dominance. The problem, therefore, hangs in time and floats in time. Force vs force,
endeavour vs endeavour, al these are the anatomy of a problem.

One cannot have a problem without overts and withholds against the people involved in
it, for one cannot be so individuated as to not influence others unless one has O/Ws on those
others.

All somatics, aberrations, circuits and problems are postul ate-counter-postul ate situations.

All these items occur only where one has O/Ws on others.

By finding and Sec Checking the Area of Prior Confusion to any problem, somatic,
circuit or hidden standard, one can alleviate or blow that problem or condition.

THE PROBLEMSINTENSIVE

To give a Problems Intensive, the auditor first fillsin the Preclear Assessment Form on
the pc.

1. Complete Change List
The auditor then asks the pc for al the self-determined changes the pc has made this life.
These are written with date first, followed by two or three descriptive words. Thislist isalong
column on the page, or two columns on the page.

It isimportant that no other-determined changesin hisor her life are recorded as these are
occurrences and assess because of engram content asin operations.

The pc must have made up his or her mind to change, to move, to diet, to seek adventure,
to take up Thackeray, to go to Church, etc, etc.

When the E-Meter no longer reacts to the question “Was there another time you decided to
change your life?’, when no needle action remains, consider list complete.
2. Assess Change List

Now Assess this list. It can be assessed by biggest needle reaction or, better, by
elimination.



One change will react consistently. If none remain, find out about any more changes.
Y ou will wind up with a charged, self-determined change.

Write it down.
3. Obtain Problem

Ask the pc for the problem that preceded this change.

If you have the right change, the Problem will leap into view. If you have the wrong
change, the pc will appear to be in present time trying to figure out what problem there might
have been.

Thislast indicates he is not stuck in the problem, thereforeit isn’t it. If pc obviously can’'t
find any problem in the area, even when coaxed, do a better assessment.

When you have the problem, write it down.

4. Date the Problem

By using any dating system on the E-Meter, find the date in this lifetime when this
problem arose. This gets the pc into atime perspective with regard to the problem.

If the pc insists on going back track, play along with it. Do following steps anyway on
back track. But do not encourage it. A Problems Intensive concerns this lifetime.
5. Find Prior Confusion
Discuss the problem with the pc. Find out what people or type of person it concerns.

L ocate on the Meter the Confusion which occurred minutes, days, weeks before this
problem.

Find out the names of the people concerned in this confusion.

Write down these names.

Now ask searchingly with Meter for any missing persons.

When satisfied you have the persons (and sometimes things) involved, end your list.

NOTE: At this point one could assess the list for the most heavily charged person but the
step is not vital nor, in the light of terminal phenomena, since only a goals terminal can be
safely run, isthisreally safe.

6. Compose Sec Check

Composing a generalized Sec Check based on the type of confusion, and using the date

of the confusion in every question, make ready to Sec Check the Area.
7. Sec Check Confused Area

Get off al the pc’s overts and withholdsin the Area of Confusion.



8. Test for Problem
Test on E-Meter for the Problem found above. If it is still reacting on Meter, Sec Check
further. Do this until problem seems quietened down.
9. Assess for New Change
Return to Change List and any new self-determined changes pc now recalls.
Assess List.
Continue on with steps as above.

A Problems Intensive can key out present time problems of long duration, chronic
somatics, circuits and hidden standards.

It isone of the skills of aClass || Auditor.

Excellent graph changes have been obtained by giving a Problems Intensive.

L RON HUBBARD
LRH:esc.cden
Copyright © 1961
by L. Ron Hubbard
ALL RIGHTSRESERVED
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SEC CHECKING
GeneralitiesWon’'t Do

The most efficient way to upset apc isto leave a Sec Check question unflat. Thisis
remedied by occasionally asking, “Has any Sec Check question been missed on you?’ and
getting what was missed flattened.

The best way to “miss’ a Sec Check question isto let the pc indulge in generalities or “|
thought . . . .”

A Sec Check question should be nulled at Sensitivity 16 asafina check.

A withhold given as“Oh, | got mad at them lots of times’ should be pulled down to when
and where and the first time “you got mad” and finally, “What did you do to them just before
that?” Then you'll redlly get anul.

The pc who withholds somebody else’ s withholds and gives them as answersis a card.
But heisn’'t helped when the auditor lets him do it.

Situation: Y ou ask the pc for a withhold about Joe. The pc who says, “1 heard that Joe. .
. should be asked right there, “What have you done to Joe? Y ou. Just you.” And it turns out
he stole Joe' s last blonde. But if the auditor had let this pc go on and on about how the pc had
heard how Joe was this or that, the session would have gone on and on and the Tone Arm up
and up,

We have pcs who use “withholds” to spread all manner of lies. We ask this pc, “Have
you ever done anything to the Org?’ The pc says, “Well, I'm withholding that | heard . . .” or
the pc says, “Well, | thought some bitter thoughts about the Org.” Or the pc says, “1 was
critical of the Org when . ..” and we don’t sail in and get WHAT THE PC DID, we can
comfortably stretch a5 minute item to a session or two.

If the pc “heard” and the pc “thought” and the pc “said” in answer to a Sec Check
question, the pc’s reactive bank isreally saying, “I’ ve got a crashing big withhold and if | can
keep on fooling around by giving critical thoughts, rumours, and what others did, you'll never
get it.” And if he gets away with it, the auditor has missed a withhold question.

We only want to know what the pc did, when he did it, what was the first time he did it
and what he did just before that, and we'll nail it every time.

The Irresponsible PC

If you want to get withholds off an “irresponsible pc” you sometimes can’t ask what the
pc did or withheld and get a meter reaction.

This problem has bugged us for some time. | finally got very bright and realized that no
matter whether the pc thought it was a crime or not, he or she will answer up on “don’t know”
versions as follows:



Situation: “What have you done to your husband?’ Pc’s answer, “Nothing bad.” E-Meter
reaction, nul. Now we know this pc, through our noticing sheis critical of her husband, has
overts on him. But she can take no responsibility for her own acts.

But she can take responsibility for his not knowing. Sheis making certain of that.

So we ask, “What have you done that your husband doesn’t know about?’

And it takes an hour for her to spill it all, the quantity is so great. For the question
releases the floodgates. The Meter bangs around.

And with these withholds off, her responsibility comes up and she can take responsibility
on the items.

This appliesto any zone or area or terminal of Sec Checking.

Situation: We are getting alot of “I thought”, “1 heard”, “They said”, “They did” in
answer to a question. We take the terminal or terminalsinvolved and put them in this blank.

“What have you done that ----------- (doesn’t) (don’t) know about?’

And we can get the major overts that lay under the blanket of “How bad everyone is but
me”.

This prevents you missing a Sec Check question. It’s a bad crime to do so. This will
shorten the labour involved in getting every question flat.

Every session of Sec Checking you should ask the pc in the end rudiments, “Have |
missed a Sec Check question on you?’ In addition to “ Are you withholding anything” and “ half
truths etc”.

And if your pcis very withholdy you can insert this“Have | missed a Sec Check question
onyou?’ every few questions while doing a Sec Check.

Always clear up what was missed.
A pc can be very upset by reason of a missed Sec Check question. Keep them going up,
not down.
L. RON HUBBARD
LRH :esc.cden
Copyright © 1961

by L. Ron Hubbard
ALL RIGHTSRESERVED



6111C22 SHSpec-83 Reading the E-meter

It isahorrible fact that the request for the extraordinary solution if prompted always by the
gross auditing error. Y our sense of propriety may be so violated by the magnitude of the
outness that you don’t seeit. For instance, the auditor runs a session with the E-meter broken,
or no sessionsare given at al. Not reading the E-meter isa GAE.

The early E-meter (1951) wouldn’t read because the electrodes were little quarter-inch bars.
Soup cans were substituted and then you could see that something was going on. British
meters started being supplied with aluminum pipes. They aren’t as good as cans for a can
squeeze. The meter wasfirst used for dating incidents on the track. Ron found that the on-the-
beach incidents gave 16-dial drops. At that point, he still thought that the higher the TA went,
the clearer the person was. For the first five months, LRH had no reality on the meter and
would take his own judgment instead of the meter’s, every time. For the next three years,
LRH had to get used to every new meter. They were variable. That iswhy they are made
standard, now: so you don’t have to learn each one’ s idiosyncracies.

One reason why E-meters weren’t used in the mid “50’ s was that they got too complicated.
Don Breeding, Joe Wallace, and Jim Pinkham eventually, in the late *50’s, designed one for
LRH in Washington, with asimple, basic circuit design. They were transportable, unlike the
Volney Matthison models, which were mains meters with high current that could, if
malfunctioning, deliver a potent electric shock. Some pcs now can feel current from a battery
meter. They are just hypersensitive to electricity. The British Mark 1V is now standard. Its
behavior isvery smilar to the American meter.

The tone arm was originally believed to indicate the tone of the PC, on the tone scale. Hence
the name, “tonearm”. It'sreally a complete misnomer.

Lie detector operators go wholly on body motion, plus respiration, pulse, and blood pressure.
Since the E-meter can measure the mental reaction of the PC [e.g. as given in the instant read],
it iswell in advance of lie detectors. Also, unlike a polygraph, the E-meter isa PT machine.
Furthermore, there are only two hundred people out of thousands trained in the use of
polygraphs who can really use them.

The E-meter is a present time machine. You use its information as you get it, not after some
comm lag. You’'ve got to catch the read when it happens. You’ve got to know that, in
checking ruds, astop on theriseisaread, and that it's got to be an instant read. It registersthe
moment the sense getsto the PC. If the PCistrying to sell you on something, the read will be
latent because the PC takes an instant to get it and respond. but the reactive mind doesn’t; it has
no timein it and reads instantly.

Y ou have to be satisfied that the meter works. Get to where it is an unimportant, albeit vital,
part of the session, and you can have your attention on the PC instead of the meter.



6111C28 SHSpec-85 Havingness

Havingness doesn’'t have to go with confront. If you are running a subjective process on a PC,
that is the “confront” part. Havingnessis an adjunct to any subjective process. It goes out
about every six months and comes in again six months or so later.

Why does the meter get stuck? One reason is that ARC breaks get so furious that nothing
reads. Everything has gone out. He'sin a games condition and won'’t let anything have any
command over him. No one else is permitted to have anything. You can fix it by running
havingness. The two hundred lie detector operators who can make it operate do so because
they can get into ARC with the person on the lie detector. The E-meter likewise won't register
in the presence of an operator who has no faintest command value over the person on the
meter.

Y ou can err by thinking that if it doesn’t read on the meter, it doesn’'t exist. This can make one
invalidate the meter. At that moment, you must be able to obnose the PC and see whether he
has an ARC break. The ARC broken PC won'’t confront the auditor, looks glum, gives short
answers, getsno TA or arising TA that sticks. The latter indicator is not diagnostic in itself.
The TA stays up because the meter is inoperative. So you must look at the PC and see his
indicators.

An auditor can make another error. A lot of people have the ideathey can tell better than the E-
meter what a person’s terminal is, because there is something they can know better than the E-
meter. That's because they do know that the PC is not with the session, have asked the PC for
an ARC break, and have gotten no read. That is the situation where they know more than the
meter. This doesn’t mean they know better which isthe PC’sterminal. So be relaxed but not
careless.

What could stand between you and a rapid assessment is an ARC broken PC who is not
registering on the meter. Someone who is nattering about how scientology is afraud, etc, etc.
can be shut off by asking them, “Why can’t you talk to anyone about your difficulties?” A new
rudiments question, then, is, “Could you talk to me about your case?’, which combines the
elements of in-session-ness. If he's got an ARC break, he won’t answer it positively. Then
you'’ ve got another series of questions to get him in session. [See HCOB 30Nov61 “ARC
Process 1961"]

The ARC break process is the best Havingness chewer-upper there is, next to Routine 3D.
Hence the importance of havingness. In the first place, the thetan doesn’t want this mass he
has, but it is mass, and athetan’s motto is, “Anything is better than nothing.” But thismassis
an introversion mass, and the more you run the mass, the less he’s got the physical universe,
so even if the mass didn’t increasg, it isintroverting him, and the more a PC introverts, the less
universe he has, so he would get the feeling of losing havingness just by contacting some
introverting thing. Something that introverted him badly would give him the feeling of no
havingness. It has always been there. Whenever he has gotten sick, this mass you are running
out caved in on him.

Don't be amazed to find the PC running a fever while running 3D. Just keep on smoothly
handling him.

The formulafor getting rid of havingness is, whatever the person’s attention is on, put it on
something else. For everything he has at the moment, tell him he's got to have something el se.
Thisis more effective than brainwashing. It’'s the suddenness of the shift that is unsettling.

When you are running a person’s ARC break and he’s out of ARC with you, he wants to go
out of the session. He starts by feeling he’s not getting auditing, then, that he should be
thinking about something else, then that he will physically leave the session. Catch him one
step back, run havingness. Y ou will get command value as he’ s looking around the room and



you will heal the ARC break. Almost any PC, run long enough on havingness, will get al his
rudimentsin. The earliest rudiments process was, “Isit all right to be audited in thisroom? |Is
it al right for meto audit you?’ We're just about back there.

Havingnessisthat activity which is run when needed, and when it will not violently deflect the
PC’ s attention. Don’t underrun it, once started. Of all processes, the right havingness process
isthe safest process to run on anyone at any time. It cannot be overrun.

If the PC comes into session with bounteous PTP’'s, ARC breaks, ruds wildly out and you are
going to straighten them all out, wouldn’t it be nice to get them all out of the road? Ask the
room question first, consult your humanness and decide whether he isin any kind of shape to
be audited. If not, start by running havingness. Thiswill start to extrovert him and make it
easier for him to run ruds and to audit him on what you want to run. Don’t collide with the
PTPat all. Theterminal iswrong.

Havingnessisn't run against a can squeeze. It’srun against the PC’s ability to have large
objectsintheroom . It'stested on a can squeeze. Y ou aways run havingness until the PC can
have large objects in the room. The old rules of havingness applied to running it paired with
confront. The can squeeze check needn’t be done more than two or three times aweek, and the
test of “enough” havingness is when he can have large objects in the room. The
havingness/confront system ran large sections of case, but havingnessisn’t residual in this
system; it was loaned to it. A PC with reduced havingness is picky and choosey [about room
objects]; he's cautious. With havingness up, the PC is relaxed and unconcerned. Heis bangy.
If havingnessisworking, the TA goes up and blows down.

Havingness runs the bank, if you run very much of it. The reason you don’t run alot of
havingness along with confront is that the confront runs the bank faster. The havingness was
to keep the PC’ s attention flexible. Havingness processes from the thirty-six presessions are
run by themselves. Y ou don’t need confront when running sec checks, terminals, 3D, etc. The
depth of reach of the processing is accompanied by reduction of havingnessin the extreme. So
run alot of havingness. Don’t be upset when the PC goesinto and out of PT. That’s the
havingness running the bank. It’s signalized by the PC apparently doping off, but heisn't,
actually. The PC can see but not look. Don’t stop the process when he has gone blah. Run
the process until he is back amongst us. That’s the second rule, along with the large objects
rule. Keep giving him the command at the same rate even though he's all blah. He' s still
doing the command, no matter what he is doing with his eyeballs. The PC does not have to tell
you that he has executed the auditing command.

The PC can get into trouble with havingness by having things he can’'t see with his eyes. If he
looks too much without looking, he could be having bank, in which case his havingness goes
down instead of up. Become wary; pcs do this. A person can be going around in life his
whole lifetime without ever having seen any part of the physical universe. It's ashock to get
reality onit. The PC puts up a picture of the shelf and looks at that. He sometimes discovers,
while running havingness, that he is doing this.

The reason you have different havingness processes is that people have different degrees of
perception. Someone with poor sight ability would do better on some other perceptic. If there
are thirty-six havingness processes, you can be sure that there are more. Even thirty-six is
more than is usually needed, however.

Y ou can run a havingness process five times, test it, then, if it loosened the needle, run it
twelve commands, test again to be sure. If the needle islooser, OK. If not, look for another
one. If the needle wastighter, don’'t put in any randomity. Go immediately to another process.
Don’t look dismayed if the needle does tighten. In the interest of having a standard posture
from which to do the can squeeze, get the PC to put hishandsin hislap.

Having found the PC’ s havingness process, start the session. Run havingness to the large
object rule, especially if you had trouble finding the havingness process. Now run ruds.



You'll have minimized the number of ARC breaks you will get. The PCisin agames
condition with you because his havingness is down. Get his havingness up and the games
condition will vanish and his ruds will tend to be in and can easily be checked, because your
meter registers better. If necessary now, you can run the ARC process. It eats havingness, so
when he cyclesinto PT or has a good cognition, acknowledge the hell out of it and run
havingness. You'll get aBD of that tight TA and can go on and run the ARC process better

and longer and faster.

Running havingness helps the PC give up his old havingness of old pictures. Y ou are getting
him to realize that there is other havingness. The common denominator of all goalsterminalsis
games, and the common denominator of all gamesis can’t have. Keep it remedied, or you will
get agames condition.



6111C29 SHSpec-86 E-meter Tips
[Various helpful hints about care of meters and detecting malfunction of them]

LRH had a“beep meter” which you could influence with energy flows. You can do thisto a
person’s body, too. The “beep meter” detects pain in the body; when held in the area of pain, it
goes“beep”. A person can do it remotely by “seeing” ablack areain the person who is holding
it and turning it white. Someone who isn’t a scientologist can’t do it, just because of not being

in good enough shape -- not having enough * horsepower”.

As athetan, you can knock the needle with a beam. It looks like a body motion, ajerky tick.
If the PC isinfluencing the meter, the read will be latent. He can’t hear the command and put

the meter into action as fast as the reactive mind can.
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STUDENT PROCESSING CHECK AND
2ND DYNAMIC PROCESSIIIG CHECK

The following Process Checks have been sent in by long-time Scientologist Dennis

Stephens, D. SCN whoisD of T, Sydney, Australia. Section A is a Student Processing Check
and Section A is a much more advanced check which can be used where the 2nd Dynamic is
most reactive in a Dynamic Assessment.

SECTION A

1. Haveyou drunk any alcohol on class days?

2. Haveyou cheated on any class exam?

3. Areyou on this course to prove Scientology cannot help you?

4.  Areyou on this course to get away from somebody or something?

5.  Areyou hereto get into anything?

6. Arethere any course regulations you do not intend to comply with?

7. Areyou currently taking drugs of any sort?

8. Haveyou had any auditing without the Supepvisor's permission?

9. Haveyou done any self auditing?

10. Haveyou told any other student that your Supervisor's datais wrong?

11. Haveyou had sex with another student?

12. Areyou trying to get another student to have sex with you?

13. Haveyou borrowed any Organization property and not returned it?

14. Isthere anything you feel so uncomfortable about you are thinking of
leaving?

15. Have you received any medical or dental treatment while on course
without permission?

16. Haveyou been late to any scheduled course period?

17. Haveyou violated the Code of a Scientologist in any way?



18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.

29.
30.
31
32.
33.

35.
36.
37.

38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

Areyou in disagreement with any of the stable data of Scientology?
Have you been getting less deegp than usual ?

Have you been eating less than usua ?

Have you deliberately disobeyed your Supervisor’s orders or directions?

Have you unintentionally failed to follow your Supervisor's orders or
directions?

Do you have any overdue infraction thesis?

Have you been assigned any infraction thesis you do not intend to do?
Have you secretly violated any course rule or regulation?

Have you taken any other student's property?

Have you taken any Organization property?

Have you passed any restricted data of Scientology to unauthorized
persons?

Have you tried in any way to give Scientology a bad name?

Have you tried to give any Scientologist a bad name?

Areyou adifficult or unco-operative student?

Do you have a grudge against any other student?

Have you told lies about anyone while on this course?

Have you done anything during outside hours which you shouldn't have?
Are you making any Scientologist guilty of anything?

Have you been critical of the data on tapes?

Are you witholding asking questions in class because you are afraid it will
sound stupid?

Is anyone hostile to Scientology assisting you financially on this course?
Areyou here for adifferent purpose than you say?

Have you had any unkind thoughts about your Supervisor?

Have you had any unkind thoughts about aHASI staff member?

Have you had any unkind thoughts about afellow student?

SECTION B
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25.

26.
27.

Have you ever done anything with a member of the opposite sex you
shouldn't have?

Have you ever committed adultery?

Have you ever practiced sex with amember of your own sex?
Have you ever sexually assaulted a person?

Do you have any sexua interests that others might consider peculiar?
Do you collect sexua objects?

Have you ever raped anyone?

Have you ever been raped?

Have you ever hidden to watch sexual practice?

Have you ever lied in order to get a person to give you sex?
Have you ever inflicted unnecessary pain on a sexua partner?
Have you ever been insincere with a sexual partner?

Have you ever practiced masturbation?

Have you ever enforced unusual sexual practice upon another?
Have you ever had sex with ablood relation?

Have you ever publicly exhibited yourself sexually?

Have you ever practiced sex with an animal ?

Have you ever been sexually unfaithful ?

Ilave you ever been involved in an abortion?

Have you ever assisted in an abortion?

Have you ever used a child for sexual purposes?

Have you ever ill treated a child?

Have you ever used a child solely to satisfy your own interests?

Have you ever deprived a child of their rights to enforce your own
control?

Have vou ever deprived a child of their possessions to enforce your own
control?

Have you ever deprived a child of food to enforce your own control ?

Have you ever sworn a child to secrecy to cover up a misdemeanour of
your own?



28.
29.

30.
31
32.
33.

Have you ever lost your temper with achild?

Have you ever willfully lied to achild to cover up a misdemeanour of your
own?

Have you ever lied to a child to cover up your own ignorance?
What have you doneto achild?

What have you witheld from a child?

Have you ever betrayed a child?

Have you ever ridiculed a child?
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ARC PROCESS 1961

IMPORTANT: FLATTEN THIS PROCESS ON ALL NEW PRECLEARS, HGC PRECLEARS,
RAW MEAT PRECLEARS BEFORE DOING ANYTHING ELSE IN ORDER TO KEEP THEM
MORE EASILY IN SESSION AND TO GET YOUR E-METER TO READ. THE E-METER
KNOWS BEST ON EVERYTHING BUT ARC BREAKS.

An E-Meter has afrailty | have just discovered. It operates only if the auditor has some,
even small, command value over the pc, and operates hardly at all when the auditor has no
command value over the pc. Thus rudiments go out only on the ARC break section. When thisis
out nothing registers on the E-Meter including a casual question about an ARC break. Thus the
E-Meter must be supplanted by an auditor’s ability to recognize the existence of an ARC break.
But once thisis out of the way, the E-Meter is superior to any “knowingness’ on the part of the
auditor. With this reservation concerning registry of ARC breaks, the meter knows best, and
auditors who think they know more than the E-Meter do nothing but get pcsin trouble. But
conversely, the auditor who, on asking for ARC breaks (alone), thinks that the E-Meter knows
more than he or she does will also err. WHEN THE PC HAS A SEVERE ARC BREAK IT WILL
NOT REGISTER WHEN ASKED FOR ON THE E-METER, AND NOTHING ELSE WILL
REGISTER EITHER. SO BE SURE THE PC ISWILLING AND ABLE TO TALK TO THE
AUDITOR AFTER DOING GOALS AND BEFORE DOING ROOM, WITHHOLDS AND PTPS.
MODEL SESSION WILL SHORTLY BE RE-WRITTEN TO ACCOMMODATE THISAND THE
NEW END QUESTION, “Have you done anything in this session to influence the E-Meter?” and
Untruths.

FLATTEN THE FOLLOWING:

Do each question several times by itself in order to get off any triggered automaticities and
to let the pc get through any misemotion. Then do the whole sequence one time each, over and
over consecutively. GET ALL TONE ARM MOTION OFF THE CONSECUTIVE RUN BEFORE
LEAVING PROCESS. Run this process more or less muzzled. Get session started, set goals and
Life and Livingness. Then run this process:

1. WHOHAVEN'T YOU BEEN WILLING OR ABLE TO TALK TO ABOUT YOUR
DIFFICULTIES?

2. WHO COULD YOU HAVE TALKED TO ABOUT YOUR DIFFICULTIES?
3.  WHOSE DIFFICULTIESHAVEN'T YOU WANTED TO HEAR ABOUT?
4. WHOSE DIFFICULTIESHAVE YOU BEEN WILLING TO LISTEN TO?
This processisrun to astill Tone Arm for 20 minutes with needle kept at set.
FUTURE RUDIMENTS QUESTION IN LIEU OF AUDITOR AND ARC BREAK:
“DO YOU FEEL WILLING TO TALK TO ME ABOUT YOUR CASE?

If negative, run above.

LRH:esc.vm:rd L. RON HUBBARD
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by L. Ron Hubbard
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6112C06 SHSpec-89 Sec Checks Necessary

The more aberrated a person is, the more only-one heis. He movesin towards clearing from
hislonely vigil on Cloud 69, where he has been keeping watch against all comers, and where
he learned never to take any orders. Then you step up with your E-meter and give him an
order. You get no response. The symptom of extreme aberration is total unwillingness to
receive any help. You can be fooled by the fact that people or countries who are very low-toned
will beg for help. You are fooled if you don’t notice what is done with the help when it is
received. It iswasted and/or used to make the helper wrong. They use help as atrap to show
you how ineffectual you are. Indiaisin that condition now. You will also find thisin insane
asylums. Y ou will see a person on post somewhere who has to do everything himself. Heis
proving that he must not be helped. When you are auditing a PC who can be helped, things go
pretty smoothly. When you are auditing someone who is being an only-one, he is out of
communication, very suspicious, and possibly unwilling to be helped. Even if he’s OK on
help, you till have the communication barrier. Until that is knocked apart, you won't find your
meter reading on the PC. He will be hard to assess if his communication level isgoing in and
out during the assessment. The average wog is highly suspicious. Heis highly alert. His
ability to be hurt is so enormous that he thinks he has to protect himself with all sorts of
barricades. And amongst these is no help. The more aberrated a person is, the more “only-
one’ heis.

Take someone who is not even vaguely in comm. We are going to assess him to discover
something about him. If he feels that anything about him will be used against him, you will get
only atotal defense. So your first effort in clearing anyone is to get that person into
communication, not only willing to talk to you, but when you talk to him, it means alittle
something, so that when you talk to him he can receiveit.

Y ou could sec check a person whose help factor was ‘way down if you got the exact right
guestions, but you couldn’t assess him. Remember, there’s no charge on assessment. He's
not trying to withhold anything from you. He's not trying to give you anything. He'sjust
meat. The only place ameter hasaholeinit iswith ARC breaks, and you can repair that with
an ARC break process. But that isn’t good enough for assessment. The person hasto bein
good communication with the auditor to get an accurate, rapid, assessment. Or the auditor has
to have fantastic atitude, in which case he'll get reads.

The rudiments can be found to be in for one auditor, yet he’d be unable to get reads on
assessment. That just means the meter isn't registering for that person. Another auditor could
find ruds out and be able to assess the PC. So the meter is registering for him. Thisis not
spooky. The only-one PC who is not part of the human race won't let anyone have command
value over him. The first barrier you have to cross with him is getting him into
communication. Speed of assessment depends on degree on willingness to communicate with
the auditor.

Altitude is the command value you have over the PC. An auditor has to have confidencein his
tools and what he isdoing. If he lacksit, the PC can tell and assigns him alower altitude
accordingly. Aninexpert auditor who is not in comm with the E-meter and a hostile PC who is
not in comm with the human race will give you adebacle. It is much more economical to sec
check someone for seventy-five hours and put them in communication with the human race
than to assess them for seventy-five hours. The assessment will go nowhere, but the sec check
will make him feel better.

[Details on goals running and assessments|
Unburdening is the mechanism of the way we are handling the GPM. We're taking the

solutions off the top of it, and it de-intensified as a problem, because these terminals are as
much a problem as they have been solved. Thetrick isto solveit without solving it againin a



way that pullsit in on the person. You do it by taking off the solutions, which is how it should
have been solved in the first place.

The other barrier in your road is that the PC, at the outset, is uncertain that anything can be
solved. Find out what, in life, he is having most trouble with. Find out who had that trouble.
Briefly sec check that terminal. He'll fedl different and gain awareness that change is possible.
Y ou can even Q and A with his feeling that nothing works. Find someone else who felt that
way and run O/W on the person. Y ou can always count on whatever the PC’s complaining
about being present in another person, keyed in by his O/W on the person. It’s also always on
his own goals line, so you are unburdening him with it. Try to handle something for the PC.
It will make your meter read better.

Y ou can always find something the person will remember that will key out. That was the
procedure in 1950. The only trouble was that it only worked for 20% - 30% of cases, and
people tended to key it right back in because no O/W was run on the person who had it. You
can always run aterminal for alittle while. You could find eventually that you were the pcs
opposition terminal, sitting right there going in the teeth of hisworst aberration. Auditing will
nevertheless work over the top of this.

Your job in handling a PC isto get the PC to sit down and have some confidence and read on a
meter. It could take up to seventy-five hours to get the PC into that state of mind, but it is
necessary to do so. Don’t bein such ahurry. He has been crazy for the past 100 trillion years.

Asfar as auditor training is concerned, it’s obviously better for the auditor to have a degree of
confidence and expertness and to know what he has been doing, because the PC’ s confidence
will go up at once. So you will get something likea3D. It al worksitself out for us. The PC
is being run on security checks and the auditor is gaining confidence in his metering at the same
time. We trust the auditor won’t miss too many sec check questions. If the auditor isn’t too
familiar with the meter, have him spend half an hour on end ruds so he can get, “What sec
check guestion has been missed?’ cleaned up well. This keeps pcs from being upset. Pcswill
also be upset by not being asked for the withhold behind the critical thought. Asking for
critical thoughtsisjust atrap for the PC to get in on the overt dippily.



HUBBARD COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE
Saint Hill Manor, East Grinstead, Sussex

HCO BULLETIN OF 7 DECEMBER 1961

Sthil
Franchise
CenOCon
SEC CHECKSVITAL

It has been brought home to me by careful study of many cases that Security Checks and
Problems Intensives are vital to easy assessment and accurate clearing by the new and very
important Routine 3D.

The command value of the auditor over the pc, the response value to life and present time
of the pc have been so low in all cases studied who have not had Sec Checking that it is a waste
of auditing time not to give a pc at least a Sec Check and a Problems Intensive before
attempting assessment.

It may take up to 200 hours to assess some ‘raw meat’ accurately on Routine 3D, and that
with a magnifying glass on the E-Meter.

It may take up to 75 hours to assess on Routine 3D a Scientologist or processed person
who has not been given 1A or a Problems Intensive or a thorough Security Check on a
standard Pol Ltr form.

| can state, and your experience will bear out, that it is wasted time and causes agony to
the pc to do aclearing 3D assessment on a person who has not had:

Sec Checks Standard Forms.

A Problems Intensive.

The ARC Process 1961.

Countless cracks at the rudiments through being given 1 and 2.

pwWbE

To do these may require up to 100 hours of auditing. To try to assess accurately through
the messes of withholds, hidden standards and PTPs of the preclear will require up to 100
hours and may arrive at an improper assessment which will waste all the preclear’ s auditing—
and painful auditing it was.

Now the Scientologist with his prior processing moves into his or her own. It all counts.
Scientologists are eader to assess by half. Raw meat is either unassessable or assessable with
difficulty unless the auditor has enormous altitude.

If anyone thinks he is saving time getting assessed for clear at once, let him or her think
again. The whole period may be wasted and nothing come of it because:

The whole of the preliminary steps may have to be done anyway after assessment if not
done before to let the pc survive *going through the knothole’, which is to say, running
Routine 3D levels.

These are very hard to get through. Only one pat set of commands (Nov 30, 1961) get a
pc moving through to Dynamic Clear.

Now as to auditor training, no auditor who does not have a quick enough eye and Meter
experience enough to Security Check and run a Problems Intensive will ever be able to do an
accurate Routine 3D Assessment.



Therefore it is economy to train an auditor to Class 11 level before permitting him or her to
assess.

Class 11 requires a high ability on the Meter, perfect Model Session, TRs and a perfect
knowledge of Sec Checking.

Sec Check Meter reactions are larger than 3D Assessment reactions. If an auditor cannot
Sec Check, he or she surely can't read a 3D Meter Assessment.

A pc being given a Routine 3D Assessment for clear by an auditor who has no perfect
rating on the Meter isin for endless wasted hours of upset and misery. These might better be
spent on Rising Scale or Class | processes (all processes up to February 1961, really). ARC
Straight Wire, * Something you wouldn’t mind forgetting’ or even old Dianetic Engram running
would do more for the pc than fumbling assessment. Accurate fast assessment does marvels for
acase, but only if done by an accurate fast auditor.

Class 11 skills of Sec Checking, Problems Intensives, or even Routine 1A, produce
definite plus gains for the pc, greater than those obtainable by Class | if done by an expert
Class |l auditor.

A Class I11 auditor can only become one if he or she has already become a Class |1 by
examination and you have arapid assessment on new Routine 3D toward a high stability as
clear—providing that the pc has also had Sec Checks and other preparatory processes.

So there it is. Economy in auditing time entails the auditor becoming a Class |1 by
examination and the pc becoming fit to be assessed through Class 11 skills. Very neat.

Micawber, a creation of my old friend Dickens, used to claim that twenty shillings
earned, nineteen and six spent brought happiness, but that twenty shillings earned and twenty-
one spent brought MISERY . | can paraphrase him broadly by saying, Class 1l skills reached by
auditor and attained by pc bring happiness. Class | skills on Class 111 processes bring misery to
auditor and pc alike.

In signing up anyone for auditing, in delivering any auditing, please point out these facts,
please?

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH :esc.cden
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6112C12 SHSpec-91 Sec Checksin Processing

What every good auditor should have:
1. A British Mark IV Meter
2. Someone to handle appointments, money, etc.

3. Two understudies who have had good HPA training and who need some real brush up to
Class|I.

[See HCOPL 26May61 “Modification of HPA/HCA, BScn/HCS Schedule” Per this P/L, the
HPA course consists of two Units: Unit 1 and Unit 2. Unit 1 consists of TR’s, metering,
model session, and ruds; Unit 2 consists of the 36 pre-sessions, finding the Hav and confront
process for the PC, general assessment and running pcs on prehav scale (not SOP Goals), and
sec checking.]

[For definition of classes of auditors, see HCOPL 29Sep61 “HGC Allowed Processes’ Class|
refersto relatively unskilled HCA/HPA graduated or field or staff auditors, etc. Thisauditor is
allowed to audit only a process that he has had success with on pcs, regardless of the HGC pcs
case requirements. Class Il auditors have passed HCO quizzes on E-meter essentials, Model
Session, sec checking, and tape 6109C26 SHSpec-58 “Teaching the Field -- Sec Checks”.
They are only alowed to audit sec checks. Class |l auditors may audit Routine 3, but not run
engrams. Class |V auditors are releases, have had their goal and terminal found, and have had
engrams run on their goals terminal chain and have excellent subjective reality on engrams.
These auditors may run Routine 3 and engrams on HGC pcs.]

Unless an auditor has these things, he will get no auditing done. He'll either spend all histime
setting up cases or, more likely, he will try to assess a Routine 3D on someone who isn't set up
and fall on hishead. He also needs someone to handle the admin end. Y ou can easily get pcs
with an ad like “Y ou can always talk to a scientologist about your difficulties.” Having
someone doing admin is always a security that the people you help will pay you for the service.

It isnot really too bad that it takes some skill to apply Routine 3D. If you let loose a powerful
technology which anyone at all could apply, you'd be in trouble. Technology that doesn’t
require a skilled applicator is what this world mainly suffers from. For instance, any
government official can push the button on an atomic bomb. If tech requires no skill, you can’t
build an ethic into it.

The broad program on which we are operating is concise and broad. We have central
organizations and offices all over Earth which suffer mainly from lack of technology. That
they will now have. The policy isto build in self-reliance within a fixed pattern in the central
orgs. Field auditors have been attempting to put up a standard and having it collapse. They
generally don't get as consistently good results as HGC' s, which iswhy HGC' s got started in
the first place. The basic reason for successin the HGC' sis the stiffer discipline there. The
central organization, aslong asit isimpoverished and feeling bad, tends to go into games
conditions with other orgs or field auditors. Thisissimply because of lack of success. When
there's scarcity and havingnessis low, there’s a games condition. Scarcity is repaired by
technical excellence.

The briefing course was instituted for only one reason: to get the highest possible level of
technology.

Step 6 would work today, but in fact it didn’t work because it was never done. In running
Step 6, before you had the PC make the object bigger, smaller, etc., you had to find a null
object on the E-meter. Wherever it beefed up banks, a null object wasn’t found. Relateit to
the GPM -- if you found an object which quivered on the meter, you would be onto the GPM



and you wouldn’'t dare to do anything with it. But you could take something not related to the
GPM and exercise the PC on creating and mocking it up without antagonizing or messing up
particularly the GPM. The PC with some of the automaticities of mocking things up off could
theoretically have the GPM evaporate.

[Details on running Routine 3D]

A Q and A puts the withhold in to stay. When the PC gives you the withhold, that isall you
need. If it still registers, there' s another withhold. It's not more on the withhold he has given
you. The reason you vary the question in sec checking isjust to get more withholds, to help
the PC out. But you always end up by asking the original question to seeif it iscleared. If
you add any new sec check questions, make them pertinent to what you are doing.

If aburst of misemotion occurs on a sec check or Class |1 activity, it is turned off by what
turned it on. That istrue of all secondaries, particularly of an assessment, running havingness,
or a sec check question. If awithhold turned it on, some withhold is keeping it powered up.
So get the withhold. If misemotion is turned on by havingness, you can find out what is
happening if you like, but continue the process that turned it on. It'sacruelty to do otherwise,
no matter how kind it may seem. Any other process you may switch to is so much less
powerful than what you have been running that it won’t handle the misemotion. It takes more
of the same.

The greatest cruelty is being kind to the PC. It will not help a PC to omit sec checking him or
to rush him into an assessment. He will never get through Routine 3D levelsif you do. If you
left a sec check question unflat in one session, don’'t spend the session getting rudsin. Flatten
the question. If the TA has soared meanwhile, find out what has been going on. If bypassing a
PTP upsets the PC, go back to the earlier withhold that preceded it (It could be some
undelivered comm).

If the session looks confused to the auditor, the PC will get upset. The PC istrying to make a
session out of it, so heis harder to audit if the auditor is confused, because the PC reacts to the
confusion of the auditor. An unskilled auditor has much tougher pcs than anybody else. Then,
because it is all so complicated, the unskilled auditor sees nothing wrong with adding more
complications, so he putsin additives. The job isto teach people not to put in lots of useless
stuff. Keepit very simple and they will win.
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VARYING SEC CHECK QUESTIONS

You only vary asec check question when by repeating it you would create an impasse.

Example.  “Haveyou stolen anything?’
“Yes, an apple.”
“Good. Have you stolen anything?’
“No.”
“Good. (Look at meter.)
Have you stolen anything?’
“No. “ (Meter reacts. )

NOW vary the question.
And aways end by making sure the original question “Have you stolen anything?’ is nul.

This all comes under the heading of getting one auditing question answered before you
ask a second.

If you create an impasse you will pile up missed withholds, throw ruds out and really
mess it up. Therefore, until youdo find out what the answer was on a sec check question, you
do NOT repeat the question—only variations (except to test for nul after getting a withhold)
until the meter nuls on the first question.

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH: esc.rd
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RUDIMENTS MODERNIZED

| have been threatening to give you new rudiments questions for months. | am finally
satisfied with their form and use and here they are.

The demands made on an auditing session by the new value and workability of Process
Checks (Sec Checking), Problems Intensives and especially 3D have made it necessary to
upgrade the form and use of rudiments.

For auditing to take place at al, the pc must be IN SESSION, i.e. willing to talk to the
auditor, andinterested in own case: the new Rudiment question “Do you feel willing to talk to
me about your case?’ can give the auditor an idea as to whether the pc is likely to go into
session or not and can, if any reaction to the question is followed up, indicate whether the pcis
ARC broken or iswithholding.

Where an ARC break isfound or is stated by the pc, probably the speediest method of
handling is to locate the Prior Confusion to the disagreement—or whatever caused the ARC
break—and run a Sec Check form of O/W (without mentioning any terminal in any way); e.g.
clear, by Sec Check type questioning, this question, “During that confusion what did you do
wrong?’, then—when that no longer reacts—" During that confusion, what did you withhold?’
This brings up the little (and big) overts and withholds which precede ARC breaks AND PTPs
and, indeed, this Sec Check type O/W on Prior Confusions can be used on any out Rudiment
to which it can be applied. When the meter shows no further reaction to overt or withhold, the
Rudiment question is asked again and if areaction shows, repeat procedure.

Where apc is extremely prone to out Rudiments, lots of pc’s HAVINGNESS process (or
TR 10) can help, also an extended run on ARC Process 1961 (HCO B of Nov 30, 1961) runto
amotionless Tone Arm for, say, 15-20 minutes. This can be followed by general O/W: “What
have you done?’—"What have you withheld?” Also self O/W “What have you done to
yoursdlf?"—"What have you withheld from yourself?’

Prerequisitesto all thisin the auditor, of course, are technical excellencein TRs, E-Meter
reading, and ability to control the pc with ARC, so that the pc will assign command value to the
auditor.

To maintain Rudiments, auditors must be thoroughly familiar with the following listed
HCO Bulletins:

November 30, 1961 — ARC Process 1961.

November 23, 1961 — Meter Reading.

November 16, 1961  — Sec Checking.

November 2,1961 — The Prior Confusion.

October 19,1961 — Security Questions Must Be Nulled.
October  9,1961 — Rudiments, Changein.

There are many more Bulletins, tapes and publications on this subject.



On the actual Rudiments questions, if the rudiments are believed to be out, it should be
remembered that each question should be asked in several different ways, to make sure that the
guestion is thoroughly understood, and so that the pc’s reality on the meaning of the questionis
reached.

It should be remembered that the whole meter can go out if ARC break is present. It alone
does not read on the meter (ARC Process 1961 ) when very severe.

Any havingness process which loosens the needle can be used to handle any other
rudiment.

A rudiment question can get a needle reaction if the pc is ARC broken about getting on
with session. One clears this and asks the question again.

Out rudiments, on assessing for the changes in a Problems Intensive or 3D can cause
everything to nul. The remedy isto get the rudsin and go over the list again with rudsin, at
least from the point where ruds went out.

In 3D, the test before running alevel or assessing isto repeat a known 3D item that has
been found and proved to the pc. If it doesn’t react, rudiments are out. Get ruds in until item
reacts before continuing assessment or alevel.

Out rudiments are the sole cause of difficulty in finding goals and other 3D items. Itisa
saving of timeto run a pc on Processing Checks, and other preparatory measures for as much
as 75 hours before an assessment is done. By that time rudiments can be kept in and needle
response should be adequate for assessment.

Rudiments at the beginning of session involve:

Setting Goals.

Getting pc comfortable in environment.

Getting pc willing to talk to auditor about pc’s own case.
Getting off withholds.

Checking for and handling PTPs.

ghrwdE

The above are the Beginning Rudiments. One humanly detects No. 3. All others are
handled by meter only. Excepting No. 3, in rudiments, if the others do not react you do not
handle, but get on with session.

The End Rudiments are;

Half Truths or Untruths or effort to impress auditor.
Any effort to influence E-Meter.

Missed answering commands.

Missed withholds.

ARC break.

Havingness.

Goals and gains.
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Number 5 is humanly detected. The remainder are meter detected only. Number 6 may be
used profitably to finish up session time.

In Model Session, the Beginning Rudiments questions should be changed to:

1.  “What goaswould you like to set for this session?’
“Arethere any goasyou would like to set for Life or Livingness?’

2. “Look around here and tell meif it'sall right to audit in thisroom.”



3. “Areyouwilling to talk to me about your difficulties?’
4.  “Areyou withholding anything?’
5. “Doyou have a present time problem?’
In End Rudiments, the Model Session wording should be changed to:

1. “Haveyoutold meany half truth, untruth, or said something only to impress mein
this session?’

2. “Haveyou deliberately tried to influence the E-Meter?’

w

“Have you failed to answer any question or command | have given you in this
session?’

“Have you withheld anything from me?’
“Areyou willing to talk to me about your difficulties?’

“Look around here and tell meif you can have anything.”

N oo o &

“Have you made any part of your goalsin this session?” And “Have you made any
other gains you would like to mention?’

Rudiments, as in any assessment or Process Check item, are read on INSTANT
NEEDLE READS only. Latent reads (taking place after a pause of half a second or more) are
not pursued at all, either as Rudiments questions, Processing Check questions, Problems
Intensive items or 3D assessment items.

(Note: Unapproved meters, many of them, have needle comm lags built into them “to
protect the meter movement” which is usually poor. The needle acts only after a half of a
second or more. Therefore, only 1957 American and British Mark 1V meters can be used with
confidence in modern auditing. This“comm lag” may also be true of most “lie detectors”
including some costing $18,000. The 1957 American was the first fully workable E-Meter. The
British Mark 1V isitsonly fully developed successor. The 1958, ‘59, ‘60 and ‘61 “ American
Hubbard Meters” may or may not work as their manufacturers refused to submit them to be
checked out by me and HCO finds many were cheaply built and do not instant read or read
sensitively. Few if any squirrel meters have ever worked to the level of modern demands.)

No assessment has any value if obtained by afaulty meter.

No session, whether Sec Checking (Process Checking), running a Problems Intensive,
ng or running 3D has any valueif run with the rudiments out.

To make sessions have value, keep the rudimentsin.

A rudiment is only run long enough to get it in, which isto say to get the exact rudiment
guestion nul on the meter, or in the case of ARC, to get the pc to talk easily to the auditor.
Rudiments are not sessions. They are there to make sessions count.

LRH:esc.b.cden L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1961
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6112C14 SHSpec-93 Anatomy of Problems

A problem is postul ate counter-postul ate, force counter-force, idea versusidea, solution versus
solution. You have two peoplein collision, in trouble with each other. To be in trouble with
each other, they have to be in the same time stream and they have to be able to communicate.
Do you redlize that you, with your problems, are on a separate time stream from the physical
universe and that’s why you are not in present time? So even in an individual you have two
time streams.

How do you suppose a PC got out of PT? He must have started off in some instant of time that
went on this same time-stream, but he went [off] on a spur line. During the middle of, say, a
race, he finds his watch missing. It's an important thing to him, and he losesit. While heisat
the racetrack in atime-stream called “therace’, he triesto go back to the time he lost the watch,
and therefore, on the subject of the watch, he has a departure in time from the time-stream. He
starts running on a back-time-track while time goes forward on the agreed-upon time track. He
istrying to find out what happened, not to stop time. He just wants to see what happened. A
thetan has the facility of running on another time stream.

So he goes off sideways, worrying about it. He has a problem now. And because he hasn’t
solved it very well, he gets stuck init, but then he really gets stuck by solving it. He becomes
the foe of all pickpockets so he won't lose hiswatch. But he's already on a dlightly different
time-stream, and he remains on it because he started it. Y ou normally refer to this sort of thing
asagame -- arather downgraded one. Heisn't really hung up in amoment of this time-stream
but in amoment of departure. The rest of the time, he sort of makes time himself. It becomes
an endless affair that can float along forever. So you are running along in session and he
suddenly has a picture of aracetrack. That picture exists in another time-stream, which he can
dipinto.

How about the fellow who didn’t enter thisuniverse at al? Y ou never met him; heisn’'t on the
time-stream. Can you have a problem with him, when you have never met him and never will?
Y ou’ve never had anything in common with him; you’ ve never communicated with him;
you’ve never gotten any O/W’s on him. So how can you have a problem with him? Y ou
can't.

So all problems have their own time-stream between the two beingnesses, ideas, forces, or
whatever. They must also have a means of communication. Two armies will maneuver
forward until someone firesa shot. That’s a communication which everybody can understand.
Now the communication enlarges and they can really have an agreement (not a disagreement) to
have awar. Now they can have problems with logistics, mechanics, propaganda, and how to
have motivators big enough to justify the overts.

Where you see an argument, there must have been a prior agreement, even alight one. [Cf. the
idea that there can be no ARC break without prior ABC.] Thisiswhy the goriest wars are civil
wars. The defeated in acivil war are treated like criminals, not just losers. Thisis because
there has been a tremendous amount of agreement, so the ARC break isvery severe. Similarly
with serious 2D upsets.

There couldn’t be a wild disagreement, resulting in a problem unless there was some prior
agreement. The problem is as large as there has been agreement. France and Germany have
common blood going back to the conquest of Gaul by the Franks.

There might be aroad out on the solution of a problem in the recognition that a 3D isbased on a
one-time total agreement. Remember about games: pan-determinism, self-determinism, other-
determinism? A person gets on one side of a game to the degree that he has reduced his pan-
determinism, accepted other-determinism, and considers himself to be operating on self-
determinism. There are always these factors. There must be an outside disinterested arbitrator
to resolve the problem. That’s where the auditor comes in. Routine 3D is one of the roughest



onesto figure out. Even LRH had to have outside help to the degree of someone else reading
the E-meter, to figure it out. It was so involved that it was all self-determined or other-
determined, with no pan-determined factors at all. It looks at first to the PC like there are at
least forty or fifty vital factors. It takes the auditor to shakeit all down to five. The auditor
doesit by listing and assessing, down to one item which will either be totally right or utterly
wrong (oppterm). That is, it will be either totally self-determined (terminal) or totally other-
determined (oppterm). Notice that any item you choose will get one of three reactions from the

1. Hedoesn't know if it isright and doesn't care.

Thisisrare. It could be awrong item or he could be ARC broken or groggy.
2. It could be self-determined or other-determined.

3. The PC could do aflip-flop between self- and other-determinism.

This phenomenon is alower scale mockery of pan-, self-, and other-determinism, the three
factors present in all problems. The PC just dramatizes these as he gets into the GPM. He'll
be on one side for afew days, then go into “Don’t know,” then go pan-determined for a bit: “I
can have both viewpoints. I’m really something else,” so just run the side you can chip at best
and if you are not making progress, you have chosen aside he can’t confront. There are levels
of confront to consider. If we were going to run only one side, it would be vital to get the right
one. You could just run the right side of the right levels, and he’'d go clear. But you can’'t
always expect it to happen. The harder he is enmeshed in the GPM, the less distinct itisto him
that either sideisrea. Or heisliableto be very fixed in one side and not at all inthe other. As
you run him, he has a hard time of it. If you pick the wrong side for him, he will run along
time.

The GPM is aproblem. Beforeit was a problem, it was an agreement, and after it was an
agreement, it was a game. There was a time continuum; and these two elements
[beingnesses?], and ideas which make up the 3D [3rd dynamic?] existed once in their nuclear
form as atotal agreement:

1. They werein the same time-stream.
2. They were in perfect communication.
3. They had tremendous agreement and goals on what they were doing.

They had all these things in common, and then they started to depart, one from the other, and
got into a game, which got very thorough. The game deteriorated into a problem and stuck.
i.e.

1. There was along period of total agreement.
2. Then there was agreement on the game they got into.
3. Thenit got to be very deadly and got beyond a game into being a problem.

But having originated with its own time-continuum, the problem continues up into present time
asa GPM. The easiest way to approach it, for most pcs, isto find that side they can most
easily fight. That will give them big case gains and will take big solutions off the top of the
problem. But recognize that we have along way to go after having taken the solutions off the
top of the problem. The end of the auditing is not just reaching the end of the prehav levels but
could be expected to go on further. You now have the self-determinism / other-determinism
softened up abit. You still have to attain self-determinism for the other side for the PC, and
pan-determinism. The PC isreally on neither side.



The PC has been waterbucks; he has been tigers. Before there were waterbucks and tigers as
enemies, the PC couldn’t have told the difference between them. They would have had the
same goal. They weren't very solidly waterbucks or tigersyet. Their “now-1’ m-supposed-
tos” weren’'t yet congealed to that extent. Then they started separating out distinct
characteristics which were only waterbucks' or only tigers'. Then they solved problems
different ways and the game deteriorated into some very standard “now-I’ m-supposed-tos’.
Those were specialized forms of self-determined survival that had nothing to do with pan-
determinism but agreat deal to do with other-determinism. The truth of the matter, however, is
that the PC is neither side -- tiger or waterbuck -- and is capable of being either.

The PC shifts from one side to the other just because you have audited him alot, just because
you have done listing and nulling of hisitems. That’s a tremendous amount of auditing. His
“now-1" m-supposed-tos” are shook up like dice in abox. Now he will dramatize both sides,
while before you started auditing, he was fixed in one side and dramatized it on a stimulus-
response basis.

So the PC is assessed. Y ou’ve got the Routine 3D package, and now you want to find the
right side for the PC. The only thing that makesiit the right side is that the PC can run it with
benefit. Ti’sthe side he can run best to run out somatics and break up the GPM. It’s not that
the PC isthat side, because the PC is equally the other side and is neither side, in truth, and is
capable of being both. Both sides are equally other-determined to him. But one side is higher
than the other on the tone scale, so it iseasier to view asthe aly and harder to buck in auditing.
But the PC has used both sides, down through the ages, until he has so many overts on himself
as awaterbuck that these overbalanced and he became atiger.

Y ou are trying to establish the pan-determinism of athetan who has gotten so biased that he
can’'t tell agood action from a bad action, because the “ now-I’ m-supposed-tos” all fit in this
exact pattern. And he has some game running that has resulted in an insurmountable problem
which has given him his total package of “now-I’m-supposed-tos’. All “now-I’ m-supposed-
tos” were part of some old problem and earlier than that, some old game, and earlier than that,
some old agreement.

The PC’ s pan-determinism has been submerged, and he is being obsessively self-determined,
which pins him thoroughly on a dynamic, and he is no longer loose on the dynamics.

Your first attack on a Routine 3D package isjust to find the “only-onlyness’ of it. Doesthe PC
think of himself mostly as a waterbuck at this moment? The easiest side to run is usually the
lower toned side. If you run the PC asit, because of the trick of the commands, you get more
attack against the weakest side of the GPM, so it runs more mass and more flows, and it is
easier for the PC to handle. The other side may either totally slay him or have no redlity at al.
He is not capable of attacking tigers because they are too much for him. They don’t exist for
him. If you run this one, watch out. The PC may get so overwhumped that before the PC
realizesit, heis down the tubes. Even so, if you kept attacking, something would happen. It
would be uncomfortable for the PC; he would ARC break easily, but he'll try it. But he
doesn’t get redlity out of it; that’sthe basic liability.

Could you just blow one of these things up? No. Inthe early stages of the run, if you ask the
PC what he would think of blowing it up or wiping it all out at one fell swoop, he'd go into an
awful confusion. He hasn’t got it differentiated enough to do much about it. He couldn’t
attack one side of the problem because it was too big for him to find it real. What will be his
reaction to wiping out the whole thing? That’s about seven times as unreal. The idea of this
game ever having an end or a beginning is preposterous.

In view of the fact that there are confusions on down the line that tend to bang the PC up into
the problem, as you audit the thing, you keep on hitting confusions of one kind or another. It
keeps banging the PC up towards PT, so the track to him looks shorter and shorter. He thinks
maybe he was only awaterbuck for one lifetime. Then it broadens out again, and he'll feel he
was awaterbuck for avery long time.



What remains to be sorted out is the easiest way to beat the GPM. Over a month or two you
might be able to take pieces of it the PC can find -- conflicts -- and date them on the meter and
get the whole track plotted on the subject. That would soften up the GPM just by getting it
aligned and assigned correctly on the track. During that time, you wouldn’t have to figure out
which side the PC was on. Thisis afeasible method of clearing somebody. It would mean
teaching people to date on the E-meter, which is quite a skill. But it could be done, and it’s
quite atool. Or you could find every confusion that might precede any stuck picture the PC has
on the subject of waterbucks vstigers. Find what the person was at the time and what they
did. 1t would be an interesting gimmick to make alist of the number of goals the terminal and
oppterm have in common or of the points on which they would be in agreement, or you could
ask, “What game would awaterbuck play with atiger?’ and vice verse. It would al run out the
center of the problem, once the prehav runs have straightened it out somewhat. All you are
trying to do it to establish the pan-determinism of the thetan, who has gotten so biased that he
can't tell agood action from a bad one because the “now-I' m-supposed-tos” al fit in this exact
pattern, and he had some game going which has become an insurmountabl e problem which has
given him histotal package of “now-I’m-supposed-tos’ -- you are trying to establish the PC’'s
pan-determinism so he can breaths.

Before auditing, the PC is being solution, solution, solution. The next thing you see with
auditing is problem, problem, problem. When thisis peeled off, he is game, game, game.

The TA goes up on the PC because he is breaking the mores of the terminal, not necessarily
those of society or his present group. A guy whose terminal isacat burglar will get ahigh TA
when he goes to bed at night because he refused to dramatize or went against the terminal.



6112C20 SHSpec-95 Upgrading of Auditors

Most people are diffident about tampering with other people’s minds. No better mechanism
could be devised to keep arace enslaved. It means, “Take no responsibility for anyone’'s
thinking but your own, and not even for that,” and you will stay in every implant you have ever
been handed. This ensuresthat no revolt will ever come out of any planet. Thisisthe principle
of the boxer. If your opponent is knocked out, he's safe, but thereis no game. Thisis Galactic
Council thinking, i.e. the thought of super-governments which are slave-rule governments.
These governments are in a bottom-scal e no-games condition when they know all about it and
nothing ever happens. They go for this kind of concentration camp populations where
everybody is out of the running and giving no trouble.

Thefirst thing you do to create this condition is never to let anyone tamper with anyone’ s mind
or thinking. It guarantees that no one will ever as-is anything. It’s put over as the principle
that the “right to privacy” is paramount. Some auditors are more affected by this than others.
These are auditors who are withholding their terminals. They have aterminal and an oppterm
and they are withholding both of them because they have been thoroughly punished for having
been it. So they know that’s the safe thing to do -- to withhold the terminal. First one has the
“right to privacy” of minds. It isno accident that in 50,000 years, no one on this planet has
come close to even the edge of scientology. The right to freedom is one thing; the right to
privacy is something else. Galactic thinking approves of the second, not the first. LRH’s
opinion isthe opposite. The trouble with the Galactic thinking that would make a criminal into
MEST by implanting him is that it’s unsuccessful. You can’t guarantee that he will stay
MEST, just asyou can't guarantee that a planet won't revolt. You can’'t guarantee that wisdom
won't get abroad. All you can guarantee isthat thetans are basically good but get all mixed up.
But when you unmix them, they revert to being good. Thisis unpopular in galactic councils
because it makes people so active and unpredictable. These truths may or may not be known to
gaacticrulers.

Case advance results in greater controlled motion. Motion in the vicinity of insanity is
uncontrolled, random motion. Directed, controlled motion is preferable. But don't try to sell
the rulers of the universe on this because it would mean their losing power.

Y ou will observe that people who aren’t totally spun in are willing to inquire into others' minds
because they haven’t accepted the idea that everything will be all right if you just be quiet.
Auditorsfal into three categories:

1. Thefairly free individual who hasn’t taken his terminal too heavily. He hasn’'t quite
subscribed to the philosophy that he'sa dave; he'll chargein.

2. Theindividual who can recognize intellectually that it would be all right to invade the
privacy of others and that the only way he could set them freeisif this sort of thing occurred,
but who has aterminal so worded that he withholdsiit violently.

It's hard to get this kind of auditor up to Class |1 because histerminal getsin hisroad. His
terminal seems dangerous, so he will hold it out of action, which makes it go into action.
Withholding of the terminal isthe key to the 3D package. That’'s what makesit go out of sight.
It's fantastic that you can get to it at all. The degree that the PC withholds PT overtsisthe
degree to which he is withholding histerminal. If heisdoing it hard, he will have trouble
getting other people to give up their withholds, as he will have trouble doing good sec checks,
even though he knows intellectually what he should be doing. He can be educated into doing it
right.

3. Thethird category of individual istoo mixed in to be able to audit at all. Heformsalarge
percentage of the human race. He is often found in government, where his galactic thinking is
the norm. Hewon't even try to get off withholds.



Conduct in session is monitored by the terminal package. It shows up as unwillingness to get
off withholds plus a doubt about it which also comes from the pulled-in mass of the terminal.
The modifier modifies their conduct whenever ruds are out. They’ll dramatize it when ruds go
out. Oddly enough, auditors don’'t have cases. The modifier doesn’t much influence their
auditing. What influences the auditor is the amount of withhold on the terminal.

There is another factor in the plan of auditing. Every withhold the PC has is stacked up on top
of withholdingness of the terminal. Since present time has greater value than past time,
present-life overts and withholds have the terminal so glued down that it is virtually
unassessable at first. Sec checking gets the withholds off so the terminal can cometo view.

This gives us an estimate of how long it will take to get a PC ready to be assessed and how
long it will take a given auditor to get assessed for histerminal.

It's not necessarily the more violent or secret types of terminals that get the most withheld. But
the person’ s reaction to sec checks and ability to sec check iswhat aerts you to how quickly or
easily they will be assessed.

Oneisonly worried or concerned about a subject when there’ s a not-know on the subject.
Therefore, you can handle a PC to the degree that you understand pcs, because you can see
what’ s happening with the PC.

Someone who has never had bad auditing won’t necessarily audit well, because he has no
reality on what it islike to audit poorly. Getting some bad auditing would really make a citizen
out of him and give him an appreciation of a perfectionist attitude toward training, which
prevents the technology from getting lost.

Thereisavaluein having been aberrated. It givesyou awealth of experience that you can gain
in no other way, even if, at present, it’s unavailable to you. It isthe experience of a
knucklehead, of course, and afew trillion years of such experience should be enough. It's
time now to get experience in other lines than that of your terminal.

When life follows a pattern from an aberrated to a sane state, the best way to accumulate
experience in that direction isto take someone who is aberrated and teach them something and
improve them at the same time. Misadventure can be ateacher. It isthe only teacher if you
have to learn solely by experience. Clearing would have no value whatsoever if it was a matter
of just taking a pill or having some magic formulato get it. No one ever appreciates his
freedom unless he has had to work for it. 1f a person doesn’t have to work for his freedom, he
never finds out that heisfree.

Y ou could even clear someone who doesn’t realize that anything has happened, that anything
was improved, or that they are going anyplace. He has no purpose to which to put his new
breadth of skill, and it’s more than he needs on this cotton-picking planet. The net resultisa
feeling of alose for you. You' ve taken the chains off afellow and the chains left some rust
marks, and he keeps looking at the rust marks and he still thinks they are chains. Then one day
he realizes he’s not wearing any chains and goes into overwhelm and sets you up as a
household deity.
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MODEL SESSION SCRIPT, REVISED

(This cancels earlier versions of Model Session
and isfor use on all cases except CCHs)

The exactness required of Modern Processing Checks (Sec Checks), Problems Intensives
and 3D assessments and runs have made new demands on rudiments and their processes.

As described in HCO B of Dec 14, 1961, the rudiments questions, beginning and end,
are changed in the Model Session Script. The body of the session patter is unaltered.

Model Session is memorized, is used exactly, and is delivered with the TRsin. Model
Session is arequisite of an effective session. All auditing and assessing are done in Model
Session form and no other. Excellent accurate Model Sessioning is the hallmark of the good
auditor.

MODEL SESSION SCRIPT

Auditor sets up E-Meter and adjusts pc’s chair. Any agreement concerning length of time
of session is made if thereisto be any such agreement.

“R” FACTOR

A session must have “R” or Reality. If the auditor feelsill or weary, or out of sorts or
under other strain, the auditor should tell the pc, before session starts, the facts of the situation,
giving the pc a chance to accept auditing under those conditions without feeling it is an overt.
The time to put the pc’s attention on the auditor is before the session starts, not after it starts.
The pc is always quick to scent an upset and if such an upset is evident in session amystery is
created for the pc that will throw rudiments out. Once the “R” factor is handled it is not again
referred to in the session by the auditor. This should not be used to upset the pc or make the pc
guilty of “the overt of receiving auditing”.

START OF SESSION

Auditor:  “Isit al right with you if | begin this session now?’
Pc: “Yes.

Auditor:  Acknowledges. “START OF SESSION.” (Tone 40)
Auditor:  “Hasthis session started for you?’

Note 1. If pc says “No,” Auditor: Acknowledges. “START OF SESSION.” (Tone 40)
Then, “NOW has this session started for you?” If pc still says “No,” the auditor
acknowledges and says, “We will cover it in the rudiments,” and continues the
session.

BEGINNING RUDIMENTS
1. Goals

Auditor:  “What goalswould you like to set for this session?’
Pc: Sets goals or doesn’t.



Auditor:  Acknowledges. “ Are there any goals you would like to set for life or livingness?’

Pc: Sets goals or doesn’t.

Auditor:  Acknowledges. (Goals are usually written down by auditor. If list goes beyond ten
or twelve auditor gently stops writing and acknowledges.)

2. Environment
Auditor:  “Look around here and tell meif it’sall right to audit in thisroom.”

Note 2.  If auditor gets areaction that is not abody motion on the E-Meter, auditor says. “All
right. Thank you. I am going to run some (TR 10 or pc’s havingness process).”
And does so. Repeats rudiment question soon. If now nul on meter auditor goes on
to 3 below. If not nul, runs more havingness. Etc. The rule is pc should be able to
have or observe large objects before havingness is ended. (Thisis hard to apply on
some havingness processes.)

3. Auditor Clearance
Auditor:  “Areyou willing to talk to me about your difficulties?’

Note 3.  If not, run acurrent process for this rudiment. Test again with rudiment question.
Thisis not an E-Meter response rudiment but is done by observation of pc. This
and 5 in end rudiments are the only rudiments so handled.

4.  Withholds
Auditor:  “Areyou withholding anything?’

Note4. If meter getsinstant reaction (only read meters by instant reaction in any case for
anything), clear it by getting withholds off. Do not leave any withhold that registers
on this rudiment question. If pc will not give withhold, vary the question. If pc still
will not, run current rudiments withhold process. Leave this rudiment by asking the
rudiment question again and leaveit only if nul. An ARC break can also nul meter.
If in doubt repeat rudiment 3, straighten up 3 and then repeat 4. A pc who isbeing
vicious to auditor at this stage has one or more withholds.

5. Present Time Problem
Auditor:  “Do you have a present time problem?’

Note5.  Only if PTP registers on the meter should the PTP be handled. Question can cause
an ARC break in a pc anxious to get on and needle can register the ARC break
rather than a PTP. In this case clear with two-way comm and repeat PTP rudiment
guestion. If it isobviously a PTP and not an ARC break, do not ask if itisan ARC
break. Handle PTP with current rudiment process. When handled, repeat rudiment
guestion. Do not leave unless nul on needle.

START OF PROCESS

Auditor:  “Now | would like to run this process on you (name it). What would you say to

that?’
Pc: Answers.
Note 6. If pcisunwilling to run the process, two-way comm objections away or relieve

earlier invalidations of process. Never run a process dictated by pc asthisis self-
auditing, throws pc out of auditor control and throws out all rudiments. Pcs quite
routinely object to certain processes, even though they must be run.



Auditor:

Note 7.

Acknowledges. Clears the command for pc only for the first time the command is
used.

If, during clearing of the command or failure of needleto react, it seemsthat the pc
will not be able to handle or do the announced process profitably, auditor says:
“According to what we have been talking about, it would seem better if | ran (name
another process).”

END OF PROCESS

1. Cydlical

Auditor:  (Wishing to end process) “Where are you now on the time-track?’

Pc: Answers.

Auditor:  Acknowledges. “If it isall right with you, | will continue this process until you are
close to present time and then end this process.”

Pc: Answers.

Auditor:  Acknowledges. Auditor continues the process, asking after each pc answer,
“When?" until the pcis close to present time.

Pc: Answers close to present time.

Auditor:  Acknowledges. “ That was the last command. Is there anything you would care to
say before | end this process?’

Pc: Answers.

Auditor:  Acknowledges. “End of process.”

2. Non-Cyclical

Auditor:

Pc:
Auditor:
Pc:
Auditor:
Pc:
Auditor:

Note 8.

“If itisal right with you I will give this command two more times and then end this
process.”

Answers.

Acknowledges and gives the command two more times.

Answers.

Acknowledges. “Is there anything you would care to say before | end this process?’
Answers.

Acknowledges. “End of process.”

The cyclical ending is only used on terminals that exist also in present time, and
when pc is going into the past in his answers. It is not used after pc says heisin
present time. Non-cyclical is used when the pc is running terminals which do not
exist in present time or when the cyclic aspect can be neglected. 3D level runs and
Processing Check answers are never given cyclical endings.

REPEATED COMMANDS

Auditor:  Gives command.

Pc: “1 don’t know. | can't find any answer.”

Auditor:  Acknowledges. “1 will repeat the auditing command.” Repeats the command.

Note9. If pc still cannot answer, two-way comm to discover why. Then get the command
answered. Never |eave an unanswered command.

COGNITION

Auditor:  Gives command.

Pc: (Not having answered command yet.) “Say, that mass in front of my face just
moved off.”

Auditor:  Acknowledges. Repeats command without announcing that it is a repeat.



END RUDIMENTS
1. Untruths

Auditor:  “Have you told me any half-truth, untruth, or said something only to impress me or
tried to damage anyone, in this sesson?’

Note 10. If meter reacts, clear the reaction fully. In adifficulty, compartment the command,
clear the reacting part. Do not leave until meter is nul on repeating this rudiment
guestion.

2. Meter Influence

Auditor:  “Have you deliberately tried to influence the E-Meter?’

Note 11. If meter reacts, clear it thoroughly, getting, if necessary, thefirst time the pc tried it.
Invalidations of meter will also be present if pc has tried to influence it. These must
also be removed with, “Have you ever invalidated the E-Meter?’ Also, “Have you
ever tried to prevent an E-Meter from reading?’ Clear these on needle. Clear
rudiment question before leaving. (Asin all such checking only vary the command
if the pc answers “No” while meter reacts, otherwise ask same question.) Leave
when exact rudiment question is nul.

3. Missed Answers

Auditor:  “Have you failed to answer any question or command | have given you in this
session?’

Note 12. If meter reacts, find the question or command and get it answered. L eave rudiment
with same question and only if nul.

4.  Missed Withholds

Auditor:  “Have you withheld anything from me?’

Note 13. If meter reacts, find and clear the withhold or withholds. Vary question only if pc
refuses to give up withholds. If pc still refuses, run current rudiments process for
this. Do not leave until meter clear on this exact rudiments question.

5. ARC Break

Auditor:  “Areyou willing to talk to me about your difficulties?’

Note 14. Thisis done by observation of pc, not by meter. If the answer is no, run current
process for this rudiment. Leave it only when pc iswilling to talk to auditor. If a
processisrun for this rudiment, repeat all end rudiments again.

6. Havingness

Auditor:  “Look around here and tell meif you can have anything.”

Note 15.  If meter shows other than body movement, run TR 10 or pc’s havingness process.
Retest the question before leaving this rudiment.

7. Goalsand Gains

Auditor:  “Have you made any part of your goals for this session?’



Note 16.

Auditor:
Pc:

END OF
Auditor:
Note 17.
Auditor:
Pc:
Auditor:
Pc:

Note 18.

Auditor:
Pc:
Auditor:

Note 19.

Auditor may remind pc of session goalsif pc can’'t remember them.

“Have you made any other gainsin this session that you would care to mention?’
Answers.

SESSION
“Is there anything you would care to say or ask before | end this session?’

Auditor may show pc relative TA positions reached in session and tell pc what he
cares to know about session.

“Isit al right with you if | end this session now?’

Answers.

Acknowledges. “Hereit is. End of Session!” (Tone 40) “Has the session ended for
you?’

Answers.

If session has not ended for pc, get pc’sfull attention and repeat “ End of Session.”
(Tone 40) If session still has not ended for pc two way comm briefly to find what
pc has been doing. If this doesn’t ease it, say reassuringly, “You will be getting
more auditing. End of session.” And leave it at that.

(Optional) “Tell mel am no longer auditing you.”
“You are no longer auditing me.”
Acknowledges.

The auditor has no further obligation to act as auditor when session is ended.
However, this should not be used to evaluate for the pc concerning the session. But
the auditor need not shun questions the pc putsto him or her directly concerning the
auditor’s own reactions in session if these excite curiosity of preclear. Thisis'R’
factor.

Exact Rudiments processes for above will be given from time to time in future HCOBS.

During early auditing short session a pc so as to handle fully end rudiments before
session ends.

Short sessioning means that two or more sessions can be run in one auditing
period.

LRH:esc.bh L. RON HUBBARD
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E-METER ELECTRODES
A DISSERTATION ON SOUP CANS

| have just re-discovered a very important item about E-Meter electrodes and the
behaviour of the instrument in Security Checks and assessments.

Any “E-Meter” will register proper tone arm position, can squeeze and body motion.
Whether it was built by the Communist Party or the local cat-food factory. Any meter will
register body reactions.

Only a specially built meter will also register mental responses. Thus any meter can act
like an E-Meter so far as body reactions go. The TA and needle rise and fall, sensitivity
increases and decreases. It all looks just like an E-Meter until you measure amount of mental
responseto a security or assessment question. The amount of mental response depends on the
surface area contact and the circuit.

The history of it isthis: In early 1951 Mathison delivered the first pair of mains current
meters he had made for me. They responded to body action but | could get no valuable mental
response on the needle. Jim Elliot and | worked with them and came up with the idea that a
bigger electrode was necessary. Jim took two soup tin cans, put battery (crocodile jaw) clipson
the leads, and we found that only then could we make these meters work to the mind. The soup
can made enough skin contact with the pc to let his thoughts register as well as his physical
tone. The old meters still would not let some pcs on at the bottom and lots of pcs left them at
the top, but they were valuable.

At length Mathison refused to build anything that would register thinking, cut back to
one-hand electrodes and generally developed his meter beyond any possible use to us and so
we parted.

Many years later, after alot of work, | had Don Breeding design atransistor meter. This,
often refined and held on the rails by me, and often derailed by mind-is-matter “improvements”
by others, became the modern meter. In England | did agreat deal more developmental work
and the British Mark IV finally resulted.

There are only five pieces of research | have not myself done in Scientology. Oneisthe
effect of vitamins on mental response, done by a New Y ork nurse for us. One is the effect of
restimulation on 1Q, which | proposed and Don Rogers carried out. One is the basic meter
made by Mathison after alecture by myself. Oneisthe actual circuit of the modern transistor
meter done by Don Breeding. And one is the following, which is enormously important
because there’ samistake init.

In England, around 1957, the “mains meter” made by HASI London used aluminium
electrodes, small pipes about an inch in diameter. | challenged their use. We used only soup
cans on the 1957 American meter. | turned a test project over to the electronics department in
D.C. and eventually they reported to me:

“There is no difference of meter response of any kind in using the thin aluminium tubes
and American soup cans.”



| relaxed about it then and for some years permitted aluminium tubes to be used, despite
my original work in the early Mathison mains meter. After al, the experts had said they were

okay.
And just two nights ago | found with horror that the aluminium electrodes are at fault !

Y ou yourself can make the test. The same test | made. Take two old aluminium
electrodes. Put a Kleenex wadded on the end of one for insulation and have a pc hold both in
one hand. Now take a known item that gets constant mental response on a meter, such as the
pc’sgoal or terminal or other 3-D item or some hot button. Note that physical response of the
meter, the rise and fall of the tone arm, the can squeeze all look good. Now say the pc’s goal or
button and watch the needle. Y ou may not even be able to detect a needle action!

Now have the pc hold the electrodes one in each hand as is usual. Say the pc’s goal or
button. Y ou will be able to see some instant response.

Now remove the aluminium electrodes and put soup cans on the E-Meter leads. Say the
same item to the pc as before.

Y ou will find three times as much needle response as with the aluminium electrodes.

If the item gave you one dial division reaction with aluminium electrodes you will get
nearly 3 dia divisions of response with soup cans.

So that’ sthat. The moral of the taleis. Use Soup Cans.

Throw away your aluminium electrodes no matter how pretty they are or how nicely they
fit.

Put the battery clip type on your E-Meter leads nearest the pc. These are a set of spring
jaws with a screw in one end to fasten the wire. The jaws have teeth. The can end is about a
third of an inch of teeth. These are ssmply bitten onto the edge of the soup can. The soup cans
can then be snapped off or on, stowed or replaced at will.

The double wire of the lead should be pulled apart about two and a half feet up from the
clips so that when the pc stretches, he can hold the cans as much as five feet apart without their
becoming unclipped.

These clips can be bought at any dime store in the electrical department. Use the same
plug-in jack that goes with the meter and came with the meter. If you buy new wire get along
double plastic-covered wire of copper, rather heavy so it won't part invisibly in the meter leads.

And as for the most important part, the soup cans, go down to the store and take a foot
rule with you. Find some canned juice or soup with a paper, not a painted, label. The can
should be exactly 3 inchesin diameter and four and a half incheslong. That’s a very standard
can. Don’'t get them thinner or thicker than this or shorter or larger. Buy four, so you'll have
two spares.

Now, at home, use great care and a patent opener and open with a smooth edge.
Consume the juice or soup or give it to the poor. In removing the top make sure you leave no
rough edge.

Clip the crocodile jaws over the open edge of the can and you’' ve doneit.

Those withholds you’ ve been missing will now read. 3-D items are a breeze. Rudiments
can be found when out without cranking sensitivity to the moon.

Soup cans give enough skin contact and steadiness of grip to give you mental reaction.



Can sgueeze tests are unchanged. But are more reliable.
No meter registry is shifted in any way, regardless of the increased size.

Pcs eat the tin off steel cans so be neat and get new cans often. Old cans get to looking
pretty grim and feeling rough. Try new kinds of soup.

WEell, it sounds like a fuss or to-do over soup cans.

But it’ s the difference between withholds found and withholds missed; rudimentsin to
rudiments out and 3-D items discovered where none seemed to exist before.

I have my own additional moral to the story. If | didn’t do the actual research on
something, it sliable to be amiss.

So bottoms up with the vegetabl e juice and onward and upward better meter reads.

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH: ph.rd
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HCO SECURITY FORM 19

LAUDATORY WITHHOLDS

Know to Mystery Processing Check
(A Class 1l Auditor’s Skill)

Thisisamost interesting and revelatory processing check. It may be done at any time but
preferably after the last two pages of the Joburg (Form 3) and Form 6 on old Scientol ogists and
Form HCO B 21 September 1961, Children’s Sec Check, on others. Doing this check at once
on brand-new people engages their interest and eases the way to more severe checks.

This check isrun asfollows:

Run 3 questions or 20 minutes of the check. Then run 10 minutes of the pc’s havingness
process. On any particularly hot trio of this check, go over the three again and again. It will be
noticed that the check is divided in sections of 3 questions each for that purpose.

Use the current HCO British E-Meter. Many withholds dc; not show on other meters
even when their dectrical responses are the same as the British meter. The mental responses are
not the same.

NEVER LEAVE A QUESTION UNFLAT ON ANY PROCESSING (SECURITY)
CHECK. Nul the needle reaction before leaving any question (although an unflat question can
be interrupted to run havingness).

Run in Model Session 21 December 1961 or later with Rudiments I N. Short session a pc
to keep them in when the pc is restive. Do a thorough job on the withhold question in the
rudiments even when doing a Processing (Sec) Check.

Use only instant reads. Repeat question exactly as written and see if it is nul before
leaving it.

Have you ever withheld a vital piece of information?
Have you ever made anyone guilty of withholding vital information?
Have you ever prevented anyone from making others give vita information?

Have you ever withheld looking?

Have you ever prevented anyone from making others |ook?

1
2
3
4
5.  Haveyou ever made anyone guilty of not looking?
6
7.  Haveyou ever withheld emotion?

8

Have you ever made anyone guilty of being emotional ?



10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31
32.
33.

35.
36.
37.

Have you ever prevented anyone from making others emotional ?
Have you ever withheld effort?

Have you ever made anyone guilty of using effort?

Have you ever prevented anyone from making others use effort?
Have you ever withheld thinking?

Have you ever made anyone guilty of thinking?

Have you ever prevented anyone from making others think?
Have you ever withheld symbols (words)?

Have you ever made anyone guilty of using symbols (words)?
Have you ever prevented anyone from making others use symbols (words)?
Have you ever withheld eating?

Have you ever made anyone guilty of eating?

Have you ever prevented anyone from making others eat?

Have you ever withheld sex?

Have you ever made anyone guilty of sex?

Have you ever prevented anyone from making others have sex?
Have you ever withheld amystery?

Have you ever made anyone guilty of a mystery?

Have you ever prevented anyone from causing others a mystery?
Have you ever withheld waiting?

Have you ever made anyone guilty of waiting?

Have you ever prevented anyone from making others wait?
Have you ever withheld unconsciousness?

Have you ever made anyone guilty of unconsciousness?

Have you ever prevented anyone from making others unconscious?
Have you ever withheld anything?

Have you ever made anyone guilty of withholding?

Have you ever prevented anyone from telling awithhold?

Have you ever withheld security checking?



38. Haveyou ever made anyone guilty of security checking?

39. Haveyou ever sought to prevent another from security checking?

The check may be continued using any specific knowledge, any perception, any emotion
(see Tone Scale), any version of effort (force, strength), any version of thinking including
doubt and suspicion, any version of symbols (including books), any version of sexual actions,
any eating or consumption of anything (including money), any version of mystery including
stupidity, any version of waiting, and any version of unconsciousness including sleep and
chemical or physical means of producing sleep.

By running the general version first and then doing a survey of any pc’s announced
difficulties along the Know to Mystery Scale and then by putting down these items on the
appropriate placesin the check, great case gains can be made.

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH: sf jh
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HCO INFORMATION LETTER OF 9 JANUARY 1962

Sthil Course
3D List

3D CRISS CROSS

To prevent misassessment | have been devel oping some new methods of obtaining a 3D
package. Because goals lists get lost there is need also for ways of getting a 3D package
without having the goal.

One of theseisto run O/W on self, list the pc’s answers and then ask the pc, “Who
would you treat like that?’ Bleed the meter and nul and you will find an item of the 3D package
you can then use, either as criss cross or to get agoal and modifier. Thisis very workable and
useful. It is most useful in 3D Criss Cross.

Further, if a pc blows clear on assessment, you can do the above, find his goal and

modifier and get the Goals Problem Mass keyed back in again. The GPM will always key back
in by finding the modifier to agoal.

Criss Cross, complete, consists of the following steps:
1. Askthepc“What kind of person or being haven't you liked?” and make a complete list.

2. Nul thelist and locate one item that remainsin (or wasthe last in). (Make sureruds arein
inall nulling.) (There may be more than one item staying in. If so take strongest read.)

3. Askthepc“What kind of person or being have you liked?’ and make acomplete list.
4.  Nul thelist and locate oneitem asin 2.

The two resulting items are called TEST ITEMS. They are not necessarily 3D package
items.

5.  Writetheitem found in 2 at the top of a sheet of paper. Ask the pc “Who or what would
oppose (item)? Make a complete list. (Never suggest any item to a pc ever.) Bleed the
meter for al items,

Nul thislist down to oneitem (assessment by elimination as always, of course).

Write the item found in 4 down at the top of a sheet of paper and proceed asin 5.

Nul thislist down to one item.

© o N o

Write the item found in 5 at the top of a sheet and proceed as before.
10. Nul thelist to one item.
11. Writetheitem found in 8 at the top of a sheet and proceed as before.

12. Nul down to oneitem as before.



Continueto do listsand itemsasin 9, 10, 11 and 12.

BE VERY ACCURATE IN FINDING THE RIGHT ITEM EACH TIME.

The two lists will eventually collide as a solid package. It will not be easy (or perhaps
even possible) to find anything else on the case. When this condition is reached, you have 3D
package items of high level, capable of being run.

When doing listing and nulling, carefully note whenever an item gave the pc a painful
somatic or adizziness. It will be the painful somatic type of item that is the terminal, the dizzy
or “winds of space” item that is the oppterm.

13. Select which isterminal, which is oppterm by usual tests.
14. Findthe goal, oppgoal and Modifier for the package.
15. Runwith 3D type commands.

When this package is well discharged or blows, do another 3D Criss Cross using the
items that were being run in 15 as the starting points for steps 5 on.

Y ou will be rather amazed how much this type of assessment does for the case and how
low alevel caseit can be done upon.

Y ou’' re welcome.

L. RON HUBBARD
LRH:cw.rd
Copyright © 1962
by L. Ron Hubbard
ALL RIGHTSRESERVED



6201C10 SHSpec-98 Sec Checks -- Withholds

The process, 20-10, is used to handle psychosomatic difficulties, using Class |1 skills and sec
checking. [20-10 isaprocess where ten minutes of havingnessis run for every twenty minutes
of sec checking. Thisisrun for 75 to 200 hours before attacking Routine 3BDXX. See HCOB
11Jan62 “ Security Checking. Twenty-ten Theory” ]

There is danger in sec checking by ritual. Y ou should do it by fundamentals. Here s what
happens: because you don’t quite grasp the fundamental, someone stiffens up the ritual. Then
it gtiffens again, and you become aritualist and can depart from effective auditing. Thething to
do isto get the job done. Auditing iswhat you can get away with with the PC. Because you
can’'t get away with everything, aritual gets set down, circumscribing what you should try to
get away with.

Model session is a good thing to use, except with afew pcs, who would never get past the
third question [See HCOB 21Dec61 “Model Session Script, Revised”7]. You can imagine a
case that is so critically poised that you have to find out what the mind is doing in order to
parallel it. If you tried to do a Model Session to find out, you would be in a cul-de-sac,
because the case doesn’t have that much attention concentrated. For instance, take a madman,
who could still be handled with basic sec checking. Heisinsane because he keyed in an insane
valence by withholding. It'snot thislifetime that aberrated anyone. People say that you can’t
understand the mind because this lifetime doesn’'t explain why people are aberrated. Someone
who isinsane got that way by keying in implants that he gave, to drive enemy troops insane, to
prevent them from coming back, plus some similar overts which developed an insane valence.
Insane people can go in and out of valences very easily. It isthe not-know they have run on
other people that results in the withhold on themselves. So what basic question could you ask
this fellow, which he could answer to start keying out the insanity? Y ou could ask, “What
don’'t people know about you?’ He would answer it. It is so fundamental that he couldn’t help
answering it.

A case could be so attentive to its difficulties that it is already in session. To try to fly ruds
would be to distract the PC’ s attention from his case.

With a deranged person, the “don’t know” question works well. It cross-cuts the O/W
guestions. When a case does not consider something an overt, he will still answer up to not-
know and will come up to recognizing his withholds. Y ou can use such questions as, What
don’'t | know about you? What don’t you know about your condition? What don’t others
know about you / your condition / what you are doing?’

Auditing by fundamental would be to restore the PC’' s communication with society or the group
with which heis connected. Y ou would expect a person who is having a hard time with the
socia structure heisin to have withholds from that social structure. Y ou see thisin vignette all
thetime. Y ou missed awithhold and the PC got upset with you. It's areversed comm line.
He has PTP' s because he has withholds from people. A withhold is awithhold whether the
PC considers them withholds or not. For instance, if the PC withholds losing his temper with
people, it s laudable, but it is still awithhold. If, in finding withholds, you don’t look for such
withholds, or for simple withheld communications, you will have a devil of atime keeping
rudsin. The PCisabusy little beaver, sitting there thinking and withholding critical thoughts,
etc.

Withholds are not confined to crimes. The magnitude of the crime does not establish the
magnitude of the withhold. It isthe force with which he iswithholding. So anything the PC is
withholding isawithhold. Anything heisnot communicating isawithhold. When you realize
this, you will get rudsin with a clank and be able to assess just fine, and sec checking will go
fine.



Sec checking will fail if you expect the magnitude of the withhold to give you the magnitude of
the recovery. It isthe magnitude of the restraint, of the withholding, that doesit. Theway to
find what the case is withholding is to get what any part of the eight dynamics doesn’t know
about him. The way you have gravity is by withholding self from space. Most of your sec
checking will be on the third dynamic, sinceit is the most complicated, and there have been so
many groups on the track. But you might do well to look at the others, too. The second
dynamic is, of course, loaded with moresto violate.

A withhold is restraining self from communicating. The corresponding overt is restraining
another from communicating. When someone is withholding some action, he gets into the
valence of someone who would do the action. Mora Codes are patterns of behavior on al eight
dynamics. That means you are triggering those moments when the PC was not
communicating, perforce. He should have been talking and he wasn’'t. That’swhat it amounts
to.

The ability of athetan, in this universe, is expressed along the lines of reach and withdraw, in
various directions. When a person should be reaching and is withdrawing, that is awithhold.
Then there are overts of omission. He should be reaching and heis not. For instance there
may be times when a soldier should have attacked and he ran. These are overts of omission if
they are the reverse of a* now-I’ m-supposed-to”. It all anountsto failure to communicate with
the environment, or restrained communication with the environment, which ends up as not
being here in the environment, which ends up with the environment pulled in on oneself. You
could ask, “What should you have communicated?” and get some marvellous results. “Where
should you have been?’ gets off effort withholds. Withholding isworse than just not reaching.

A very withholdy PC will stack up withholds on a subject. The tiniest impulses to withhold
will remain as withholdsif the PC has a set of withholds on a subject. This PC will have loads
of critical thoughts. If you are not sec checking, it’s valid to ask a PC, “What are you
withholding?’ and if you don’t get afall, don’t pressit. But don't think he is not withholding,
because heis. You don't have a missed withhold to contend with, but the PC has at least some
laudable withholds. That's OK; he can bein session. But he still has awithhold. Y ou only
have to do something about it if he gets upset and goes out of session. Then you will have to
find it. “Rudsin” merely means “in condition to be audited.” Y ou can always find the ruds out
if itisyour purpose to audit the case by rudiments.

When you sec check, you try to restimulate the withholds so you can clean them up. Thishas
an opposite purpose from ruds. The auditor’s mission in sec checking isto stir up things the
PC doesn’t feel OK about communicating, so that the withholds can be gotten off, because that
iswhat aberration is made of. So be suggestive, knowing fundamentals. Use, e.g., “What
doesn’t know about you? What have you done that wouldn’t like?” And
don’t miss withholds.

The fourth dynamic is awhole species, not just “mankind”.



HUBBARD COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE
Saint Hill Manor, East Grinstead, Sussex

HCO BULLETIN OF 11 JANUARY 1962
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SECURITY CHECKING
TWENTY-TEN
THEORY

All valences are circuits are valences.
Circuits key out with knowingness.
Thisisthefinal definition of havingness.

Havingness is the concept of being able to reach. No-havingness is the concept of not
being able to reach.

A withhold makes one feel he or she cannot reach. Therefore withholds are what cut
havingness down and made runs on havingness attain unstable gains. In the presence of
withholds havingness sags.

As soon as awithhold is pulled, ability to reach is potentially restored but the pc often
does not discover this. It requires that havingness be run to get the benefit of having pulled
most withholds.

Therefore on these principles, | have developed Twenty-Ten. Providing the following
items are observed and the procedure followed exactly, Twenty-Ten will appear to work
miracles rapidly.

REQUISITES

L

That the auditor isClass |1 (or ClassI1b at Saint Hill).
2. That aBritish HCO WW Tech Sec approved meter is employed and no other.

3. That the auditor knows how to find the pc’s havingness process (36 Havingness
processes).

4.  That the havingness process is tested for loosening the needle at the beginning of each
time used.

5.  That standard HCO Policy Letter Form Sec Checks are used. The last two pages of the
Joburg and Form 6 for Scientologists, the childhood check and Form 19 for newcomers,
the remainder of the Joburg and other checksfor al

6. That the procedure of Twenty-Ten is exactly followed.

TWENTY-TEN
A Class |l Auditor’s Skill

1. UseMode Session HCO B of 21 December 1961 or as amended.



2. For every Twenty Minutes of Security Checking run Ten Minutes of Havingness.

3. If the Security question is not nul when the Twenty Minutes period is ended, say to the
pc, “Although there may be withholds remaining on this question, we will now run
Havingness.”

4. If anunflat question is left to run havingness, return to it after Ten Minutes of havingness
and completeit.

5. Run by the clock, not by the state of the question or meter on both security questions and
havingness.

6. Beprepared to have to find a new havingness process any time the one being used failsto
loosen needle after 8 to 10 commands. Do can squeeze test before first havingness
command and after 8 to 10 questions every time havingness process is used.

7. Do not count time employed in finding a havingness process as part of time havingnessis
to be run.

8. Use“Hasawithhold been missed on you?’ liberally throughout session. Useiit heavily in
end rudiments.

Application to Goals Problem Mass

The GPM is often curved out of shape by present life enturbulence to such an extent that
only lock vaences are available for assessing. This gives “scratchy needle” and also can lead to
finding only lock valences.

Lock valences are appended to areal GPM 3-D item. They register and even seem to stay
in but are actually impossible to run as 3-D items. An item found by an auditor and then proven
incorrect by a checker was usually alock item. If this happens, even the new item found by the
checker may also be alock item.

To uncover correct 3-D items it is better to run Twenty-Ten and other preparatory
processes for 75 to 200 hours before attempting to get a 3-D package.

If the whole GPM keys out, one need only find agoa and MODIFIER to key it in again.

Preparatory time is not wasted as the same or greater amount of timeis all used up
anyway, at alossto the pc, if apc has atwisted GPM with earlier lock circuits abundantly
keyed in in present time. In such cases (the magjority) the preparatory time would be eaten up in
keeping the pc in session, let alone improper items.

Twenty-Ten is urgently recommended for immediate use in all HGCs.

L. RON HUBBARD
LRH:ph.cden
Copyright © 1962
by L. Ron Hubbard
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6201C11 SHSpec-99 How to Audit

If athetan can communicate directly and straightly with things, he begins to communicate more
directly with his body. Since the eyes are the most direct comm route from athetan, when
you’ ve done something with a thetan, you will notice the eyes changing color. “If | can’t make
a PC’s eyes change color, | don’'t think I’ ve done anything.” Making somebody well is not
much of atrick. Bodiesare OK, but to fixate on onetotally issilly. If you are dealing with a
technology that can restore the comm lines of athetan, you are going to find psychosomatics
knocked out. With 20-10, you may also find pcs getting awhole new set of psychosomatics.
A body responds in direct ratio to the communication level of the thetan running it. A body will
also run on complete automatic, so abody can be in good shape when the thetan is nowhere
around, and because the thetan is nowhere around. Y ou will see some people -- Hollywood
starlet types, for instance -- who are simply Operating Bodies’. These are people who are so
irresponsible that they don’t have enough thetan horsepower to make a body sick. Similarly
with the “dead thetan” case, which reads at clear but with a stuck needle, aberration on help,
etc. If you process such a PC, hswill come uh into some degree of density. If you don’t get
some physical changes, you are doing something different from what LRH istrying to teach
you with current technologies.

“A lot of you think you are doing fine. | don’t think so yet, because | haven’t seen you
changing the color of anybody’s eyes.... | can, so why can’t you? ... I’ll audit a PC until their
eye-color changes. Maybe it’sjust avery faint change, and maybe it’s from brown to blue, but
it's achange, because that’ s the most direct channel of communication from the thetan to you
and to the outside world, and if you can improve that channel of communication from the thetan
outward, it can’t help but do something to his eyes. They’ll at least sparkle or glisten
differently.”

“1”m asking you to audit the PC who is sitting in front of you and not somebody else, and not
some synthetic person that you dreamed up.... Audit the guy who is there, please.” To
produce disaster, miss a withhold and you have had it. The next time the PC has an ARC
break, just follow it back to the withhold. Y ou can always hold a PC in session with technical
tricks, but don’t stop with tricks. Audit the person in front or you -- that person! Heisno
mystery, as far as fundamentals are concerned. He is nevertheless an individual, peculiar,
handmade mud pie. Y ou have got to be able to put your finger on any button that isin there to
be pressed and produce a considerable reaction in the PC. Y ou have to be able to advance the
PC’s communication, and that is all you are trying to produce.

All that iswrong with the PC is that he has shortened the reach of his communication. Ashis
ability to reach -- which isto say, to communicate -- decreases, he considers that he is aberrated
When you audit this person, all you have got to do is to extend his communication reach.
Workable processes have all done this.

The PC’sinability to reach can come about from two things:

1. Heisrestraining himself from reaching, in some fashion.
2. He doesn’t know what to reach into or at.

Auditing the second button gives you the biggest gains. For instance, Routine 3D straightens
out the messed-up condition inside his mind. On the first button, the auditor has to figure out
what the restraint of reach is about. We call this “withholds’. How is he restraining himself
from reaching? He has overtly reached at some point; then he has decided that was a bad thing
to do, so he withholds the reach next time. This gives you a confusion followed by arest
point, the withhold, which locksit on the track and makesiit float rather timelessly. Thisisnot
as bad as aproblem, but it issimilar. Now that the thetan has decided he must never exercise
that type of reach again, he has forgotten what type of reach he was exercising that he mustn’t
reach again, so heisnow in atotal confusion as to what he is withholding.



So how are you going to get off this person’s particular and peculiar withholds? Not by virtue
of any form LRH has made to get at hiswithholds. Heis, after all, unique. An auditor can get
so lost in the infinite variety of the PC’s 3D package and the complexity and idiocy of the PC’'s
withholds that the auditor believes he can’t reach. But that’s the auditor’ s belief that he can’t
reach. The reason the PC won’t reach into black masses, or valences, is that they are
enturbulative. After all, they did kill him many times, so he knows better than to touch them.
They give him somatics even in session: colds, etc., when he forgets himself and takes a direct
(and instantly forgotten) look at them.

People complain about scientologists' lack of sympathy. But “once you have learned to handle
something to the [degree that we have], confound it! Y ou just can’t bring yourself to worship it
anymore.” Y ou know too much about the cause and effect of it all.

What are a person’s basic withholds? They could be anything, but he knows he will be
punished for getting them off, because he’ s made people guilty for doing such things. Thisisa
great mechanism. He really knows his withholds have nothing to do with his state of health or
his brightness. Ha!l! A person can’t improve his reach and communication while
simultaneously restraining his communication.

So an auditor has two zones of action. In dianetics, he has pictures, which are a shallow look,
compared to valences, which are whole packages of pictures. Each valence represents at |east
one lifetime. So what things are keeping the PC from communicating? He isimpeding his
own reach by having things he feels he cannot communicate. Now it is up to the auditor to get
these off, by whatever means are effective. He hasto be able to get that PC’ s withholds. All
you are trying to do is release the comm lines that the PC has pulled in on himself so he can
widen the zones into which he can again reach.

All you have to do to get withholds off is to find where the PC isn’t. How come he blew from
some elsewhere? Heisat least withholding himself from all the places heisnot. That is not
aberrative in itself. But you could say to the PC, “Where haven’t you liked to be?’” The PC
says, “1 never liked to be at the seashore.” OK. He's not at the seashore and doesn’t want to
be. All sorts of withholds could be developed from this. Ask him, “What have they done to
you at the seashore?’” and, “Who was it who did it?’, then, “Rave you thought any critical
thoughts about (the person)?’, then, “What have you done to (the person)?’ So the procedure
is:

1. “Where haven't you liked to be?’

2. “What have they doneto you at (Location)?’ Get details.

3.“Who did it to you?’

4. Get any critical thoughts about the person.

5. “What have you doneto (that person)?’

In running 20-10, running havingness will get the PC to give you more withholds.

If the PC considers that he doesn’t have any withholds, you can run what the person about
whom he is critical doesn’t know about him, and he will eventually come up to seeing his
withholds and overts.

Thetrick isto audit with the rudsin and run the ruds, so they stay in, and then throw the PC
around. Stir up the PC’s bank and get the withholds. Don’t muddy the still waters of the
rudiments, so that the PC never dreams of being anywhere but in session. Then churn up the

PC’ s bank in the body of the session. The PC has been careful not to do thisfor trillenia, so it
is the auditor who has got to make something happen.



So when you get something reading on the meter, get the PC talking about it. Get his critical
thoughts and let him get off the motivators and finally go on to the trap: get the overts and

withholds.
[ Technique of running hidden standards, etc., with Routine 3D]
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We are not trying to teach you not to have withholds. It is OK not to do everything that occurs
to you, good or bad. We aretrying to get you out of the tangle you got yoursdlf into: “What do
you mean, having such terrible impulses?’” Why does the PC have these impul ses that he now
has to withhold?

The withhold is that area of motionlessness following that area of doingness which you
shouldn’t have done. This classifies actions into things you should have done and things you
shouldn’t have done. Of course there are laudable withholds, e.g. not to have gotten angry or
done some overt. A laudable withhold is something society expects of you, providing you
have these other impulses to do things you “shouldn’t”, according to society. So all actions
divide into laudable and undesirable. A laudable withhold goes with an undesirable action:
withholding self from doing it, and the laudable action goes along with an undesirable
withhold. So society can always enforce mores by making some actions and some withholds
laudable. But since there are so many groups, whose mores conflict, one can get rather
confused. The same action in different times or places can be “good” or “bad”. Thereisno
action that isgood in all times and places, and there is no withhold that should be withheld at all
times and places. It al depends on viewpoint.

When sec checking, we must then be dealing with another factor. People compute that good
people withhold more than bad people, so the “gooder” you are, the less you communicate, so
the “goodest” people are in cemeteries. We must be doing something other than pulling
withholds. We are. We are remedying the compulsion or obsession to commit actions that
have to be withheld. Sec checking isto remedy unreasonable action, that’s all. What you want
to rehabilitate is his ability to determine his own actions. This also rehabilitates his
communication, as well as covering whatever mores he will wind up with.

Control of communication downgradesinto MEST as control of reach. Communication is the
ability to control an outflow or inflow or stop it. This downgrades into control of reach.
Where you have a person who is unable to leave his house, the trouble is not the house but
Picadilly Circus. The PC is afraid that someday he will be in Picadilly Circus and take off all
his clothes. But he has forgotten this. All he knows is that he mustn’'t leave home. He has
occluded the overt and the withhold. The mechanism is that the PC can be so worried about
taking his clothes off in Picadilly Circus that he will think of nothing but withholding this.
This circumscribes his life considerably. [Thisis the mechanism of phobias.] Having to
remember to do some desirable action isa similar attention trap, e.g. the superstitions that kids
get into. If we educated the same man never to outflow and never to withhold either, both
equally balanced, we would have an insane ridge. He would get stuck in an inaction because
he would forget what he wasn’t supposed to do and what he was withholding. He would have
acovered overt and a covered withhold and be motionless. In some sphere, he would not be
free to communicate because he couldn’t find out what the desirable action was. The average
person isin this condition. He doesn’'t know what he must reach and what he must withhold,
but the habit pattern of caution stays with him. All psychoanalysis trained people to be was
cautious.

Someone with an enforced outflow has a similar problem. He must go, or do, or whatever,
without knowing why. In order to restore control over one' s reach / not reach, be reached / not
be reached, one must get these unknowingnesses out of the road or the person will sometimes
be nervous to the point of collapse when you ask them to do something or other.

In order to aberrate somebody, establish compulsion to reach or to withdraw (withhold) as an
absolute necessity, then shift them in time and place to produce no necessity for this, so they
forget it; make an unknowingness out of it all. Do this several hundred thousand times, and the
person will start to feel he didn’t know what he should be doing. When a person gets very bad
off, any decision to act causes him to withhold and vice versa. Government programs are good
examples of this.



Some people are totally susceptible to any inflowing action of any kind. Anything that happens
to them in society causes them to have an instant reaction to have that with them. In assessing
such pcs, if the auditor suggests some item, they will takeit. Even if they are assessed by an
auditor with a degree of atitude, they will hold like briars to whatever is found, right or wrong.
Y ou can test such an item by getting in suppress, inval, and eval on theitem and seeif it is still
in. The average person ison agradient scale of this sort of thing. He sees afew things which
restimulate him and put him on atotal effect basis.

The only thing wrong with that total effect basis isthat a person has no command over his
reach and withdraw, so he is not master of his actions and can’t be sensible about what he
does. 1.Q. isone’s ahility to govern one’'s environment.

Scientology is amost alonein considering that Man should have any self-determinism, because
others, falling short of this, have looked on the fact that a criminal has a compulsion to commit
crimes. Being unable to do anything for a criminal, they think the only answer isto make the
criminal withhold his crimes harder. That philosophy doesn’t work. Y ou can compel someone
not to do something to the point where he can do nothing else. He withholds so far that the
withhold fails, and it becomes a compulsion. That is the danger of the philosophy that the
more “good” withholds we have, the better off we are.

The basis of action in human beingsis:

1. He doesn’t know what his compulsive actions are, so he doesn’t know what heis
withholding. Not-knowingness is the common denominator of all O/W’ s that are operative on
theindividual.

2. The half-knowns that arise in sec checking, where the PC knows and you don’t, are also a
source of trouble. Withholds are half a*“know”. If the PC knows something, that is not
enough. The auditor has to know it too. The PC will get upset if you go on not-knowing
about it when he knows. The half-know is very uncomfortable. It won't duplicate, so it won’'t
blow, so it is an upsetting thing to have.

The withholds don’t have to be serious. In session, they can be very trivial bits of non-
communication which multiply. They are relatively unknown to the PC as they drift by. An
invalidation often betokens a withhold, so check for inval and withhold to keep the ruds in and
the needle clean during sec checks and assessments. Withhold is the common denominator of
every out rudiment. The only exception is where you are running the session for form’s sake
and not for the PC, where you are not auditing the PC who isin front of you, where you have
disobeyed the Auditor’s Code through not being in communication with the PC and have set up
an unintentional withhold for the PC throughout the whole session. The PC who cannot talk to
the auditor, because the auditor is not really there, is on an unintentional withhold, which still
causes an ARC break. You must run the session for the PC. The PC owns the session.
Almost all breakage amongst children is due to their being put on an unintentional withhold.
All withholds must contain an intention to communicate.

The intention to reach must exist before a withhold can occur. There must have been an
intention to communicate before there is an ARC break. Therefore, a PC being audited by
someone who is out of comm with him will ARC break. Remember that every session you run
isfor that PC and by the auditor, and for no one else. In training, you could get auditors to
make along list of all the reasons why they were running a session. You are liable to get
fabulous things, not including that it isfor the PC. It isthe PC who owns the session, not the
auditor. If you master that point, you will overcome most of your difficulties with auditing and
any distaste you might have for it.

If a PC feels that he can’t comm to the auditor, this equates to the fact that he must be
withholding. This restimulates other withholds of undesirable action. The restimulated
withhold may be a failed withhold which brings about obsessive action at once, and the PC
finds himself in the God-Awful position of engaging in actions he knows are reprehensible and



incapable of stopping himself from acting. He wonders how he got in this position as he
berates the auditor. He feels bad about the fact that he is doing these actions while he is doing
them. So you, by letting him have a session withhold, are likely to get him into thisweird
action which amazes him most of all. TR-0 and TR-4 are the most important TR’ s from the
standpoint of getting and keeping the PC in session. TR-0 isimportant from the auditor’s
viewpoint, TR-4 from the PC’s. The way to handle TR-4 isto be sure that it isthe PC’s
session. Just give him the session.

In sec checking, you are trying to discover the actions that are considered undesirable by the
PC and the withholds that restrain them. Y ou get off the withhold by blowing the prior
confusion. When you are sec checking, you are on the business of the prior confusion and the
motionless point. The prior confusion is the overt; the stable datum is the withhold. The
anatomy of withhold is:

1. Done undesirable action.
2. Stop undesirable action.
3. Natter. The guy can’'t reach and he can’t withhold, but he can natter.

When you have the withhold, you have the motionless point, but you must get the prior
confusion; you must get what the flowed, since this PC is the one who is there being audited.
[Thisiswhy you must get the done in pulling awithhold.] Use the critical statement to find the
overt. But don't pull the unkind thought; pull the overt underlying it. Thisovert iswhat gives
you a sort of motor action. Natter isnot necessarily motivatorish. To get the charge off Step 2
(above), you can ask the PC, “Have you ever done that since?’ The PC will think you are
asking for more overts, but in fact you are getting him to spot whether he has been withholding
himself from doing it ever since. He will be relieved when that withhold is off, because the
stress of maintaining the withhold isrelieved. He can feel uncomfortable just getting off the
fact of having done some undesirable action, because you have unstrapped some of the restraint
against doing it again. Hewon't feel relief from the session, because the full extent of the
withhold isn’'t off yet. So ask the above question. The PC may not be entirely happy about
giving up the withhold. Doing this may trigger off ways he was restraining himself without
getting the overt. He may be afraid to get all the withhold off because he might do the action!
So make it arule always to find the overt. Also, ask for other times he did it and didn’t do it.
[Get al.]



HUBBARD COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE
Saint Hill Manor, East Grinstead, Sussex

HCO POLICY LETTER OF 17 JANUARY 1962
Reissued on 7 June 1967

Gen Non
Remimeo

Qual Hats

Tech Hats

Level VI Students
& Above

RESPONSIBILITY AGAIN
The common denominator of the Goals Problem Massis“No Responsibility”. Thisisthe
end product that continues any circuit or valence.

Thisis adeterioration of Pan Determinism over a game into “No responsibility” as
follows:

No Previous or Current Contact — No responsibility or liability.

Pan Determinism — Full responsibility for both sides of game.

Other Determinismn = — No responsibility for other side of game.

Self Determinism — Full responsibility for self, no responsibility for other
side of game.

Valence (Circuit) — No responsibility for the game, for either side of the

game or for aformer self.

The Goals Problem Mass is made up of past selves or “valences’, each one grouped and
more or lessin agroup.

Therefore, the characteristic of the part (the valence) is the characteristic of the whole, the
collection of valences known as the Goals Problem Mass.

The way a being is hung with persistent masses is the mechanism of getting him to
believe certain things are undesirable. These, he cannot then have. He can only combat or
ignore them. Either way, they are not as-ised. Thusthey persist.

Only undesirable characteristics tend to persist. Therefore the least desirable valences or
traits of valences persist.

The way not to have is to ignore or combat or withdraw from. These three, ignoring or
combatting or withdrawing sum up to no having. They also sum up to no responsibility for
such things.

Thus we can define responsibility as the concept of being able to care for, to reach or to
be. To be responsible for something one does not actually have to care for it, or reach it or be
it. One only needsto believe or know that he has the ability to carefor it, reach it or beit. “Care



for it” isabroader concept than but similar to start, change or stop it. It includes guard it, help
it, likeit, be interested in it, etc.

When one has done these things, and then had failures through overts and withholds, one
cycles down through compulsive and obsessive care, reach and be and inverts to withdraw
from, combat or ignore.

Along with ignore goes forgetting or occlusion. Thus a person has occlusion on past
valences and past lives go out of sight. These return to memory only when one has regained the
concept that they can be reached, or that one dares be them again or that one can care for them.

Herein is the cause and remedy of whole track occlusion.

There are many uses of these principles.

Sec Checking gets off the overts and withholds and opens the gates.

All chronic somatics and behavior patterns are contained in valences and are not traceable
to the current lifetime since one can reach present life, is caring for present life and is being
present life, so present lifeis an area of responsibility.

All real difficulty stemsfrom no responsibility.

However, one can use these principles even on present life with considerable gain.

L. RON HUBBARD
Founder
LRH:sfjp.cden
Copyright © 1962, 1967

by L. Ron Hubbard
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6201C23 SHSpec-103 Basics of Auditing

A person who is fairly new to scientology and in doubt about it is frequently someone who is
just stuck in aridge where he has no certainty that anything works or happens. Thereis no
sensein trying to shove training down histhroat. He needs auditing first. Hiswholelifeisin
a“maybe’, and he will have to be run on positive and negative to handle the ridge.

Another easily overcome barrier to training is pretended knowingness. It is adownscale
mockery of knowing. It givesthe PC afunny sensation, being a thorough going fake. But it
doesn’t buck your effort to train as much as the “maybe’ case.

A person stuck in amaybe can make trouble as a PC, too. He often sets extravagant, unreal
session goals and is in an obsessive games condition with the auditor, where he is attempting to
give the auditor loses. The PC will go out of session very easily; heis not under the auditor’s
control. Run him lightly fundamental processes. Give only light effects. Thisis a no-effect
case, and you must audit him with afeather. 8C is not low enough for them. They go around
touching walls with never acomm lag. The process doesn’t bite because they are not really
there. Sit them down with some small, dull object like a piece of chalk and have them get the
ideathat the chalk isthere / not there. Thiswill pick up alot of confusion and randomity.
Work with the person. Take the chalk away, let them see what that would look like. Run the
process until the PC takes over the automaticity of not-ising physical objects and the room
starts going solid on them. Keep on with the process. Itisvery light. You are dealing with
the old effect scale. Asthe PC goes down towards total effect, the effect he can experienceisa
breath of air. A no-effect case can’t confront or even notice alarge effect, only avery small
one. If you blew them up, they would never find out about it; that’ s too much effect.

We see that clearly in the overt-motivator phenomenon. The more motivators the person has
earned, the less motivators the person can have, so what to you seems minor, to the personisa
major disaster. He thinks everyone is against him, etc., but he couldn’t perceive alarge
explosive action if it occurred. His automatic not-is takes care of large effects. You could
probably give him a session full of GAE’s, no-auditing and he wouldn’t notice the badness of
it, but if you missed onetick on an ARC break, he would notice the small error.

Critics of auditing are always looking for small errors on this basis. In a country like Spain or
Mexico, there can be enormous mis-government, atrocious wars, banditry, etc. and at the same
time, punctilious courtesy and honesty in small things. They don’t see the gross outnesses. A
democracy isonly as good as people can see what isgoing on. It isthe enough-motivator of an
old empire that results in the not-is.

L ow-scale cases could be given very bad auditing without their noticing. Thisis not advised,
but it could be done. Middle range pcswill be aware of both large and small errors and are
affected by them. When they come upscale, they see the whole error and are less affected by it
than the low-scale PC. So, as you audit people up the line, your auditing has to improve.

Forms, rituals, procedures -- none of these will see you through a session. All that will see
you through is auditing. The second you start leaning on your tools, like Model Session, [you
arein trouble.] What is phenomenal is that you can make a gain with pcs using only ritual.
Auditing isascience, not an art. LRH’s sessions contain lots of auditing covering the bare
bones of Model Session. Student sessions have the bones showing through. The PC, even if
he is atrained auditor [or especially if heis] isvery aware of your taking up beginning
rudiments But what is the PC doing listening to the auditing bones? He is supposed to be
interested in his case, and there he is listening to the bones rattle. Good auditing is when you
didn’t notice the auditor using Model Session, when hewas using it. It issmooooth. There's
no need to make a production out of everything you do. Get so that you can shift gears
smoothly from, say, running a simple havingness process to finding what inval or eval has
caused it to stop working. The more the PC isin session, the faster the PC will blow an
aberration. Theless afraid of thingsthey are, the less they duck and dodge and the braver they



feel. If the PC comesin talking about a PTP heis stuck in, handleit. Don’t worry about
formal start of session. When it is handled, get Model Session going.

So you either have to use TR-4 when the PC comes up with any of the myriad things pcs can
come up with, or if it is something that really isin need of more handling, you must know how
to handleit. You have the horsepower to head the PC in the right direction down through the
slot the PC needs, to get where he isgoing, so useit and get him to the lot.

Now there are four flows to the Flow process.
1. Outflow

2. Restrained outflow

3. Inflow

4. Restrained inflow.

All of these are self-determined; they are easy for the PC to self-determine. We have hitherto
looked on inflow as motivators and restrained inflow as a sort of motivator side of it. But
mixed up in the motivators is the PC’ s self-determined action to make the inflow occur and the
PC’ s self-determined action to make the inflow not occur, respectively. Flows three and four
are not as important as withhold and outflow. Y ou handle flows one and two all thetime. A
PC can self-determine a bad inflow in order to get a motivator. When you make an auditing
error that causes the PC to ARC break, the action seemsto be so much yours that you seldom
notice the self-determined part the PC hasinit. Maybe he did it so he could outflow a make-
you-guilty.

There are more than four flows of course. There's the PC determining the flows for someone
else, for third dynamics, etc. How could you use flow processes in session to keep ruds in?
Suppose the PC keeps coming up with session withholds. How about tripping one of the other
flows, e.g. run “What have you outflowed in this session?’ to balance all his withholds, then
get when he started not wanting to outflow, get the objection to the outflow off, and the
tendency to withhold vanishes. Or ask, “Have you been inflowing?’ The PC says, “Yes.
Auditing commands.” You don’'t haveto Q and A with it; just accept it, and the PC has blown
it. You don't have to take up all the PC’s withholds, by the way. Let blown overts and
withholds expire when they are blown; don’t try to remedy a nonexistent situation. On any
flow line, what you want to know is when it started (roughly) and how long it has been going
on, and whether the phenomenon (whatever it is) happened again, etc. Just giveit alick and a
promise when used asruds. A PC who is going sporadically out-ruds has aflow out that you
haven't spotted. Y ou could use a once-over on beginning ruds, too, on flows. Thisall gets
what the PC is doing that he isn’t communicating. It'sall basically withholds that mess him
up. So the flowsdirect his attention to the things he hasn’t told you.

As long as the auditor has the desire to assist the PC and to keep him communicating, the
auditor can straighten the PC up and keep the session going under almost any conditions. An
auditor can interfere with a PC’'s comm to him in various ways. There are obsessive withholds
on other people, for instance (e.g. a cop restraining people from committing crimes or atax
collector getting people to outflow). If an auditor is dramatizing some such valence, he will
prevent the PC’'s comm or make him talk after he's said all.

Auditors always talk too much. An auditor who talks too muchis, for the PC, a confused area
which the PC can’t reach, so the PC cannot talk into the area. Since the PC’s havingnessis
often down anyway, the auditor’ s talking can reduce it to the point where the PC dopes off.
Processes that clean up the auditor for the PC make the auditor more have-able: “Who would |
have to be to audit you?’ or “What don’t | know about you?” would help. Generadly, it'sabad
ideafor the auditor to use his body for anything, in the session. One exception is that if the PC
believes the auditor is too enturbulative. you can run, “Put your hand on my shoulder,”



repetitively. A few commands of thiswill help by giving the PC theillusion of being able to
reach the auditor. The auditor who tries to put the PC on an obsessive withhold is, of course, a
poor auditor. The other extreme is the auditor into whose zone one must never reach, the
auditor who “runs away” by, say, changing processes before they are flat. The PC will be
aware of this more than the auditor, as no-auditing.

The difficulties you have as an auditor are of your own making and stem from using ritual to
avoid auditing. There is no substitute for sitting down with the PC, using what you know of
the mind, auditing his case, finding what it is, squaring it up, etc. All for the PC, with auditing
intended. If you have other considerations entering into it, criticising the PC, or whatever, you
won'’t get much auditing done.



6201C24 SHSpec-104 Training -- Duplication

There are two ways of getting someone out of apathy, one on the route of making auditors, the
other on the route of auditing. They are quite different. To make an auditor, the policy hasto
be that the auditor doesn’t have a case, because if auditors had to get cases handled before they
could audit, no one would ever audit anyone, because there would be no auditors. Soitisa
workable truth that auditors do not have cases.

Y ou are not in such good shape yourselves, these days, compared to 500,000,000,000,000
years ago. To make abig stride towards actually making abeing is very fine. This means that
the thing can be bootstrapped, even by auditors who have not had much case gain yet. If it
weren't true, we as a people would never make it because the few able ones wouldn’t be able to
audit enough people to signify. They have to train others. Furthermore, if the few trained
auditors only audited, they could improve society, but they would aso be producing arich and
poor society of aristocrats and slaves. Not all these more able people, after auditing, would
suffer from LRH’ s peculiarity of wanting people to be free. After afew generations or
decades, we would have a society of clears and slaves, which is the route to chaos and
destruction. Thisisinteresting as along look.

LRH’sview of a century hence includes severa possibilities. There' s bound to be some effect,
with an effort of this size and effectiveness. The more rapidly the job is done the better. This
isthe same as with a PC. If you audit him slowly and poorly, his progressisfitful. Part of
our effectiveness is to make enough auditors. If all of the students at Saint Hill trained
auditors, there would be enough auditors. The job of clearing the planet is not a one-man job.

So therefore you are learning to audit and improving. In training auditors, don’t go in the
direction of being kind. Expend your time on people who can be trained to audit without huge
handicaps, even though your natural impulse may be to spend your time on the numbskull who
isal thumbs, trying to get him up to alevel of mediocrity. Let him drift. Don’t let him go, but
put your attention on the apt students.

It is adventurous to estimate the amount of time it will take to train someone. Thereis,
however, asimple test you can do. Take a datum of scientology, say it to someone, and have
him repeat it; do this afew times, then have him give you an example of it. This educational
process can knock out a no-effect casein training. Let them duplicate the words; eventually
they will duplicate the understanding. It istherapeutic as well to get someone to duplicate a
datum, any datum.

Thefirst gradient is no comprehension of the words. It is shocking to find morale suffering in
some HGC' s because of being made to duplicate a bulletin exactly. Suppose we were just
trying to increase a person’s ability to learn, hislearning rate. It wouldn’t matter if we were
using automotive assembly books or the WPA’ s History of Socialism in Northern Arizona.
Any dataat all would serve. Y ou could read it off, have the PC repeat it as sounds. Heisin
tremendous data confusion, which blows off as he attempts to duplicate data. He will learn he
can duplicate it evenif it has buttonsinit. Hewill learn that duplication is just duplication --
just obnosis, observation of what is there. People will often, before duplicating, go off on a
stimulus-response mechanism of evaluating or interest or belittling, etc., etc. Eventually, the
thetan wakes up and just does what you have asked. He sayswhat you said. People who are
aberrated get upset about this and think you are making slaves or something. You are not.
Y ou are just asking someone to duplicate a datum. 1f someone can do that, he can also cause
himself to be duplicated. (Incidentally, you can paralyze a committee if you want by
introducing restimulative words or buttonsinto the discussion. “Study” is an excellent one for
this purpose.)

Beyond duplication comes understanding. The duplication has to come first, although people
will often try to understand before they duplicate. That is why study is such an important
button. That is getting somebody else to understand, which relieves one of the responsibility



for understanding. Thisis the operating mechanism of governments that results in no-action or
action from no understanding. Democracy doesn’t work in the absence of understanding.

When you get someone to duplicate a datum, he is now capable of understanding it and
evaluating itsimportance. So the third step, after duplication [and understanding] is ability to
comprehend, observe, and eventually judge. No one has ever taught judgment before. There
isn’'t much in any bank, or it wouldn’t be abank. [So the three steps are:

1. Duplication
2. Understanding
3. Judgment.

Thisisanew skill, one beings never had before. They were capable of observation before, but
they always put a curve on it in order to have a game or something. Pure observation, pure
study, pure comprehension or judgment have never been studied or known about. They have
merely been touched on in philosophy and avoided in religion entirely. We know the source of
this: the greatest overt thereis, is enforcement of non-comprehension. All the way down the
responsibility scale, “don’t know” is still a button, when overts and withholds are over the
PC’s head.

A study of not-knowingness has been approached by two philosophers, Kant and Spencer.
Their conclusion was that what wasn’t known couldn’t be known, so there was no road to
judgment.

For years LRH has been trying to teach auditors judgment about what was going on in the
mind of another being and what to do about it. It has been tough. What bars you fromitis
not-knowingness of it all. It begins with duplication. It can’t be reached with processing
because it is not aready there. The whole lesson of this universe is not to duplicate and not to
communicate. The two crimesin this universe are being there and communicating. A person
has to become comfortable with the idea of being there and communicating, and this can be
approached by duplication of adatum. A datum is alocation that doesn’t have to be pinned
down. It isasort of cousin to athetan, having no mass. Thetans begin to use ideas for
locations when they get driven out of places. They start to use ideas as identities.

Y ou can learn to have judgment by two steps: duplication of data and then understanding. You
cannot go beyond that in teaching judgment. You are learning judgment as you learn
scientology. Thisisfortunate, since the very truth of the data, if it were just swallowed and not
understood, would tend to destroy judgment, since it would not have to be tested. That is --
tests would always bear it out, so there would be no point in going through with the testing
process. Y ou cannot go beyond getting a person to duplicate data and understand in teaching
judgment. Y ou cannot teach a person how he should judge something and still have him judge
it. Many students have run straight through being taught judgment without noticing that they
have been taught it. Y ou have come up on the other side into arealization of it, not because you
have been taught it, but because you realize it. Thisiswhat we know as “making it your data’.
When you are dealing with truth, you always have this fourth step: the ability to realize and to
perceive your own self-determined comprehension.

That route has pan-determinismin it. The person can understand why they learned the datum,
why they were taught the datum, and the independent truth of the datum, independent of having
been taught it. It may not be a perfect route, but it is the first route through to such an end
product. It has a side-benefit: you will understand things you never understood before that
have nothing to do with what you have studied. An auditor must have this ability to understand
what is going on, without going into a trying-to-understand, when the PC says something
aberrated. The auditor can and should just duplicate and acknowledge the PC’ s originations
and not Q and A and go off into getting the reasons behind all the PC’ s originations.



So if you find an area where auditors can’t duplicate a bulletin, you can tell how they have been
handling pcs: lots of Q and A, efforts to understand before duplicating, etc.

People who are going through having to duplicate first get into resentment. They look gaunt,
apathetic. Then they get up to anger, then a sort of wandering.

Routine and rote are a poor substitute for understanding. “The place I’m trying to get you tois
a place where you can process by realization, process by comprehension, process by the
exercise of judgment. If | can get you to that point, | will have considered it very well worth
doing, no matter how heroic it has been on the way.”



The tape: WHOLE TRACK isnot currently available.
The Editor
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FLOW PROCESS

(A Class| or ClassI1b Skill)

First mentioned at the June Congress 1952 at 1407 North Central, Phoenix, Arizona (the
first Scientology Congress), compulsive outflow and obsessive withhold are alike aberrated.

With the advent of Security Checking as a process (as opposed to a prevention of
subversion) and the 1960 work on overt-withhold and responsibility, still continuing, means of
“cracking cases’ now lie open to the skilled auditor which, if expertly done, are capable of
cracking the most resistant case.

The main emphasis has been lately upon withholds. These, coming after the confusion of
an overt, of course hang up on the track and tend to stop the pc in time. The overt is the
forward motion, the withhold coming after it is the inward motion.

While not ranking with the power of the O/W mechanism, there are, however, some very
important flows which could be released and which, if released from the bank, could assist
Security Checking. These are “laudable outflows’” and some others.

The most important flows can be listed as follows:

1.  Outflow.

2. Restrained Ouitflow.

3. Inflow.

4. Restrained Inflow.

All ridges and masses develop around these flows.

Y ou recognize in 1, Outflow, the overt act, as its most important item. In 2, Restrained
Outflow, you recognize all withholds. In 3, Inflow, we have aless well studied flow and in 4,
Restrained Inflow, we have a newcomer to Scientology.

In that we have heretofore considered Inflow as Other-Determined it has not seemed
aberrative on the basis that all acts that influence a thetan are done by himself.

But Inflow and Restrained Inflow can be Self-Determined Actions, as well as Other-
Determined and therefore merit study.

Thus all four principal flows can be Self-Determined or they can be Other Determined.
Thus all four flows can be aberrative.

In an effort to speed up Security Checking as class of processes, | am now studying 3.
Inflow and 4. Restrained Inflow.

An example of Inflow would be Eating. An example of Restrained Inflow would be
Dieting.



A general process which covers all four of these flows in the most general form would
be:

FLOW PROCESS
WHAT HAD TO BE OUTFLOWED?
WHAT HAD TO BE WITHHELD?
WHAT HAD TO BE INFLOWED?
WHAT HAD TO BEHELD OFF?

This processis a safe process for a Class I1b or an auditor in training to run on HGC pcs
or others.

Itisacyclic process and is ended with the cyclic wording in Model Session.

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH:sf.rd

Copyright © 1962

by L. Ron Hubbard

ALL RIGHTSRESERVED



6201C30 SHSpec-106 In-Sessionness

Assessing isn't to find something to run; it’s running the case.

Rudiments must be kept in throughout the session, not just used to get the PC in session. End
rudiments are there to keep the session from perpetuating itself or hanging up. Beginning
rudiments are to get the PC out of the physical universe, into session and his own universe, not
still coping with hislife outside of session. If he hasto put alot of attention on the auditor, he
isstill in cope, in having to handle another human being -- asocia situation, not a session.

An auditor who does a poor job of getting rudiments in puts the PC into the physical universe,
coping with the auditor. A PC in session should be able to be in a state of no-responsibility for
the physical universe around him during the session. That is the reason you can plumb the
bank. The less responsible you make the PC for the physical environment and the auditor and
the auditing, the more no-responsible the PC is for those things. That sounds peculiar, because
it is also the state of an hypnotic trance, but a PC in session is not in an hypnotic trance. The
differenceisinteresting. Inan hypnotic trance, it is demonstrated conclusively that he has no
control over anything; the only person with any control isthe hypnotist. Hypnotism is a total
overwhelm, devoted directly to the physical universe (the PC’s body). That has little in
common with a PC’ s attitude in session. It was one of the few states Man could induce on
Man, along with: cured, dead, injured, etc. It was the only one by which he could approach
the spiritual and the infinite.

People can misinterpret this when it comes to getting pcsin session. Their past track in dealing
with these other states can color their approach to pcs. There are also the social states, which
have nothing much to do with auditing; it isno sin to play on that. But auditors can get
confused about what in-sessionness is. What is the beingness of a PC? It is, of course,
“Willing to talk to the auditor and interested in own case”.

Thisis so simple that auditors can try to put additive statesin on top of it. Usinginval and
eval, they can turn the session into an hypnotic trance session by overwhelming the PC. It
can’'t happen easily; it takes some doing, but it could happen.

What you want is just someone who is no longer fixated on the physical universe or in asocia
state with the auditor. But if you violate the Auditor’s Code, he will still have the physical
universe, because he will have a person, not an auditor, to deal with. He will be too concerned
with what the auditor might think, what the auditor is doing, etc. That is nhormal enough, to a
degree, early in auditing. So thefirst auditing a person has should be the best, because that is
when he is most distrustful. Y ou don’t want him to keep a distrustful attitude towards an
auditor.

A PC in session can look at his own universe; the auditor has to get him to look. It’'s
interesting that he isin such a state of no-responsibility for the physical universe, sincethat is
actually the state he has been in since the beginning of track. It is his no-responsibility for the
physical universe that makes it necessary for him to cope with it and be unsafe with it. Thisis
a common denominator of bank. At the most aberrated spots on the back track, the personis
100% irresponsible for the lot. So he goesinto this state rather easily.

We are more interested in the backtrack than in his present time physical universe. The reason
why we are trying to detach him from the PT physical universe is so that we can put him into
communication with the past-time physical universe. If he stays“stuck in present time”, heis
in a state of super-cope. The mind, to such aperson, is aready an area of danger, because his
time track is fraught with insecurity even greater than the insecurity of FT. But heisactually
not stuck in PT; heis stuck on the back track, believing that it is present time.

So you must get beginning ruds in much better with anew PC or agreen PC. Likewise, if
auditing getsinto agrind, tear into the ruds. Don't just check them to seeif they arein. Use



them to audit the case. Don'’t just get them in for the session we are running. Get them in for
all hispast sessions, particularly thefirst.

How many ruds processes should you use? Normally, you can just flick the withholds off of
any ruds question to get the PC into session. But the available processes for getting rudsin are
nearly countless. Any valid communication process, old problems processes, withhold
processes. there are lots of them. Y ou must recognize what rudiments are. They are reasons
why he might not be in session. If you want to straighten him out on the subject of auditing,
get hisrudsin, starting with his first session. Having located the first session, you could run,
“What didn’t that auditor know?’ and “What didn’t you know about the environment?’

If the PC has been an auditor, you can run out hisfirst PC with, “What didn’t that PC know
about you?” You could get all rudsin on every session he has ever had, including end
rudiments. Only thefirst session or two and afew others will have any importance. The best
method to do this would be a Form 6 Sec Check [See HCOPL 7Jul61 “Processing Sec Check”.
Thisisintended for students who have done afair amount of auditing.]

So if a PC behaved peculiarly as a PC; if he was hard to get in session, etc., look for a past
bum session and get all rudsin for the first session he’'d had and given. Y ou could lock-scan
him to find where the PC is stuck. Lock-scanning is very useful for that. Then you can get
ruds in wherever heis parked, [until] he takes no time to get from the first sessionto PT. You
could do this over and over. It shouldn’t take more than four or five hours. A failure to do
something like this wastes auditing time because of out-of-sessionness.

Out-of-sessionness could arrive from another quarter. Either you didn’t prepare the PC for
assessment, or ruds are out, or there was at |east one bad session which has been restimul ated,
so that earlier auditing has to be cleaned up to get later auditing accomplished. The PC’'s
interest may bein later incidents, but the trouble comes from earlier. This has been the uniform
mistake all down the track: looking at the wrong end of the chain. The PC’sinterest isin the
last occurrence and his aberration isin the first occurrence.

The things a person can’t remember are the things he has taken no responsibility for. You can
get an inversion where the PC has no responsibility for things but has apparent full memory for
them. Actually, itisadub-in. Dub-inisan effort to take responsibility for something the PC
has no responsibility for. Thiswould be a barrier to an auditor unless he could detect
something under it. For that, you can use your E-meter, which will detect no-responsibility
areas that the PC cannot remember.

When LRH audits a PC, he makes sure that the PC is interested in finding out about the
unknown areas of his past; that he gets some familiarity with his own thinkingness; that he gets
some realization that he has had some causation over hisactionsin life.

One thing looms large over all technicalities: the state of being in session. The most gross
auditing error thereis, isnot to get and keep a PC in session. One can fail to recognize when
the PCisn't in session, or one can hope in-sessionness will materialize. 1t never materializes.
It is not an accident or something you can put on automatic. Y ou put a PC in session or you
take advantage of a PC’ sin-sessionness when it occurs.

The main thing that you don’t notice is that the PC goes out of session in the middle of session.
Y ou have to devote some time to putting ruds in when they are out during the session. Thisis
very necessary when doing 3D Criss Cross. You are handling charged items. The PC can hit
one, lack confidence in his ability to handleit, and ARC break with the auditor or something; or
they invalidate the situation; or they withhold something. The auditor has to keep these things
picked up. But the PC isn’t telling you what is wrong with his case when he tells you one of
these things. Heistelling you what hasjust blown. That iswhy it isan error to Q and A with
what the PC givesyou in middle ruds. If you do take it up, you will put the PC out of session.



One way to get rudsin in mid-session isto find what flow the PC has on automatic. It isthat
flow that causes the others to materialize. When you get that one cleaned up, the ruds will stay
in better because you know what the trigger is. All you have to know iswhich flow is sticky,
which flow has his attention.



The tape: USAGES OF 3DXX isnot currently available.
The Editor
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FLOWS, BASIC

A flow isaprogress of energy between two points. The points may have masses. The
points are fixed and the fixedness of the points and their opposition produce the phenomena of
flows.

There are two flows, when viewed from one point.

(@ Outflow.
(b) Inflow.

These flows are modified by being accelerated and restrained.

The acceleration and restraint as applied by athetan can be classified by many attitudes.
The basic attitudes are covered in the CDEI Scale—Curiosity, Desire, Enforce, Inhibit.

For purposes of processing these attitudes become

1. Permissible.
2. Enforced.

3.  Prohibited.
4, Inhibited.

This scale inverts from outflow to inflow so that you have

PERMISSIBLE
ENFORCED
PROHIBITED
INHIBITED
INHIBITED
PROHIBITED
ENFORCED
PERMISSIBLE.

This gives us eight attitudes toward flows. We have two flows, Inflow and Outflow and
so there are then sixteen Basic Flows that affect a case strongly. As we add brackets (another
for another, self for others, etc) we get additional flows, of course. But these sixteen are basic.

Sinceit isan inversion, expressed in the same way above and below Inhibited, we can
list flows for processes, rudiments, assessments, sec checks and other purposes as eight,
remembering we have an inversion that will occur in the processing, but the lower and upper
harmonic covered by the same words.

For all general purposes, these then are the listed flows that are actually used by the
auditor in lists, commands, etc.

PERMISSIBLE OUTFLOW.
PERMISSIBLE INFLOW.
ENFORCED OUTFLOW.
ENFORCED INFLOW.
PROHIBITED OUTFLOW.
PROHIBITED INFLOW.



INHIBITED OUTFLOW.
INHIBITED INFLOW.

If you wish to “see” this better, make a point on a piece of paper and draw the flows. Or
audit them or get audited on them.

The basic aberration iswithheld flow and all of these flows in a session are aberrative
only if the pc iswithholding telling the auditor about the flow.

LRH:jw.rd L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1962

by L. Ron Hubbard

ALL RIGHTSRESERVED



6202C01 SHSpec-108 Flows

What is awithhold? Itisanon-flow. Itisalso adon’t know, but the knowingnessis
influenced by flows. It issomething the PC doesn’t want others to know about or that it hasn’'t
occurred to him to tell the auditor. Or heisincapable of telling someone about it. A PC can
withhold about flows. A withhold is arestrained knowingness. A person who isrestraining
something from being known is withholding. He is withholding knowledge, data, or
information. Any one of the flows can assist, aid, and abet a withhold, because knowledge can
be buried under the flow.

Given any point or any two points, where there is location in space, there are only two possible
flows for any one of those points: inflow and outflow. The thing that causes flows s the
motionlessness or fixedness of the point. The point may or may not have amass. All power is
derived from holding two positions fixed in space. The two points must be kept separate and
are, to that degree, fixed in space. The strength with which they are fixed has everything to
do with how much horsepower you can generate between them. This gives you an idea of how
fixed some of the pointsin the PC’s bank must be, to generate flows between them. Asa
person gets “weaker”, he is no longer able to hold two points in space, and he gets masses.
Masses are collapsed locations. Therefore, asking someone to locate things in space will
generate flows. ldentification isfirst and foremost identification of locations in space. The
identified locations then disappear as alocation because he can do nothing to them or about
them.

Areas where one has been or expects to be overwhelmed tend to be identified with each other.
When alot of things get identified and one can no longer differentiate but tries to compulsively,
you get disassociation. He cannot locate anything but simply disperses off anything he triesto
locate.

The mechanism of loss of memory isthat several things become one thing (identification); then
they become so much one thing that they cease to exist, and you have forgettingness or lack of
memory. That iswhat happensto past lives: the PC haslost al his power over that life and the
locations of that life, so he forgetsthat life. Factually, he forgets things to get even. He ceases
to be able to place things to make another effect. A thetan never getsinto a situation where he
isnot making an effect. Axiom 10isawaysin full throttle. If you don’t believe forgetting is
getting even, ask a PC, “Who would be affected by your forgetting about (chronic somatic)?’,
and you are liable to get an evaporation of the somatic. However, thisisin the zone of
postul ates and considerations. Flows are just electrical phenomena.

Y ou can do rather marvellous things with electrical phenomena. When you run, “Point out
something,” he locates various points and he islocated. Because the PC islocated and another
point is located, this process can cause flows; it can generate power, and his bank goes, “Whiz-
whiz!”, and he can get funny feelings, tingles, etc. -- various electrical phenomena.

At the border between flows and intention, we have intention about flows. Until you try to do
something with the flows, you have only outflow and inflow. Now, completely aside from
electrical phenomena, you move a bit higher with his attitude about flows, and in that region,
you can produce some interesting fireworks on a case, because you are in the band between
electrica phenomena and knowingness. That band is his attitude towards flows.

A thetan decides to regulate flows with hisintention. At thisfirst band of intention, we get the
CDEI scale, but at alower harmonic [See Fig. 6]. Instead of “desire” we get something that is
like desire’s lower edge: “permissible” or “allowable”. Thereisan enforced flow. Then,
relative to flows, there are two kinds of inhibited: “prohibited”, meaning prohibited from
without, and “inhibited” proper, meaning inhibited from within the point (terminal) we are
talking about. Asyou go further down, you get an inversion of this scale. So, asthe PC runs
flow processes, he comes up through eight attitudes towards flows: inverted permissible,
inverted enforced, inverted prohibit, inverted inhibit, inhibit, prohibit, enforce, permit. You



only need four commands to run it to pick up both harmonics. Then there isinflow and
outflow, so there are actually sixteen flows, but you only need eight, since the harmonicisa
duplicate. Then, if you did this with four legs in a bracket, you would have 16 x 4 types of
flows, or 64 flows (32, not counting the inversions). But luckily we don’t have to run these
by brackets. If we don't specify self or another or whatever point we are talking about, the PC
will automatically shift flows as we run the process. So we only need four commands to run
the process.

The rudiments get kicked out by triggering automaticities of flows. The PC is so much the
effect of electrical energy in the bank that he feels the flow and obeysit. Under the flow isa
consideration about it, which is resident in some identity (valence) in the bank, which Routine
3DXX may some day discover. All of the considerations about flows that we find in Class |
auditing are, in effect, the considerations of identities contained in the bank. That iswhat you
are processing in Class I1. It isdifficult to change the considerations of these packaged
beingnesses, but that is what you are doing. These beingnesses in the bank have
considerations about flows, and when flows flow, the beingnesses in the bank get ideas
because they become activated electronically. So a current goes, “Whiz!” and the PC goes,
“Ohh! Now I’ m supposed to inhibit outflow,” and comm lags. Something else goes, “Zap!”
and the PC goes, “Now I’ m supposed to inhibit inflow,” so he gets the auditor to not talk, or
he prohibits inflow by talking back at the auditor, etc.

So, as you deal with pure knowingness, pulling withholds -- i.e. not-knowingnesses -- into
view every now and then, you run aground on flows. The flow tells him to withhold. He can
have aflow withhold as well as a data withhold. The data withhold can be pinned down by
flows.

A datum can actually substitute for athetan. We do thisall the timein education. One of the
most serious mistakes a society can make is confusing ability with a thetan, such as with a
diploma or the old school tie. If you look along the lines of a datum, you find that athetanin
his bank has parked data, which becomes fixed. These data are al the now-1’m-supposed-to’s.
The most basic datum he can park, the one he is withholding the hardest, the one which forms
most of the flows, isan identity. It isreleased by Routine 3DXX. Thisisadatum which the
PC thinksis holding locations in space.

One gets lazy here, where bodies are all different. On a planet of doll bodies, you would just
know the guy, even though the bodies were identical. Y ou, athetan, are carrying on nicely.
Y ou are not adatum or an identity. The identity you were is adatum that can park in the bank
and be aterminal from which the flow can charge and discharge. This datum or identity had
enemies. John Jones had the enemy Bill Smith, and Bill Smith has been approximated in the
bank someplace by John Jones at an earlier time, you see, and now Bill Smith becomes alock
on an earlier identification that John Jones has made with an identity in the bank. Now you
will get an electrical discharge between Bill Smith and John Jones, because they’ re holding
positions in space in the bank.

It isthe interaction of flows between past beingnesses in the bank that causes all the bric-a-brac
inthe mind. Thus these beingnesses generate mass around them, so that they appear to be like
a burned-out tar barrel. A past beingnessisin itself a mass because it has blocked flows so
often. It has gained mass. Its massis dependent on its different positions in space as it has
moved around, and upon the number of positionsit has held, in space. So the valences ook
very black, sometimes with a shape, sometimes not. It startles a PC to come across one. He
tries to find something in one of these things, and, of course, thereis nothing in one; hewasin
it. Itscircuitsare still operational. It can still generate flows. It looks like a machine making
pictures when it starts to come apart, but it isreally just an old beingness.

Y ou cannot process pointsin space. You can spot them, but they are stills. Y ou can process
stillsif you discharge them, but attempting to process stills without discharging them resultsin
disaster. Processing the identity of aliving body isn’t processing a still, because it moves
around, but processing dead bodies wouldn’t work. If you had someone find something still,



then make it more still, then make it be as still as it was before, you would get gains at first. It
would restimulate a feeling of power -- holding a position. It is not the same as keeping
something from going away, which does generate power and discharges a number of flows.
In general, you do better to process actions rather than inertsin the bank.

Having a datum in the bank, awithhold, fixed in space, we find that it tendsto act asapolein a
motor. It causes some odd flows in the body. Because he must not tell it to anybody, it
becomes a duplicative pole for the “anybody” he mustn’'t tell. You, the auditor, thus get
duplicated as the withhold by the PC, and we get this odd phenomenon of a discharge going.
When you process the withhold (a datum), it goes, “Snap!” out, and some kind of circuit
disappears at the some time; he feels good. What happened was that he had this datum being
restrained from all sorts of people. This gave the datum as great a magnitude as the people
from whom it was being restrained. Thus he sets up amotor. Heisat thereceiving end. The
withheld datum operates as a pole to generate a flow which then makes aridge. That is how
his valence gets solid in the bank.

We can take an electrical lock at a problem. If two people have withholds from each other, it
only takes alittle opposed intention to set up two opposite poles, which then discharge on the
old withholds. For instance:

FISH FOR NO FISH
SUPPER

FOR SUPPER. That iswhy the prior confusion (containing withholds) holds the problem in
place. If you get all the withholds off, the problem vanishes, since the problem was only the
visible result of the hidden charged poles.

When you miss awithhold, you trigger alive pole, which then triggers another and another,
until you get an avalanche and the PC tells you off, having gone into an automaticity. Soif you
are going to pull withholds, do it thoroughly.

Pc’s have habitual flows. At least one of the eight attitudes will be in force witha PC, asa
rule. Soyou could list the eight flows, assess the PC, and sec check the PC.

So, during listing, if you notice that your PC tends, for instance, to have a prohibited inflow on
automatic and things get sticky, you can put ruds in by asking a question that adds up to,
“What inflow did you stop, just then?” The PC has withheld the data that this flow has
occurred, and you could pull thisfact, as awithhold.

A PC can also believe that some exterior force should prevent his outflow, if heison a
prohibited outflow. Here you will find a PC with a compulsive outflow. Heiswaiting for the
auditor to stop him. A German knight knew what he was supposed to do: enforce outflow.
He was supposed to yap about his great deeds and knock people over the head who wouldn’t
listen.

In fact, to get atotal pattern of social conduct, you could just apply the eight attitudes towards
flowsto the tone scale. Different societies have different ones, characteristically.

The PC can apply all these things on the auditor. He can try to enforce an outflow, for
instance, or inhibit an outflow. A terminal can have flows for others aswell asfor itself.

Since flows are caused by withholds, running flows unburies withholds. The pole of the
withhold was buried by flows, so running flows uncoversit. You could assess the eight flows
and sec check the most reactive, etc.

A PC’ s bank could not possibly be discharged rapidly by any machine or chemical, because the
flows are intricate and the ridges are composited flows. Y ou have to do something to



straighten the flows out. Any method that got rid of the bank as a whole block would never
expose the understanding which is beneath it, because that is the second inversion.
Understanding has first involved flows, electrical nonsense, masses, and the sixth dynamic and
then inverts and goes under it all, and electricity is capable of burying all the knowledge in the
world in the PC’s bank. A case makes progress by finding out something about himself

empiricaly.



6202C06 SHSpec-111 Withholds

Withholds and the dynamic principle of existence,” Survive!”, as per 1938 data, are now seen
to beinterrelated. Thisis good because where a principle has been an amplification of
“Survivel”, it has worked like mad with pcs.

We also have the reason why an identity is aberrative. An identity isthat accumulation of
withholds that make an individuation.

When the PC gives you his name, you have one part of Routine 3DXX already done. Where
you have to recognize a person from hisidentity rather than from his beingness, there can’'t be
much beingness present. A 3D item is maximal identity and minimal beingness. Every now
and then you get identity and beingness crossed, and you get an historic character. LRH has
used identity on the track to make effects, but it was a mistake to think that he was successful in
creating the effects because of the identity. It wasreally because of the beingness. Y ou could
reach more and influence more than other people, so you did. Theidentity side of it was “to be
more of alump of ... than anyone else,” which defeats the reach. Y ou can conceive of
beingness as the ability to permeate, pervade, communicate to, or fill up an area. Identity isa
method of not having to. ldentity puts it on automatic. An identity is a substitute for
communication and reachingness. Beingness is a current activity; identity is past activity
(fame, etc.).

The only thing this universe punishes are being there and communicating. It is an anti-
beingness universe and a pro-identity universe. A withhold is a not-reachingness; it is not
communicating. Thisincludes holding onto a piece of information that would damage survival.
Of course, since athetan can't really be hurt, a withhold must be to protect the survival of an
identity, not a beingness. So a withhold goes beyond a matter of mores. It is something a
person thinks would reduce his survival as an identity, if it were not withheld. If you are
building an identity on repute, which is the standard trick in this universe, and working to
enhance your repute, you withhold those things which would depress the survival identity. A
thetan goes cautious on this and withholds more than he hasto.

Self-preservation is, of course, amisnomer. It isrealy identity-preservation. Any identity that
remains in the bank is the direct result of identity-preservation, so we find these suspended
3DXX items hanging around. The points that are really stuck, however, are the points where
one failed to preserve one’'s “life”, because those are the failed postulates. The postulated
impulse was to preserve the life, so a death hangs up more than alife, asafailed postulate. As
an auditor, finding some picture hanging up on the track, you could ask, “What would you
withhold about that picture?’ and the whole incident would unreel as the PC found the identity
that had to be suppressed for purposes of survival, despite the fact that there may have been a
lot of survival in the action. Y ou get the withholds and the compulsive outflows off. You
could almost free up the track by asking, “What should you have told people about?’ It will run
at first with withholds, then get into bragging that got withheld.

Where there is a conflict whether to withhold or let it out, you get hung up on the track. You
could say that any difficult situation is an unequated or unresolved problem in survival. So any
hang-up on the track is an unresolved problem in survival. There were balanced factors
involved in communicating or not. Each hung-up identity is hung up with these computations,
such as the computation that to communicate or not to communicate is equally non-survival.
By pulling withholds off the case, you release all these things.

An individual withholds an identity until it parks on the track. When you find an identity, you
have a key to a tremendous section of track. The identity is dedicated to hiding, so finding it
takes off a tremendous amount of charge, because the identity is withholding itself by hiding
and you handle the withhold by finding the identity. Each identity has the feeling or
computation, “They are probably still looking for me. If they find me, watch out!” He was
trying to make the identity famous, then failed to survive asthe identity. The PC getsvery alert



as you come near it, feeling like awanted man. Thisisthe feeling of “guilt” which former
therapies sought the source of. The feeling of guilt is as much a brag as anything else, but it
contains the feeling of being wanted.

When there' s afeeling that one has a problem of survival which can’'t be solved on any of the
dynamics, it will come right up to PT and knock one’'s head off. When one of these comes off,
identities come off and withholds come off with the identities. Pulling any identity off
invariably involves getting a connected withhold; otherwise it wouldn’t be in the bank and
floating up to PT. That's the common denominator of anything in the bank, sinceit isthereto
solve survival. Of course efforts to survive are silly, since athetan can’t do anything else.
What the effort is really directed to is getting an identity to survive. If thereisan effort in the
thing, it must be built around alie that the person doesn’'t recognize. The person doesn’t realize
that he is one thing and his identity is something else. He also thinks his beingness and his
communicatingness is hisidentity. Actually, these are deteriorated because he is being Joe
Doakes. Therefore, all these things have awithhold connected with them.

Whenever you miss a withhold, a person gets a restimulation of a withhold, and he gets the
ideathat heisindanger. That isall thereistoit: aQ and A stimulus-response mechanism. If a
person has awithhold that he must withhold, he must be in danger. Because the reactive mind
worksonan A = A = A, the conclusion can put into action the causation. For instance, we put
George in awrecked car with blood on it (not in his car or wreck); if George was asleep or
drunk or something, when we put him there, when he wakes up, his conclusion will be that he
has been in awreck. He would mock up a sequence to explain his being there. The least he
would get out of it would be alittle shock of, “Should | tell anybody?’ or “What isthis? What
are the consequences of having wrecked this car?’ In extremis, he would show psychosomatic
injuries, etc. So if you give someone the end product of a chain of responsibility, he will
attempt to assume some of the earlier responsibility. Given B, one concludes A, from no
evidence. Thisleads pcsto write script in session sometimes.

Sometimes the PC doesn’t know what led to the consequences, so he figures he must have a
withhold from himself. It isinteresting to find the material he “must” be withholding from
himself, but isn’t. His anxiety about identity would cover the whole picture. Say you have
found aterminal on 3DXX: “an angry man”. You could run, “What responsibility have you
taken for the continued survival of an angry man?’ Y ou would see the package, “an angry
man”, fall apart into separate identities.

If you have been responsible for something and then ceased to be responsible for it, you can
get your block knocked off. That’s about the only way you can get your block knocked off. If
you have taken awide identity, then, while in that identity, have ceased to be responsible for it,
during a decline or whatever, next time around, you take no responsibility for the area. That
leaves the wide area permeated, but no responsibility for it, no matter what your identity is,
because it is only beingness after all. People can try to shift their identities, to change
everything, but it isonly beingness that counts. If he has a beingnessin his background which
is associated with hisidentity and then suddenly cuts his beingness down to nothing in order to
limit hisidentity, he will be in trouble every time. He can’t function in his limited sphere
because he has already accepted a much larger sphere, so he is awaysin trouble. We could
then ask him, “What responsibility have you taken for the survival of (the wider zone)?’

Thetans are always doing this. Having taken responsibility for the whole of Europe and having
battered Europe to piecesin order to liberate it, all nations who took part in that activity then
drew back and said, “We'll have peace now and let the whole of Europe go to Hell.” Sure
enough: that’ s what happened: World War Il. That is awithhold of magnitude because it isa
withhold of ability.

So awithhold can be awithhold from anything that the PC has had a permeation into or a
communication with. When a communication is followed by a no-communication, the advent
of the no- communication, operating as a withhold, reduces survival. We have made a huge
area survive; now we are only going to make alittle part of it survive. There will be some



counter-survival in the area where you were formerly taking full responsibility. That isthe
mechanism of individuation. First, communication into, then refusal to communicate into.

Y ou have established a oneness with something by communicating into it or by taking
responsibility for it. You can’'t segmentalize responsibility into a smaller zone without bad
consequences. Once you have taken responsibility for energizing an area, then retreat, the area
you retreat from is on your wavelength and clobbers you. The people who cut your throat are
your own police guard, as soon as you decide that you can no longer occupy the palace, Y ou
can't take responsibility for the physical universe and then take responsibility for oneroomin a
boarding house in two successive lives and not have planets hit you in the head. If the huge
zone of responsibility is cut down by a series of withholds, which it alwaysis, then, because it
isnow energized, it can kick your head in.

A survival process, therefore, discharges al withhold processes. So the principle of survival is
senior to all overt-motivator sequences. Responsibility processes, survival-type processes,
persistency processes, and identity processes are all senior processes. The most horrible
opponent a being can have is himself, of course: it’s got his wavelength! In scientology, we
are making a man his own best friend.

If one finds oneself withholding, one automatically assumes one must be trying to survive,
hence, that one must be in danger. So if you miss awithhold on a PC, that is the conclusion
the PC comes to, so he takes defensive actions at once. The sequenceisasfollows:

1. The PC finds himself withholding.
2. Therefore, he reactively assumes he must be in danger.

3. Therefore, he must take action to survive, i.e, attack or defend himself. If you miss a
withhold, you get (2) and (3) above.

Wild animals are only savage because no one pulled their withholds. They are individuated.
Any withhold restimulates them, though they are not natively savage as beings. Wolves
interpret almost anything as awithhold of theirs or yours, so they attack rather easily. So they
must withhold in the vicinity of almost anything. So you seldom run into them. In order to
handle awolf so he won't bite you, you have to demonstrate to him conclusively that he is not
withholding anything. LRH handles wolves that way, very successfully. Thetrick isto show
them that there is no point in withholding anything, because they are not going to damage you
and you are not going to damage them. Y ou can get remarkable results thisway. But walk up
to awild animal as though you are withholding something, and you have had it. Go up to him
as though you are not withholding anything, and he will look at you and wonder what you are
doing. So you show him what you are doing. Don’'t excite his curiosity, so you don’'t have a
withhold from him.

Now, if you have given the PC the impression in sec checking that he is withholding, then
don’t pull the withhold to show the PC that he is not now withholding, heisliable to go into
defending himself by attacking. Pulling hiswithholdsis the only thing that keeps him from
individuating. Missing his withholds, however, will restimulate them and make him feel that
heisin danger and must attack. Not pulling awithhold is OK aslong as you don’t restimulate
it; otherwise, you would have to get all hiswithholds in one session. It isthe missed withhold
-- the one that is restimulated and not pulled -- that causes the trouble.

Information available and not asked for or information asked for and not gotten is what makes a
wild animal out of the PC.



6202C07 SHSpec-112 Missed Withholds

If, in running a havingness process, you get no needle action, you should realize that thereis
something strange to get out of the road. So you could ask about aspects of havingness and
seeif there is anything that would keep the PC from having, etc. Clean it up.

Always audit with the meter in direct line of sight, so that, by merely lifting or dropping your
gaze, you can see PC and meter without turning your head. Turning your head signifiesto the
PC that you are not interested in his case.

In organizations, keep students' and pcs’ missed withholds well cleaned up. Similarly with
staff auditors. What a missed withhold is, is subject to misinterpretation. People are apt to ask
for withholds when that is not what is wanted. It is not unpulled, unrestimulated withholds
that cause trouble; it is the “what-shoul d-have-been-found-out-and-wasn’t”. It isnot a
withhold; it is a should-have-found-oui.

Empirically, it turns out that all ARC breaks, blows, upsets, natter, etc. stem from missed
withholds. The mechanism and the theory may be what was outlined in the last lecture or it
may not, but thisis still true as an empirical fact. Christ was crucified because he missed
withholds. The withhold can be inadvertent or a“didn’t know”. No matter what, the PC’s
modifier of hismain goal line will be thrown into dramatization when the withhold is missed.
Y ou can prevent this by cleaning up ARC breaks as soon as they happen, pulling withholds as
soon as they happen, and keeping ruds in rigorously. Or, if you know the modifier, you can
chant it to the PC to turn off the dramatization. Thisisapoor way to do it, but possible. You
can get alist to read in thisway. But just running “should-have-known” to death would get all
rudsin with aclank. This can be used at any time, not parked in ritual of pattern [random
rudiment].

Don't drop, “Are you withholding anything?’ from ruds, but realize that the missed withhold is
atotally different question and proposition and area. Using missed withholds, you can short-
circuit all the other out-ruds. One caution: if you open up a whole new area of track, the
condition of the case has changed, and you will want to check missed withholds again, since a
new crop may have cometo light from the change.

Auditors don’'t always expect or alow for change in the PC. They should. The consequence
of change is that aspects of the case shift. Thisisquite apparent in 3DXX. Every identity you
go through has its own bank, its own package of engrams. If you are listing effectively, the
PC is sitting right next to the terminal you announce, so you are pulling up a bank every item,
if the PCisreally in session, even though they are only lock valences. The PC will dramatize
the last item you found.

When you get these case changes, you are getting a bunch of “should-have-knowns” you
hadn’t seen before. Y ou handle them in a sloppy fashion with middle rudiments. Don’t
distract the PC with them or make a big fuss over them. But when you notice the PC even one
tenth out of session, don’t wait for more upset. Get in the “should-have-known”, since the PC
isin avalence with missed withholds that weren’t there for the valence he was in a minute
earlier. Catch it the instant the PC starts to dlip out of session.

The quality of an auditor is observable at the stage of ARC break where the auditor acts. The
less ARC break needed to get action, the better. A change of paceisenough. LRH cleansup
the session before the PC knows he has an ARC break, but not to the extent of patching up
nonexistent ARC breaks and causing one. A PC who has a* should-have-found-out” is always
on the verge of an ARC break. Heisthe ARC breaky PC. Anybody who gives you a bunch
of upset, disagreement with the organization, etc., has a continuous missed withhold. This
principleisresponsible for more loss of dissemination, loss of scientologists, and of public to
scientology than any single factor.



PE foundations and co-audits need this datum. Y ou could run them on the basis that everyone
in the PE foundation is a professional find-out-abouter. Then anyone who walks in on a PE
course should be assumed to have continuous missed withholds which they have come to see if
you can find out about. They don't really comein to find out about scientology or to be helped
or anything else. If you don't find out about them, they ARC break and go out and bad-mouth
you. You can create an anti-scientology public by doing tests on people, since doing so can
result in just missing their withholds. Y ou would never |ose people who you checked on a
meter with, “What should we find out about you? What should the last group you werein have
found out about you that they didn’t?’ and cleared up the reads.

Knowingness, to most people, is knowledge of their O/W’s. The reason a co-audit doesn’t
build up is that, when auditing without meters, withholds are missed and people blow.
knowledge as knowledge of overtsis the bottom rung of knowledge. It isa past withhold that
isrestimulated. An auditor islocked on by pcs as an expert if he can get the missed withholds
off the case. Any criticism the PC throws at you isjust caused by the * should-have-found-out”
you didn’t ask for, even if you are actually worthy of criticism in your auditing tech.

So add missed withholds to both ends of the session and use “ should-have-known” in mid
ruds. Casesthat have areputation for being rough to audit should be approached by finding an
area of “should-have-known” prior to scientology and shooting it full of holes. Then get all the
“should-have-knowns” from scientology cleaned up. 620ZC12 SHSpec-110 Prepclearing

Sec checking is out; prepclearing is newly born. It sounds better, for one thing, and it is
preparatory to clearing, hence the “prep”. Auditors haven’t learned sec checking very well,
despite lots of efforts to teach them to do it, so it is probably hard to do. There must have been
some element missing, so LRH has been working on the subject of withholds, realizing that if
nothing was missing, he should have been able to articulate it well enough so that auditors
could get it and do it easily. He has done remarkable things with pulling withholds, now and
then. But maybe thereis more to the mechanism. He had been aware since the first of the year
that if he couldn’t relay it so that auditors could get aresurgence after every time it was done,
then there must be some kind of variableinit. Missed withholds was the first discovery that
resulted from this research. They have proved out as the source of all the ARC breaks and
natter you get. The proof is that when you pull the missed withhold, the ARC breaks and
natter disappear and the PC gets case gain that had been missed before. Thisisnot avariable.
It is not true that every time you miss awithhold you will get an ARC break, but it is true that
every ARC break comes from a missed withhold.

The only effective thing to do about it isto pull the missed withhold. Punishment has been tried
in the past and it hasn’'t worked. Explaining and protesting also don’t work. So you have no
business trying to handle the PC’s ARC break with you, except by pulling the missed
withhold, which is most likely to have been in the session you are running, since, to the PC,
present time things are more important than the past.

What the missed withhold is composed of monitors what rud goes out. A PTPisa missed
withhold in life; an ARC break is amissed withhold in session, etc.

A “should-have-known” is an unknown, which puts us back to sec checking with “unknown”.
Auditors doing that were putting people into engrams and trying to run the engrams with them.
It wasn’t running well, although it was successful at shaking up the bank. The whole subject
of withholds is not-know and unknowns. A missed withhold is a half-known, half-unknown.
There seems to be enough charge to cause a polarity that sets off a God-Awful agitation in the
bank. It can be half-known to the PC, being half-known analytically and half reactive, hence
half unknown. Unknow plays a heavy part in 3DXX.

The not-know that is most important is the should-have-known. Thisisregret; it bunches up
the bank. Something half known is very disturbing; it seems dangerous and makes one freeze
up. Theregret mechanism iswhat turnsa 3DXX valence into aball and loops the time track.
The mechanism of alooped time track is due to just one thing: should-have-known. This



smashes everything into the one time zone of avalence. It adds up to afeeling that one
shouldn’t have done, shouldn’t have confronted, shouldn’t have experienced. So the prior
pictures of having experienced are invalidated at once. So hetriesto say this never happened,
and we get the occlusion of the whole track. Should-have-known is apparently the most
important button in the bank. Thisis the sequence leading to occlusion:

1. He should have known something.

2. Hedidn't know it.

3. One gets regret; this smashes everything into the one time-zone of avalence.

4. This adds up to afeeling that one shouldn’t have done, confronted, experienced.
5. Heinvalidates prior pictures of having experienced.

6. He tries to say they never happened.

7. We get whole track occlusion.

The only thing that reduces a PC’ s profile after auditing is ARC breaks. But what produces an
ARC break is a should have known, via a missed withhold. So you can remedy ARC breaks
with should have knowns.

This universe has a quantitative button. It isn’t the number or size or gruesomeness of the
withholds you get that gives you case gain. It isjust the thoroughness with which you get a
withhold, the quality of your auditing, which gives the degree of case gain.

Freud was always trying to get the one button that would produce a big resurgence in the case.
He must have doneit at |east once to have such faithinit. He never taught it to anyone, but he
must have had some success with it. He was looking for awithhold. He was looking in one
area (sex) and one time (childhood), which circumscribed it too narrowly. His occasional
successes were what gave psychoanalysis its success and repute, even though they didn’t
know what they were doing.

Y ou have two choices when dealing with a missed withhold:

1. Do afull dress job of knocking out all the should-have-knowns on the subject in this
lifetime,

or
2. Just get and knock out the latest key-in.

Which way you do it depends on how successful you are with the light “ shoul d-have-known”
touch on the latest key-in. If the PC stays ARC broken or quickly re-ARC breaks, you will
need the full works, per HCOB 12Feb62 “How to Clear Withholds and Missed withholds”
[Starting from the difficulty being handled, finding what the withhold is, when, all, and who
should have known, repetitively, per the rulesin that bulletin.] If you work this system, you
will find all of the basic buttons on the case will just roll out. If you can do it by the numbers
exactly (per the above bulletin even chronic somatics will straighten out. They will come back
during 3DXX, but this withhold system does give the resurgences that Freudian practitioners
are looking for.

Prepchecking is the system of getting each rudiment in so it staysin fairly permanently during
3DXX. It uses the same elements as the withhold system given above. Y ou could also do a
Joburg Form Three with one of these things. [Form Three is the sec check form for new
students. See HCOPL 22May61 “The Only Valid Sec Check”. The zero question from Form



Three would be any question from the form that you are trying to clear on the PC. If you get a
read, you move on to question number one, “What was that?’ and, more specifically, “What
about (subject of the sec check question)?’” Write this down, because you will have to clear that
guestion. It should duplicate as nearly as possible the PC’ s reply to the zero question and its
read.

A PC never refusesto tell the auditor, but he sometimes doesn’t tell because he doesn’t know.
It isthe auditor’s job to get the PC to look and to help him find the answer. It may be so
charged that he doesn’t want to look, but it is up to you to get him to look. Itis OK to be
positive in getting him to look, but if you ever imply he knows and won't say, you have
admitted that he is out of session, and you have got a games condition going. So that point
never comes into the session.

Y ou must clear questions 0 and 1. If they clear without 2, 3, and 4, fine. When you first get
into question 2, you don’t have to be precise, but if you have to cycle through it again, get it
more precise, so as to spot it exactly if it doesn’t clear. [Question 2 is when the withhold
occurred.] To clear question number one, run 2, 3, 4 until 1iscleared. When it is clean, check
0 again, etc. Questions 2, 3, and 4 are the way to blow the withhold to Halifax so it never
comes up again.

If, in compartmenting the question, you get aread on a sub-question, that now becomes the
zero question. It is more important to handle one withhold question well than thousands
indifferently. Itisnot the quality of the withhold that counts; it is how much of it is submerged
out of sight. If he has done something horrendous and knows about it, it isn’t going to
aberrate him no matter how tempting it may be to blame his condition onit. Y ou will find that it
isout of some stupid little incident run back on a stack of things the PC did that you recover
recollections on, bring them back to view, and the PC confronts them and his case will tend to
resurge.

It isagood ideato take up any sec check question the PC has gotten reads on recurrently, take
it as the zero question, get the what, clean it thoroughly with 2, 3, and 4, because it must be
half-known or it wouldn’t be reading recurrently. Any difficulty could be handled that way. It
isafundamental question. You may not get much in the way of cognitions for awhile, as your
zero question keeps reading, but eventually things will begin to blow and it will all fall apart.
Nothing will read on an E-meter that is not significantly charged, and nothing will fall on an E-
meter that is not unknown in part to the PC. If the E-meter registers, there must be something
unknown at least in part.

The only thing you will get into and difficulties with is converting the Zero question to the what
guestion. Don't vary the zero or what questions. 2, 3, and 4 needn’t be rote, though you
shouldn’t get yappy on them. Just be natural withit. Y ou only use the meter to test one and
zero. Do not take past life answers when using this system. Pcswill duck into the unreality of
yesterday to avoid the withhold in this lifetime, or they are trying to run the whole bank on this
process, and this process won't run the whole bank. 3DXX is for handling past lifetimes; you
won't get any gains running past lives on this withhold system.
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URGENT

MISSED WITHHOLDS

The one item Scientologists everywhere must get an even greater reality on is MISSED
WITHHOLDS and the upsets they cause.

EVERY upset with Central Orgs, Field Auditors, pcs, the lot, is traceable to one or more
MISSED WITHHOLDS.

Every ARC Breaky pc is ARC Breaky because of a Missed Withhold. Every dissatisfied
pc is dissatisfied because of MISSED WITHHOLDS.

We've got to get aflaming reality on this.

WHAT ISA MISSED WITHHOLD?

A missed withhold is not just awithhold. Please burn that into the stone walls. A Missed
Withhold is awithhold that existed, could have been picked up and was MISSED.

The mechanics of this are given in the Saint Hill Special Briefing Course Lecture of 1
February 1962.

Thefact of it is stated in the Congress Lectures of the D.C. Congress of December 30-31,
Jan. 1, 1962.

Since that Congress even more data has accumulated. That datais large, voluminous and
overwhelming.

The person with complaints has MISSED WITHHOLDS. The person with entheta has
MISSED WITHHOLDS. Y ou don't need policies and diplomacy to handle these people. Policy
and diplomacy will fail. You need expert auditing skill and a British Mark 1V meter and the
person on the cans and that person’s MISSED WITHHOLDS.

A MISSED WITHHOLD isawithhold that existed, was tapped and was not pulled. Hell
hath no screams like a withhold scorned.

A MISSED WITHHOLD programme would not be one where an auditor pullsapc’'s
withholds. A MISSED WITHHOLD programme would be where the auditor searched for and
found when and where withholds had been available but had been MISSED.

The withhold need not have been asked for. It merely need have been available. And if it
was not pulled, thereafter you have a nattery, combative, ARC Breaky or entheta inclined
person.

THIS is the only dangerous point in auditing. Thisis the only thing which makes an
occasional error in the phrase, “ Any auditing is better than no auditing.” That line istrue with



one exception. If awithhold were available but was missed, thereafter you have a bashed-up
case.

HOW TOAUDITIT

In picking up Missed Withholds you don’t ask for withholds, you ask for missed
withholds.

Sample question:
“What withhold was missed on you?’

The auditor then proceeds to find out what it was and who missed it. And the Mark 1V
needleis cleaned of reaction at Sensitivity 16 on every such question.

Gone isthe excuse “ She doesn’t register on the meter.” That’ s true of old meters, not the
British Mark IV.

And if the pc considersit no overt, and can’t conceive of overts, you still have “didn’t
know”. Example: “What didn’'t an auditor know in an auditing session?’
SAMPLE MISSED WITHHOLD SESSION

Ask pc if anyone has ever missed a withhold on him (her) in an auditing session. Clean
it. Get all reactions off the needle at Sensitivity 16.

Then locate first auditing session pc had. Flatten “What didn’t that auditor know?” “What
didn’t that auditor know about you?’

For good measure get the rudsin for that first session. In auditing an auditor, also do the
same thing for his or her first pc.

Then pick up any stuck session. Treat it exactly the same way. (If you scan the pc
through all his auditing ever from the cleaned first session to present time, the pc will stick in a
session somewhere. Treat that session the same as the first session. Y ou can scan again and
again, finding the stuck sessions and get the withholds off in that session and the rudsin as
above.)

Clean up all sessions you can find. And get what the auditor didn’t know, what the
auditor didn’t know about the pc, and for good measure, get in the other ruds.

Cleaning up an old session will suddenly give you all the latent gain in that session. It's
worth having!

This can be extended to “What didn’t the org know about you?’ for those who’ ve had
trouble with it.

And it can be extended to any life area where the pc has had trouble.

SUMMARY

If you clean up as above withholds that have been missed on any pc or person, you will
have any case flying.

Thisthen is not just emergency data for use on flubbed intensives. It is vital technology
that can do wonders for cases.



ON ANY CASE THAT HAS BEEN AUDITED A PART OF AN INTENSIVE,
BEFORE GOING ON THE AUDITOR SHOULD SPEND SOME TIME LOCATING
WITHHOLDS HE OR SHE MIGHT HAVE MISSED ON THAT PC.

Any pc that is ending aweek’ s auditing should be carefully checked over for withholds
that might have been missed.

Any pc that is ending his or her intensives should be most carefully checked out for
missed withholds. This makes sudden auditing gains.

Any case not up to recognizing overts will respond to “didn’t know about you” when the
case doesn’t respond to “withhold”.

Any student should be checked weekly for missed withholds.

Any person who is giving an auditor, the field, the Organization, a course or Scientology
any trouble should be gotten hold of and checked for missed withholds.

It is provenly true on five continents that any other meter reaches only occasionally below
the level of consciousness and the British Mark 1V reaches deeply and well. It is dangerous to
audit without a meter because then you really miss withholds. It is dangerous to audit without
knowing how to really use a meter because of missing withholds. It is dangerous to audit with
any other meter than a British Mark IV. It is SAFE to audit if you can run ameter and if you
use aBritish Mark 1V and if you pull al the withholds and missed withholds.

EVERY blow-up you ever had with a pc was due ENTIRELY to having missed a
withhold whether you were using a meter or not, whether you were asking for withholds or
not.

Just try it out the next time a pc gets upset and you' |l see that | speak the usua sooth.

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH: sf.rd
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HOW TO CLEAR WITHHOLDS AND MISSED WITHHOLDS
| have finally reduced clearing withholds to arote formula which contains all the basic
elements necessary to obtain a high case gain without missing any withholds.

These steps now become THE way to clear awithhold or missed withhold.

AUDITOR OBJECTIVE

The auditor’ s object is to get the pc to look so that the pc can tell the auditor.

The auditor’ s objective is not to get the pc to tell the auditor. If the pcisin session the pc
will talk to the auditor. If the pc is not in session, the pc won't tell the auditor a withhold. |
never have any trouble getting the pc to tell me awithhold. | sometimes have trouble getting the
pc to find out about a withhold so the pc can tell it to me. If the pc will not tell the auditor a
withhold (and the pc knowsiit) the remedy is rudiments. | always assume, and correctly, that if
the pc knows about it the pc will tell me. My job is to get the pc to find out so the pc has
something to tell me. The chief auditor blunder in pulling withholds stems from the auditor
assuming the pc already knows when the pc does not.

If used exactly, this system will let the pc find out and let the pc get al the charge off of a
withhold aswell astell the auditor al about it.

Missing awithhold or not getting all of it is the sole source of ARC break.

Get areality on this now. All trouble you have or have ever had or will ever have with
ARC breaky pcs stems only and wholly from having restimulated a withhold and yet having
failed to pull it. The pc never forgives this. This system steers you around the rock of missed
withholds and their bombastic consequences.

WITHHOLD SYSTEM

This system hasfive parts:

The Difficulty being handled.
What the withhold is.
When the withhold occurred.

All of the withhold.

A W MM B O

Who should have known about it.

Numbers (2) (3) and (4) are repeated over and over, each time testing (1) until (1) no
longer reacts.

(2) (3) and (4) clear (2). (1) straightens out in part (0).



(0) is cleaned up by finding many (1)’sand (1) is straightened up by running (2) (3) and
(4) many times.

These steps are called (0) Difficulty, (1) What (2) When (3) All (4) Who. The auditor

must memorize these as What, When, All and Who. The order is never varied. The questions
are asked one after the other. None of them are repetitive questions.

USE A MARK IV

The whole operation isdone on aMark V. Use no other meter as other meters may read
right electronically without reading mental reactions well enough.

Do thiswhole system and all questions at sensitivity 16.

THE QUESTIONS
0. Thesuitable question concerning the Difficulty the pc is having. Meter reads.

1.  What. “What are you withholding about ............ ?" (the Difficulty) (or asgivenin
future issues).

Meter reads. Pc answers with aw/h, large or small.

2. When. “When did that occur?’ or “When did that happen?’ or “What was the time
of that?’

Meter reads. Auditor can date in a generality or precisely on meter. A generality is
best at first, a precise dating on the meter is used later in this sequence on the same
w/h.

3.  All. “Isthat al of that?’ Meter reads. Pc answers.

4.  Who. “Who should have known about that?’ or “Who didn’t find out about that?”
Meter reads. Pc answers.

Now test (1) with the same question that got aread the first time. (The question for (1) is
never varied on the same w/h.)

If needle still reads ask (2) again, then (3), then (4), getting as much data as possible on
each. Then test (1) again. (1) is only tested, never worked over except by using (2), (3) and

(4).
Continue this rotation until (1) clears on needle and thus no longer reacts on a test.

Treat every withhold you find (or have found) in this fashion aways.

SUMMARY

You are looking at a preview of PREPARATORY TO CLEARING. “Prepclearing” for
short. Abandon all further reference to security checking or sec checking. The task of the
auditor in Prepclearing isto prepare a pc’ s rudiments so that they can’t go out during 3D Criss
Cross.

The value of Prepclearing in case gain, is greater than any previous Class | or Class |1
auditing.



We have just risen well above Security Checking in ease of auditing and in case gains.

Y ou will shortly have the ten Prepclearing lists which give you the (0) and (1) questions.
Meanwhile, treat every withhold you find in the above fashion for the sake of the preclear, for
your sake as an auditor and for the sake of the good name of Scientology.

(Note: To practise with this system, take awithhold a pc has given several timesto you or
you and other auditors. Treat the question that originally got it as (1) and clean it as abovein
this system. Y ou will be amazed.)

LRH:sf.cden L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1962

by L. Ron Hubbard

ALL RIGHTSRESERVED



The tape: PREPCLEARING is not currently available.
The Editor
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Co-audit Centres
CO-AUDIT & MISSED WITHHOLDS

It could be that Co-Audit falls off because of missed withholds.

Drop at once any general O/W on the Co-Audit or any effort to pull withholds except by
an Instructor.

This should improve Co-Audit attendance.

Use the old Comm process or responsibility process or any other Co-Audit instead.
LRH:sf.cden L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1962

by L. Ron Hubbard
ALL RIGHTSRESERVED



6202C20 SHSpec-113 What isa Withhold?

The common denominator of withholdsis that a withhold is something that a person believes
would endanger his self-preservation if it were revealed. Thisis the reason why whole track
memory is occluded. Someone with little whole-track recall considers himself to be in great
danger. This givesyou the exact reason a PC gets off “Withholds” which aren’t withholds,
such as other people’ s withholds. All withholds students tend to get off on each other are
“safe” withholds.

We get into this tacit consent on withholds because of overts on other people’ s withholds, e.g.
spreading their overts around, making them guilty for the overt, sort of punishing them for
having gotten it off. After doing that, it seems unsafe to get off withholds. The more unsafe
you make it to get off withholds, the battier it becomes, until you get a civilization like this one.
For instance, laws against perversion can be used by communists as a means of blackmailing
people. The state lends itself to punishment of withholds, which lays it open to undermining
by the people in high positions who have those withholds. Likewise, if the auditor makes it
unsafe for the PC to get off withholds, the PC will only get off “safe” withholds, i.e. non-
withholds.

The hyper-individuation of the PC stems only from hiswithholds. The PC’sideathat to get it
off would injure his survival isin fact aberrated. It is the aberrated idea of what they dare to get
off that brings about the condition of aberration.

Everyone has some withholds which would, in fact, bring harm to him if they were revealed.
These get deeply buried -- encysted -- and the others build up on them. If someone comes
close to these withholds, one gets the feeling that all Hell will break loose and one will be
imprisoned in some dungeon and tortured. So naturally the auditor seems dangerous. In
reality, a dangerous auditor is one who doesn’t pull withholds. These auditors will always be
involved in ARC breaks, cause PC’sto natter about auditing, orgs, etc., have loses, etc. The
auditor who only gets off “safe” withholds is dangerous.

Pc’ s whose withhol ds have been missed do not make their goals and gains. The auditor who
cannot get aresult with prepchecking will smply not audit. The definition of withhold makesit
not OK to let pcstake items off their lists, because those become missed withholds. Because
of the PC’s considerations about safety, as mentioned above, he will want to withhold items
from lists, but you must not let this happen. The items are on the list because they were
dangerous at one time and were withheld in the first place. Prepchecking and 3DXX both are
devoted to making the PC redlize that it isn’t dangerous to reveal himself.

The PC will mention some hot area, then, as the auditor starts him looking at it, he will feel a
little reactive regret that he brought it up [see page 185, above]. During the time you are going
through this regret band, you are still crossing over into the zone of what is unknown. [You
hit “ should have known” on the way up and you have to get through thisto “know” .]

In prepchecking, when the PC gives you a motivator, you know you are an hot ground, so you
always ask an overt “what” question. Criticalness leads you to look for the overt doingness
behind it. Explaining why something happened is a milder phenomenon, but it too requires a
new “What” question. If the withhold itself is given, it is the what question.

The withhold is measured by the amount of danger the PC concelves to be present in getting off
the withhold. If the withhold is not dangerous, he will just giveit. If it is somewhat
dangerous, he will explain around it. If it is rather dangerous, he will criticize. If it is super
dangerous, he will give you amotivator. We are taking about dangerousness in the eyes of the
PC. Thisgivesyou an index to the case. A caseis as bad off as he considers it dangerous to
reveal himself. Theinsane person isdramatizing total motivator on the subject of punishment.
Insanity isthe last protest against punishment: “I cannot feel your punishment. | don’t know



about it. Y ou have driven me out of my mind, etc.” Length of time it takesto achieve aresultin
auditing isindexed by danger of revelation from the PC’ s viewpoint.

How can you cut down this length of time? Don’t pull safe withholds; use prepchecking. In
3DXX, there is anew line, something like, “What identity would it be unsafe for you to
revea?’ A relief line could be, “What identity would it be safe for you to revea ?’ to throw the
othersinto view. The PC actually wants the relief of the revelation but doesn’t know how to
get it safely, so he is aways hoping for some one-shot button for clearing without revealing
anything. “Unsafeto reveal” type questions give you good zero prepcheck questions, e.g., “Is
there anything you have done which would be unsafe to reveal 7’ givesyou “what” questions.

Old age must be the consideration that it is unsafe to show up with aMEST body. At first, you
must figure it’s safe to show up with a MEST body; then you get the idea that it is unsafe, so
you take it down. That must be what old ageis. The basic trick of thisuniverseis, “If you
withhold it, it won’t hurt you,” which is atotal lie. Offering a fact seems dangerous;
withholding the fact is apparently not dangerous. Thisisalie. The thetan just builds up mass
and gets less space thisway. It makes his withhold himself more and more; occupy less and
less space; permeate less and less, etc. A “can’t go outside” case is someone who has | ots of
withholds stacked up an one fairly serious one. Heisthe one who is afraid the police are after
him. [Phobiasfitin here]

Thisis most salient in prepchecking. Some withholds you just let go by: the “safe” withholds,
which are redly red herrings.



6202C22 SHSpec-119 Prepclearing and Rudiments

Terminology: it's a prepcheck, and the whole activity is prepclearing.

One index that awithhold chain is working well is that the PC’ s havingness doesn’t drop as
much as before. TA motion is another indicator. One could clear up “environment” as part of
ruds by prepchecking “rooms”. This would in effect be prepchecking havingness, to some
extent.

We can |ocate withhol ds About games conditions. What has the PC denied people; what has he
pushed people out of ? If you prepchecked this for broke, you would find that his havingness
would stay in without a havingness process, provided that he was willing to talk to the auditor
at all times. So use havingness while getting the PC to talk to the auditor. Then usethingslike
the Joburg [Form 3] for new students and Form 6A for old-time auditors to clean up
withholds. For problems, find what problems he has caused people in this lifetime and
prepcheck them as overts. The Problems intensive gets you to the problem he is sitting in.
Y ou could go at it that way, getting prior confusion, etc., or you could shortcut it by getting
what problems he has caused in this lifetime as the zero question.

Prepchecking might get you aMEST clear, aclear for thislifetime. A psychoanayst would be
ableto learnto do this. He would be flabbergasted by it, especially when he learned that it was
only a preparatory action. This system can be adapted to whatever the PC is doing.

Y ou don’t want the PC to give you awhole lot of unconnected withholds. If he does give
them, take up the one that reads and clear it up. Keep to the withholds on the same chain.
Mine achain, asubject. Thereisan art to converting what the PC saysto a“what” question.
Y ou have to listen to what the PC said. There are some rules. It must not be too general, so
wide asto miss achain; it must not be so narrow as to pin the PC in asingle incident. It should
be aimed at the part of the withhold that is most dangerous to the PC. Y ou must not take
motivators or criticisms, other people’ s withholds, or explanations. If you get one of these,
you turn it around.

Given amotivator, ask what overt the PC has done to that class of people. Many motivators
are untruths anyway, at least in part, so it throws ruds out for you to accept one. Just convert it
do an overt with no Q and A. A criticism likewise leads to an [overt]. Itisahope that they can
damage, with an inability to do so. It isabit higher toned than a straight motivator. A
motivator is based on an unknowingness; a criticism isn’'t, necessarily. A criticismisalso a
confession of an overt. It converts, as a question, to “What have you done to 7 Itis
not always true that criticism is based on unknowingness, but motivators always are.

It always seems safe to the PC to get other people’s overts off. Thisis below motivators,
actually. If the auditor lets the PC get these off, you will get a session where the PC made no
goals or gains. When the PC saysthat A said B did something, ask the PC which person he
knows, then get what the PC has done to that person. On explanations, you know there is an
overt, so this also converts to, “What have you done?’ Actually, the explanation itself is
perfectly innocent, but it leads to atarget, eventually. It is an extenuating circumstance for
some overt. You have to figure out what.

One way to open up some areas is to ask, “What should be done about 7", with the
dynamicsin the blank. The PC goes off on some point, and you can mineit. Whatever you
get on some target, convert the question to handleit.

In doing this, you are steering the PC down a chain of incidents that he considers relatively
discreditable. Because he considers them discreditable, he is not in communication with the
subject matter. He feels at the effect point of the subject matter. The PC is the source of the
aberration with which he is boxing, as far as one lifetime or valence is concerned. The
individual has chosen certain areas as his randomity. If heisgiving other people’ s withholds,



however, he is not even on the cause-effect line. Motivators -- being effect, victim. Criticism =
the impulse to destroy. Explanation = linesin adispersal. You are walking the PC back to
being cause by knocking out any reason he has to attack certain points or defend himself from
them, or to retreat from certain subjects on his track, so he can communicate on all subjects.
Naturally, on areas where he is not being cause, he doesn’t know. If you want to find a person
who isin total ignorance, pull other people’s withholds. Here, the PC doesn’t even know he
has a bank or aberration on the subject. On the motivator, he knows that he isin trouble, but
he doesn’t really know why. A critical PC may understand the situation, but he wants to make
nothing of it. Similarly with explanation; there may not be any unknowns. [See the O/W
cycle, asgiven in HCOB 5Jan61 “O-W A Limited Theory” ]

What you handle is determined by what isreal to the PC, as shown by what reads on the meter.
If you get aread, it isthe charge generated between the not-know and the know. The PC must
know something about it to have a clash with the not-know on the subject. If itistotally
known, there will be no charge and no read. If it istotally unknown to the PC, in the bank,
and everywhere else, it doesn't register on the meter. When the PC gets audited, he will know
more. Something that didn’t show up before may well now read on the meter.

Similarly, the more a PC knows about his own life, the more charged up the bank will appear
to be. So you are always getting new withholds off the PC, as areas of occlusion are located
better. It is not an endless situation, since the PC’ s ability to find withholds and blow them
increases. At first, withholds are few and blow slowly; as the PC gets audited, he gets more
withholds, and they blow faster and faster.

Don’t go for backtrack incidents with prepchecking. The PC will just get mired down if you
don't get thislifetime straightened out by getting rudsin onit. He will get winson it and have
gains. If you were acrackerjack expert on 3DX X, you could probably produce all the gains of
prepchecking in terms of clearing up this lifetime, blowing things into view, etc., but you
would probably run into things like missed withholds, which would make the PC blow, and
lots of out-ruds, etc. One of the things you could show the PC with prepclearing is that his
ruds can be gotten in.

[More details on prepclearing procedure and ruds]
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| don’t know exactly how to get this across to you except to ask you to be brave, squint
up your eyes and plunge.

| don’'t appeal to reason. Only to faith at the moment. When you have areality on this,
nothing will shake it and you'll no longer fail casesor fail in life. But, at the moment, it may
not seem reasonable. So just try it, do it well and day will dawn at last.

What are these natterings, upsets, ARC breaks, critical tirades, lost PE members,
ineffective motions? They are restimulated but missed or partially missed withholds. If | could
just teach you that and get you to get a good reality on that in your own auditing, your activities
would become smooth beyond belief.

It istrue that ARC breaks, present time problems and withholds all keep a session from
occurring. And we must watch them and clear them.

But behind all these is another button, applicable to each, which resolves each one. And
that button is the restimulated but missed or partially missed withhold.

Life itself has imposed this button on us. It did not come into being with security
checking.

If you know about people or are supposed to know about people, then these people
expect, unreasonably, that you know them through and through.

Real knowledge to the average person is only this: a knowledge of hisor her withholds!
That, horribly enough, is the high tide of knowledge for the man in the street. If you know his
withholds, if you know his crimes and acts, then you are smart. If you know his future you are
moderately wise. And so we are persuaded towards mind reading and fortune telling.

All wisdom has this trap for those who would be wise.

Egocentric man believes all wisdom iswound up in knowing his misdemeanors.

I F any wise man represents himself as wise and fails to discover what a person has done,
that person goes into an antagonism or other misemotion toward the wise man. So they hang
those who restimulate and yet who do not find out about their withholds.

Thisisanincredible piece of craziness. But it is observably true.

Thisisthe WILD ANIMAL REACTION that makes Man a cousin to the beasts.

A good auditor can understand this. A bad one will stay afraid of it and won’'t use it.



The end rudiment for withholds for any session should be worded, “Have | missed a
withhold on you?’

Any ARC broke pc should be asked, “What withhold have I missed on you?’ Or, “What
have | failed to find out about you?’ Or, “What should | have known about you?’

An auditor who sec checks but cannot read a meter is dangerous because he or she will
miss withholds and the pc may become very upset.

Use this as a stable datum: If the person is upset, somebody failed to find out what that
person was sure they would find out.

The only reason anyone has ever left Scientology is because people failed to find out
about them.

Thisisvaluable data. Get aredlity onit.

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH :sf.cden
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6202C27 SHSpec-116 Auditor’s Code

The Auditor’s Code is to make auditing possible. It isapractical tool, like most of scientology.
The Auditor’s Code was compiled in 1951 in Wichita. All of the points of the Auditor’s Code
areempirica points. Thefirst theoretical code, in DMSMH, had greater appeal but was not the
practical code. LRH still favorsit, because it includes the idea that “ An auditor is courageous.
“[See DMSMH, p. 178.]

The first dianetic Axioms were written in 1951; they are quite practical as auditing axioms and
should be given more attention. Similarly with the Pre-Logics. The Logics areinteresting asa
synthesis of al education, but there you are on theoretical material.

The mind, as discussed in DMSMH, is still what you are working with; there is also some data
in The Original Thesisthat is very applicable to auditing: The auditor as athetan plus the PC as
athetan is greater than the PC’ s reactive mind, etc. The auditor cannot condemn the PC and
expect the PC to overcome the reactive mind. That set of formulas is what the Auditor’s Code
was set up to put into effect. The rules help the auditor avoid invalidating the PC as a thetan
and thereby beefing up his reactive mind.

The reactive mind is made up of machinery, circuits, and valences. Where machinery fitsinis
unclear, unlessit isthe valence of amachine. A circuit is a specialized function of an identity
or valence; it is a balled-up, automatic, no-thetan valence. The thetan gave the identity-which-
now-is-a-circuit orders for so long that now the circuit is giving the PC orders. It’s the stuck
flow mechanism, the backflow. The PC, athetan, has been resident in this body, the identity,
giving it orders, say, to eat -- all of the mechanical actions of eating, etc. This has gone on for
so long that the PC gets, as a backflow, the idea that the identity should feed him. So it
becomes acircuit.

Thisisall pertinent to 3DXX, since all the things that make this life difficult went on in the
lifetime of the earlier identity, in an even more arduous and sincere way, no doubt. That life
has been lived, and it is now neatly packaged as engrams, ridges, circuits, etc., all floating
free, no longer located on the track. A package is the accumulated life experience of a past
identity.

Just as this present lifetime can get grouped (the Black V case), in the same way, you can have
avalence going into a grouper and becoming a round black ball circuit which gives orders.
does various things, etc. Aswe pull this apart, we will find all the picture manifestations and
mechanisms you have in engrams, chains, etc., all present in that circuit.

That circuit belongs somewhere on the time track, in relation to the other circuits, but if it is part
of the GPM, it has floated free from its position on the time track and every moment of timeis
now time. Itisinstant time, hence your instant read on the E-meter. [Instant read occurs
because there is no need to look or think and key anything in to get theread. That which reads
with an instant read is aready there and keyed in, in an eternal present time.]

The following datais pertinent: the above, plus the phenomena of matter, energy, space, and
time, the association of incidents, the confusions, and the early axiom that life is composed of
differences, similarities and identities [“ The mind resolves problems related to survival,
utilizing its ability to conceive similarities and observe differences’ (Dianetics: “The Original
Thesis’, p. 59); “The analytical mind is that portion of the mind which perceives and retains
experience data to compose and resolve problems and direct the organism along the four
dynamics. It thinksin differences and similarities. The reactive mind is that portion of the
mind which files and retains physical pain and painful emotion and seeks to direct the organism
solely on a stimulus-response basis. It thinks only in identities.” (DMSMH pp 58-9)]. All
time isidentified with -- thistime, and we get all these identities giving pcs all these orders,
dictating all these reflexes, and that isreally al you are handling.



All the counterpoints of morality that do exist and have existed give us so many confusions and
conflicts on rightness of conduct that we can then get people seeking right conduct until they go
nuts. Most laws are passed to prevent earlier laws from being applied. If you are an Egyptian,
then a Persian, then a Greek, then a Roman,; if you set up a rightness-of-conduct circuit for one
culture, you will be nutty in your next culture. Your circuit will have points of conflict with
current mores. If you set up anew circuit, you have more new automatic impulses which have
to cancel the previous ones, etc., etc. Overlaid and confused by the built-in stops after a few
lifetimes, we may feel less than free, unable to decide, etc. Thiswouldn’t be so bad if
rightness of conduct was a light matter. But we get into cultures where it is alife and death
matter. Then the solution may be to forget it al, to not-is it, to say that we have only lived
once, to shove it under the rug. But now, having hidden the source of the “now-I’m-
supposed-tos’, it’s even worse. We go around getting strange ideas which we can’t even stop,
feeling peculiar.

If it were just rightness of conduct that we were concerned about, it wouldn’'t be too bad. But
the moral codes are usually enforced with somatics. The somatic is most intimately connected,
in mental phenomena, with rightness and wrongness of conduct: punishment. Just the
physical universe enforces punishment for wrong estimation of direction and effort. For
instance, if one makes a mistake in one’ s footwork, one may fall downstairs. Rightness of
conduct enforced with pain, inevitably becomes an enforced conduct. So these valences and
circuits enforce rightness of conduct on the PC, with pain as the enforcer (the somatic). We
try to run them out and get somatics. The somatics appear so formidable that it seems we had
better not touch the valence. This protectsit and alowsit to keep up its flow of ordersto the
PC.

If you want to see how much command value the valence has over the PC, note what heis
saying, doing, and thinking in the few minutes just before you nail theitem. At that time, itis
inits highest level of restimulation; its command value is extreme. When it is found and
identified, its command value drops off. But if it isalso avery unsafe thing that has
tremendous withholds in its own lifetime; if it is avaence that keeps dropping out of the PC’s
sight and is unsafe to reveal, the PC will dramatize it more. When it has been brought to view,
he won't dramatize it much but he will still feel its impulses and feel upset about having the
impulses. That makes him feel very odd.

A PC who isrunning his 3DXX terminal can find himself equating all his normal activities as
being those of the terminal. 1t can make him feel that heis on the verge of being found out all
thetime. Heisbeing it, not being it, and deciding he doesn’t haveto beit. These are identities
the person has been, residual training patterns and facsimiles from those lifetimes. Every
facsimile from that lifetimeisin that bundle. The pictures are there, but smudgy and out of
focus. Then, asyou try to run them, you find that they have been laid in with tremendous
cold. This makes winter a bad time to run 3DXX. These black masses are drained of heat
energy, mostly. However, like cinders, they contain occasional hot spots, so you can get
fevers off of them.

After death, between lives, people often go off into the ionosphere or into space, whereit is
very cold. Here, the track collapses and they get all their stuff keyed in, because cold = no
motion = no time.

Every one of these bundles contains pictures in a greater or lesser degree of decay. The
pictures are already burnt out and deteriorated to some degree and don’'t show up too well. The
PC may be disappointed not to have better pictures of those lifetimes. This could be the way it
goes: the item itself was scarce, so he made a picture of it. Then, because he didn’'t have the
item but did have the picture, the picture itself became scarce and therefore very valuable. It
could become so scarce and so valuable that the PC couldn’t haveit at all. That isthe condition
of most of these circuits and valences. At the same time the PC wants these pictures and has to
have them, he won’t have anything to do with them and can’t have them, so you have a no-

havingness of the pictures. So he uses the picture; he depends on it to orient himself and to tell

you what heis doing, so he remainsin a state of “Godhelpus’. Asyou remedy his havingness



and bring these things back, prepcheck them, get his overts off, etc., this state of affairs will
improve.

A person’s havingness deteriorates to the degree he commits overts. Per the overt-motivator
sequence, only when an individual has done something to another can he receive the same
action as an inflow. Fortunately, it is not a one-for-one mechanism; it is the sensibility of
having done something that counts. When you have done something to something, you have
cut down your havingness. Y ou get individuated to the point where it is their havingness and
my havingness and therefore | can protect my havingness by destroying their havingness. This
totally overlooks the point that it is all your havingness. If you destroy someone else’s
havingness, you destroy your own, because you have what others have. Havingness as
personal ownership is amisconception. Y ou actually own that which you can perceive. This
has degraded down to the idea that you can only own that which you can personally use.
Freedom of useisthefinal idea of havingnessto alot of people, but it isn’t really the final idea
of havingness at al. That iswhy the communist and the socialist, etc., can make such an effect
on society: because he istalking on a harmonic that is amockery of what isbasically true. All
ideas of ownership are postulated ownerships. Nobody really owns anything except those
things that one owns by the right of having created them. Therefore, some people fall back on
creativeness as the only way of life, because it isthe only possible way of declared ownership.
What they neglect to point out is that what the other guy made is theirs, too. Community
property is alower mockery of thisfact. “I don’t even know that you own everything you
create. Y ou can continue responsibility for the things you create without owning them.”

In auditing, the problem is to understand what fundamentals are important and what are not
fundamentals. Don't think all data are equally important. The things mentioned in this lecture
are the basic, important things. The importance of a datum in relation to other datais the sole
criterion of the value of the datum. In all study, one must evaluate the importances of your data
relative to the purpose and activity you are going to do. It is not enough to be learned and to
know data. To bewise, you have to be able to relate data to actions. People tend to make data
of amonotone value. Not al thisdatain dianetics and scientology is equally important, but if
you know the basic and fundamental data, you can easily decide what to handle and how, in a
session.
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Model session was instituted because auditors were varying patter to a degree that a session
was hardly recognizable and because as early as 1954, scientol ogists were arguing about the
proper way to do auditing. There was a need for a standard way to do it. Also, it was found
that if all sessions were on the same pattern, subsequent sessions tended to run out earlier
sessions. This has considerable value. There is predictability, because of the application, and
auditing thereby becomes a better communication.

The rudiments' value became extreme at the moment auditors began having difficulties finding
goals and terminals. Rudimentsin present form are less than four to five months old. Ruds
began in 1955. Having them in can make the difference between auditing and no-auditing.
Model Session istailored against clearing; it is not tailored so much for prepchecking. The
ruds are vital for assessment. Since prepchecking takes up alot of the things found in the ruds,
there could be a confusion between prepchecking and ruds. Rudiments can be used by the PC
to throw the session if you use any form cf O/W in the rudiments, because the PC can now get
into awhole new channel of overts, while you had some previousy-started chains you wanted
to get handled.

Rudiments are vital to asession. They get and hold a PC in session. However, they can throw
a PC out of session as well as into session if they are used to prevent a PC from
communicating with the auditor. If the PC comes in with all the answers to yesterday’s
prepcheck questions, heis aready in session. The process of checking rudiments can create an
ARC break if the PCisalready in session. The E-meter won't tell you if the PCisin session,
since the process of checking to seeif the PC is ready can throw the PC out of session. Also,
the E-meter will not register when the PC is so ARC broken that the auditor has no command
value over him. The PC must be “way south -- very ARC broken -- for thisto be the case. So
before you start Model Session, ask if it isall right for you to start the session. If you get no
answer or “No!”, you can tell that you will get no reads on ruds. Pay attention to the PC; get
what is wrong before you expect to get much on the meter. 1f the PC will talk to you pretty
easily, the meter will read, if hewon’t, it won’t. If the auditor rejects the PC’ s data that heis
ARC broken because the meter didn’t read, the PC will get ARC broken with the meter.

The reason you start the session is to be sure the PC knows he is on a specialized section of
track, that what is going to happen is not a social relationship, but that thereis a special auditor
- PC relationship. To ensure that the specia auditor-PC relationship isin existence, ask the PC
if the session has started for him. If he says, “No,” give Start of Session again and ask again.
If he says, “No,” again, assume that it has started anyway and that the PC has an ARC break
with life somewhere. The beginning rudiments are designed for the order of logical progress
for a session. If you put PTP first, you would be running a session without goals,
havingness, clearing the auditor, etc. [For Model Session patter of this time period, see HCOB
21Dec61 “Model Session Script, Revised”.] The order of actionsin Model Session tends to
clear out the other things. i.e. starting with goals tends to put him in session by putting his
attention on his case. Having can clean up ARC breaks, €etc.

Y ou can put a PC in session by clever use of goalsin ruds, if your definition of goalsis broad
enough. The PC has some goal, some hopeful postulate for the future, which no one has
recognized or acknowledged. Even if the PC' s goal isto die, if you acknowledge it and grant
him the beingness of having it, he can then changeit. If the PC isn’t giving any goals, explore
some future possibilities with him, one way or the other. Find such things as what the PC is
sure is going to happen in the session and sort out the goal involved with that. Don’t go
overboard as far as number of goals is concerned, but get the PC to make some. This
presupposes, of course, that the PC doesn’t come in already in session, telling you something
he really wants to tell you.

Goalsfor life or livingness are there to differentiate from session goals. Thisisnot very vital,
and you never check up onit. It isthereto expose PTP s of long duration. If the samelife or



beingness goal keeps recurring, you will know that there is a PTP to take up. If they don’t
contain problems, fine. This shows the PC that you are interested in him.

The next step, havingness, is easy to audit and beneficial for all concerned. The PC will
usually run it, too, no matter what else he may or may not run. Finding the havingness process
can take awhile, but it is easy enough. If you find one early in the PC’s auditing, it will be
changed before too long, so watch it closely. The more complex processes will work better
early on. Itisespecialy useful to find the havingness process early on if the PC ARC breaks
easily. The havingness of the PC in the session is directly proportional to the smoothness of
the auditing. It is ARC breaks that reduce havingness, whether created by the auditor, the
environment or whatever. When using havingness to heal an ARC break, be sure to flatten it.
Run it for ahalf an hour or an hour. Not doing it thisway iswhy auditors don’t have reality
on the fact that havingness clears up ARC breaks. They don’t seethat it isworking. Stopping
it prematurely can give the PC quite ajolt. Don’t cause ARC breaks with a havingness
process, for God's sake! Make it part of the process to inquire how he is doing during the
process, so it doesn’'t become a signal that you are about to end the process. Anintelligent use
of havingness would be to use it when there is a shadow of dropped interest on the part of the
PC, less comm, etc. But it should not be used to interrupt the PC’ s in-sessionness. The stable
rule is not that you run havingness whenever the PC dopes off. Y ou can get the same read
during assessment whether the PC is conscious or not, so there it is not necessary. You useit
to help the PC get better into session.
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If your PC hasn’t been gotten into session by the time you have run havingness, the rest of the
ruds probably won’t do it for you. The next step is often too steep a gradient if the PC isn’'t
already fairly willing to have you audit him.

O/W has aliability for getting the PC into session: it can miss awithhold, throwing the PC
wildly out of session. Don’t use an ARC break process to handle an ARC break when the PC
won't be audited. 1t worksto get a PC who is somewhat out of session better in. The rud will
improve the PC’ s in-sessionness, not create it. The PC has to be in session enough to run a
process.

Don't use havingness to heal an ARC break except in extremis. If you are using havingness to
handle an ARC break, you will notice that the last thing the PC will point to is you, the auditor.
Therefore, don't use “Are you willing to talk to me about your difficulties?’ unless you are
desperate and there is nothing else to do, or unlessit is not a heavy ARC break, just sort of a
“cooler” PC.

The PC’'s ARC breaks always stem from from no-auditing. If heisstill fussing and arguing
with you, heisin session enough to be audited. But if heistotally absorbed in his case and
not willing to talk to the auditor, heis not in session. A missed withhold is an absence of
auditing which creates an ARC break. In the withhold system, it is the who should have
known which gives you most TA, because it points up absence of auditing.

To help get the PC into session during prepchecking, since you don’t want to run any O/W,
run something like “Who would | have to be to audit you?’ or the ARC 61 Process [ Several
guestions about talking to people about difficulties. See HCOB 30Nov61 “ARC Process
1961".] Thereisone process you can run that must be flattened and not get stuck in the second
dynamic restimulation it creates: “Touch my (body part),” repetitive. Itisflat when thereisno
longer any misemotion, love, anguish, etc. on it. It does cure the PC falling in love with the
auditor.

[Details on use of ruds in prepchecking and Routine 3DX X sessions.]

Goals and gains let both auditor and PC know whether there has been progress. “Gains’ is
particularly for the auditor; it gives the auditor wins.

When you end the session, make sureit isended. If there seemsto be any question, ask, “Has
the session ended for you?’ If necessary have the PC touch parts of the environment. Get him
into present time then end the session. Not really ending the session is not avery serious error,
but it isavery common one. You can tell if the session is ended by whether the PC is still
talking to you about the session afterwards or till treating you as his auditor after session.
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PREPCHECKING
(A Class |l Skill)

A new way of cleaning up a case in order to run Routine 3D Criss Cross has suddenly
emerged as more powerful in obtaining case gains than any previous process in Scientology.

| developed Prepchecking in order to get around an auditor’ s difficulty in “varying the
guestion” in pulling withholds. Auditors had a hard time doing this, hence Prepchecking.

But Prepchecking became quickly more important than a “rote procedure for Sec
Checking”. The potentiality in really cleaning up a case’ s withholds is Mest Clear! If, of
course, done by Prepchecking.

Any goal Freud ever had is easily achieved by Prepchecking in arelatively few hours if
done by athoroughly trained Class 1V auditor. Goals Freud never dreamed of rise beyond that
point.

In Prepchecking one uses the Withhold System, HCO Bulletin of February 12, 1962. But
Prepchecking has exact targets and exact procedure.

In Prepchecking one uses the rudiment questions one at a time as the body of Model
Session. Havingness, however, istaken up last as a Prepcheck question.

Thetarget of a Prepcheck question is a chain of withholds.

A withhold chain behaves exactly like any chain. The bottom of the chain is the basic.
The withholds on the chain will stay partially alive, even when covered, until the basic (first)
withhold on the chain isfully recovered. Then the entire chain goes nul.

The definition of a Chainis: A series of incidents of similar nature or similar subject
matter. (SeeDianetics. The Modern Science of Mental Health.)

Thefirst incident of any chain isfully or partially unknown to the person.
THE MECHANICS OF PREPCHECKING

One uses the whole subject to be cleared as the zero question. Sub zero questions are
marked OA.

Each OA has a Number One question which is taken from awithhold given on asking the
OA question.

The Number One question is worked with the When All Who of the Withhold question
until it either disappears or obviously won't clear easily. Many withholds may be given relating
to Number One. If it doesn’t clear, one steers earlier by asking Number 1A, text taken from the



withholds given in Number One. If 1A’ s What question doesn’'t clear on the meter after severa
withholds and When All Who is used liberally on each, one asks Question Number 1B.

Continuing What questions are asked and worked with the Withhold System, until the
earliest incident of the chain isfound and cleaned up. This should clear the whole chain.

Onethen reworks all the previous What questions on the Zero A Chain and leaves Zero A
when al the previous Whats are clear.

One can clean some of the What questions, find a new branch and ask more What
guestions.

ADMINISTRATION

The auditor writes down only what the auditor says (the Zero and What questions) plus any
cognitions of the pc he cares to write.

He doesn’'t do a steno record of what the pc says, only the Zeros and Whats the auditor asks.

THE MAGIC PHRASE
The magic question is“Isthere any incident like that earlier?” Or any version of it.
The pc’ s attention tends to stick near present time.

The auditor must press the pc gradually back down the Chain to basic, cleaning up what
he can as he goes, realizing, if the Chain islong and hot, that it won’t clean until basic is
reached.

The pc, on acharged chain, cannot go earlier until charge is moved off it by using the
withhold system on each withhold the pc gives, (When All Who, test What. If What still
charged on meter, another When All Who).

Basic is sometimes wholly unknown to pc, sometimes known only as a picture.

Unknown parts exist throughout the chain.

Sample:
0. Areyou willing to talk to me about your difficulties?

OA. Have you ever done anything to an organization? (Zero A found by Dynamic
Assessment.)

1. What about being jealous of aleader?
(1. Question found from awithhold given by pc in response to the Zero A being asked, “I
was jealous of my lodge president.” Thisis enlarged at once by auditor to be more
general.)

Several withholds come off, all about |eaders, each withhold well worked by the When
All Who of the withhold system.



Then the 1 is still alive but pc gives a withhold about stealing money from an
organization. Thisis anew type of withhold, but is similar on the chain asit’s still about
organizations.

1A. What about stealing money from an organization? (Question 1A derived by pc’'s
given withhold.)

This 1A is worked by the Withhold System until pc gives a withhold still on
organizations but having to do with wrecking a car belonging to a company.

1B. What about damaging organization property? Etc. Etc.

When the first overt is found and fully revealed by the When All Who of the Withhold
System (maybe 1F) then 1F will clear fully asaWhat question. One then reworks the 1E, 1D,
1C, 1B, 1A and one. The auditor may clean 1E, 1D and find a new series on the same chain,
giving him anew 1E and 1D after which all Whats including the Number One will go clean if

worked a bit more. This up and down may happen more than once. This ends the chain labelled
in Zero A as Organizations, providing Zero A is now nul.

CONTROL PC'SATTENTION
Work only one subject at atime. Keep pc on the subject of the chain.
Try not to start new chainswhen old Zero A’s exist uncleared.
Start new Zero A’s only when an old Zero A is cleared fully.

The pc is doing well only when you have TA action. Complete chains started always but
choose those that will give TA action during Prepchecking.

DON'T USE O/W
Use no version of withholds to clean up rudiments for a Prepcheck session. You'll find

yourself steered off yesterday’s Zero A. Use only old non O/W processes to clean rudimentsin
a Prepcheck session. For withhold rud, add “ Since last session”.

HOW TO DERIVE ZEROS
The modern Model Session Rudiments are the Zerosin all cases.
HOW TO DERIVE ZERO A’s
Derive Zero A’s asfollows;

For “Areyou willing, etc” do a Dynamic Assessment on pc and use its results. When this
is cleared, do another Dynamic Assessment. Etc. Finally pc will talk to auditor about anything.



For Withhold rudiment, use the Joburg and (on a Scientologist) Form 6A as OA
guestions.

For Present Time Problem use the whole of the Problems Intensive HCO Bulletin of
November 9, 1961.

For Half Truth use “Have you ever told a half truth?’
For Untruth, use “Have you ever told alie?’
For Impress Anyone use “Have you ever tried to impress anyone?’

For Damage use “Have you ever damaged anyone?’

For Meter, use itself.
For Withholds, use “What withhold have you only partially revealed?’

For Goals use “Have you ever set impossible goals for anyone?’
For Gains, use “Have you ever propitiated anyone?’
For Orders and Commands, use “Have you ever made anyone obey?’

The purpose of Prepchecking isto set up apc’s rudiments so they will stay in during
further clearing of the bank.

If apc goes back track and out of thislifetime, let him or her go back track using the same
system. Don’t persuade pc to go back track.

Asking the What question is the most skilled action of Prepcheck. Theruleisasfollows:

The What question must ask about the part of the withhold most dangerous to the pc’s
survival, and must not be too broad to miss the chain or too narrow to get only that one
withhold. The supposition is that the pc has done similar things; the What question must also
be capable of getting these.

Thereis only one exception to converting the pc’ s withhold to a What question directly.

If the pc does one of four things, the auditor asks a What question directly relating to the
subject mentioned by the pc.

These four things are:
Pc gives Somebody else’ s withhold, givesa MOTIVATOR, gives a CRITICISM of

someone or an EXPLANATION, then Auditor gives a What question, in each case, as follows:
“What have you done to (subject mentioned by pc)?’



Learning to Prepcheck islike learning to ride abicycle. All of asudden you canrideit.

Prepchecking gives high pc gains when done well, higher than any previous process.

The auditor expects the pc to talk to him. The auditor does not prevent the pc from giving
up withholds. Pcs, unlike in Sec Checking, talk glibly and easily while being Prepchecked.

The only middle ruds you use are (frequently) “Have | missed a withhold on you?’ and
the half truth, etc, end rud question.

Use “Have | missed a withhold on you?’ in the end rudiments rather than “Are you
withholding anything?’ while Prepchecking.

There are some tapes extant on Prepcheck Sessions | have given.

Good hunting.

LRH:sf cden
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It istime we spent time on improving auditing skill.

We have the technology. We can make clears and OTs with it as you will find out. Our
only remaining problem is getting it applied skillfully.

Thisiswhy | started the Saint Hill Specia Briefing Course. The extremely high calibre of
auditor we are turning out is causing gasps of amazement whenever these fine graduates return
into an area. We are not trying for cases at Saint Hill. | can always make clears. We are trying
for skilled auditors. But we are getting there on cases, too, faster than anywhere else on the
average.

This training has been amost ayear in progress. | have learned much about training that
isof great benefit to all of us, without at the same time skimping the training of the Saint Hill
student.

Looking over incoming students | find we have, roughly, two general categories of
auditor, with many shades of grey between:

1. Thenatura auditor.
2. Thedangerous auditor.

The natural auditor tiesright into it and does a workmanlike job. He or she gets lots of
bulletin and tape passes in ratio to flunks, absorbs data well and gets it into practice, does a
passable job on a pc even at the start of training, and improves casewise rapidly under the
skilled training and auditing at Saint Hill. Thisistrue of the clears and releases that come on
course as well as those who have had much less case gains prior to this training. These, the
natural auditors, make up more than half the incoming students.

The other category we will call the “dangerous auditor”. The severe examples of this
category make up about 20% of the incoming students and are very detectable. In shades of
grey the other 30% are also, at the start, to be placed in the category of “dangerous auditor
unlesstightly supervised”.

At Saint Hill, with few exceptions, we only get the cream of auditors and so | would say
that the overall percentage across the world is probably higher in the second category than at
Saint Hill.

Thus it would seem we must cure this matter at the Academies and cure it broadly
throughout Scientology, and if we do, our dissemination, just on this effort alone, should leap
several thousand percent. If all pcs audited everywhere were expertly audited, well, think of
what that would do. To accomplish this we need only move the dangerous auditor out of the
danger class.

I have found out what makes a pc suffer a deterioration of profile (missed withholds) and
have found out why a dangerous auditor is dangerous. Therefore, there are no barriers to our
handling the matter as even the dangerous auditor, oddly enough, wants to be a good auditor
but doesn’t quite know how. Now we can fix it up.



The difference between a natural auditor and a dangerous auditor is not case level aswe
have supposed, but atype of case.

The earliest observation on this came in ACCs. About 1% of the students (say two
students every ACC) could be counted on to be miserableif hisor her pc made gains and happy
if the pc was collapsing. Thiswas an observation. What were these students trying to do? What
did they think they should accomplish in a session? They are an extreme case of “ dangerous
auditor”.

Thisis how to detect a* dangerous auditor” in any shade of grey:

Any auditor who (a) cannot achieve results on a pc, (b) who finds items slowly or not at
all, (c) who getslow marks on tape tests, (d) who has a high flunk-to-pass ratio on taking tests
for classification, (€) whose own case moves slowly, (f) who does not respond well to a
“think” process, (g) who chops apc’'s comm, (h) who prevents a pc from executing an auditing
command, (i) who obsessively changes processes before one isflat, (j) who apologizes or
explains why he or she got no results session after session, (k) who tries to make pcs guilty,
(I who blames Scientology for not working, (m) whose pcs are always ARC breaking, or (n)
who will no longer audit at all, is suffering not from withholds but from the reverse of the
withhold flow, “ Afraid to find out” .

The person with withholds is afraid he or she will be found out. The other type of case
may have withholds but the dominant block is exactly the reverse. Instead of being afraid he or
she will be found out, the opposite type of caseis afraid to find out or afraid of what he or she
may find out. Thusit isatype of case that makes a dangerous auditor. He or she is afraid of
finding out something from the pc. Probably this case is the more usual in society, particularly
those who never wish to audit.

A person with withholds is afraid to be found out. Such a person has auditing difficulties
as an auditor, of course, because of restraint on their own comm line. These difficulties sum up
to an inability to speak during a session, going silent on the pc, failures to ask how or what the
pc is doing. But thisis not the dangerousauditor. The only dangerous thing an auditor can do
is miss withholds and refuse to permit the pc to execute auditing commands. This alone will

spinapc.

The dangerousauditor is not afraid to be found out (for who is questioning him or her
while he or sheis auditing?). The dangerousauditor is the auditor who is afraid to find out,
afraid to be startled, afraid to discover something, afraid of what they will discover. This
phobia prevents the “auditor” from flattening anything. This makes missed withholds a
certainty. And only missed withholds create ARC breaks.

All cases, of course, are somewhat leery of finding things out and so any old-time auditor
could have his quota of ARC breaks on hisor her pcs. But the dangerous auditor is neurotic on
the subject and all hisor her auditing is oriented around the necessity to avoid data for fear of
discovering something unpleasant. As auditing is based on finding data, such an auditor
retrogresses a case rather than improves it. Such an auditor’s own case moves slowly also as
they fear to discover something unpleasant or frightening in the bank.

Today, the increased power of auditing makes this factor far more important than it ever
was before. Old processes could be done with minimal gain but without harm by such an
auditor. Today, the factor of fear-of-discovery in an auditor makes that auditor extremely
dangerousto apc.

In Prepchecking, this becomes obvious when an auditor will not actually clean up achain
and skids over withholds, thus “completing” the case by leaving dozens of missed withholds
and an accordingly miserable pc.



In Routine 3D Criss Cross this becomes obvious when the auditor takes days and weeks
to find an item, then finds one that won’t check out. An item every three sessions of two hours
each is alow average for 3D Criss Cross. An item aweek is suspect. An item amonth is
obviously the average of an auditor who will not find out and is dangerous. The auditor who
uses out-rudiments always to avoid doing 3D Criss Cross is a flagrant example of a no-
discovery-please auditor.

In the CCHs, the dangerous auditor is narrowed down to prevention of executing the
auditing command. This, indeed, is the only way an auditor can make the CCHsfail. In any of
the CCHSs, the commands and drills are so obvious that only the prevention of execution can
accomplish not-finding-out. The dangerous auditor is never satisfied the pc has executed the
command. Such an auditor can be seen to move the pc’s hand on the wall after the pc hasin
fact touched the wall. Or the pc is made to do a motion over and over which is already well
done. Or the pc isrun only on processes that are flat and is halted on processes that are still
changing.

The pc is never permitted to reveal anything by the dangerous auditor. And so “auditing”
fails.

The remedies for the dangerous auditor, by class of process, are:
Class |—Repetitive Process, run in sequence
REVELATION PROCESS X1

What could you confront?

What would you permit another to revea ?
What might another confront?

What might another permit you to reveal ?

What would you rather not confront?

What would you rather not have another reveal ?
What might another hate to confront?

What might another object to your reveaing?
What should be confronted?

What shouldn’t anyone ever have to confront?

(Note: This processis subject to refinement and other processes on the same subject will
be released.)

Class [ I—Prepchecking Zero Question

Have you ever prevented another from perceiving something? (Other such Zero Questions
are possible on the theme of fear-of-discovery.)

CCHs should be used if tone arm action during any Prepchecking is less than 3/4 of a
division shift per hour.

Class | Il |—Routine 3D Criss Cross
Find Line Items as follows;

Who or What would be afraid to find out? (then get oppterm of resulting item)
Who or What would prevent a discovery? (then oppterm it)



Who or What would startle someone? (then oppterm it)
Who or What would be unsafe for you to reveal ? (then oppterm it)
Who or What would be dangerous for another to reveal ? (then oppterm it)

Note: Well run CCHs, run according to the very earliest data on them, given again on two Saint
Hill Briefing Course Tapes (R-10/6106C22SH/Spec 18, “Running CCHs” and R-
12/6106C27SH/Spec 21, “CCHs—Circuits”), benefit any case and are not relegated to the
psychotic by along ways. The CCHs do aremarkable job in making a good auditor for various
reasons. Thefirst CCH (Op Pro by Dup) was invented exclusively to make good auditors. The
CCHs 1 to 4 arerun each onein turn, only so long as they produce change and no longer,
before going on to the next. When isa CCH flat so that one can go on to the next CCH? When
three complete cycles of the CCH have a uniform comm lag it can be left. My advice in
straightening out or improving any auditor isto first flatten the CCHs 1 to 4, and then flattening
al in onerun Op Pro by Dup. Thiswould be regardless of the length of time the auditor had
been auditing in Dianetics and Scientology. Then | would do the Class Il and Class |1
processes above, preferably doing the Class 111 itemsfirst, then the Class 11 so it could go
whole track, or doing the Class 11, then the Class 111 and then the Class |1 again.

SUMMARY

Following out any part of this programme in any organization, in the field and on any
training course will vastly improve the results of auditing and enormously diminish auditing
failures.

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH:jw.rd
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THE BAD “ AUDITOR“

SUPPRESSORS

The discovery of the “other side of withholds” type of case, the person who is afraid to
find out, brings to view the reason behind al slow gain cases.

My first release was directed at auditing because good auditing is, of course, my primary
concern at the moment.

But let us not overlook the importance of this latest discovery. For hereis our roughest
case to audit, as well as our roughest auditor.

Every case has alittle of “afraid to find out”. So you may have taken HCO Bulletin of
March 8, 1962, more personally than you should have. BUT everyone’s auditing can be
improved, even mine, and adding afull willingness to find out to one’ s other auditing qualities
will certainly improve one’ s auditing ability. Here probably isthe only real case difference |
have had. My own “afraid to find out” is minimal and so | had no reality on it as abroadly held
difficulty. Where | ran into it wasin trying to account for differences amongst studentsand in
auditors who sought to audit me. Some could, some couldn’t. And this was odd because my
ability to as-is bank is great, therefore | should be easy to audit. But some could audit me and
some couldn’t. Two different auditors found me reacting as two different pcs. Therefore there
must have been another factor. It was my study of this and my effort to understand “bad
auditing” on myself as a pc that gave us the primary lead in. | made avery careful analysis of
what the auditor was doing who couldn’t or wouldn’t audit me, an easy pc. The answer, after
many tries and much study of students, finally came down, crash, to the “afraid to find out”
phenomena. Thus my first paper on this (HCO Bulletin of March 8, 1962) enters the problem
as aproblem of auditing skill.

THE ROUGH PC

The characteristic of the rough pc is not apc’s tendency to ARC Break and scream, aswe
have tended to believe, but something much more subtle.

The first observation of this must be credited to John Sanborn, Phoenix, 1954, who
remarked to mein an auditor’ s conference, “Well, | don’t know. | don’t think this pc is getting
on (the one he was staff auditing). | keep waiting for him to say, ‘Well, what do you know!" or
‘Gosh!” or something like that and he just grinds on and on. | guess you'd call it ‘No
cognition’ or something.” John, with his slow, funny drawl, had put his finger on something
hard.

The pc who makes no gain is the pc who will not as-is. Who will not confront. Who can
be audited forever without cogniting on anything.

The fulminating or dramatizing pc may or may not be a tough pc. The animal
psychologist has made this error. The agitated person is always to blame, never the quiet one.
But the quiet oneis quite often the much rougher case.



The person whose “thought has no effect on his or her bank” has been remarked on by
me for years. And now we have that person. This person is so afraid to find out that he or she
will not permit anything to appear and therefore nothing will as-is? therefore, no cognition!

The grind case, the audit forever case, is an afraid to find out case.

We need a new word. We have withholds, meaning an unwillingness to disclose past
action. We should probably call the opposite of awithhold, a “suppressor”. A * suppressor”
would be the impulse to forbid revelation in another. This of course, being an overt, reacts on
one’'s own case as an impulse to keep oneself from finding out anything from the bank, and of
course suppresses as well the release of one's own withholds, so it is more fundamental than a
withhold. A “suppressor” is often considered “ social conduct” in so far as one prevents things
from being revealed which might embarrass or frighten others.

In all cases a suppressor |eads to suppression of memory and environment. It is
suppression that is mainly overcome when you run havingness on apc. The pciswilling to let
things appear in the room (or to some degree becomes less unwilling to perceive them). The
one-command insanity eradicator, “Look around here and find something that isreally real to
you” (that sometimes made an insane person sane on one command), brought the person to
discharge al danger from one item and let it reveal itself. Now, for any case, the finding of the
suppressor mechanism again opens wider doors for havingness processes. “L ook around here
and find something you would permit to appear” would be a basic havingness process using
the suppressor mechanism.

Thus we have a new, broad tool, even more important in half the cases than withholds.

Half the cases will run most rapidly on withholds, the other half most rapidly on
suppressors. All cases will run somewhat on withholds and somewhat on suppressors, for all
cases have both withholds and suppressors.

Withholds have been known about since the year one, suppressors have been wholly
missing as a pat mechanism. Thus we are on very new and virgin search ground.

Additionally adding to the datain HCO Bulletin of March 8, 1962, another symptom of a
dangerous auditor would be (0) one who Qs and As with a pc and never faces up to the basic
guestion asked but slides off of it as the pc avoids it and also avoids it as an auditor. All
dangerous Q and A isthat action of the auditor which corresponds to the pc’s avoidance of a
hot subject or item. If the pc seeks to avoid by sliding off, the auditor, in his questions, also
slides off. Also, the auditor invites the pc to avoid by asking irrelevant questions that |ead the
pc off a hot subject.

Also add (p) who fails to direct the pc’s attention. The pc wants to cut and run, the
auditor letsthe pc run.

Also add (q) who lets the pc end processes or sessions on the pc’'s own volition.

Also add (r) who will only run processes chosen by the pc.

Also add (s) who gets no somatics during processing.

Also add (t) who isaBlack Five.

The common denominator of the dangerous auditor is “action which will forestall the
revelation of any data’.

Because the auditor isterrified of finding out anything, the whole concentration of the
auditor is occupied with the suppression of anything a process may reveal.



Some auditors suppress only one type of person or case and audit others passably.
Husbands as auditors tend more to fear what their wives may reveal to them and wives as
auditors tend to suppress more what their husbands may reveal to them. Thus husband-wife
teams would be more unlucky than other types of auditing teams as a general rule, but thisis
not invariable and is now curable if they exclusively run on each other only suppression type
processes.

Add Class|
REVELATION PROCESS X2

What wouldn’t you want another to present?
What wouldn’t another want you to present?
What have you presented?

What has another presented?

Class ||—Added Zero Question:
Have you ever suppressed anything?
ClassIIl—Add Lines:

Who or What would suppress an identity? (oppterm it)

Who or What would make knowledge scarce? (oppterm it)

Who or What would not want a past? (oppterm it)

Who or What would be unconfrontable? (oppterm it)

Who or What would prevent others (another) from winning? (oppterm it)

Who or What should be disregarded when you’ re getting something done?
(oppterm it)

Who or What would make another realize he or she hadn’t won?
(oppterm it)

(In choosing which one of the above to oppterm first, read each one of all such Class |11
Lines[including those of HCO Bulletin of March 8] once each to the pc watching the meter for
the largest reaction. Then take that onefirst. Do this each time with remaining Lines. One does
the same thing [an assessment of sorts] on Line Plot Items when found to discover the next one
to oppterm.)

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH:jw.cden

Copyright © 1962

by L. Ron Hubbard

ALL RIGHTSRESERVED



6203C19 SHSpec-122 The Bad “Auditor”

This lecture is based on HCOB 8Mar62 “The Bad “Auditor” and HCOB 15Mar62
“Suppressors”.

A person who becomes a bad auditor has a concentration on asingle ability, like all aberration.
Insanity isa*“nothing else than”. Aninsane person does something to the exclusion of all else.
The psychiatrist errsin thinking that the conduct of the insane is insane, when what makes it
insane is the concentration on one area or behavior exclusively, to an intensity that is contra-
survival. If you did everything insane people do, you would be acting sane. This avoidance
mechanism is present in everyone to some degree, but the case we are talking about (the bad
“auditor”) gets extreme reactions to running the Revelation process. [See HCOB 8Mar62 “The
Bad ‘Auditor’”.]

Thereis an interesting approach to aterror charge case that LRH used once. He had the PC
move to the beginning of track and scan forward to present time. This got the PC stuck in the
engram necessary to resolve the case, which was where he was anyhow, and the terror turned
on so hard that all four legs of the couch started chattering on the floor. The PC found and ran
the incident and got the terror charge off.

If a person can have as much charge as that, imagine how much charge could be trapped in a
valence that isterrified through and through. Terror isthe result of something having appeared
engramically and then threatening to appear again. An emotiona charge aways has an incident
of physical pain underlying it. A person cannot experience amisemotiona charge independent
of having received physical pain. Hence the term, “secondary”. If someone has the pain
incident, subsequent similar incidents can be associated with it and can restimulate the past
pain. If the PC hasn’t become accustomed to such events, one way or another, he will
suppress perception of the environment as being similar to the first incident and hence unsafe.
If the auditor is arestimulator for the PC, the PC will always omit pointing at the the auditor
during havingness, until he gets sufficiently familiar with the environment and aware of it to
key out. At this point, the PC sees the auditor and breathes a sigh of relief. [i.e. the PC finds
the auditor.]

The guy who has no somatic and hence no suppressor, if asked, “Have you ever had
something happen to your stomach?” will say, “Yes -- probably has.” The one who has had a
mysterious stomach somatic would say, “No!”, which is a dead giveaway of the suppressor.

A person suppresses environmental restimulators using the suppress in the original incident.
The original impulse to unmock, for instance, the car in the origina incident, is used to unmock
the restimulator. Just before he was hit by the car, he tried to unmock the car.... Crunch! It hit
him anyway. That made him lose. But that same “Crunch” later comes down to unmock the
restimulators, and the first incident appears to be unmocked. A thetan never gives up. He has
pictures of the car, unmocked, in the bank. When you run it out, you have to run out the
unmock before you get the actual incident. Doing atouch assist, the time it takes to run out the
suppressor isthe time it takes for the physical pain to turn on. If hewasn’t suppressing, and if
he wasn't in such a games condition with MEST, here is what would happen: The car hits him,
“Splat!” He hits atelephone pole, “Splat!” He lands on the road and gets run over by a bus,
“Splat!” If hedidn’t fed so undignified, he would simply have said, “ Splat! Splat! Splat!” and
picked up the body, uninjured. The somatic would have run out instantly. But because of his
not-is, the somatic staysin place. That isthe source of disease, somatics, etc.

A person goes through various phases of not-is, and a person’ s impulse towards not-is, if
failed, can turn into an alter-is. Hisalter-is can turn into a not-is, and his not-isinto alter-is.
So he can have a suppression stacked with a change, and that is dub-in. Dub-in follows failed
suppression, below the level of unconsciousness Dreams are dub-ins, alter-ises of the things
you can't not-is.



When, as an auditor, you feel abit leery about auditing somebody, you have entered into a
specialized field of suppression. Some auditors have difficulty only with certain types of PC’s.
Their suppression on a particular type of being is the prevention of arestimulator. They are
afraid something is going to appear. They are suppressing something. The result isto prevent
the PC from talking to the auditor, in thousands of guises. The PC mustn’t originate; he
mustn’t give up withholds, change, get acknowledged, etc. There are zillions of variations of
ways to produce this effect, including premature ack, eval, inval, overcontrol, undercontrol, Q
and A, etc., etc. All these ways combine to produce every auditing fault.

Formerly, the only cure we had was to keep the student at it long enough to run it out by
gaining familiarity with pcs and discovering that they didn’t reveal anything which damaged
him. Some, however, never did get used to it. They took the route of suppressing pcs (about
20% . About 30% got over it rather slowly and 50% rather easily, with varying degrees of
Speed.

The length of time required in training is directly proportional to the number of suppressorsyou
are trying to overcome in the student. They are dealing with the root stuff of aberration. Of
course thereislikely to be revealed from the PC some restimulator. In the likely event that this
occurs, these students will suppress the PC’s comm.

The way to handle this requires drills and familiarization with suppression, and finding who or
what would suppress. Get these things sorted out to clear up the mechanism.

Who is the person with the field (Black V, invisible field, etc.)? It’s the person with
tremendous suppression. Blacknessis difficulty of recognition; invisibility, whichisrarer, is
suppression of glass objects. A person with a black field is more likely to suppress at night
than during the day. The person who is suppressing thetans also gets an invisible field.
Whenever you suppress something in a given time-stream, you of course suppress time, so
time becomes the primary suppression, giving the instantaneousness of all timein the reactive
mind, because of the not-ising of the reactive mind.

Everybody istrying to suppress some things. Normal survival conduct calls for suppression
of counter-survival impulses. We go down from that to suppressing things that are liable to
appear, thence to suppressing things that are likely to become known (the withhold), then
suppressing things which are likely to think (This giveslots of failures and invisible fields) and
various complications and automaticities of suppression. It isonly the person who has
suppression of banks on total automatic, completely out of his own control, who is dangerous
asan auditor. Hewon't let a PC ever reveal anything, so the PC gets stuck in everything he
utters. If aprocess works today, this auditor will drop it. He will only run processes that are
flat. Theauditor will Q and A, goof, only pick up “safe’ withholds and miss al the ones that it
could do the PC good to reveal, which the PC iswilling to reveal, if asked. Thisauditor is
dangerous because missing withholds will ARC break pcs and drive them out of scientology.
The auditor doesn’t intend this; he just intends to do a good, safe job where no one gets upset
or reveals anything.

In study, if the person never lets the sense of the bulletin or tape to come through, nothing will
berevealed. Everyone, to some degree, has a staggeringly bad memory, thanks to their overts.
The person who has alot of overtsisthelast to be aware of it, because of her suppression.

A person will help another to the degree of tolerance he has for something being revealed. This
worksinto blackmail: “If you don’'t help me, I'll reveal something about you.” The reverseisto
help someone unless they are likely to reveal something. That is the bad auditor and the bad
student. Thisiswhat keeps people from employing the technology, even when they know it.



6203C19 SHSpec-123 Mechanics Of Suppression

The axioms always have been “way ahead of us. Trying to get scientology tech to catch up
with them isatough job. The axioms contain the basic data on suppressors under the heading
of “not-isness’. Not-isnessis a suppressed is-ness; it is the effort to put an isness out of
existence. Running lies out of a bank runs out alter-isness and not-isness. Alter-isnessis
change. It sits between an is-ness and a suppression. Time, mechanically, is change.

A cycle of action runs from a non-existence to an existence to non-existence. Thefirst materia
on thisis " Science of Certainty” [See PAB No. 3 “Certainty Processing”, p. 4. The earliest
reference is to Journal of Scientology, Issue 16-G “Thisis Scientology -- The Science of
Certainty”.], the something-nothing process. The cycle of action never entered in; it was just
alternate something and nothing used to unstick a maybe. Most people consider amaybe as an
unknown, though it isn’t really an unknown, except perhaps mechanically. A maybeisreally
the no-man’ s-land between the certainty that something is and the certainty that itisn't. A cycle
of action can be stacked alongside maybe, and you could say that change is maybe. It 1ooks, in
the reactive mind, as though the middle of acycle of action isamaybe, so that al changeisa
maybe, and therefore, if anything is changed, maybeit isn't.

We get a new process out of the above: the “ something-nothing” process. It is hard to word
this so that it is comprehensible to amind. We have had trouble processing not-is, something-
nothing, lies, etc. Lies get into creating, which beefs up some banks. This new process
(something-nothing), whichisa Class | process, [A Class | auditor isrelatively unskilled and
isonly permitted to audit a process that he has had success with on pcs. See p. 152 and
HCOPL 29Sep61 “HGC Allowed Processes’.] needs refinement on wording perhaps. Itis
just“Itis/ Itisn't” repetitively. If heisrun awhile on thisthe PC will move on the track. He
will also, before long, deliver up his chronic somatic, PTP, current difficulty, or whatever, by
applying the process directly to his case. What you are doing is running him on the cycle of
action. You haven't said whether the “It isn’t” is vanishment or not-isness, but the PC will
alwaysrun it as not-is, or suppressors. So you are running direct suppressors, and the thing
he is most immediately suppressing is most likely to come into view: his hidden standard or
chronic PTP.

The thing heis trying to make up his mind about is something he has said, “It is’ about, then,
not liking it, has said “It isn’t.” This has left him in the maybe or whether it ever was, is, or
will be. You would get nowhere processing someone on “maybe’, because basicaly, thereis
no such thing as maybe. Thereis only creation and the conditions of the creation. Even when a
cycle of action has been completed, it is still there asamemory. This givesthe PC arecording
of the“Itis.” You never get a pure nonexistence after an existence; the only pure nonexistence
was before the existence.

So this fantastically simple process can produce practically every other phenomenon in
scientology. It stems from existence and nonexistence, which stems from perception and
“don’ t-want-to-perceive’, which goes over into creativeness and destruction, and wild bands of
change in between. Most people avoid isnesses like the plague. In the course of running the
above process, the uncertainty of the case blows off.

The open-minded, maybe case is the normal frame of mind for modern scientists. They think
LRH isn't scientific because heis so positive; because heisnot full of maybe's. Scientists are
always on the verge of something being revealed suddenly, which scares them. Therefore,
they make bad auditors.

People that have alot of withholds don’t want their minds to be invaded. People are hung up
inrevelations. The Catholic Church is against the idea of investigating the mind. They are big
on revelations, which are al delusory. Modern science’ srevelation isthe H-bomb. But thisis
too big arevelation, so people won’t look at it; similarly with scientology. It would be more
successful to oppose the H-bomb by cutting back the revelation to an investigation of the guy



who pushes the button, [than to try to impress people with the whole picture of the H-bomb.]
With scientology, revealing that it clears people istoo much revelation. Y ou will have more
success with, “Do you have a pain? Scientology would probably take quite awhile to do
anything about that.” The person could confront that much. Y ou could run, “ Get the idea that
thereisapain there/ Get the idea that thereis no pain there.” Thiswould tum on the pain. He
could confront it, because it is slightly on, unlike his suppressed pains [so he won't be faced
with an unexpected revelation]. Check every five or six commands to make sure he has
followed the commands. Pains which appear in some [previously] non-painful areas, where
the person has some malfunction, will turn on. He will be completing old cycles of action.

Only two things can happen to a person: to have nothing appear and to have something appear.
So the two conditions of any game are appearance and non-appearance. So we get the anatomy
of games, which is the context in which LRH originally studied this subject. The opposing
player in agame either isor isn’t. The middle between “Itis’ and “It isn’'t” iswhat reads.
There are all kinds of ramifications of “It is.” Anything can be represented by “it” -- the
opposing player, the team, either team, etc. The amount of “is” the person can conceive
compared to the amount of “isn’'t” the person can conceive finds the disagreement between the
“isn’'t” and the “is’ that givesthe read. All the meter reads on is the disagreement between the
“Itis,” and the“Itisn't.” Two valencesin one mind can produce quite a disagreement, e.g. an
atheist and a Presbyterian. It isthe disagreement that gives the read, so in the case of the atheist
and the Presbyterian, you will get a big registry on the meter from either one because of the
other.

On 3DXX, you will get as much charge off running terminals as oppterms. The whole mass
goes out of balance when you discharge one; but that one won't discharge totally until you can
discharge the other. Why are they counter-opposed? It is because one says certain principles
are and the other says certain principles aren’t, and vice-versa. They are violently opposed.
You will find that thisis characteristic of every GPM package: Y ou get identities which are
opposites which make problems. So all these isnesses are opposed by all these not-isnesses.
It is heavily charged and violent because of all these disagreements.

Y ou could probably put this theory into any process. For instance, you could make a
prepcheck zero question out of it: “Have you ever considered that another didn’t exist?” or
“Have you ever insisted something was?’ With that, you would get tremendous number of
overts, since trying to damage something is trying to make it not exist, and when you are
creating something, you are asserting it is. Every overt is an assertion that something is or
isn't. Thisisall very black and white, unlike non-Aristotelian logic, which insists that
positives and negatives don’t exist. It istruethat there are gradient scales and that ultimates are
unattainable, but you would be speaking nonsense to say that positives do not exist, though
ultimates don't.

General Semantics (See Alfred Korzybski’s General Semantics) and modern science shy
completely away from positiveness and certainties. Astime drags out, positiveness reduces.
The less concept of time a person has, the less positive things seem. All you haveto beis
aware of the now-ness of the instant, and you get quite abit of isness and not-isness coming
in. This occurs during havingness: the walls seem brighter; what happens is that the not-isness
disappears and is replaced by nonexistence. It ceases being a suppression and becomes, so to
speak, an awareness of nonexistence rather than a suppression of existence. A person sits
surrounded by masses. These are all not-isnesses. The first thing the PC would say about
themisthat they don't exist. Ashe runs havingness and comes up to PT, the walls get brighter
and these things would disappear. But when you run some people on havingness, it goes from
not-isness to nonexistence on such a clear-cut track that, as you run havingness on them and
make the walls more real, their bank materializes and they have people standing in the room.
Y ou run off the not-isness by running on the isness of the wall. The not-isness that pushed the
picture into invisibility released, as the person’s reality on the wall increased. Y ou ran out the
invisibility of theisness. The “people’ have always been there, but he has not-ised them and
has had to be quite careful about them al thistime.



The fellow whom you audit on and on, who never gets any picturesisaclassic. Heistotaly
suppressing, because there is something heis deathly afraid will appear. Y ou could make alist
of “Who or what would be afraid to find out?’, oppterm the terminals, etc. Asthisran awhile,
the dead bodies that he has not-ised would start to to show up. Sometimes someone in a
weakened condition will take his attention off these things for awhile and one will materialize
and spook him. He will say that he has been blanketed.

Many people don’t have a time track; they have only a series of not-isnesses. These are the
“cam” people. Hah!

There are some pretty hideous phenomenathat can occur while running this out, but continuing
to run it will turn them off. Auditors used to get upset by this while running “not-know”.
They would get curious when the PC actually not-knew something to the point of its vanishing
and go off inaQ and A and never flatten the process. Of course, thiswasterribly restimulative
on the subject of not-find-out, the not-is button.

When the not-is disappears, the isness materializes and scares the PC to the point, at times,
where the PC decides never to let that happen again. The pictures that turn on can be more rea
than PT, for awhile. Thisisquite asurprise.

A PC gets afraid to find out, when an identity in the bank has been asserting isness and
somebody else has been asserting not-isness. Various bank phenomena turn on and off and the
PC gets stuck. Then he gets afraid to find out. Something isliable to materialize, to appear.
This makes a bad auditor. Heisjust shaky on the subject of things appearing. He can be
gotten over it educationally and/or with processing. “Itis/ Itisn't” doesit. 3DXX would do
it, as would various prepcheck and not-isness questions, etc.

Another method is a change in the withhold system. [Also see HCOB 21Mar62 “ Prepchecking
Data...”, p. 2.] To use the withhold system on suppressors, add “ Appear” before “Who”. This
might even run an engram. Go “When, All, Appear, and Who”. “Appear” is*“What might
have appeared (or revealed itself, or should have shown up) at that point?’ or “Is there anything
that didn’t show up?’ This mechanism helps get suppressors off the withhold. Beefed upin
thisway, it might be strong enough to run an engram.
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PREPCHECKING DATA
WHEN TO DO A WHAT

Prepchecking can be defeated by failing to ask a What question at the proper time.

If you ask the What question when a pc gives you a vague generality, you will find
yourself doing a*“ shallow draft” Prepcheck that never gets any meat.

When you obtain agenerality early on after the Zero question, you make it aZero A.
Y ou never ask a What question until you have managed to get a single specific overt.

Only when the pc has been steered into stating an actual overt, do you ask the What
guestion and write it down.

And when the pc gives you a specific overt, you frame the What question so as to take in
the whole possible chain of similar overts. A chain isarepetition of similar acts.

Example:

Wrong: Pc says, “| used to disconcert my mother.” Auditor says and writes down, “What
about disconcerting your mother?” as his What question. Of course the prepchecking goes
lightly nowhere.

Right: Pc says he used to disconcert his mother. Auditor steers pc into a specific time. Pc
finaly says, “I jumped out on her and startled her one time and she dropped atray of glasses.”

Now the auditor has a specific overt. The chain will be startling his mother. The What
guestion, then, which is written down and asked is, “What about startling your mother?’ and
thefirst incident the pc gave isworked over. If the needle doesn’t fall when this What is asked,
then the auditor asks for an earlier time he startled his mother. This What question isworked on
different startlings of mother and only on startlings of mother until the needle is cleaned on that
What question.

Then one asksthe Zero A, “Have you ever disconcerted your mother?” The needle reacts.
The auditor fishes around for a specific other incident. Finally gets, “1 used to lieto her.” Now
it would be an awful goof to give the What question on this one, as the pc has given no specific
incident. But the needle reacted, so the auditor writes a Zero B, “Have you ever lied to your
mother?’ and then nags away at the pc until a specific timeis recovered: “1 told her | was going
out with boys when in actuality, | dated a girl she hated.” Now write the What question: “What
about lying to your mother about dating girls?’ and work over that one time the pc gave with
the When A11 etc. If the needle reacts on the What question after a couple times over the When
A1l etc, ask for an earlier time. Get another specific incident, work it over.

Test the What question, work over exact withholds and find more incidents earlier until
that What question is clean on the needle. Then ask the Zero B. If it’s clean write nul after it. If
not find a new What on that subject as above.

When the Zero B is clean, ask the Zero A. If that’s clean, write nul after it. If not, find a
new chain. And that’ s the way it goes.



Working only generalities and never specific incidents wrecks all value of prepchecking
and upsets the pc with missed withholds.

If the pc does come up with a withhold not on the chain (example: while doing above
What, pc says, “1 aso lied to my father”) write notation (“Lied to father”) on margin for later
reference and leave it alone. Don’t pursue it. Work only one chain at atime.

Q and A isaserious thing in Prepchecking.

Moving Tone Arm

If you fail to get tone arm action while working a chain of overts on a pc (less than .25
division per 20 minutes) you are working a profitless chain. Clean it up abit and leaveit. Y our
Zero A is probably quite wrong. Be sure and ask, “Have | missed a withhold on you?’ and
clean it before so abandoning a chain.

Y ou want TA motion in Prepchecking. Find Zero and Zero A questions that do move the
TA.

It isaviolation of the Auditor’s Code to continue to audit processes that do not produce
change. Or to stop processes that do produce change. This applies to chains and subjects
selected for Prepchecking.

Social Mores

The criteria of what is a hot withhold depends utterly on the pc’sidea of What Is An
Overt. It does not depend on what the auditor thinks an overt is.

The pc is stuck in various valences in the Goals Problems Mass. Each hasits own Social
Mores. They may mt agree with or apply to current life morality at al. This can cause trouble
in Prepchecking.

Example: Pcis stuck in the valence of a Temple Priestess. Auditor is a bit fuddy on being
a school principal. Auditor keeps looking for sexual misconduct with small boys. Itisn’t on
pc’s case. Result, no TA action. Finally almost by accident, knowing nothing about the pc’s
GPM yet, the auditor disgustedly asks, “Have you ever failed to seduce anybody?’ and bang!
That'saZero A to end all Zero A’s and the pc gives up “overt” after “overt”, failed to seduce
her husband’ s friend, her sister’ s boyfriend, her kindergarten teacher, etc, etc, etc, with two
divisions of TA motion.

“Have you ever tried to cure anyone?’ isafine Zero question for al killer types.

Prepchecking is at its best after one knows some GPM items from doing 3D Criss Cross.

What are the mores of a Temple Priestess and how has the pc violated them in thislife?

Prepchecking is wonderful at any time but it really soars when one knows some of the
pc’ sterminals.

This lifetime hasn’t added anything to the GPM. It’sjust keyed it in. We live in quiet
times.

Don’t Forget “Guilty”

A fine Zero question is “ making others guilty”.



“Have you ever tried to make anyone guilty?” Pc says Policemen, he guesses. Needle
reacts. Auditor writes Zero A, “Have you ever tried to make a policeman guilty?’ He fishesfor
an actual incident, finds the pc bawled out a traffic officer, writes the What, “What about
bawling out cops?’ and we're away.

Add Appear
In the Withhold System, add “Appear, Not Appear” after All.
The question sequence becomes for any one incident:

When?
All?
Appear?
Who?

The next time around use “Not Appear”

When?

All?

Not Appear?
Who?

The phrasing of thisis, “What appeared there?’ or some such wording. And “What failed
to appear?’ for the next round.

Thisinjects “Afraid to find out” into Prepchecking with great profit and knocks the Not-1s
off the withhold.

Thiswill run awhole track incident.

Whole Track

If the pc goes back of thislifetime, let him or her go back. Now that Appear is part of the
Withhold System, it’s unlikely the pc will hang up and get stuck. But the golden rule of
Prepchecking is to always work specific incidents, work them one at a time, and go to an
earlier incident if an incident doesn’t clear easily on the needle.

Two times through When, All, Appear, Who should free locks, ten times through should
clean any engram.

If the chain you’'re working isn’t moving the TA, you're up to your neck in red herrings.
Clean “Have | missed awithhold on you?’ and abandon it.
Unknown Pins Chains

There is aways an unknown-to-the-pc incident or piece of incident at the bottom of every
chain. Only an unknown incident can make a chain of incidents react on the needle.

Y ou will always find that a chain will be sticky until the unknown incident or piece of
incident at the bottom of it is revealed. When you've got it fully revealed, the chain will go nul.
The chain will not go nul until itsbasic isreached. It can be thislifetime or aformer life. But it
sure is unknown to the pc. That's“Basic on aChain”.

Recurring Withholds



The pc that gives the same withhold over and over to the same or different auditors, has
an unknown incident underlying it. All isnot revealed on that Chain.

Missed Withholds

If you ask apc if another auditor has missed awithhold on him or her and find one, you
have a profitable chain to work in many cases.

Rudimentsin Prepchecking

When you are running a chain and in the next session you find rudiments out and use any
form of withhold question, the pc throws the session into a new chain and you will find
yourself unable to get back to yesterday’ s session.

This utterly defeats Prepchecking. Do not let it happen. In a Prepcheck session, when
getting rudiments in, avoid any suggestion of withhold questions. Use only processes that
avoid O/W entirely. See early Model Sessions.

Example: Pc has Present Time Problem. It won't resolve with two-way comm. Don’'t ask
for withholds about it or you’ll ruin your control of what’s to be Prepchecked. Use
Responsibility or Unknown on the problem. For Room use Havingness. For Auditor use
“Who would | have to be to audit you? .’

Exception: In a Prepcheck Session Ruds ask for Withholds since last session. Ask this
pointedly. “ Since the last session, have you done anything you are withholding from me?” If
you get a needle reaction, ask the same question again, very stressed. Buy only an exact
answer to that question.

If you use any version of O/W in the rudimentsin a Prepcheck session you open the door
to a new chain and you’ll spend the whole session on new chains without completing
yesterday’s session. Thisresultsin a scrambled case. Y ou have lost control of the session.

Prepchecking is a precious tool.

This bulletin covers errors being made or material evidently needed for successful
Prepchecking.

| can tell you that if Prepchecking doesn’t make a case fly for you, you need training on
meters and auditing. Thisis one process that’s adoll and if you can make it work you can do
more for a case per session than any being in history.

LRH:phjh L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1962

by L. Ron Hubbard

ALL RIGHTSRESERVED



6203C27 SHSpec-130 Prepchecking Data

[Details on correction of errorsin prepchecking.]

A PC doesn’'t prepcheck all the way to the bottom of the deck; not all levels of pcs prepcheck.
Prepchecking is not as broadly good an approach to all cases, no matter how low-toned, as the
CCH’sor even 3DXX. Both CCH’s and 3DXX go much farther south than prepchecking,
which requires some responsibility for thinkingness. Thus:

1. Prepchecking takes responsibility for doingness.
2. 3DXX takes responsibility for existingness (beingness).
3. CCH'’ stake some responsibility for mass and repetitive action (havingness).

Note that thisis a be, do, have situation. 3DXX and CCH'’s both go further south than
responsibility for doingness, which is what prepchecking attacks. It is odd that the beingness
processes (3DXX) go further south than doingness, but it is empirically true that thisisthe
case. Thereason fur thisis probably that doingness is the main punishment factor in this part
of the universe. One will admit to beingness and havingness before admitting to doingness.

If you are having alot of trouble with prepchecking; if you are not making much gain; if you
have tried for several sessionsto find an areathat produces TA without success, you should
run CCH’s. The problem is not necessarily the PC; it could be lack of auditor skill. But in any
case, CCH’swill give the PC more case gain and more auditing. It could be that the auditor is
timid or that the PC is new and the auditor doesn’t want to upset or embarrass him, or the PC
may be in the middle of a PTP of long duration that is undisclosed. The CCH’ swill discharge
PTP’ s of long duration, even if they are undisclosed. Or the PC’s moral code could be so
different from the auditor’s, so far out-of thisworld, that the auditor misses the boat on it. Or
the PC could have no confidence in the auditor’ s prepchecking. Or the PC has insufficient
responsibility to respond to any doingness. That will be handled with CCH’s. CCH-2 isless
embarrassing to start anew PC with than prepchecking, also.

After an intensive of CCH’s, the same things that didn’t produce TA before will now give TA.

The only thing that breaks an auditor’s heart is getting nothing done, so don’t abandon
responsibility for yourself by running things which get nothing done.

Most auditor errors are from not flattening processes. LRH doesn’t care what you run on aPC
aslong asyou flatten it and aslong as you get results. If you are getting TA on something, run
it. However, running limited processes beyond the point where they stop producing TA isa
hazardous operation. Pcs sometimes get off lies and feel relieved. That is just because you
didn’'t get near their overts.

Y ou should know how to crack the problem of social mores. In 3DXX, you get the terminal’s
social mores by asking the PC what would be considered anti-socia by the terminal. Y ou then
use the mores to make up zero questions, using the overt with the biggest meter reaction first.
You are liable to come up with the PC’ s oppterm and overts of failure to damage the oppterm
pretty quickly. Soyou havetofind out if itisa“plusovert” or a“minus overt”, i.e., whether it
iswhat you would expect or whether it isfrom the other side of the fence.

Every race, every species, having afourth dynamic, tends to fixate on that dynamic, and the
thetans running those bodies tend to keep running those bodies as long as they are available.
But when the species got scarce or extinct, they had to move over into something else. Thereis
no reason you shouldn’t have been an animal at one time or ancther. It isactually quite arelief.
Y ou pick up your now-1"m-supposed-to’s easily. Animals tend to stay with their now-I’m-



supposed-to’ s because they can’t talk about them. That is the only thing wrong with [being an
animal].

Asfar as nationalities are concerned, thetan transfer can really scramble things up. Say some
Indian gets a new body as an Englishman; the U.S. is now getting lots of ex-Nazi’s, ex-
Japanese, etc. On the track, the PC has often gone round and round on the Greece-Egypt-
Persia line, getting all confused about his now-I’ m-supposed-to’s. However, thereisa
dominant moral codein the 3DXX package.

Don't forget overts of omission as well as commission, plus the fruitful area of make-guilty
and being avictim. Y ou could investigate the make-guilty aspect of any zero question to get his
efforts to get amotivator on the subject which would make someone el se guilty of the overt.

If the PC tends to dodge into past lives to avoid his this-life overts, when you get in end-ruds
about half-truths, untruths, misses withholds, etc., you will pick up the avoided areas. Some
pcs need alot of clean-up on half-truths all the time; others don’t. Y ou will get to know the PC
and seeiif it is necessary.

Don’t use any form of O/W to handle ruds in prepcheck sessions or you will pile up unflat
chains, and the PC will use rudsto avoid uncomfortable hot areas.
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The CCH’ s were developed when the HGC in London was finding out that there were pcs that
weren’t gaining and were getting no results. The CCH’s don’t run things out; the CCH’s
familiarize the PC with control, communication, and havingness. The PC does an upgrade on
CCH’sin the teeth of the adage that the PC must be at cause. Actually, thereis agradient of
causativeness, from very dlight, at CCH-1, to considerable at CCH-4. The CCH’s are away
to get the PC to sit there and look at something, so he finds out he can confront it. The PC
becomes aware, through familiarization. that control, communication, and havingness are not
necessarily horrible. Asthe case goes downscale, it getsto alevel where it is predominantly
motivator and won't respond to anything else. The person does not have an adequate enough
idea of cause to be causative. Above that point, a person’s cause can be increased easily; below
that point, it can only be increased to the point of getting him to confront something going on
someplace else. That iswhere CCH’ stake over.

Instead of letting the PC run up further overts by being accusative and critical, we get him to
confront communication, control and duplication. Just communication and duplication in itself
gives case gain.

Havingness is the concept of not being prevented from reaching, or the concept of being able to
reach. A havingness process is a continuous duplication of being Able to reach. Havingness
wasn't aquirk.

CCH-1: Getting the PC to reach you enables him to communicate with the auditor; it
establishes the auditor asaterminal. This should get the PC being at cause; he cogs that he can
reach and will therefore communicate to you.

CCH-2: The PC has had his body running on a machine for ages; it operates all by itself.
CCH-2 lets the PC take over the automaticity of body motion that he has relinquished; he does
this knowingly.

CCH-3: Thiswas developed to get the PC in the same communi cation time(and space) span as
the auditor. Some people can’t put a dispatch on a comm line because they can’t tolerate
distance on the line. They always bring abody. CCH-3 gets the PC over the necessity to be
touching something in order to feel in comm with it. Thisisan effort at a gradient: How far
can the PC be from the auditor and still be in comm? For instance, some people haveto be there
in person to deliver amessage. CCH-3 lets the PC enter space into a communication. His
cause-distance-effect has been one of minimal distance, just cause-effect with no distance, so if
the PC were in the auditor’ s head, he could be audited. The PC gets the idea of communication
by duplication; CCH-3 enters space into the communication and some duplication. The PC
cogs that he can talk to the auditor and understand what the auditor istelling him to do. Keep it
very simple. The word, “contributed” introduces the idea of cause. Y ou are gradually bringing
him around to thisidea. That iswhy you ask if he contributed to the motion. You don’t care
what he answers; youare just planting the idea.

CCH-4: You are actively asking if the PC is satisfied that he duplicatedthe motion. It’'sthe PC
who should be satisfied, not the auditor, necessarily. If the PC is satisfied when he hasn’t
really duplicated the motion, the auditor’s only mistake is to contradict or criticize him or
invalidate him. If the PCiswildly off but says he isdoing it, find a ssmple motion the PC will
duplicate, so he doesn’'t keep making himself into a lier every time. Or get off the
misduplicated motion for two or three turns and then come back to it. He will eventually
improve it; he will get better.

The above isthe only reason why CCH’ s actually work. It isapeculiar fact about CCH’ s that
they don’'t even require the PC’ s agreement or approval to get gains from them. They worked
in 1956, then got altered to a point where they didn’t work because they had stopped being run
as acombination, which is asimportant as how each is done individually.



If a PC gets run on CCH’s when they are not producing change, he gets the ideathat heis
being punished. So you run it to three times through with no change, then go on to the next
CCH. Itisasimportant for the PC to not mind doing it asit isfor him to do it perfectly. The
PC will start nut doing them on the auditor’ s determinism. Running just CCH-1 for hours with
no change doesn’t offer enough randomity to cause achange. That is the trouble you get into,
tackling each one just by itself. The PC will run for two hundred hours on CCH-1 with no
results. An exception isthat you can only run CCH-1 on an unconscious person. Similarly
with touch assist, engram running, “Y ou make that body lie on that bed,” and others. With an
unconscious person, you should also cycle through three or four processes. Do the rotation
and the case will unsettle. Go through CCH’sto get them to bite; there should be enough
randomity init so it will bite. Otherwise, it might just go on and on. The CCH’s unflatten
each other. They are run tone 40. Upper indocs are vital training, e.g. “Put athought in that
ashtray,” helps the auditor get athought into aPC’s head. That isthe way they should be run.
They are atone 40 process (i.e. CCH’s1 and 2). You lay the commands into the PC’ s head,
not necessarily even verbally; just command the PC without reservation.

The CCH’s are non-verbal processes. They could be run on a deaf person. They are action
processes with a common denominator of solids, not thoughts. So do them when you are not
getting TA on thinkingness processes for several sessions. If a discussion of auditing
produces TA motion consistently, put the PC on CCH’s. The PC in such a case is not familiar
enough with control, communication and havingness to be willing or able to go into session
fairly easily. The other PC who should get CCH’ sis one who gets TA on tactile havingness.

CCH’s are not only for psychotics, though they are the only process you can run on a
psychotic. CCH’sreach far higher than was previously realized.

The need to keep doing CCH’s as long as they produce change and stop doing one when it
produces no change goes in the teeth of time and the physical universe’'s Q and A. Y ou would
think you should change one when there is change and not change when there is no change, but
thisisn't so.
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CCHsAGAIN
WHEN TO USE THE CCHs

We have today three major processes (and are about to get the bit of Class V).
These processes are:

1. TheCCHs

2. Prepchecking

3. 3D CrissCross

4.  Running 3D Criss Cross Items

Into this scheme of things the CCHs loom largely. They are our foremost “familiarization”
processes that permit the pc to confront control and duplication.

In actual fact 3D Criss Cross goes “further south” than Prepchecking. And the CCHSs go, of
course, much further south than 3D Criss Cross.

The whole criteriais tone arm motion. If you do not get more than a quarter of a division of
tone arm motion in 20 minutes of Prepchecking or 3D Criss Cross, the pc probably should be run
on the CCHs.

Here is a matter of no matter why there is no tone arm action, just put the pc on CCHs. As
Mary Sue has said, thisis aboon to any D of P. The D of P simply sees that the pc is getting only
slight tone arm action after a session or two and then puts the pc on CCHs with no further
reasoning or figure-figure on the case.

It does not matter why the pc gets slight tone arm action. It could be that the auditor is
running the wrong Zero questions. It could be the way the auditor or the pc is doing or not
doing. Don't try extensively to figure out why no Tone Arm Action, just transfer the pc to the
CCHs.

For how long? Until all CCHs (1 to 4) are runnable without somatics and reasonably flat.
Thisway you'll get more wins, better gains.

Hereisatypical casein point. A case was audited on Routine 3D, 3D XX, Sec Checking and
Prepchecking for 260 hours. In all that time one half atone arm division was all the change
except during one series of 4 sessions when she got one tone arm division on one particular Zero
question. At the end of this time the pc had made some small gains but was still incapable of
recognizing her own overts. It would have been far better to have run a hundred hours of the
CCHsfirst.

On this case, and others, the only significant tone arm action was achieved by tactile
havingness (touching things), which always brought the tone arm down one division. Tactile
havingness, as you will see, isa CCH type of process.

Thus one concludes that the CCHs (even though pcs are not metered of course while doing
CCHs) produced tone arm action while the higher level processes did not.

Therefore, a helpful (but not final) test. If you get no real tone arm action on Prepchecking
or 3D Criss Cross listing and nulling, and you do get tone arm action asking the pc to touch
things (laying down and picking up the cans often to check the TA position) you have a CCH pc.
But this test is not needful if you just follow the rule, “No TA action on 3D Criss Cross or
Prepchecking more than a quarter of adivision every 20 minutes, transfer the pc to CCHs.”



Here is another test, which has sense but again is not vital to make. If the pc gets tone arm
motion just discussing being audited, and relatively little in Prepchecking or 3D Criss Cross, it’s
timesaving to transfer the case to the CCHs.

If you notice lots of TA action on Havingness and little tone arm action on Prepchecking or
3D Criss Cross, you have a clear indication that CCHs will be all that will move the case.

If you notice lots of TA action on trying to clear the auditor in the rudiments it’s probably
best to use the CCHs. Now if only rudiments type Zero questions (beginning and end rudiments)
move the TA in Prepchecking, but other things don’t, it's a CCH case.

If the pc, for whatever reason, doesn’t get tone arm action from any verbal process, old-
time, or current, don’t investigate the reason. It may lie with the auditor or pc. Just change over to
the CCHs.

If you like, you can use a meter to handle beginning and end rudiments on a pc you’'re
running on the CCHs. It would probably help and make things run faster. Thisis not mandatory,
but knowing what we do about withholds, it might be safer.

Remember, the CCHs must be run right. The two bulletins best covering them are:

HCO Bulletin of November 2, 1961, “Training CCHs” HCO Bulletin of June 23, 1961,
“Running CCHs"

Even if you think you know all about the CCHs, read these two bulletins again before you
attempt them.

The CCHs expired in value after 1957 because the original method of running them was
altered. There's only one way to run the CCHs and you have both the above bulletins to tell you
how. They're the original CCHs and the original method of running them.

This then is the third bulletin in this sequence. It tells you when to run the CCHs. HCO
Bulletin of November 2, 1961, tells you how each oneisrun. HCO Bulletin of June 23, 1961, tells
you how they’re run as a series on a pc. And now we can state here When.

A lot of stuff about CCHs being only for psychos has not helped their use. We now find that
cases along way from psycho won't move easily unless the CCHs are used first.

“A lot of Tone Arm Motion” is defined as at |east three-quarters of a division motion on
the Tone Arm dial in any 20 minutes of auditing.

“Not much Tone Arm Motion” is defined as one-quarter of a division of Tone Arm
Motion in 20 minutes of auditing.

Judgment must be used in this, of course. You can have a pc who usually gets good Tone
Arm Motion but, for a session, gets little. That doesn’t mean jump to the CCHSs. If the pcis
routinely subject to Not Much Tone Arm Motion, you must switch to the CCHs.

Ds of P, Staff Auditors, and Field Auditors, watch the auditor’s reports and ook back
through the pc’sfile. You’ll find alot of enlightenment on why the pc was “tough”. No Tone
Arm Motion.

| hope this sorts it out for you. It has for me.

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH:ph.rd

Copyright © 1962

by L. Ron Hubbard

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED



6204C03 SHSpec-131 The Overt-Motivator Sequence

The solution to what you do with 3DXX items is the resolution of what makes the overt-
motivator sequence. There are processes that undo the overt-motivator sequence. For along
time, LRH has wanted to undo it instead of running it, knowing that it is a junior sequence.
How could you liveif you had to get a motivator for every overt? It isevidently avery junior
idea, invented to prevent people from attacking.

If the only thing that ever affected anybody was himself, ultimately, one would have a perfect
alibi: one would never do anything to anyone, anyplace. LRH knew the overt-motivator
sequence was limited, but he couldn’t find the entrance point. He must have tried 1500 to 2000
combinations, trying to blow the thing as itself. If you are the only one that affects you,
numerous things apply. For one thing, you wouldn’t be able to keep the same time track as
others. So there is something wrong with the overt-motivator sequence. But, at the same time,
everybody has fallen for it and can be processed. The overt-motivator sequence runs nicely
when handled as a mechanism to prevent people from attacking. One process you could useis,
“What shouldn’t attack? What shouldn’t you attack?’ (or synonyms for “attack™). It
could also be varied with “could/couldn’t” and “have/haven’t”. If you got someone who was
sitting in a bunch of overts and motivators to list what they shouldn’t attack, [you might get
somewhere]. That was the lead-in on the research level. Not wanting to be attacked, one tells
others that they shouldn’t attack you and what they shouldn’t attack. They do the same to you,
so eventually it looks like you have an overt-motivator sequence. The most sensible thingin
the world is that there are things which you, in a human body, shouldn’t attack. The physical
universe teaches the lesson that if you attack these things, you get hurt. Thisisabasic
learningness, and it underlies all the overt-motivator phenomena. When you attack MEST, you
lose havingness. Then, having learned not to kick paving blocks, you have learned that what
you do to others will happen to you. Thisisactually not true at all; it is merely a philosophical
extrapolation. It goes back to Newton’s Second Law: inertia, which isaphysical universe law.

A withhold is basically nothing more than your unwillingness to attack or to be attacked. You
could take any withhold a person has and run off, “Who shouldn’t attack you about that?’ or
“What shouldn’t you attack in that way?’ and the withhold will evaporate.

LRH never learned not to attack. People have tried to teach him, but they have failed. He was
once looking to see what, on the track he felt worst about doing. It looked for awhile as
though doing anything to anybody’ s mind was the most destructive thing you could do. There
was some sense and workability to this, but it proved not to be true. It was the attacking of
energy involved that seemed bad. It isnot even bad to attack energy; it’sjust that people have
tried to convince each other that it is, so you become allergic to energy.

The definition of “being good” is the same as the definition of “being overwhelmed”. Every
fighting man LRH ever had under him was alwaysin bad with other people at atime when they
needed fighting men. The shore patrol only liked the people who weren’t worth a damn. Of
100 men, six or seven would be totally able, competent, active fireballs. It bugged LRH that
these were the guys who were always in trouble. There would be dozens of nice guys who got
commendations and bonuses but who were ineffective in action.

The world has built up a series of superstitions about people. The animal psychologists
textbooks are full of them: the mirage of “ought-to-be’. The message is, “Beware of anybody
who is active!” The civil defense manuals of the U.S. government, in the section on
psychology, has provisions to nab and put away anyone who gets active and tries to do
something about the situation. The civil defense system is based on the idea that thereisathing
called “government” that is composed of “people’. They are going to take over the country in
case of attack. At the moment of attack, no oneis supposed to do anything but be taken over
by the government.



Asearly as 1941, LRH noticed that war is the antithesis of organization. In combat, it breaks
down to the being, the man on the job, not the well-organized machinery, which actually isjust
men anyway. If you are going to organize, organize for chaos and count on the individual, not
some great third dynamic shadow. Individuals are quite destructable in areas of disaster, so
plansfall apart. For thisreason, in space opera societies, there were indestructable dolls.

Incidently, in planning something, pin your schedule to event not to the clock.

All the systems are geared to “good people”. Thereis supposed to be some great reservoir of
good people to draw on, but where isit? These people are supposed to appear and make
everything go right. Then, in case of attack, they are supposed to stop anyone who isn’t
wearing their magic badge from directing or organizing people. The people who handled civil
defense in various war areas in chaos conditions, aren’t even in the civil defense organization.
All you have got, ultimately, isabeing. Not punch-tape card systems, not magical creatures.
Theindividual isthe building block. They are either competent or not.

When an individual ceases to be able to run his own life, you can always have some group
idiocy like Communism, which takes responsibility for conduct out of the hands of the
individual and give it to some Godhelpus monster. One way they think they will create the
reservoir of good people who will then tell everyone what to do is to use selective breeding,
etc.

The basis of theindividual is his ability to observe, to make decisions, and to act. He hasto be
able to inspect and know what he islooking at and where he islooking. He must be able to
make a sensible summary of it and be able to act in accordance with what he has inspected.
Thisistrue of astudent, asoldier, or anybody. If any of the above abilities are missing, you
will get abad result. 1n making anything, from a perfect government to a more livable world,
the basic building block you are working with is always and only the individual. Then the
guestion arises: |s he competent or incompetent? Can he do hisjob?

If someone cannot observe and make decisions about what he has observed, heisin a bad
way. You will never have a workable Utopia unless you have individuals who can observe,
decide, and act. If you go in the direction of a system that isn’t designed to make individuals, it
isasystem which will fail. It will end in slavery and denial to the individual of the right to
observe, decide, and act. The only system that isjustified is one which pushes people in the
direction of observation, decision, and acting.

The reason for the form of the org is to create agreement amongst its members. One odd thing
about scientology organizations is that, as people get their cases better together, the
organizations get more able to act on their own and at the same time to be more in concert. To
the degree that individuals can observe, decide, and act, systems are unnecessary.

If we have systems that depend utterly on making people “good”, without inspection or
decision, but only on some “now-1’ m-supposed-to” automaticities, the systems will fail. Such
asystem isonly achieved by overwhelming a person with energy, showing him that he will get
into more action than he can stand if he does not concur with the right actingness. The message
is, “We can create more actingness and energy than you can, so therefore you better get into
this small actingness.” It is the out-create of action that brings about the fixed actingnessthat is
known as “being good”. Y ou can thereby snarl peopleinto line.

A system only works in the direction of consulting people’s observation of things. But the
world operates on the basis of things like Faith and Discipline. People fixate on the “good”
action when the alternative is confronting some supposedly unconfrontable action. When you
have atotally disciplined nation, you have atotal failure. Thisisthe route to decadence; people
observeless and less. Thisishow civilizations decay and become “old” and decadent. Such a
society can be overwhelmed by any hostile energy mass that shows up, since its people have
been trained not to confront energy masses, it gets licked up by any chaos.



Theway an individual ages and diesisto give up his power of observation and decision and to
act on the basis of not being able to do as much as he used to be able to do or to stand as much
as he used to be able to stand. He attributes this to advancing age, not to being able to stand
less. The source of advancing age is being able to stand less. Aging is caused by alessening
ability to confront action. It isnot that the individual can’t confront as much action. He ages
because he believes he can’t confront as much action.

The concern of an individual with actioniis:
1. Co-action

2. Attacking energy

or

3. Being attacked by energy.

“Anindividual isfirst as big as the universe and then he selects out half of it to fight and so
becomes half the size of the universe, and then selects out half of the remaining universe to
fight and so becomes one fourth the size of the universe and then selects nut half of the
remainder to fight and so becomes one eighth the size of the universe. And | could go on and
enumerate these steps, but why should I, when here you are? Y our size in relation the universe
isdirectly determined by only one thing: ... the amount of randomity you can confront,” or the
amount of attack you think you are subjected to or care to subject the universe to. This
determines thetan size. It is how much you feel you can take on or how much you feel may
take you on.

Thisisthe mathematics of a civilization: Say we have 100,000 people. At first one says, “I can
take on any one or more of you who messes me up.” They all feel like that at first. Then one
day, someone gets hurt and can’t fight, so he and some other weaklings invent justice. Justice
says that when one person errs, everyone else in the society is banded together against him, as
the government. So it’s one person versus the government, representing some tens of millions
of people. Civilizationisrigged inthisway. The thetan conceives thisto be atoo-manyness,
so he is overwhelmed and obeys the law of the realm. When you get old and creaky, you
subscribe to the idea of justice. Honest force is better then collective myth. LRH’s method of
justiceis not based on this “will of the people’; it is based on his own preference for peace and
order.

All “goodness” is brought about by force, never by philosophic persuasion. Action based on
observation and decision isfine. Action based on police threat, threats from parents, etc., is
something else. A true civilization would be based on observation. The oddity isthat Manis
basically good. He gets a synthetic “bad” valence that he can get into and then be bad. Every
3DXX itemiseither alive that you have lived or your idea of somebody else (the oppterms).
Thereisn't actually any “somebody else” in the bank.

All that iswrong with Man is hisimprisonment in evil, but the evil isfalse. Wetell afellow
that he is evil and convince him that he shouldn’t attack because everything elseisgood. This
can be put as Karma: whatever you have done will be revisited upon you; you will pay for
everything you have ever done. Thisisn’t quite the same as the overt-motivator sequence,
which is the rule that you have to lay yourself open to feeling bad about something, to a
motivator, by the commission of an overt. That rule holds, but only because there is an area
you have conceived you mustn’t attack.

The reason the wall is stably there for you and can trap you is that somewhere down deep you
consider it sacred. Y ou have certain sacred valences. They mustn’t be attacked; you have
convinced everybody that they mustn’t be attacked. People get upset when you attack atemple
priestess or a sacred cow. Actually, however, all mechanisms of slavery should be attacked.
The toughest valencesin 3DXX are al'so mechanismsto prevent you from being attacked, as



you know you would beif your deed were known. Theideaisto have a good, non-attackable
beingness. The only catch isthat we fall from the other non-attackable beingnesses around us.

The basic mechanism of getting people not to attack is to show them that attacking will hurt
them. That isthe whole lesson they teach in war.

If the MEST universeis still here, it must be that we consider that it shouldn’t be attacked.
Otherwise it would have been as-ised. And that isaso why it can hurt you when you attack it.
Sometimes it attacks and hurts you even when you haven't attacked it, e.g. when you are hit by
lightning or a cliff falls on you.

Having learned the lesson that one will harm oneself if one attacks, we get the overt-motivator
sequence. If you teach enough people this, you will have a civilization, but they will all be
enslaved. They will all be trapped, and none of them will be able to observe clearly or decide
clearly or to act decisively. Sooner or later they will all go crazy. That isreally all that is
wrong with the human mind. The only real penalty of attack isthat if you attack something, it
will disappear. Thereisno liability, actually, in attacking anything, but there is tremendous
liability in not attacking. Overt attack, as opposed to uncontrolled attack left on automatic,
doesn’t do anything except get rid of havingness. If it was undesired havingness, what is the
difference?



6204C05 SHSpec-128 The Sacredness of Cases -- Pan-determinism, Self-
determinism, Other-deter minism.

Why isyour case sacred, if it is? Sacred = don't attack == preserve = protect = survive. Now
we understand a theetie-weetie case. To atheetie-weetie case, everything is sacred; his attitude
is, “mustn’t attack it, mustn’t be attacked, must protect, preserve, survive. This attitude
especially appliesto his case. That isthe only reason anyone ever has for no resultsin
processing. The secret of thisuniverseisthat it isasacred universe and shouldn’t be attacked.
It istoo sacred. This puts every poor thetan who comesinto it on a“shouldn’t attack”, which
has the result of putting attack on automatic.

There are three states of mind:

1. Pan-determinism: One can control or attack or whatever, one chooses, on one's own choice,
on either side of the situation. This gets into bad repute when it is confused with shady control.

2. Self-determinism: This carries with it the idea that the otherside of the group or situation is
bad.

3. Other-determinism: This= nuts. Heis never for himself; heis always for the other guy. In
any argument he is “reasonable”; he will defend whatever you attack. He claimsto be
impartial, but heis not; heisfor whatever you are against.

All kinds of conflicts arise with pan-determinism over how you will continue it. People
generally don’t continue it but dop off into self-determinism.

Politics is based on the inability to choose a successor. A benevolent monarchy isideal, for
example, except for that problem. Any form of politicsis only necessary because you cannot
guarantee that a good successor will follow a benevolent monarch. So existing forms of
government are all out of PT, in the future. A good king would be pan-determined, but people
can’'t guarantee that if he died they would get another one, so they have to become Specialists
or Fascists or whatever. When a government can’t guarantee that you won't get a choice of
government by civil war, you have an unstable government. Thisiswhat sank the Roman
Empire. For the next thirteen hundred years you got the Divine Right of kings, lineal
succession, etc. Thisall resulted from the failure of the Roman republic. Thisis essentially
asking the G.E. to take over therule.

Other-determinism is hard to see because it is alower scale mockery of pan-determinism. This
person is never self-determined, always other-determined. Such aperson is not for himself. If
everybody is against you, then you must be against you also. Otherwise you are out of
agreement with the whole universe.

Thisisthefirst level of case that will give you trouble. Since heis not for himself, being
appealed to to run out his engrams to benefit himself won't have any effect. All cases, at
various parts of the track, get stuck in one of these phases.

Periods of illness demonstrate this phenomenon. People who are under heavy attack or heavy
responsibility can get into it easily. A leader in awar gets other-determined, partly because of
overts committed during the war. The state of mind can differ for different areas of life and
different activities. Only in the area where a person is consistently other-determined do you
have a persistent somatic. Heis attacking himself, so he can have a somatic.

When we get to the point where the whole individual is pan-determined, self-determined, or
other-determined, we have chronic states of sanity.

A 3DXX termina can bein one of severa different states;



1. Pan-determined: Y ou won't find it, because it will never have hung up.
2. Self-determined: It will be somewhat troublesome and part of a GPM.

3. Other-determined: 1t will nearly whip you, because you can never help the PC in the vicinity
of the other-determined valence.

People are most likely to keep and protect other-determined valences that are totally against their
best interests. It is difficult to move a person on the track near one of these because every time
you hit them, they survive and the PC doesn’'t. The PC isalwaystheloser. The PC will get
very reasonable about the terminal; he appears pan-determined and helpful, but he is actually
being other-determined.

It doesn’t stop there. When you get into that area, the terminal will attack the PC. This
accounts for the self-destructive impulse in Man [Death wish, asin Freud]. The world operates
on the ideathat everyone elseison akick of self-preservation, but they are not. Someareon a
succumb. To an auditor or organization, they look to be executioners. We only get in trouble
when we refuse to fill the [complementary] role. The thing to do, when someone goes around
slandering the organization is not to sue him for slander but to present him with a confession
and an award of damages for having slandered, all legally drawn up. Present it to him and he
will go ahead and sign it, and you can execute it in court. The guy has only one enemy:
himself. If you keep worsening the deal in legal matters, he will eventually settle up. In
Auditing, don’t make the prepcheck questions easier. Make them tougher, since the PC will
only buy things that make them think they are bad, succumbing. A person in this state will
make things worse than is actually true; he will admit to more things than he has actually done,
when prepchecked. Thisis the best stuff to audit, since he is nuttiest where he is other-
determined. Heisalso hard to audit. Insofar as heis trying to succumb, he will convert
whatever you give himin the way of help into amotivator.

Other-determinism is a successful “sacred-ity”. An other-determined person has agreed 100%
that a certain valence or identity is something that shouldn’t be attacked. Other-determined
valences have, astheir least common denominator, “shouldn’t attack” and “ must be preserved”.
If you wanted to be perfectly safe in this society, what would you be? Y our answer isa
sacredness item. Anything that you can’t attack becomes an other-determinism, never a self-
determinism.

To some degree, all 3DXX items are other-determinisms, and the whole GPM itself is an other-
determinism that is seeking to destroy the person who has got it. “Sacredity” isatrap. If you
operate on the principle of “Don’t speak evil of the dead; don’t attack the dead,” you are
essentially saying, “Don’'t as-isthe dead,” and what you get is a bank stacked up with the dead.
When you operate on the principle, “Don’t be mean to (communicate with) the sick,” you get
sick. Thisisthe result of the ideathat sickness is sacred. Anything sacred is “safe” and
mustn’t be attacked. It isvery attractive to become such athing, and thetans do.

A valenceisa“sacred-ity”, a“shouldn’t attack”, a*“shouldn’t really look at”, a*shouldn’t
commwith”. Therefore, you get more and more other-determinism. The most sacred of all the
PC’sitemswill be the one of highest other-determinism and the one that is most destructive of
the PC’s own self-determinism. If it can’'t be attacked, it can’'t be controlled or reached (no
havingness); it can’t be communicated with or defeated. So it will completely determine the
PC; it will overwhelm him. It isdangerous. It issacred.

So that is the key to the GPM. The person isit, while it destroys him. It slaps the guy back
with somatics every time he puts his head up or tries to be anything other than this other-
determined valence.



6204C05 SHSpec-129 As-isness: People Who Can and Can’t As-is

Thingsthat won't as-isinclude:

1. Things you don’t know about.

2. Things you can’t communicate with and that can’t communicate with you.
3. Things that are not as-ised because there is nothing there to do any as-ising.

An operating G.E. doesn’t as-is things, so any mechanism that makes nothing out of the thetan
isnon-as-isable, A thetan is“nothing” only in regard to MEST attributes. It still has abilities.
If you had something that made nothing of the thetan’s ability to look, create, do, cause, etc.,
there would be areverse not-is, where instead of the person not-ising the item, the item not-ises
the the person. That, of course, is the most dangerous valence. Religions often have
campaignsto get rid of all the evil spirits. Earlier religions often admit the existence of non-
malignant beings -- spirits like leprechauns, etc. When areligion has been totally successful, it
manifestsitself in a society where the spirit is totally unknown and there are no spirits. Beware
of that society. It is pretty far south. Itisatotal overwhelm of you, the thetan. The soul is
something you take care of (an other-determinism) which you send off at your demise to some
pie-in-the-sky sanitarium.

How is this manifested in our present world? Take the “exact science” of physics, for
example. Thefirst fundamental of elementary physicsisthe conservation of energy and mass.
Thisisvery “reasonable”. We cannot destroy or create energy, and massisreally energy. The
guestion is, “How can you have an expanding universe with a constant amount of energy?”’
Why is there no conservation of space? No wonder physicists go nuts. They are dealing with
something they can neither create nor destroy, so it is sacred. However, you are likely to find
times on the backtrack when you violated the conservation of energy.

If you can’t do anything to energy, time becomes inexorable. Timeis a postulate; it is not
monitored by the change in space of particles, but one becomes aware of time through change
of space of particles. The physicist isactually just a priest gone mad. He discovers that the
principles he has sworn to -- conservation of energy, etc. -- are a bit shaky, so he getsto be
like aboy whistling past agraveyard. This happens when he studies nuclear physics. Now he
istrying to maintain one set of principles, while experimenting with a contradictory set. Soitis
no wonder that nuclear bombs are the main threat to civilization: the first thing afellow who is
in the condition the physicist isin would do is to destroy himself. Heis asking for an
executioner. We hear of the dedication of science, which means, “All for science; nothing for
me. No individual should have aright to his own inventions; patents belong to the university
or corporation.” The scientist will accuse the scientologist of maintaining secrecy.

A person in that condition is defending the sacredness, the unreachability of the mind. He
thinks that there is nothing there to do the as-ising. Therefore, those valences which you have
the most trouble running out are those which deny the existence of the thetan, because then
thereisno onethereto as-isthe valence. Theleast as-ising situation isthat of being an object.

When you look over itemsto run, the E-meter will indicate, not the toughest to as-is, but the
easiest. Afteritisrunand theindividual hasincreased his own beingness to the extent of not
being what you have just run out, now he can be assessed again and become aware that heis
not quite the nothing-there valence. It didn’t read before, but now it will register.

Lots of vegetables and flowers read on the meter. The more endurance there isin the plant, the
MESTier it is, thelessit will register. The greater the effort to survive something has, the
MESTier itis. Tomatoes read more than trees. So in the early stages of sorting out 3DXX,
you will get no reaction on those things that should be run. The PC isin the condition of not-
know about them. They arethere, but heisn’t there. This adds up to atotal overwhelm.



When you start differentiating items and nulling items, the PC starts feeling that there is some
beingnessto them. You at least have the PC in PT, exterior enough to say, “Y es, somewhere
on the track thereisawhizzer.” Up to then, he couldn’t say awhizzer was on the track because
he was awhizzer, without being there at all. Until then, all you had was awhizzer, not a thetan
plus awhizzer or inspecting a whizzer. So assessing and differentiating these items leaves a
person more and more able to inspect and lessens his identification with MEST, because all
these valences are composed of matter, energy, space, and time, and trapped postulates. |.e.
GPM'’ s have trapped postulates in them. The person doesn’t see himself come out of them; he
seestheideas come alive. So 3DXX isagradient scale of bailing someone nui.

The items which the PC can’'t as-is are the ones where there is nothing to as-is them with. He
isjust in them, but not THERE in them. They just are and look to him like packages of MEST
when he first looks at them. When you first encounter them, he is that MEST. So your
approach could be to notice a doingness he has and to list, “Who or what would oppose that?’
From this, he will get some item, which he sees as an actual identity off his own past track.
Y ou can find what opposed that, continually getting him more and more able to observe these
identities, hence more and more aware of self, so he can as-ismore. That iswhy 3DXX gives
constant gain.

If you are not getting TA action during listing on 3DXX, you are not there, and they are not
there enough to have you there, so nothing is as-ising. At this point, you can use CCH’s.
Then the beingness of auditor and PC appear and there can be observation of an identity. There
is an extreme gradient of case date:

SOUTH

1. Picking up future items,

2. Picking up PT items. CCH’scut in here.
3. Picking up present life items.

NORTH

4. Picking up past life items.

CCH'’ s cut the person in on this scale at PT, with the identities of the auditor and the PC. The
PC gets ahigher and higher ability to differentiate between himself and the auditor. Op Pro by
Dup, run long enough, gets the PC out of the body and able to observe the body doing the
process. Op Pro by Dup shows the PC forcefully that heis not an “it”. Exteriorization by
some more sudden process can shock him. He will go back in, into some other valence or
something. Blowing him out of his head on an other-determinism is very unstable. If you
exteriorize someone on your determinism, he won’t remember it or he will invalidate it,
because he can’t have not being athing. 3DXX is an exteriorization process with avery gentle
gradient. The last item to come off is the most sacred, the one which was him. It is not
something that can be in any way characterized no described. Itisjust “me’.

How does a person get so interiorized? He asserts that an identity or an object will react. That
isthe clue to all future interiorization. Thisisthe first gradient on the overt - motivator
sequence: “1f you do something, this paper will react,” then, “It will do something to you.”
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CCHs
AUDITING ATTITUDE

Thisis an important bulletin. If you understand it you will get results on hitherto
unmoving cases and faster results (1 hour as effective as aformer 25) with the CCHs.

Here iswhat happened to the CCHs and which will continue to happen to them to damage
their value:

The CCHs in their most workable form were finalized in London by mein April 1957.
That was their high tide of workability for the next five years. After that date, difficulties
discovered in teaching themto auditors added extraordinary solutions to the CCHs (not by me)
which cut them to about one twenty-fifth of their original auditing value. Pcs thereafter had
increasing difficulty in doing them and the gain lessened.

How far were the CCHs removed from original CCH auditing? Well, the other night on
TV | gave ademonstration of the proper original CCHs which produce the gains on pcs. And
more than twelve old-time auditors (the lowest graded ones out of 36) thought they were
watching a demonstration of entirely foreign processes.

Although these auditors had been “well trained” on the CCHs (but not by me) they did
not see any similarity between how they did them and how they saw me do them. Two or three
students and two instructors thought they were being done wrong. Even the higher ranking
students were startled. They had never seen CCHs like this.

Yet, the pc was very happy, came way up tone, lost a bad before-session somatic and
within 48 hours had a complete change in a chronic physical problem, all in 11/2 hours of
proper original CCHSs.

The students and instructors “knew they weren’t watching the correct CCHS’ because
there was no antagonism to the pc, because the Tone 40 was not shouted, because there was no
endurance marathon in progress. There was just quiet, positive auditing with the pc in good,
happy 2-way communication with the auditor and the auditor |etting the pc win.

In the student auditing of the next two days, some shadow of the demonstration’s attitude
was used and the cases audited gained much faster than before. Yet at |least two or three still
feel that thisisfar too easy to be the CCHs.

In five years, the CCHSs, not closely supervised by me, but altered in training, had
become compl etely unrecognizable (and almost resultless).

Why?

Because the CCHs were confused with Op Pro by Dup which was for auditors. Because
the CCHs became an arduous ritual, not a way to audit the pc in front of you. The CCHs
became a method of auditing without communicating, of running off strings of drills without
being there. And the CCHs are so good that even when done wrong or even viciously they
produced some dlight gain. The CCHs shade from bright white to dark grey in results, never to
black.



Having been perverted in training to a system to make auditors audit them, they became
something that had nothing to do with the pc.

What these students saw demonstrated (and which upset them terribly) wasthis:

The auditor sat down, chatted a bit about the coming session with the pc, explained in
general what he was about to do. The session was started. The auditor explained the CCH 1
drill in particular and then began on it. The pc had a bit of embarrassment come off. The auditor
took the physical reaction as an origination by the pc and queried it. The routine CCH 1 drill
went on and was shortly proved flat by three equal responses. The auditor went to CCH 2. He
explained the drill and started it. This proved to be flat. The pc did the drill three times without
comm change. The auditor explained and went to CCH 3. Thisaso proved flat and after athree
times test, the auditor came off it, explained CCH 4, and went to CCH 4. This proved unflat
and was gradually flattened to three equally timed correct responses by the pc on a motion the
pc could not at first do. About 50 minutes had elapsed so the auditor gave a ten minute break.
After the break the auditor went back to CCH 1, found it flat, went to CCH 2 and found the pc
jumping the command and, by putting short waits of different lengths before giving
commands, knocked out the automaticity. The auditor went on to CCH 3, found it flat, and
then to CCH 4 which was found unflat and was accordingly flattened. The auditor then
discussed end ruds in a general way, got a summary of gains and ended the session.

All commands and actions were Tone 40 (which is not “antagonism” or “challenge”). But
the pc was kept in two-way comm between full cycles of the drill by the auditor. Taking up
each new physical change manifested asthough it were an origin by the pc and querying it and
getting the pc to give the pc’ sreaction to it, this two-way comm was not Tone 40. Auditor and
pc were serious about the drills. There was no relaxation of precision. But both auditor and pc
were relaxed and happy about the whole thing. And the pc wound up walking on air.

These were the CCHs properly done. With high gain results.

The viewers saw no watchdog snarling, no grim, grim PURPOSE, no antagonistic
suspicion, no pc going out of session, no mauling, no drill-sergeant bawling and KNEW these
couldn’t be the CCHs. There was good auditor-pc relationship (better than in formal sessions)
and good two-way comm throughout, so the viewers KNEW these weren't proper CCHSs.

Wéll, | don’'t know what these gruelling blood baths are they’re calling “the CCHs’. | did
them the way they were done in April 1957 and got April 1957 fast results. And the processes
aren't even recognized !

So somewhere in each year from April 1957 to April 1962 and somewhere in each place
they’ re done, additives and injunctions and “now |I’m supposed to’s’ have grown up around
these precise but easy, pleasant processes that have created an unworkable monster that is
called “the CCHs’ but which definitely isn’t.

Not seeing the weird perversions but seeing the slow graph responses, the vast hours
being burned up, | began to abandon recommending the CCHs after 1959 as too long in others
hands. | didn’t realize how complicated and how grim it had all become.

Well, thereal CCHs done right, done the way they’ re described here, are afast gain
route, easy on auditor and pc, that goes al the way south.

Take areread of the June and November bulletins of last year (forget the 20 minute test, 3
times equally done are enough to see a CCH isflat) and, not forgetting your Tone 40 and
precision, laying aside the grim withdrawn militant auditor attitude, try to do them as pleasantly
as you find them described in the above outlined session, and be amazed at the progress the pc
will make.



The CCHs easy on auditor and pc? Ah, they’ d observed alot of CCHs and never any that
were easy on auditor or pc. Everybody came to know it was a bullying, smashing, arduous
mess, afight in fact. The only trouble was, the gains vanished when the ARC ran out.

Today, put any pc on the original CCHs done as above until they’re flat, then go to 3D
Criss Cross and the pc will fly.

Surely you don’t have to look and sound so hungry, disinterested and mean when you
audit the CCHs. Y ou want to clear this pc, not make him or her into a shaking wreck. The
CCHs are easily done (when they’re done right).

They’ Il get lost again, too, unless you remember they can get lost.

| believe Upper Indoc should be canceled in Academies and extra time put on just the
CCHsasit isthe Upper Indoc attitude carried over that makes the CCHs grim.

SUMMARY

The PURPOSE of the CCHs isto bring the pc through incidents and into present time. It
isthe reverse of “menta” auditing in that it gets the pc’s attention exterior from the bank and on
present time. By using Communication, Control and Havingness thisis done. If you make
present time a snarling hostility to the pc, he of course does not want to come into present time
and it takes just that much longer to make the CCHs work.

Y ou do the CCHs with the Auditor’s Code firmly in mind. Don’'t run a process that is not
producing change. Run a process as long as it produces change. Don’t go out of 2-way comm
with the pc.

Complete every cycle of the process. Don't interject 2-way comm into the middle of a
cycle, useit only after acycleis acknowledged and compl ete.

Don’'t end a process beforeit isflat. Don’t continue a process after it isflat.

Use Tone 40 Commands. Don’t confuse antagonistic screaming at the pc with Tone 40.
If you haveto manhandle a pc, do so, but only to help him get the process flat. If you have to
manhandle the pc you' ve already accumulated ARC breaks and given him loses and driven him
out of session.

Improve the ability of apc by gradient scale, give the pc lots of winson CCH 3 and CCH
4 and amongst them flatten off what he hasn’t been able to do.

The CCH drills must be done precisely by the auditor. But the criteriais whether the pc
gets gains, not whether the auditor is a perfect ritualist.

Exact Ritual is something in which you should take pride. But it exists only to accomplish
auditing. When it exists for itself aone, watch out.

Audit the pcin front of you. Not some other pc or a generalized object.

Use the CCHs to coax the pc out of the bank and into present time.

Take up the pc’s physical changes as though they were originations. Each time anew one
occurs, take it up with 2-way comm as though the pc had spoken. If the same “ origination”
happens again and again only take it up again occasionally, not every timeit happens.

Know what’ s going on. Keep the pc at it. Keep the pc informed. Keep the pc winning.
K eep the pc exteriorizing from the past and coming into present time.



Understand the CCHs and what you’ re doing. If it all deteriorates to mereritual you'll
take 25 to 50 times the time necessary to produce the same result as | would.

The auditing is for the pc. The CCHs are for the pc. In auditing you win in the CCHs
only when the pc wins.

LRH:jw.rd
Copyright © 1962

by L. Ron Hubbard L. RON HUBBARD
ALL RIGHTSRESERVED
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DETERMINING WHAT TO RUN

Here is some good news for you. Recently | completed surveys on pcs establishing the
general workability of processes. From there | found there was a simple way of establishing
what should be run on a given pc.

The entire test is by tone arm action.
The table follows:
Considerable tone arm action during rudiments—do CCHs.

No tone arm action during rudiments and no decent tone arm action on
prepchecking or 3D Criss Cross—do CCHs.

Considerable tone arm action during havingness processes—do CCHs.

Minimal tone arm action during 3D Criss Cross—do CCHs.

Minimal tone arm action during prepchecking—do CCHs.

Good tone arm action during listing in 3D Criss Cross—do 3D Criss Cross.
Good tone arm action during prepchecking—do prepchecking or 3D Criss Cross.

There is a phenomenon known as the “Drift Down” which is not actual tone arm action.
The pc starts in on prepchecking or 3D Criss Cross with the tone arm high, and as listing goes
on the arm gradually drifts down and lingers on and on at the lower read. Thisis not really tone
arm action. The pcisjust drifting toward the read of an item . In this the tone arm does not go
up or down, back and forth. It just drifts slowly and evenly down over the first half hour
period of listing and stays there.

Similarly, there is the “Drift Up” of the tone arm during prepchecking or listing. The
constantly rising needle gradually raises the tone arm up to a high read which finally just stays
there. This“Drift Up” is not actually tone arm motion. It isjust the pc’s refusal to confront.

By “considerable”, “good” or “adequate” tone arm action, we mean about three-quarters
of adivision change in twenty minutes of auditing. Judgement has to be used in establishing
this action, as for many minutes a tone arm may hang up even on an easy case before it begins
to move again.

By minimal tone arm action we mean a quarter of a division change in twenty minutes of
auditing, or less.

The secret is this. When the tone arm movesiit is because massis changing. When apcis
being the mass and no other mass or thing he cannot view it, as there is nothing there to view
the mass but the mass. Thus we get cases that cannot as-is. These cases are just being the one
valence or the mass or the somatic without being or seeing anything else.

The pc can be amass or a vaence however and still view another mass or valence.



When the pc can do this we get reaction between two masses and therefore tone arm
change. Also a pc who is being himself and is capable of viewing a mass will get tone arm
change.

It requires two locations to get atone arm change—the location of the pc and the location
of the mass. If two such points of reference do not exist the pc cannot view anything outside of
what he is being, and thus there is no as-isness of mass. When the pc is what the pc needs to
have audited and cannot view it, then we get no as-ising and therefore no change of mass, since
it isaone point situation as opposed to atwo point situation.

When we have a pc who is being a mass and cannot see anything or be anything but that
mass, then we get no tone arm action on any subjective process. Everything we ask the pc to
think we get little or no action on the tone arm because there is no shift of mass—and thereis
no change of case either and won’'t be. But when we have this same pc looking at the auditor
we do get the viewing of an outside mass and so we do get tone arm action. Hence when
rudiments produce tone arm action it is obvious that the pc gets his change by viewing thingsin
the room and the CCHs are indicated. When this same pc does not get tone arm motion on a
thinkingness process, that clinches the matter for the CCHs.

Also, in doing the CCHSs, we have to take a somatic or atwitch or any pc reaction as an
origin by the pc and call the pc’s attention to it by asking him quietly about it. This makes the
pc view it and when the pc does the pc gets exterior to it and so the mass changes. Thus two
way comm of this typeisvital to the pc’s progress and lack of it multiplies the timein
processing tremendously.

Any Director of Processing must follow these rules in studying daily case reports. By
looking over the pc’s tone arm action, providing the auditor has recorded it frequently in
prepchecking or 3D Criss Cross, the Director of Processing can tell at once what progressis
being made.

It goes further than that. Y ou just mustn’t run a pc on prepchecking or 3D Criss Cross
where the pc is getting minimal tone arm action session after session. Only the CCHs can be
run. Do not let an auditor audit 3D Criss Cross if the auditor takes two weeks to find an item
routinely. And don’t let a pc be run on prepchecking or 3D Criss Cross unless good tone arm
action routinely results. To do otherwise than follow these indications is to flagrantly waste
auditing.

The only exception to thisis that every pc must be regularly checked out for missed
withholds. Only if thisis done will the pc stay in session or be happy about his auditing.

Thiswill greatly lessen your worries as an auditor and as one supervising other auditing.
Useit.

LRH:jw.rd L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright ©1962

by L. Ron Hubbard
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PURPOSE

A long time ago—in 1949—while doing research in Dianetics, | experienced considerable
trouble in getting some pcs “up to present time”.

Asyou know, a pc can get “stuck in the past”, and if you can get a pc out of his engrams
and reactive mind (his perpetuated past) he becomes aware of the present. He or she is unaware of
the present to the degree that shock or injury has caused an arrest in time.

After running an engram, we used to tell the pc to “Come to present time” and the pc
would, ordinarily, but sometimes no.

By telling the pc to examine the room, the return to present time could be accomplished on
many.

| observed that a common denominator of all aberration was interiorization into the past
and unawareness of the present time environment.

Over the years, | developed what became the CCHs.

Control, In-Communication-With, and Havingness of Present Time became feasible through
certain drills of Control, Communication and Havingness, using the present time environment.

Thisis the purpose of the CCH drills—getting the pc out of the past and into present time.
Any drill which did this would be a CCH drill, even “Come Up to Present Time!” as asingle
command.

The pc is stuck not just in engrams but in past identities. In fact the pc out of present timeis
being the past.

The pc can be made to see he is being the past and that there is a present.

Thus when the pc “has a somatic” and you ask the pc what it was, you get him or her to
differentiate between self and past by looking. A being who is something, cannot observe it. A
being who looks at something, ceasesto beit. A pc can even be a somatic!

Hence the CCHs must be run with a non-forbidding present time, with queries about
somatics and changes.

It's all as simple as that, basically. That’'s why they work—they get the pc to Present Time.
But only if they are run right. Only if they invite the pc to progress.

~ Runwrong, the CCHs can actually drive a pc out of present time or park him or her in the
session.

Do you see, now?

LRH:jw.cden L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1962

by L. Ron Hubbard

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED



6204C17 SHSpec-133 How and Why Auditing Works

The two-pole nature of the universe has to do with why auditing works. There is mathematics
connected with it, developed by Buckminster Fuller: Dimaxian Geometry. This proves that the
universe could not exist without two poles.

The lowest level of observation is being something. At thislevel, you cannot see something
because you are being it. “Know thyself” has been introduced as atrap for thetans. The only
way you could know yourself, seemingly, would be to view yourself. [But then how could
you be yourself? The very definition of observation appears to involve the communication
formula: duplication. But how can you duplicate something without an intervening space
between the thing and its duplicate, unless you are as-ising the thing? So, unless observationis
as-ising, it must involve space and therefore separateness:]

The GPM containsin it anything you need to know about the nature of problems. Problems
are balanced forces in opposition, hung up in time: World War I, for instance. InaGPM, the
intentions of one kind of beingness oppose the intentions of another type of beingness exactly
equally. If two sides of a problem are not equal, they don’t hang up because one side
overwhelmsthe other. Thisisarare situation; hence the fewness of items. A person has been
many more beings than are in the GPM. The GPM stays with a person because of the
balanced, timeless quality of it. Thereisalso free track, which can contain engrams that can be
run out. The GPM isthe unfree track.

It isreally quite unlikely that two valences would balance like that. They would tend to get
unbalanced or wear out. But GPM’s are stuck in PT. Each GPM has lots of mindsin it, each
with an accumulation of locks. If each valence had two hundred lock items, and a GPM had,
say, twenty packagesin it, you would have four thousand minds in the GPM. The locks can
be just as effective as the items themselves. Thelot of it, plus the free track on both sides, is
the reactive mind. Running free track unravels alot, but never quits explains everything.

Packages, composed of terminal and oppterm, tend to lock up the rest of the track. Other
things collide with them. Right in the middle, you have the waterbuck and the tiger. Adjacent
isthe priest and the vestal virgin, then there is God and the Devil. All these oppositions, each
pair perfectly balanced, accumulate to themselves other identities that are hanging around, and
you get collapsed track.

These are represented in the bank by spherical masses. Inside each spherical mass, there are
compartments of thought, because the person usually had a head in which he did his thinking.
So the GPM tends to approximate a head, with a think-think-think in the middie of it, and it is
usually empty. All through the GPM, there are little compartments with ideas in them, so you
get trapped thought, ideas enclosed by force. These can be dramatized. When spherical shapes
are counterposed against other spherical shapes, these things are hung up, one against the
other, to such a degree that neither one can go away. Thisisthe final material form the GPM
takes.

All this comes down to fixated attention: concentration upon the oppterm.

Electronically, no power can be generated until you have two poles, fixed in separate positions
in space. The mind is composed of energy, which exists in space and condenses down to
masses. In the reactive mind, there is no time; al timeis now. We must assume that if we
have flows, electrical masses, current, standing waves, etc., there must be two poles involved.
Otherwise, there would be no flows. People would never have somatics.

Thishasalot to do with CCH’s. Auditing is effective only in the presence of at least two
poles. Thisdoesn’'t mean you can’t ever self-audit, but it does mean that when you do it
effectively, you have two poles.



The PC who never cognitesis a bugaboo to auditors. Heis running on one pole, a pole that
has thought in the middle of it and standing energy waves outside of it. Heisin the thought
area, and he keeps running through the energy. When he has ideas, they are the ones packaged
in that thought zone. He is being that mass, not viewing it. He is not viewing another mass,
either. Heisalso not viewing the auditor. He is being something and observing nothing.
Only if he can observe other things will he make gains, because then he has another role. If he
isjust being that one thing, he will be unable to change. It would be

OK if he could view something, like aglass. There he would have two poles. He could as-is
the cigarette lighter. In this situation, you would get tons arm action.

Also, in session, if you can get the PC to look at the auditor, you have atwo-pole situation. |If
that isn’t happening, you get no change on CCH’s. On 3DXX, you will get TA action aslong
asthe PC can look at the massesin hismind, giving at least two poles.

There are two ways CCH’ s could be run:

1. Dummox style: The auditor makes the machinery work to do the process. Thiswill still
produce results in 500hours or so.

2. Right style: Get the PC’ s attention on the auditor and the environment by maintaining 2WC
with the PC. Y ou handle the PC’ s attention towards his mind by taking every twitch as an
origin. Thisgets himto look at what he is doing and exteriorizes him from it. Then you can
get change, because he islooking at what he has teen and done and isn’t still being it.

It isagood ideato key out as many masses as you can before starting 3DXX. Y ou want to key
out looks, inverted loops, etc. Y ou don’t want to mess around with thisin 3DXX. Otherwise,
he is always dramatizing these locks and has PTP's.

When the PC islisting items he has been every one of those items or raised Hell with them. In
getting him to list, you have made him exteriorize to some degree from say, five hundred
identities. The one the PC isbeing in PT does not discharge because he is being it. If he
wasn't init, it would discharge and quit reading. Thisis the one that hangs up in time the
hardest. The oppterm iswhat he is concentrated on. Now you have a two-pole situation right
there in the bank, and the two will start to discharge. The thing that makes the GPM hard to tie
down and makes 3DXX sometimes hard to do, isthat he is obsessively being the internal items
and sometimes so slightly being the initial ones you find, that sometimes the terminal and the
oppterm are widely separated in the GPM. Early on, commonly, you get aterminal and a
plausible oppterm -- only there are twelve items between before they meet each other. When
they don’t hit square on the nose and go, “Poof!”, you have intervening packages.

The PC has a no-knowingness of his beingness. He may think that he is being a man, but
actually heis being awaterbuck and/or atiger. Ask Joewhy heisbiting hisfingernails. He'll
say, “Oh, am |?" He never thinks to ask himself, “Who or what would bite fingernails?’ It is
probably to scratch out waterbucks eyes! A person starts worrying about “himselves’. Well,
he has to step back and look. All processes are exteriorization processes. Just exteriorize the
PC from different things. CCH’s make PT comfortable enough so the PC can exteriorize from
various parts of the past in which he has been sitting for trillenia. CCH’sdon’'t go all the way,
but the PC sure feels like they do.

All the way up from CCH’sto 3DXX, you have atwo-pole situation, first with the PC as an
object, then on up to the PC being a being, stepping back to look at amass. On Routine 1, we
were exteriorizing a somatic. The PC exteriorized asamass. 3DXX exteriorizes people out of
past identities. The PC hasn’t even been in his head for an incalculable period of time.

If you run CCH’ s smoothly and correctly, the PC can as-is old facsimiles and come gradiently
out of old bits and pieces of the past. He goes through a sequence of exteriorizations. It shifts



the bank and the PC feels better about PT. When we have him as close to PT as possible, he
should move onto 3DXX. He will come out of masses as a mass, duplicating those identities.

TA action comes from the PC looking at something, whether or not he is being something else.
Feelingnessis alower-scale substitute far lookingness. “Touchy-feelies” work for that reason.
Knowing this, you could invent some new CCH'’s, but these would only be as good as they
cause atwo-pole situation to exist in the session. 'Y ou must keep directing the PC’ s attention to
his bank, or else he will never come out of the bank. For any “think” processto work, the PC
has to be one massin his mind, looking at another massin hismind. When you have that, you
can have TA. Inthe CCH’s, the auditor and the environment act as the other pole. If the
auditor audits CCH’s like a steam engine, they will work even then, but more slowly than
when the auditor makes PT OK to the PC. On CCH’s, you must:

1. Keep PT attractive to the PC.

2. Do them precisely.

3. Keep in 2WC.

4. Keep the PC’ s attention on what is happening with his somatics.

If you do these things, the PC will just sail onthe CCH’s. They are not a slow process; they
are avery fast process.

An instant before a somatic turns on, the PC isbeing it. Then, when he feelsit, heis exterior
from it, so you are setting up a two-pole situation in the bank by getting the PC to exteriorize
sufficiently to stop being the somatic and to seeit. 1n 3DXX, you are finding out what the PC
has been and, when he seesit, he ceases to be it. 3DXX exteriorizes the PC from the past
identities he has been and does thisin assessing very fast. It islike telephone poles flying past.
He has been in every one of the items he gives you. Y ou can actually thus kick a PC out of his
bank.

You will only get TA action as long as the PC islooking at something or at |east feeling
something. No TA action = no two-pole situation = you are doing something wrong.
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RECOMMENDED PROCESSESHGC

After considerable study of various results | have come to the conclusion, which may be
refined later, that the best shotgun for all casesis a combination of the CCHs, Prepchecking
and 3D Criss Cross used in a certain specific and definite way with certain and specific
indicators as to when and how they are employed.

At this time there are no better processes than these three. Properly processed on these
three there are no cases which cannot be moved. Whereas many ol d-time repetitive processes
achieved wonderful results on this or that special case, no such process ever achieved results
on all cases. Thereforeit could be said that we have only this combination of processes which
give us remarkable results on all cases—the CCHSs, Prepchecking and 3D Criss Cross.

The only liability which these three types of processing have isthat they require very well
trained auditors and very precise application. But training skills are now such that certainly at
Saint Hill all difficulties in teaching these processes have been overcome. Given some six
months a student can be taught to use these with such skill as to cause a preclear to gapein
wonder at the rapidity of hisadvance. The beauty of these processesis that they are susceptible
to precision training and are precision actions. If a preclear has peculiar and special things
wrong with him or if the preclear is very difficult these three processes properly administered
will achieve success without special understanding of the case by the auditor.

But make no error about the precise nature of administration. There are very few maybe's
in the administration of these three processes. There are definite answers to every problem or
difference in preclears that may be encountered. Therefore if we are to attain high level
sweeping clearing in Scientology we cannot compromise with the level of auditor training. | do
not say that all auditors need to be trained at Saint Hill, but | do say that all auditors so far
arrived as students at Saint Hill were far, far below any required level of skill to make these
processes broadly work. But we can and are overcoming this skill factor, not only at Saint Hill
but in Central Orgs which have Saint Hill graduates in their technical divisions. The only real
technical trouble | have seen lately occurred in Orgs where no graduate of Saint Hill was yet
posted.

METHOD OF USE

The CCHSs, according to my latest finding, should be used in company with
Prepchecking. The CCHs use the extroversion factor of present time. Prepchecking gives us
the introversion factor.

The system is to prepcheck the pc to awin, in one, two or three sessions, and then CCH
the pc to awin in one, two or three sessions. Use one then the other, then the first again then
the second. Alternate these two skills, each time to awin. Use neither more than four sessions
consecutively. Don't use them both in one two-hour session. Devote the whole of any session
to either one or the other. Use a meter and rudiments only in the Prepcheck sessions. Use no
meter or rudiments in the CCHs sessions.

In doing Prepchecking use the precise system developed to date, but use only rudiments
guestions as the zero questions. The end product of Prepchecking used this way isto achieve
better tone arm action and rudiments that will stay in when we cometo 3D Criss Cross.

If the pc, while being given his preclear assessment, shows excellent tone arm action on
the think type of assessment question (which is most of it), then the pc could be put directly



onto 3D Criss Cross, and the CCHs and Prepchecking by-passed. But if after awhile or at any
time the pc’ s tone arm action became poor and rudiments became very hard to keep in, the pc
would be returned to or started on again CCHs and Prepchecking until a session was more
possible on 3D Criss Cross.

If minimal tone arm action was present during the preclear assessment then the pc would
be put at once on CCHs and Prepchecking as above.

Thisis how these three activities, CCHs, Prepchecking and 3D Criss Cross, should be
used. Use the CCHs against Prepchecking until rudiments go in very easily or stay in and the
tone arm has excellent action. Then go into 3D Criss Cross. But if rudiments on 3D Criss
Cross become consistently difficult and tone arm action drops, the auditor should return the pc
to CCHs and Prepchecking until tone arm action is regained and 3D Criss Cross can be
continued.

Thus we see that the CCHs and Prepchecking are used to get the pc into session and keep
him easily in session, and the 3D Criss Cross is used for longrange permanent case gain. One
does not try for real case gain with CCHs and Prepchecking even though real gain existsin the
use of these processes. Onetriesfor rea gain with 3D Criss Cross.

LIMITATIONS OF USE

Oddly enough it has been found that 3D Criss Crossis easier to learn than Prepchecking,
and any auditor who can prepcheck can rapidly learn 3D Criss Cross. But it is also interesting
that Prepchecking is necessary to know before one does 3D Criss Cross, due to meter
experience and rudiments. It is easier to read a meter under Prepchecking than under 3D Criss
Cross. But one has to be more skilled as an auditor in pressing home to do Prepchecking than
to do 3D Criss Cross.

If an auditor can do skilled Prepchecking and get results his battle with auditing is three-
guartersover. Therest isvery easy.

A FINAL WORD

There is nothing less than complete precision required of today’ s auditor. That precision
can be learned and is being learned. It is marvellous to be audited by an Auditor who knows his
Model Session and TRs, who doesn’t Q and A and who just goes on and gets the job done,
who stays in two-way comm with his pc during the CCHs, and who doesn’t flinch at asking
embarrassing questions in Prepchecking. It isNOT difficult to obtain this perfection. Its
attainment guarantees the success of sessions and the future of Scientology.

In an Academy teach the fundamentals of Scientology, Axioms, Codes, Scales, TRS,
Meter and Model Session, etc. Teach such a student to do the CCHSs, old repetitive processes
such as ARC Straight Wire, and Prepchecking and let him get his results on graduation with
CCHs and Prepchecking as used herein. And graduate him with those skills well learned. Then
later teach him a Class 11 Course bringing his TRs, Model Session and Metering to perfection
and teach 3D Criss Cross. Then we'll have good auditors.

Don’t compromise with auditing skill. And the combination of processes given herein
will make every pc you audit thrilled with the results you will obtain.

LRH :jw.rd L. RON HUBBARD
Copyright © 1962

by L. Ron Hubbard
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ROUTINE 3G (EXPERIMENTAL)

(A preview of aClearing Process)

We are engaged in piloting through fast clearing.

Using the data and experience of 3D Criss Cross (which remains valid and all mistakes of
which can be cleaned up as per this Info Letter) we should get faster results and, more
important, obtain a continuing gain on the pc until the pcisclear.

The best locator of the Goals Problem Mass is from goals. On any pc (whose rudiments
can be kept in), even pcs being run on 3D Criss Cross, the fastest road to clear is probably as
follows:

ROUTINE 3G STEPS IN BRIEF
1. Do agoas assessment.
2. Listand nul for an item obtained from the goal found, by complete listing.

3. Oppterm the item found by listing, nulling and finding the oppterm by complete
listing.

4. Repeat 1, 2 and 3 many times.

New data which makes this possible is as follows:

1. Listing isauditing.

2. Goaslocate more deeply in the Goals Problem Mass than any other line.

3. Other types of line are less accurate and can give the pc more discomfort than goals

items.
4.  Finding agoal was blocked by out-rudiments, invalidations and missed withholds.
5.  What acomplete list is has been discovered and tests devel oped conditionally.
6. Pcs can become upset (given heavy somatics) by incomplete lines and by

oppterming wrong items.
In theory if an Item list is handled as a process, it must be completed.

All charge probably does not bleed off agoals list and these tests do not apply to agoals
list as (in goals) apc is facing no mass, only ideas. In items he faces up to mass. Items are
charged, not goals. The following conditional tests are applied to Lists of Items (not agoals
list) to establishif alist iscomplete.



(@ All tone arm action has ceased by list end, but was present and adequate at list
beginning, just asin any repetitive process.

(b) By reading thefirst 12 items of the list back to the pc, as differentiation, no Tone
Arm Action is produced. (Use the second 12 for next test.) (No thorough
differentiation isdone on the list.)

(c) Thefirst 12 items of thelist produce no great needle action in nulling and al but one
or two go out on reading them the first time. (Use the second 12 for next test, third
12 for third test, etc.)

(d) Almost al thelist vanishes on thefirst nulling of it. No items grind out.

(e) Themeter does not respond to a question: “ Are there any more terminals?’

Coax the pc into completing the list by these tests. Keep off ARC break reactions by
asking for missed withholds and invalidations.

In theory, when the terminal is attained by a goals assessment and a resulting list of
items, and when the opposing item is obtained, if both lists were complete, the two items
should “blow” and the goal cease to react. This then would make repetitive auditing
unnecessary.

The safest action on any case that has been run on 3D Criss Crossisto take any goal ever
found on the case and check it out. If it checks out, ignore the former termina and complete the
goasterminal list as per the above five tests and then opptermit.

3D Criss Crossis agood training ground.

Any new auditor on Routine 3 processes should be put on 3D Criss Cross with Pre-Hav
Levels as a source and be made to complete hislist, find an item and do a complete oppterm
list.

Incomplete listing, invalidations and out-rudiments are the main faults of Routine 3
processes. A new auditor should be cured of them before messing with a goal's assessment,
which isthe touchiest to do and hardest on a case.

Values gained in receiving or giving 3D Criss Cross are great. Vaues from Routine 3G
are probably much greater and much more comfortable.

In doing 3D Criss Cross or Routine 3G omit Differentiation as a step except to stir up the
pc for more items or to test the completeness of alist.

A goal is checked (whether new or old) by:
1. Nulling down to one goal.
2. Getting rudiments carefully in.

3. Taking off any invalidations (invalidations when present read the same as the goal
or item while the goal or item does not read).

4. Reading the goal, then a goal that went out only after a second nulling of the list,
then the goal found, then anul goal, etc. The goal should continue to read.

A goal or item reads constantly, each timeit is said. It reads tick, tick, tick, always the
same and every time, providing invalidations are off and rudiments arein.



Anitemis checked out the sameway asagoal.

No item on a complete list should have more than one or two nulling marks after it. If an
auditor has to cover alist 25 timesto get it nul, it’s laughably incomplete. An auditing
supervisor can simply look at alist’s nul marks and tell if it’s complete or not. Too many nul
marks equals an incomplete list aways.

A completelist, in theory, just fades away and leaves an item.

Perhaps an oppterm list will just fade out and the original item and goal will vanish.

Routine 3G is an effort to exploit the assess to clear phenomena without auditing any
items and to keep the pc continually gaining without slumps.

Routine 3 failed only because of out-rudiments, poor meter handling, bad TRs and Model
Session. It never failed because of its theory or technology.

It is recommended that, when an auditor is skilled, the pc be placed on Routine 3G
regardless of anything found by 3D Criss Cross.

Ignore al previously found or run items. Take up only agoal found (that still checks out
as above) or anew goalslist.

If agoalslist has been lost, reconstruct it by taking invalidations off the subject of goals
and having the pc list newly.

Goadlslists run from 100 to 1000, sometimes more.
Item lists seldom run less than 300, usually more.

Use the same goals list for Step 4 of Routine 3G. Add to it. Nul the whole thing again.
Don't try to get all TA action and charge off agoalslist.

Always get al action and charge off an itemslist.

The steps of Routine 3D Criss Cross now are:
Get aPre-Hav Level by usua Pre-Hav Assessment.
List for theitem.
Test for compl eteness with above Compl eteness tests.

Complete if not complete.

1

2

3

4

5. Nul listto oneitem.
6. Check out item (as above).

7.  Oppterm the item at once.

8.  Test oppterm list for completeness.
9.  Nul oppterm list.

10. Check out item.

Put anything found on aLine Plot.



The steps of Routine 3G are:

1. Doorrecover agoasligt.
Nul the list to one goal.
Check out the goal.

A w0 DN

List for an item from the goal. (Use the wording: “Who or what would want to
[goal] 7’)

Test for completeness (as above).
Completelist if not complete. (Do 5 and 6 until thelist is complete.)
Nul thelist to oneitem.

Check out the item.
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Oppterm list the item. (Use: “Who or what would oppose [item] ?7’)
10. Test for completeness of list.

11. Completelist. (Do 10 and 11 until list is complete.)

12. Nul list.

13. Check out item.

14. Assessfor anew goal as above and do each of these stepsin order.
Keep an accurate Line Plot record of al goals and items found.

Repairing a case that has had bad or erroneous assessment or running of items on Routine
3 or 3A or 3D or 3D Criss Cross is done by the Routine 3G steps above. The errors should
vanish.

Note that the word “want” is used to get an item list from agoa. “Who or What
would want to ....... (godl) ....... ?" (Not “Who or What would [goal] ?”)

A pc can be coaxed into completing alist by differentiation, which consists of asking him
“Would a (item) want to (goal)?’ for each item he or she haslisted. But only differentiate afew
until pcisgoing again.

Don’'t Tone 40 ack items or goals a pc gives you. It stops the pc by completing the cycle.
Just murmur at him or her when you get agoal or item. Ask the question that is getting items
only as a prompt when pc runs down. Not while a pc is talking goals or items. Try to get
several goals or items for one question. Coax the pc. Keep the missed withholds picked up.

If the pc getsa“dirty needle” inlisting 3D Criss Cross, an earlier item iswrong. (Thisis
apc “needle pattern”.) A wrong item found constitutes a missed withhold. Backtrack to earlier
items. A wrong goal found can cause a*“dirty needle’. Otherwise a“dirty needle” is caused by
missed withholds. If you can’t clean up a“dirty needle” with missed withhold questions, a goal
or item was wrong and you had better backtrack to it at once, no matter what else you were
doing.



The way to do it isre-check all items on the Line Plot and correct the earliest item that
won’'t now check out (unlessit and its oppterm blew, of course).

Y ou will receive more data on Routine 3G asit is found.

TheModifier ispart, it seems, of the oppterm so its use is dropped. It is not found now.

CAUTIONS

DO NOT LET ROUTINE 3G BE RUN AS THE FIRST ROUTINE 3 PROCESS BY
ANY INEXPERIENCED AUDITOR. LET AUDITORS BECOME PERFECT USING
ROUTINE 3D CRISS CROSS AS CONTAINED HEREIN. A goals assessment is tougher
than 3D Criss Cross and goals are more easily invalidated than items. Further Routine 3G
should clear off any errors run into a case by 3D Criss Cross. Therefore don’t train with the
only cure. 3D Criss Cross does well with casestoo! Train Auditorsto do Routine 3 processes
with Routine 3D Criss Cross from Pre-Hav Levels. Only when they’ re perfect, let them go to
more advanced routines. Routine 3D Criss Cross can be run on staffs and HGC pcs with great
advantage to the pc and no unremediable risk to the pc.

Requisite to run Routine 3D Criss Cross is good gains with Prepchecking and the CCHs.

We have developed a good process to graduate the auditor to clearing without fouling up
pcs too badly in Routine 3D Criss Cross. And the pcs will win too if it iswell and thoroughly
done.

All this should be good news to people whose goals have been found.

L. RON HUBBARD

LRH :jw.rd

Copyright © 1962

by L. Ron Hubbard

ALL RIGHTSRESERVED



6205C01 SHSpec-140 Missed Withholds

[See HCOB 3May62 “ ARC Breaks -- Missed Withholds® for a summary of this lecture.]

The toughest thing to do is to get the auditor to ask a simple question: “Have | missed a
withhold onyou?’ It’ s utterly wild! Thereis even a case of someone letting someone die rather
then saying it. Thereis even another way to say it: “Isthere something | should have found out
about you?’ Auditors' failureto do thismakes LRH fedl like heis on an involuntary withhold.
He feels like he is screaming in a soundproof room. People will actually let a PC sit there
yapping and screaming, as though they, the auditor, had no responsibility for what is going on,
when al they have to do isto ask for the missed withhold.

Missed withholds cause alot of phenomena. Even GPM’s are caused by missed withholds!
“It isalmost as if the basic principle of existence is: When existence is good, thou hast not
missed a withhold, and when existence is bad, thou hath missed a withhold.... A missed
withhold, properly asked for -- the meter cleaned -- remedies each one of these ... things and
many more:”

1. Pc failing to make progress. We know now that PTP’ s stem from missed withholds, and
they stop progress.

2. Pc critical of or angry at the Auditor. A non-withholdy PC won’'t get angry at an Auditor
goof. It doesn’t matter whether the auditor was guilty as charged (by the PC) or not. If the PC
natters about it, he has had a withhold missed. It isnot what is known -- the thing he is
nattering about -- that is wrong with the PC. So you dropped his goals list into the spittoon.
So what? If he says, “What the Hell are you doing?’, he has had a withhold missed earlier in
the session. Don't get reasonable about it. Complaints come from missed withholds. Get then
pulled. Don’'t develop them; don’t follow them, just pull them and get on with the session.

3. Pcrefusing to talk to the auditor. This happens fifteen to twenty minutes before the blow.
Refusal to talk is smply the realization that one can’t, because oneisn’t being heard. Failing to
acknowledge can stick the PC with an involuntary withhold that becomes missed. Y ou seethis
in prayer. A guy talking to God istalking to acircuit if God istalking back. Sooner or later
the circuit will blow and he will have a fantastic missed withhold. He will get angry at the
Catholic Church, or whatever, when he suddenly gets no answer to his communication. One
way to handle thisisto acknowledge the living daylights out of the PC; another isto ask if you
have missed a withhold.

4. Pctrying to leave session. Thisisareverse flow of screaming at the auditor. You create a
missed withhold with every failure to acknowledge PC originations or answers. Eventually the
PC will scream at you. If you refuse to receive communication from the PC, you can create an
ARC break.

5. Any needle pattern. If the needleis active regardless of what you are saying or even when
you are not talking, the PC has a missed withhold. All needle patterns are caused by missed
withholds. [See 6202C15 SHSpec-145 “New TRS’, p. 240, below: “A [needl€e] patternis a
series of missed withholds culminating in a constantly active needle.’ It is adirty needle that
can be wide or narrow. Y ou can and should correct such a pattern. Get the ruds back in.”]

6. Pc not desirous of being audited. This appliesto anybody, not just pcs. But how could you
miss a withhold on a stranger, when you haven’t even talked to him? Well, you are the one
who is supposed to know, [See p. 184, above, on what a hon-scientologist thinks knowledge
is: knowledge of hiswithholds.] so it isautomatic. If your presence is good enough, you can
get past al the argument and actually pull the withhold.



7. Pc boiling off. Mechanically, thisis a stuck flow, but the reason for the stuck flow isa
missed withhold. A PC even going alittle fuzzy has a missed withhold, however minor it may
be.

8. Pc exhausted. Thisis caused by a missed withhold, as unlikely as it seems.

9. Pcfeeling foggy at session end. Thisislike boil-off. You will get little nit-picky missed
withholds, like, “1 wanted to take a smoke break an hour ago and didn’t mention it.” For this,
you can preface the missed withhold question with “In this session...”.

10. Pc’s havingness drops. A missed withhold is a not-reach, isn’t it? That’s no havingness.
Havingness comes up when missed withholds are cleaned up.

11. Pc criticising auditor to others. Here, we are going out into life. Even if the auditor wasn't
perceptive, didn't acknowledge, etc., he has still missed his withholds. We only learned this
piece of tech fairly recently. And, by the way, people studying scientology think that every
time we come out with something new, old things cease to be true, e.g. they think, “The ARC
scale [See Scientology 0-8, pp. 102 and 103.] went out because we have just said that the
Effects scale exists.” Thisis not true.

12. Pc demanding redress of wrongs. Heis saying that you should audit him for free or some
such thing. It doesn’'t matter if everything he saysistrue. The solutionisn’t to be foundin
court but in missed withholds. Y ou can ask, “What should the organization have found out
about you?’ to handle this.

13. Pc critical of organizations or people of scientology, or of scientology. These things can
have enormous effects and yet be trivial, even laudable, in and of themselves. Say a guy
donates money to aresearch foundation and finds out that it has been credited to his account
instead. The foundation has missed a withhold on him right there. He has tried to say
something and it hasn’t been acknowledged. He has tried to communicate something, and the
communication has not occurred. Every question you don’t answer becomes a kissed
withhold. Letter registrars should be aware of this. The missed withhold comes from the
“They should know what I’ m thinking.... They should have found out.” You can end an
entheta campaign by sending a detective around to investigate then. They figure you know,
and the campaign stops because you have un-missed the withhold. Better out, really find out
what as going on and publish the truth. Believeit or not, they won't attack you worse than
before. They will leave you alone. The original attack wasn’t based on your overts, no matter
how many they may have been. It was based only on the withholds missed by you.

14. Lack of auditing results. Thisisacousin to #1, above: no progress. Handling this assists
organizations immensely. Cleaning up missed withholds gives auditing results, hence new
pcs, etc.

15. Dissemination failures. “What have | failed to find out about you?’ handles this.
Thetroubleisthat it istoo simple, so auditors missit. The missed withhold extends into

virtually every other area of scientology: TR-4, the communication formula, not-knowingness,
PTFP's, havingness, etc.



PREPCHECKING PART 1

A lecture given on

2 May 1962

LRH: Okay. Have a seat. Shut the door. There we go.

PC.  They can see me? (chuckles)

LRH: Yeah, sit forward. Way up. Attagirl.

Now, here we are. (Make sure | got a pencil.) Now, alittle bit over here—(sounds of
motion) put strain on the situation. | hope that’ s all right with you.
Now, you probably wonder why you are here.

PC. | am consumed with curiosity.

LRH: Wadll, actualy, you are here because you have had a continuing present time problem.

PC:  0O-0-0-o0h

LRH: Andabunch of alleged . . . What' sthe date? 2 May.

PC. Alleged?

LRH: Alleged Prepchecking was done on you, and I’ ve just given alecture on missed
withholds.. . .

PC:  Mmm.

LRH: ...and] just want to show people how awful easy it is. Y ou know, if people would
just relax about the thing, you know, and just doit, it'd all be all right. But they don’t.
They manage to do everything else. Well, here we are at 8:24.

Now, what we're going to do is very, very simple. All I’'m going to do is locate some
of the missed withholds everybody has been playing tag with, you see, and that they’ve
been having a marvel ous time with.

PC:  That'sfine.

LRH: And we're going to straighten this out. But the truth of the matter is that they—
apparently, whoever was giving you a Prepcheck was missing on most cylinders.
(chuckles) | mean, | don’t care if whoever sits there and hears me, you know? | mean,
there’'s a—thisis, you know . . . (laughs)

PC:  Mmm.

LRH: ...l mean, thisisjust an oh-my-God situation, see?

Now, there’s more to all this than everybody is doing, you understand me? And it’s
also simpler. So we're going to straighten this out if we can. We'll see what luck we
have.

That’ s fine.
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All right.

| want to find out too. (laughs)

Why, (chuckles) you—you'll find out. (LRH and PC laugh) All right.
Great.

Okay. So, here we go.

Isit al right with you if | start this session now?

Yes.

All right, hereit is. Start of session. Okay. Has the session started for you?
Mm-hm.

Very good. What goals would you like to set for this session?
WEéll, to find the missed withholds!

All right.

Good. Any other goal you' d like to set for this session?

Y eah, to get the PTP handled.

Hm?

To get the PTP handled.

All right.

That’s enough

All right. Isthat enough?

Mmm.

All right Any goalsyou'd liketo set for Life or livingness?

Y eah | want to get through the—make a concerted effort to study and get through this
stupidity ridge I’'m sitting inon the. . .

All right.

... material.

(pause) Any other goal you'd like to set for life or livingness?

No. That’s enough. Mm

All right. Good. Now, here we go.

Now, look around here and tell meif it’sal right to audit in this room.

Yes.



LRH: All right. | got alittle tick there. What do you.. . .
PC:. | noticed the picture. Everywhere | go, | seethat picture.

LRH: Oh, yeah. Yeah. All right. Okay. Now, look around here and tell meiif it’sall right to
audit in this room.

PC: Yes.

LRH: All right. There sjust onelittle tick left there. Anything else about thisroom? That’sit.
That'sit.

PC. ...Mm. Just noticing the bed.
LRH: Hmm. That'sit.

PC.  Not anything specia about it.
LRH: All right. It'sgoing to kick oniit.
PC: Isit?

LRH: Yeah. It did. What about that bed?
PC. Uh...rather out of place Inthis room.
LRH: It'sout of place.

PC: Yes

LRH: All right. Good enough.

PC. Belongsin abedroom.

LRH: All right.

PC:  Yeah.

LRH: Very good. Okay. Look around here and tell meif it's all right to audit in this room.
That’s fine. Thank you very much.

PC:  Mm-mm.

LRH: That'sclear now. All right. Are you willing to talk to me about your difficulties ?
PC: Yes

LRH: All right. There' sjust onelittle dightly latent tick on that, you might say.

PC. Mm. Wdl, I—I. . . it sdifficult for me to reach for you.

LRH: Oh, thereis. ..

PC: Yes

LRH: ...oh,itis. All right. Okay. Are you willing to talk to me about your difficulties?
PC:  Mm.
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That'sfine. That came out. That’s clear now. All right. Are you withholding anything?
| got atick there.

Just more of the same. I’ ve got so many overts on you that | tend to individuate, is. .
Mm-mm.

My ineffectiveness on dissemination.

All right. Okay. Wéll, right this minute, are you withholding anything?

No.

All right. Thank you very much. Are you—now, let me seeif thisis dear.

Mmm.

Are you withholding anything? Well, that’s pretty good. There's just the tiniest tick
there now.

(sighs) Hmmmm.

Just the tiniest tick. Right—right now, just right this minute, are you withholding
anything?

No there isn’'t anything I’m not willing to talk to you about. There’s awhole gob of
stuff, of course, that I. . .

Mm-mm.

... got rattling around.

All right.

But not withholding anything from you.

All right. Very good. All right. Let metest this again.
Mm-mm.

Are you withholding anything? Well, we' ve got that clear enough. It’s nothing but a
latent read on it.

Mm. Good-o.

Okay. Now, do you have a present time problem? That . . . (PC laughs) | get
nothing—an equivocal registry on this, very latent.

Mm.
But what are you laughing about there particularly?
WEell, just, I’ ve got achronic PTP.

All right. But right now, aside from that chronic PTP, do you have a present time
problem?

No.
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PC.

All right. There’ s alittletick there. There' sjust alittle tick there. What is your problem
right thisminutethat . . .

WEell, alittle bit of a hope that this session comes out so it’sreal instructive for the
students.

Oh, well! I’'m not—we' re not running this session, you know, for the students. That’s
all right. (LRH and PC laugh)

|—I know But |—they feel very close right now.

All right. Very good.

They’re aimost in the room.

That’sfine. And that’swhat you . . .

Mmm.

... what you thought of there.

Mm-hm.

All right. Very good. Thank you. All right. Do you have a present time problem?
No.

That’s dandy. That—that—oh, | don’t know. There was just there was one little other
tick there. (PC chuckles) | said “dandy” but alittle bit too soon.

Y eah, well, | to have a problem with the course. | could put my attention on the course
at thistimeand uh . . .

Mm-mm. Mm-mm.

—an awful difficulty in material.

All right. Okay. Now let me check this again.
Mmm.

Do you have a present time problem? Well, there’s an infinitesimal flick . . . We're
getting it cut right down now. There sjust an infinitesimal flick before a latent tick.

Mmm.

There’ stwo flicks here.

Uh—well.

All right. Now, what might that be?

WEell, am | going to be terminated next week without a classification? That . . .
Oh. | see.

that’ s the problem
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No, you were already extended, | think. That’suh . . .
Oh, was 1?

Y eah.

Oh, good-o. (big sigh)

We weren't worried about that.

Yeah. Well, that. . . (chuckles)

(chuckles) All right. Instructions were. . .

WEell, this could go into the chronic PTP: actually, because thisis what I’ ve got keyed
in.

Mm-mm.

It's how do | get effective enough to do something about my marriage and to something
about dissem— dissemination. It’s just the whole ball of wax.

Hmm, hmm, hmm. All right. Thisis a constant worry to you.
Mmm.

Hm-hm. All right. Now, aside from that PTP which we’re going to take up here
anyplace. . ..

Yeah, | know. That's. ..

... do you have a present time problem?

No.

All right. | still get atick.

WEell see, the courseis part of this one because. . .

Mm-mm.

... thisiswhere | hope to get effective enough to do something about my livingness.
All right. All right. All right.

And that’ s the only thing that is worrying me. That people that this caught with only
two or three weeks to go, and so forth—they got extended.

Mm-mm. All right. Okay. Let me. . .check it again.
Mmm.
It was automatic. All right. Let me check this again.

Do you have a present time problem? I’ve got atiny flick. (PC laughs) Right this
minute. Now, I’m not talking about . . . Now, we' re going to take up your . . .

Yeah, | know.
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husband and the course and dissemination.
Mmm.

We're going to take all that up. But, right here, right now—right now, do you have a
present time problem?

No.

That’sit. Thank you. All right. I’'m going to let that ride . . .
Okay.

.. .because we got it clean as awhistle. (PC sighs) Okay?
Y eah.

Now | would like to do alittle Prepchecking on you, if that’s al right with you. What
would you say to that?

That'sfine.

All right. Here we go.

First thing I’ve got to do islook at your folder.
Mm. (sighs)

And we seem to have been racking up alot of O/Ws on the course and O/Ws, O/Ws,
O/Ws. Well, O/Ws aren’t missed withholds and they aren’t problems.

WEell, (pause; chuckles) you got alot of stuff here about snakes. No, nothing marked
null on that. And destroying plants, and snakesand . . . Somebody is having aball here
one way or the other. Wonder how far afield you can get. (laughs) That hasn’t anything
to do with it.

Let’s get into something here. Let’ s get into something here, shall we?

Mm.

Now, you got a chronic present time problem about your . . . Not trying to upset your

auditor or anything like that, if your auditor is hearing al of this. (PC chuckles) It’s not
he. This started with your auditor earlier . . .

Oh

...and it’s been going adrift, and all I’'m going to get into is | understand you have a
chronic present time problem now that has to do with your husband and so forth. Is that
right?

Mm. Actually, part of it isBill and Donna, too, of the Scientology Center.

Y eah.

It'sall one big ball of wax, really.
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Hm?
It sall big bunch—big—one big bunch of wax and glue, like.

All right. Now, were you having trouble with your husband before you had trouble
with this Center?

No.
Oh, you only had it since.

Actualy, it all started at the sametime. Y ou see, | met my husband through the. . . Bill
and Donna.

Oh, you met your husband through here.

It all started . . .

| see. Well, we get afall here on the Center.
Mm.

We don’t get much of afall on your , husband.
Y eah But that’ s the problem.

How about your husband? No.

Well. . .

All right. And how about the Center? Well, you' re thinking about something else, now.
| am? (little laugh)

Yesh

WEell | actually don’t feel that the problem with my husband is acute anymore because
uh. ..

Mm-mm.

... | can separate this one out

Hm?

.. actually Scien—Scientology is my problem.
Oh! Huh?

How do | disseminate effectively?

All right. All right.

You're part of it.

All right.

Y eah.
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Okay. And how long has this been a problem?

Mm, actually, it's been a problem since ‘ 56.

Hmm?*55. Earlier? Earlier than *55? Y eah.

‘50. (laughs)

‘50? Was the problem in *50?

Y eah.

Y eah. We're getting afall now.

Mmm.

All right. This predates this Center - huh?

Y eah.

All right. What about ‘507

Well, that . . .

Spring of ‘50?

No.

Summer?

It was in late September, early October when | met . . . Red first spoke.
All right. September, October. Okay. Did you have some auditing sessions at that time?
Y eah. My first instructor.

Y eah, yeah, yeah. Well, | well know this particular combination.
(sighs) Mm.

All right. Now, what we’re going to do here is we're going to operate on a Zero
guestion. And let me just test two or three Zero questions here.

Y eah.

All right?

That’sfine.

I’m going to say, has an auditor ever failed to find out something about you?

All right. That’s not it. What should have been found out about you? All right. What
should have been found out about you? Have you ever failed to find out about
something? What should have been found out about you? That seems to have alittle
reaction there. All right. So we're going to put that down as the Zero, in spite of the fact
that it starts with what. (chuckles)

Y eah.
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And what should have found—been found out about you? What should have been
found out about you? That’sit.

All right. Now, we're referring clear back to September? Something like that? October?
October.

It's October.

Y eah.

October 1950.

Y eah.

All right?

Um-hm.

And what should have been found out about you at that time?
Hm.

That'sit.

WEell, that | was. . . actually didn’t have—well, |—I was—I was stupid. That’ s—
that’s my biggest problem, is my stupidity.

All right. Okay. Very good. And did your stupidity get you into some trouble at that
time? Nope.

Uh-uh [nQ]

WEell, who failed to find out about this? (PC takes deep breath)
That'sit.

Well Jackins.

Jackins? Jackins? Harvey Jackins? Oh, you'll have to come again.
Mmm.

Who was it? Who wasit? Y ou’ ve got him Who was it?

WEéll, I'm looking at Jimmy.

Hm?

My ... my first husband, Jimmy.

Jmmy? All right. Was it Jmmy? Jimmy? We got alittle halt on that. Jmmy? Jimmy.
Mm.

All right. Anybody ever ask any Prepcheck question on Jimmy?

Overt-withhold on him.
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PC:

No.

Not Prepchecking, no.

Anybody ever ask you any Prepcheck question on Jimmy?

I...ahusband, actually. Not Jimmy . .. Yeah, | think they did. | think Avadid.
Mm-hm. When was that?

(sighs) When Prepchecking first started here.

Mmm.

It generalized into what have you— “What did you do to a husband? “ “What have you
done to a husband?’

WEéll, what did hefail to find out about you in October of 19507
Well . ..
That'sit.

Yeah. That | wasuh ... hmm. .. (pause) using, actually Dianeticsto uh . . . (pause)
[PV PR I

You got it.

get real confused what | did (laughs)

All right. Come on.

Um

You got it. Using Dianetics. . .

But actually, to establish . . . abeingness that couldn’t be made less of.
Mm-hm.

This.

All right. All right. What did he fail to find out? What did Jimmy fail to find out there?
WEéll, that | didn’t consider myself anything.

Ah, | see.

That'swhat ’'mhungupin. ...

All right.

... | totally made nothing of myself . . .

Hm-hm.

... redlly. (chuckles)
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All right. Isthat October of 1950?
Y eah.

All right. There we go. Hotter than a pistol. (PC breathes deeply) Okay. Okay, now,
well, who was this an overt against?

Well, Jimmy.

All right. And just what did you do to Jimmy there?

WEéll, | learned Sci—Dianetics at that time. | got to understanding it better than he. . .
Yeah...

and using it asa—"1 am smarter than you are.”

Hm-hm.

| do that to Charlie too. (laughs)

Y eah, yeah, yeah. All right.

Better. But | did that to Jimmy.

Okay. And what did you do there specifically?

| took the first course under Jackins and learned about Dianetics. Learned to audit.
All right. All right. All right. But what did you do to Jmmy there, specifically?
Well I made him take the course with me.

All right. That’sit. Go on.

(pause) Oh. But just afeel that . . . was using, then, Dianetics to solve him.

To do what?

To solve him.

Oh, | see. Well now we're back to what didn’t he find out there?

(pause; sighs) Well, he didn’t find out that 1—(laughs) that | thought—that | thought he
was more able than | was. | would always put out that | was - was more able.

Yeah...

... than he was.,

All right.

And | never let him know that | considered myself inferior to him.

All right. All right. Good enough. Good enough. Now, what did you do that he failed
to find out?

(breathes deeply, pause) Hm.
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PC:

That'sit. That'sit.

Well, | read the first book . . .

Hm-hm.

. . . but then he found about—out about that later.
Yeah, but what didyoudo...u...

Ooh.

... specifically? Come on. What did you do specifically? Y ou must have done
something there.

Mmm.

Theneedleisn’'t fallingon. . .

Reading the first book, you mean?

... hothing. No. | mean, the needle isn’t falling on nothing here.

Y eah.

This needle is falling on something. And it’s doing rather steep, repetitive falls every
time you think over this situation. So what did you do? Y ou must have done
something. Now, what did you do?

That he didn’t know about that.

Y eah!

Hedidn't find out about it.

That’ sright. He never found out about it that time.

WEell, see, thisiswhy it’ s difficult for me because | would do it and then it was a get-
even-with?

All right.

So he—he always knew what | did, but [—well, he didn’t know it was a get— yeah,
he knew it was a get-even-with, too.

All right. Good. Good. That’sfine. But what . . . (PC laughs) what did you do? Y ou
see, you' re mostly telling me attitudes.. . .

Yes, | know.

... you've had. do you understand? | want to know something you did that he never
found out about. That’sit.

(sighs) Anytime? Y ou mean later than . . .
| don’t care when it was.

... when? Wsell. . .



LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:
LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

Tell mewhat it was.

... Well, okay: I—I did stuff that he didn’t find out. Later, though. Y ou see, | went
into a promiscuity bit later, after | left him, that he didn’t find— ever find out about.

All right. All right. All right.
But thiswas later than . . .

All right. And earlier, what did you do that he didn’t find out about? | want a specific
instance here.

Earlier.

| don’t care when. (PC laughs) Y ou just give me one.

Y eah.

A specific thing that you did—that you did, you know . . .

Mm.

... with your paws and your head and your hands and you. Y ou know?

Y ou know, that you did that he never found out about—that Jimmy never found out
about. (PC sighs) That’siit.

| don’'t have anything. I’'mjust. ..

Da-da-da-da.

... looking.

That’sit right there. Right there.

Oh?

That'sit.

Itis?1’ve got an area of time, but | don’t have a doingness.
Hm?

I’ ve got an area of time, but not a doingness.

All right. It sright in that area of time.

Thisisin Oklahomain 1943, when |—before | married him.
All right. Go on. Go on.

Hm.

You'vegot it taped. What did you . . . That’s t, right there.
(pause) | did. Huh—something | did. | had . . .

Mm-hm! That’sit. You—you'reright on it. You'reright on it.
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WEell, | had some intentions to—well, | did trap him. (LRH: chuckles) | gonna.. . . you
know?

Isthat something you did?

Y eah.

All right.

Did he find—I don't think he ever found out about that.

And he never found out about it?

| don’t think so.

All right. And now, over this further. What did you specifically do?
(sighs) Well, | dlept with him, as atrap.

All right.

Uh. .. I actually, used up my virginity at that point to trap him.
All right. Okay.

Thisis—thisisthe. . . the biggest overt | have on Jimmy.

And what’ sthe overt there?

Just, | was avirgin and this flipped him. Y ou see, he seduced me at that point, and | . .
. and that hung him up.

| see. | see. All ...

| intended to use it, you see. . .

All right.

... asatrap.

What—what did—how do you state this now? Exactly what did you do?
Hm. (pause)

Do, you know. (PC laughs) Not thought or intended. What did you do? What did you
do, specificaly?

Well. . .

That’ s—you’ re getting there.

Yeah.|I. ..

That'sit.

WEéll, | don’'t know how to state it so that it makes a good One question.

WEéll, you let me (PC laughs) make up the One question. Okay?
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Yeah. Let's see.
Y ou make—you let me audit this, huh?
(laughing) Okay.

Just because you haven't been audited lately, why, this doesn’t say you' re not being
audited now.

(laughing) Okay.
All right. Let’s go now. What did you do?

Well, the—the—the nearest | can come to it—and this sounds maudlin—out like |
saved myself, you know?

Mm-mm.

Like, | stayed avirgin. ..

Mm-mm.

... to trap aman.

All right.

| had every intention all thislifeto to that.

All right. Okay. All right. Y ou’ re getting—Yyou'’ re getting there. It' sticking in.
Y eah.

| acknowledge you did that.

Y es. Okay (laughs)

All right. I acknowledge you did that. I’m just driving it down . . .

Mm.

.intime, in aspecific instance; at a specific moment.

Y eah.

An act. An actual act, not an ; intention. | want an act. What did you do?
(pause) Mm.

That’sright. Now you're rocking onit. That’siit.

WEell, that isn’t very much of an act, though, you know? | meanitwas. . .
| don’t care. What isthe act? Thereit is.

Well. . .

That'sit.
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...tousethis. I've. .. Doesn’'t come out like a doingness though. It’ s an intention.
| don’'t care how it comes out like.

Well, just—I—I. . .

You just tell mewhat you did and I'll take it from there.

Okay. | spotted Jimmy in the environment, and | decided he was the man | was going
to trap by sleeping with him, and then | was going to marry him.

All right. Very good.
Was an intention to marry him.

All right. Good. That’s fine. And you got the tick there. (PC sighs) And what did you
do?

| slept with him.

All right. Very good. And you sept with him with what intention?
To marry him.

To many him?

Mm-mm.

Or to trap him?

No. It just—that’ s the same. (laughs)

Oh, is that the same?

That sthe same to me, yes.

That’ s the same.- All right.

Marriage is atrap, yeah.

. All right.

It'satrap.

What about deeping with aman to trap him, huh?

WEéll, thisisfine except he'sthe only onel did thislife. (laughs)
All right. That’ s all right.

WEell, the earliest one | did, | should say.

That’s my girl. (chuckles)

Y eah, that’ s the earliest one this life. (coughs)

That' s alittle more honest.



PC: Mmm.

LRH: All right. And we’ve got our What. Jill right. And that isn’t . . . Nobody is doing
anything accusative here. But you see, | operate very funny, Dorothy. | think it’s what
people do, not what they intend to do, that makes a Prepcheck.

PC:  Yeah.

LRH: And, of course, | know that’s novel. (chuckles)

PC.  Yeah. (laughs)

LRH: | know—I know that’s anovel theory. (chuckles)

Look-a-here now. You've got an incident here. Isthat right?

PC:  Mm-hm.

LRH: All right. Now, when was that exactly?

PC: a...thatwasinuh...

LRH: That'sagirl.

PC. ...wdl, May. ..

LRH: That'sagirl.

PC: ...of 1943.

LRH: All right. That gives anicelittle bing there.

PC:  Mmm.

LRH: Very good. May of 1943.

PC:  Mmm.

LRH: All right. Well, we're back herein ‘43. Right?

PC: A hm-hm.

LRH: All right. And where was that specificaly?

PC:  Norman, Oklahoma.

LRH: Norman, Oklahoma.

PC:  Mm-hm.

LRH: All right.

PC. | wasinthe navy.

LRH: Hm?

PC. | wasinthe navy.



LRH: Isthat agirl? (chuckles) All right.

PC.  Yeah. (chuckles)

LRH: All right. Very good. Now, what should have appeared there and didn’t?
PC.  (pause) Hmm. (long pause; sighs) | . know something that shouldn’t have appeared.
LRH: All right. What was that?

PC.  Wédl, my girlfriend.

LRH: Aha. She did appear, huh?

PC:  Hm.

LRH: Hey! now. Very good. Very good. And who didn’t find out about it?
PC.  That she—you mean about her appearance or the incident?

LRH: Waéll, no, just who didn’t find out about the incident?

PC.  Oh. My mother!

LRH: Ah, your mother didn't.

PC. My mother.

LRH: All right. That’'s my girl.

PC:  Yeah.

LRH: All right. Now? when was this?

PC. Itwasintheevening,inMay ... think May. The summer.

LRH: Mm-hm..

PC.  Wadl, you can't tell about (chuckles) Oklahoma. It gets summer there fast.
LRH: All right. And just exactly where was that located? That’ s it.

PC:  Well, that wasahotel . . .

LRH: Uh-huh.

PC: ... outon theoutskirts of town.

LRH: Good. Good. All right. Bing-bing.

PC:  Yeah.

LRH: Yougotit. That's bing-bing.

PC.  Yeah, | yeah, I-I can—I know what hotel it was.

LRH: All right.
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| liked it, the hotel.

All right. And what didn’t appear there?
(pause) hmm. (pause)

Thereitis.

Mmm. WEell, I’ m getting morewhat’s . . . what is beginning to appear there is more the
misemotion.

Mm-mm. And what didn’t appear?

(pause) hmm. Theroom! | can’t find it.

Mm-mm. All right. That’s good - enough.

Istherea. .. hm, hazy picture.

All right. Now, who failed to find out about this incident?

(sighs) Jimmy’ s mother.

All right. What didn’t Jimmy suspect there? { brief pause) That’sit.
WEell, he didn’t suspect that | was going to hold him to this one.
Hm-hm.

Actually, what he didn’t suspect was that he would get that totally entrapped on it. Oh, |
know what he didn’t expect!

What?

WEéll, he didn’t expect me to be avirgin, of course!
WEell, all right. Okay.

That’swhat he didn’t expect meto. . .

All right.

That’swhat he didn’t expect. (laughs) Y eah.

All right. Well, that’savery interesting . . .
Mmm.

... thing for him to find out at that moment, huh?
Y eah!

So how did he take on about that?

WEell, he flipped.

Oh?
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He flipped.

He flipped?

Yes.

And what did that mean for him?

That mean he—means—that meant he was trapped.
Yessir.

Mmm. That was adirty trick.

All right. Very good. (chuckles)

That was.

All right. Very good. And when was this again?

(sigh) Hmm.

That'sit.

Oh, gosh. You know, it . . . it was just about thistime of year? Mm . . . early May?
Hm-hm.

It wasin the evening.

Hm-hm. What time in the evening?

Oh, about . . . | should say about twelve 0’ clock at night.
That'sit. Thereitis. Thereitis.

Y eah. ‘ Cause we went out first, and then came back.
Hm-hm. Hm-hm. All right. |s there any more about that? I's there any more to that?
WEell, just . . . it was messy.

How do you mean, messy?

WEéll, | got blood al over my clothes.

Oh, yeah.

Thisiswhat Betty discovered.

Uh-huh.

And an unexpectedness on Betty.

Hm-hm.

Uh. .. (pause) This—thiswas rather an uncomfortable situation for me.



LRH: All right. Very good. And what failed to appear there?

PC.  (sighs) Mmm. Well, there s something very interesting going on here. There’s Bob in
the background, but somehow he' sthere ant not there.

LRH: Who?

PC.  Betty’sboyfriend.

LRH: Yeah?

PC:  Bob?Wasthat his name?

LRH: There was somebody else at the hotel with you?
PC:  Yeah. Bob.

LRH: All right.

PC.  Betty’sboyfriend.

LRH: There. .. there was somebody there?

PC:  Yeah.

LRH: Oh, | see. Had they put up at the hotel ?

PC.  Yeah. They were n another room.

LRH: Oh, I see. All right. Then they knew all about this.
PC:  Well, I don’t think Bob did.

LRH: | see.

PC:. | think Betty told him, which | don’t think she did.
LRH: Hm.

PC: I didn'ttell him.

LRH: | see.

PC. My hometown.

LRH: What town in Montana?

PC.  Fromberg, south of Billings.

LRH: Yeah?

PC:  Yeah.

LRH: Attagirl. All right. Now, who failed to find out about that whole thing?
PC. My mother.

LRH: All right. That’ s tick-tick, bang Now we're really getting there.
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Y eah. Mother and Dad.

Hm-hm. They didn’t find out about this?

No.

Do they know about it to this day?

No.

All right. Y ou've never had anything to say to them about this.

Oh, no. They . . . they wouldn’t have dug this game at all.

They wouldn’'t have, huh?

Oh, no.

All right. And what did you do? Did you tell them something else? (PC sighs) That’sit.
WEell, yeah. | told them that | wanted to get married. This was perfectly reasonable. But
| didn’t tell themthat | had . . . Well, see, the one I’ ve got there s that thisis the only
thing | had of any value.

What?

My virginity.

All right.

It'sthe only thing | ever considered was valuable.

All right. Very good. Very good.

| already knew | was no good.

All right.

Y ou know ?

Okay. All right now, isthere any earlier incident? (PC sighs) That’sit.

WEell, that iswhen | was only thirteen.

When you were thirteen.

Y eah.

Very good And what did you do when you were thirteen?

WEell, this one was sort of inadvertent. Some guy spotted me, and turned on abig um .
.. admiration deal for me. | never could understand that one.

Hm-hm. All right What did you do there?
WEell, | wasjust sitting in the park minding my own business. . .

Uh-huh.
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.. and he came along.

Uh-huh.

Y eah. | did do something there. | did uh . . .
That'sit.

...trytoforce...likel must be something if | attracted him, and tried to force the
relationship.

Oh all right. Very good. Okay. And when was that?

That wasin 1933. That was in—on Labor Day, 19th. September.
Labor Day, 1933.

Yesh

Very good.

Labor Day celebration.

All right. And isthat al thereisto that?

Uh ... no. | kept that one but tried to foister some sort of a romance out of that. |
couldn’t make it, though.

All right. Good enough. But right there at that instant. Right there at . . .
Oh, that.. .

.. . that moment. Isthat al thereisto that?

Yesh

Y eah. All right. Very good. All right. What failed to appear there?
(pause) Well, sur-r-r-re enough, uh . . . the—whatever | had mocked up as a desirable
male failed to appear there, because he sure wasn't.

All right.

Y ou know?

Very good. Very good. Now, who didn’t find out about thisincident?
His mother.

His mother?

Yes.

Oh, all right. How old was he?

Uh. .. fifteen. No, | guess he was only about fourteen—thirteen, fourteen, too.
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Oh, | see.

Y eah.

And she didn’t find out about it, huh?
Oh, no. You see. . .

Was he upset about this?

Well, later, r introduced him to my mother; you see? And then later he had a
compulsion to introduce his mother to me. Thisis. . .

All right.

... areal funny one on it.

That’ s bing-bing. We're getting somewhere now.
Yeah She. . . she disapproved, you see? (chuckles)
Did shetell you she disapproved?

No. Just . ..

Did you tell her?

No.

All right. Very good. Now, is there anything earlier than this?
Good heavens, no!

WEéll, was there anything earlier than this?

No.

| don’t get much of awrack-around here on it. I's there anything earlier here about
trying to deep with aman to trap him?

(brief pause) Hm-mm no.

WEell now, we just had that go counter to what you just said.
WEell, I'm looking at some. . .

Come on. Come on. What could there have been earlier?

WEell, there was some sex play with my brothers, but that wasn’'t wanting to sleep with
them to marry them.

Oh, all right. All right. But how about trapping them? Would this trap them in some
way?

Oh. well, yeah. That—that—there was some wanting to be close to my brothers.
Actually, thisisinteresting. That's—that’ s that “I want to be close to aman.”

Y eah.
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And | didwanttobe. ..

All right.

... closeto my brothers.

All right. Very good. And when did this sexual activity take place?
WEéll, it's my brother Eddie.

Hm-hm.

That’s the incident there with uh . . . it ... it was just straight together, his
masturbation—me letting him . . .

All right.

.. doit.

Good enough. And now, when was this?
Uh. .. oh, dear. | got to guess on this one. About 1928, 29.
All right. Good enough. Good enough.

Y eah.

Isthat all thereisto that?

Y eah.

All right. And what appeared there?
Well, this. . . the. ..

That'sit.

Y eah, it was too much misemotion. | mean, |—I—I couldn’t confront . . . easily
confront his emotion on this one.

There we go.

Y eah.

WEe're right there. Right there now.
Yeah, thisis. ..

Y ou couldn’'t confront his. . .
Mm.

... emotion.

Mm.

Hm-hm. Emotion appeared there.
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Y eah.

Mmm. Mmm.

It's actually sexual sensation on his part.

Mmm. And you weren’t able to confront that.

Uh-uh [no].

Okay.

Interesting.

All right Very good. Now who failed to find out about that?

My mother.

Right. All right. Thereit is. Bing-bing. Very good.

My mother. Oh, wow!

All right. Fine. How did this trap your brother? (PC sighs) Thereit is.

WEell, was—there was that emotional tie there. Something in—we had experienced
something in common. Um . . . thisactually isa. . . Huh. (pause) Hm . . . just the
misemotion iswhat’ s the trap. Sort of a goopy misemotion that. . .

All right.

... couldn’t—couldn’t ever have just as a clean-cut type relationship. There was
always that withhold there—on his part. It s actualy still there.

What? On his part?

Yeah. It'still there.

Tothisday?

Uh-huh.

Tothisday, he's still afraid people will find out about this?
Hm-hm.

Isthat so?

Actualy, he'safraid I’'m going to mention it. One of these days | am. I’m going to pull
that withhold off of him.

All right. Very good.
| think that would help.

(chuckles) Okay. All right. Now, isthere any earlier incident here? There’'s alittle
slowdown.

WEell, thisisthe picturethat | don’t have any . . . any recall on. Just a stuck visio.
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Picture of what?

Of running to Mother and telling her about a sexual experience with my brother Jake.
But thisonewas. . .

Writing to your mother?

Running to my mother.

Running to her? Oh, running to her?

Y eah.

And telling her about a sexual experience with your brother Jake.
Y eah.

When was that?

WEell, I'm sure | was only four years old, but I don’t know why this comes out then in
the place where | was. . . didn't live until | was six.

WEell, that’ s good.
(laughs) I mean, I’ ve got some confusioniinit.
All right. What isthis? An overt act on Jake?
Y eah. It'sactually an overt act on Mother, too.
Uh-huh. Both of them.
Y eah.
Both of them.
Y eah.
All right. Was it true?
Yeah, it was true.
What was true?
WEell, the experience, uh. . . Well, no, | shouldn’t say that because | don’t remember
the experience. | only remember running to my mother telling her that Jake had uh . . .
uh ... taught meall about uh ... well, |—I said, “Mom—Mother, Mother, Jake told
me all about fucking” you see?
Mm-mm.
And my mother almost dropped dead!
Mm-mm. All right. Very good. Now, what didn’t appear there?
WEéll, what the hell ever happened there?

All right. Very good.
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Y eah.
Wdl, who hasn’t found out about this?

My dad never found out. My other brother—my other brothers and sisters didn’t find
out.

They didn’t find out.
No.
Y our father didn’t find out.
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All right. How about Jake?

Y eah, well, he found out about something because Mother beat him up.

Oh, | see. Was he punished?

Y eah, he was punished.

All right. Now, when was this?

Hmm. Well, boy, sure seems like 1924.

All right. Very good. 1924.

Mm-mm.

What time of the year?

WEell, it co. .. See, that’swhere | get confused, because it was in the cornfield. And |
was six years old in that place, but the corn was . . . Actually it was high, so it must
have been in the middle of summer.

Okay. Very good. And isthat al thereisto that?

Mmm.

Mm?

Mm.

What elseisthereto that? There must be something elsetoit.

Well, hmm. Bunch of confusion, likeuh . . . it seemslike it sthe same incident is here
| was sitting in the hallway or in the side porch with this. . . Mother had told me that
uh . . well, she—it was more of an attitude of | was totally unacceptable to her. And
just sitting inthe uh . . . hall there thinking, you know, things will never be the same
again. But I’'m not sure it’s the same incident.

All right

It just seemslikeit.
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Very good. Very good And what appeared there? (pause) All right. What didn’t appear
there? That'sit.

WEell, Mother didn't. Um . .. | havea. .. real funny feeling there of being all alone.
Mm-mm.

That somebody el se should have been there and wasn't.

Mm-mm.

| don’t know.

All right. Now, who hasn’t found out about that four-year-old incident?

(sigh; pause) Hm. (pause) Well, | sure haven't found out parts of it.

All right. All right. Anybody else hasn’t found out about it?

Mm. Mother didn’t find out other parts of it.

All right.

The one that Mother didn’t find out, actually, was | don’t think she realized what uh . .
.how uh. .. Q-and-Aed with this. | mean, | just straight decided | was no good . . .

Mm-mm.
... on her consideration that | wasn't.

All right. Now, what are we talking about here that she considered you were no good?
When did this enter into the Situation?

Well, itwasuh . . . later in that incident—I think. | don’t . . . it looks. like. . .

Did shetell you you were no good, or what?

Well, she—Yeah. Just . . .

What did she say?

WEell, she gasped like this was the most horrible thing that anybody could ever do.
Hm-hm. All right.

| mean, it was the attitude . . .

What did she say?

... andthemisemo . . . (brief pause) Wells | think she appealed to God at that point
that this happened—this horrible act had happened. | don ‘t remember what she said.
She was talking in German anyhow. | wouldn’t remember German.

All right. (PC laughs) What had you just done there?

Well, | told her that | was . . . that Jakeand | had uh . . . | don’t even remember what
we—what—what we did. | do remember telling her that . . .
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Y eah, but what did you tell her? That’swhat’ s important.

Y eah Yeah. Well, | told her that Jake and | were fucking.

All right That’swhat you told her.

Y eah.

Very good. Very good. When was this?

(sighs) | don’'t know, ‘24 or ‘26. 1924 or ‘' 26. | can’t decide on this one.

Well, all right.

It must have been in 1926 ‘ cause we were living in Fromberg. But then everything that
happened to me | put into my barnyard anyway, so this could be another thing | just put
into my barnyard.

Into your barnyard?

| drag all my picturesinto my barnyard. It’ s the only safe place | had in my childhood.
Oh, | see.

So every picture l—every time | get audited | drag all the pictures from all over the
ELZJCre and I’d go into the barnyard to look at them, (laughs) while | was in the auditing
Oh, yeah.

This. . .

Now, where—where did this incident with Jake happen?

Well, it wasin the cornfield . . .

That'sit.

so that—that had to be the farm.

WEéll, what did you do?

| don’t know.

LRH Nothing? Something? Anything?

PC:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

WEell, I’'m sure it was something, yeah.

WEell, was it nothing? (brief pause) Something? Had you done anything? Or is this just
an outright lie on Jake?

No.
Did it get him in trouble?
Yeah. It did get himin trouble.

All right. Who wouldn’t want you to find out about it?



PC:  Who wouldn’'t want metofind . . .

LRH: Yes.

PC: ...metofind out about it.

LRH: Ah, that’s an interesting thought, isn’t it?

PC:  Well, Mother wouldn’t want me to find out about it, | don’t think.

LRH: That'sit. All right. Mother wouldn’t want you to find out about it.

PC: No.

LRH: Would Jake want you to find out about something?

PC. (sigh) No.

LRH: All right. Isthere a big agreement there you shouldn’t find out about this?

PC.  Well, an agreement there that something like that would be better forgotten, which
would be something we would have had in—in our childhood.

LRH: Everybody would agree that that . . .

PC:  Yeah.

LRH: ... should better be forgotten

PC:. It should—should be forgotten. See.

LRH: Whendid you all decideto forget it and he friends?

PC.  (chuckles) Uh. ..

LRH: That'sit.

PC.  Hm. (pause) Well, just sort of oozed into forgetfulness there.
LRH: All right. Very good. But there was an agreement there.

PC:  Yeah.

LRH: All right. Very good. When was that? That’ s it.

PC: 1926

LRH: Very good. And what exactly happened there? Exactly what happened?
PC.  Waédl, | get animpression only, now.

LRH: Oh, you can tell me what happened. Don't sit there reading your pictures. Tell me what
happened.

PC.  Allright. Actually, hedid try to put his penisin me.
LRH. All right. Very good. Was this your agreement?
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PC:
LRH:

Mm-mm yes.

Or your connivance?

WEell, itwasuh.. . . actually, it was— thiswas all right to do. That'swhat | was. . .
All right. That’sfine.

Y eah. That swhat | was trying to communicate to Mother.

It was your idea?

No. | had learned a new experience.

Oh, al right Very, very good. Excellent.

Y eah.

And what appeared there?

WEell, my mother’ s shock, because, you see, 1 wanted to communicate to her that | had
discovered something new.

Oh, | see. All right. Very good. Excellent.

| didn’t expect my mother to be shocked. | thought she would be pleased because | hat
found out something new.

All right. Very good. And who should have found out about thisin later years?
(sighs) Dad.

All right. Who else should have found out about it in later years?

Well, Jake should have found out about it, that | was this knuckle headed.

All right.

| didn’t know that this was something should be kept secret.

Very good. And who else should have found out about it?

Uh. .. well, my whole family should have found out that | was knuckle headed.

All right. Very good. Very good. Okay.

Now when was thisincident exactly?

PC:

LRH:

LRH:

Huh. Well, it was in the summer of 1926. Actually, this one does feel more in place
now, in ‘26.

Very good.
Mm-hm.
All right, fine.

[t was in the summer of 1926.
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Excellent. Excellent. And isthat &l thereis to that incident now?

Mm. Y eah.

All right. Very good. And what shouldn’'t have appeared in that whole incident?

My mother.

All right. Excellent. Excellent And who didn’t find out about it?

(sigh; pause) Schoolteachers. Townspeople.

Oh, very good. Excellent. Anybody else?

Y ou know, the one that’ s the real shouldn’t-have-found-out is my stupidity there
Mmm, my brothers and sisters, particularly, shouldn’t— should have found out about
thisone. Well, | don’t know. They still shouldn’t know about this.

Y eah.

This stupidity.

Should they have found out about your stupidity?

Weéll, it still isn’'t al right with me for them to find it out.

(chuckles) All right. Okay. Now, what we're going to do here . . . How do you feel
about this now?

Mm, better.

You fed abit better?

Mm-hm.

A lot better?

Yeah, it's. ..

Have you got something alittle more in place?
Y eah, and it doesn’t seem as hung-up.

All right. Good enough. We're not— we' re not through worrying this one— that one,
probably, but we're going to look some more on thisline.

Oh, that’s fine.

All right. Now, would it be al right with you if we took avery brief break?
That would be wonderful.

Ten-minute break?

Mm.

Would that be al right with you?



LRH:

LRH

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

LRH:

Yes.

Andisit-al right with you if | just asked one more question here? Now, have | missed
awithhold on you? Y eah, that’ s all right. Latent.

Mm, yeah. You didn’t.
. Very good. Very good Therewas a- latent . . .
... Mmm.
... but that’s all right. I’ll check it again.
Okay.
Have | missed awithhold on you? There’'s a dight slowdown.
WEéll, just | didn’t realize it’ d be this comfortable.. . .
Oh, you didn’t?
... being audited by you.
(chuckles) Oh, al right.
Y eah.

All right. Thank you very much. Let me check that once more. Have | missed a
withhold on you? No, that’ s fine.

Mm.

Very good. We got that. And is there anything you care to ask before | give you end of
session for this break?

No.

All right. Hereit is. End of session.
Okay. Thank you.

You bet.



PREPCHECKING PART 2

A lecture given on
2 May 1962
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(laughs) All right. Pick up the cans.

- Okay, honey. Isit al right with you if | begin this session now?
Yes.

All right. Hereit is. Start of session. Has the session started for you?
- Mmm. (clearsthroat)

Very good. All right. How are you - doing?

WEéll, I'm fine now that I’'m back in the chair. | was a bit dispersed (chuckles) out in the
hall.

Oh, yeah. AU right. Now, very good. Have I missed awithhold on you?
No.
WEéll, there s alittle latent tick here. There might be something on it. (pause) Thereit is.

WEell yeah. Just uh . . . (chuckles) | was pretty, pretty far out of present time when you
(laughs) ended the session.

All right. All right. Okay.

That’s...

All right. Did | fail to find out about that?

Yesh:

All right. When was that?

WEell, when | went clattering down the hall by myself | couldn’t find Suzi€' s bathroom.
All right. Very good. Okay. Now, have | missed awithhold on you?

No.

All right. Is there anything else there? Any other thing I might have missed a withhold
on?

Mm-mm [no].

Okay. Now let me check this.

Mmm.

Have | missed awithhold on you? All right. That’s going independently.

What does that mean?
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Now, you listen to me.

All right.

Now, you listen to me now.

Okay.

Tome. To me. All right. Have | missed awithhold on you?
No.

That’sright. You' re absolutely right. (chuckles)

All right. Now, we were going great guns here on something that happened in a
cornfield.

Mmm.
All right. Now, isit al right with you if | get on with this?
Sure.

All right. Now, apparently you’ ve been packing an awful lot of they-should-have-
found-out-about-me’ s here, on this subject.

um.
Hm?
Mostly Mother, yeah.

WEell has this been basic—yes, it's Mother al right, because I’ ve got a double tick here
I’m following down.

Umm.

It's a—I"m getting wider . . the closer we get in to the base on this, why, the more
we're getting close to thislittle - double tick. Okay?

Mmm.

And that’s what we' re looking for. We're looking for something . . . Apparently every
time you say something about your mother or his mother, or something, we get this
double tick.

Yeah?

See, | can turn this on here. All right. What should your mother have found out about
you? See, and there’sa. . . thereit is (chuckles)—little one.

Yeah, thisis. ..
See, | say something on that order. Now, you want so answer that question?

WEell, sure. She should have found out that | wasn't ah . . . as pure and perfect as she
thought | was.
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Aswho was?

As she thought | was.

Oh, dl right. All right.

Or that sheinsisted that | should be. . .
All right.

...ismoreinline.

All right. Now, we' re following down the track here about sleeping with a man to trap
him.

Umm.

And we'remining gold all theway. But | think there is an incident before 1926.
| think thereis, too, but | haven't aclue.

And whereisit? You said two years earlier.

Y eah.

And you didn’t know whether it was or wasn't. Well, what happened two years before
this time? Where were you living?

Inuh. ..
That'sit.

Park City.
Hm-hm.
Montana

Park City what?
Montana

Montana. Park City. All right. .And is there some sort of an incident there where you
got all missed up with somebody or something?

Mm-mm [no].

Isthere any incident in Park City? | don’t know here. I’'m getting alittle bit of arough
line.

WEell, there could be but. . .
Isthere some incident in Park City? No it isn't Park City. Isthere some. . .
Isit Glen Ullin—Glen Ullin, North Dakota, then?

Isthat earlier?
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Weéll, that would be in—when | was four, we moved from . . .
Y eah.

... Glen Ullin to Park City.

WEell, haven’'t you any memory back of . . .

No.

... that at all, huh?

Just splotchy pictures.

Hm-hm. Just got some pictures?

Mm.

What pictures?

WEéll, I’ ve got a picture of a stone house that | assume is my birthplace.
All right.

Then later in Park City, I’ ve got a couple or three pictures.

Hm-hm. All right. Is there any other - incident here with your brothers? | get alittle
slowdown there.

WEéll, there is the one incident with my brother Bob. But thisis not on sex-line stuff.
What about that, what roughly?

WEell, | was supposed to care for him, and . . .

And you didn’t.

WEéll, there’ s some mystery on this one. | don’t understand my reactions in that.
WEéll, what isyour reaction?

Weéll, alittle girl tried to take him away from me, and | got panicky . . .

Hm-hm,

... and it sway out of proportion to the situation.

WEéll, what happened?

| hit her in the sscomach with arock.

And what happened with that?
That's al. Just—she. . . |—it hurt.
Hm-mm.

And | got my brother back, but . . .



LRH: Hm. How old were you then?

PC:  Four.

LRH: About four. Isthat the incident here on the 19. . .
PC: 1924.

LRH: That's the 1924 incident.

PC: Mmm.

LRH: That'sit. Tick-tick.

PC:  Mm-hm.

LRH: All right. This have to do with aman?
PC. Hm. Took my brother, whowasa. . .
LRH: All right Well washe. . .

PC. hewasyounger:

LRH: What was he? A boy?

PC:  Mm-hm. Two.

LRH: All right. It had to do with a boy.

PC:  Mmm.

LRH: All right. And what about this boy?

PC.  Wadl | was supposed to take care of hm.
LRH: Right. ..

PC:  Mother said | should look out for him.
LRH: Mm-hm.

PC. Antuh...lhadagreedto...to carefor him.
LRH: Hm-hm.

PC. Butuh...thislittlegirl wasjust teasing, said | was. . . she was going to take him
away from me. And just—I got panicky.

LRH: Hm-hm.

PC. Andlitis—it wasjust amost areflex action. | picked up the rock and threw it at her to
stop her . ..

LRH: Hm-mm.

PC. ...fromtaking himaway. | don’t know where the hell she would have taken him.
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Y eah.

She was only four, too.

Y eah.

You see?

And where did the rock cut her?

In the stomach

Uh-huh. She bleed much?

It didn’t cut her.- It just went POW in her stomach.

| see. It just went POW in her stomach. Did she bleed much?
Shedidn’'t bleed at all.

Areyou sure?

Y eah.

You're sure?

WEell, no. Of course, I’'m not sure. (laughs) But | don’t think so.
Come on. How serioudly was this little girl injured?

WEell she. .. shecried. And | just imagine, because it hit her in the stomach, that it was
awful painful. It iswhen it—when | get hit in the stomach.

Huh?

It's...

What else did you do to her?

That's all—I think.

All right. Did you hit her in the stomach?
Mmm.

With arock.

Mmm.

That'sit. With arock.

Mmm.

All right. Who else did you hit with arock?
Oh, well, heavens, | . . .

Oh, well, now we're onto something el se.
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Now, yeah. But not earlier. | mean, | used to throw rocks at my brothers. | don’t think
| ever hit them though.

Uh-huh.

| was alousy shot.

All right. But which one of them did you blood?

How did blood get into the act?

| don’t know how blood got into this.

- Oh. (pause; laughs) Well, well, there’s my brother Bob. There' s the incident when |
hit him into arock. I mean, it was concrete. It wasn't |—that | threw arock at him, but
| hit his head into arock—into concrete.

Hm-hm, you did.

Y eah.

And that bled?

Y eah, that bled

That bled.

That bled. Yes.

All right. Fine. How old was he?

Uh-. . . he was older then. He was—oh, | should say four and | was six. That’s
roughly.

All right. And what did you do?
| made an airplane out of him. | was swinging him around . . .
Y eah.
.. me.
Mm.
| was going around and held him by the feet, you see.. . .
Mm. Mm.
and | was swinging him round, and | hit his head into the concrete block.
Because you were dispersed.
Y eah.
Go on.

Y eah.



LRH: And what happened there?

PC.  Wédl, I injured him very serioudly.

LRH: How seriously?

PC.  Wédl, he'sstill got aknot on his head which he. . .
LRH: Uh-huh.

PC. assuresmeevery timel seehimthat | didit. And 1 did.
LRH: All right. What did this do to him mentally, at the time?
PC:  Hmm. Well, he—I think he was almost out cold.
LRH: Hm-hm.

PC. | wasgoing to say it cold-cocked him.

LRH: Wadll, didit?

PC: Uh...itstunned hm,ituh...itdid. Yes.

LRH: Mm. Mm. What did you think you had done at that time?
PC.  Wiédl, I thought | had injured him beyond repair, really.
LRH: Yeah.

PC.  Like hishead was pretty wide open.

LRH: And when was that?

PC. 1926, | would say roughly.

LRH: Mm-hm.

PC: I’'mnot sure.

LRH: All right. When was it? Have you been told about this or do you remember it?
PC:  Oh, no. | remember it.

LRH: Youremember doing this.

PC:  Yeah.
LRH: All right.
PC. ...washavingaball.

LRH: All right. And?

PC. AndI dlipped, actually. | mean, | got his head too low, and it cracked up against the
concrete.

LRH: Uh-huh.



PC.  And he—hewas stunned. | don’'t remember whether M other patched him up or not.
LRH: All right. Well what might have appeared there?

PC:  Waéll, the wound.

LRH: Hm-hm. Very good. And who didn’t find out about it?

PC: 1 donl think Dad did.

LRH: Hm-hm. Who did you withhold that from?

PC:  Waéll, from Dad.

LRH: Hm-hm. Anybody elsefail to find out about it?

PC:  Thedoctor. | don't think he was taken to the doctor.

LRH: Took him to the doctor?

PC.  They didn’t take him.

LRH: They didn’t

PC.  Mm-mm [no].

LRH: Doctor didn’t find out about it.

PC.  Mm-mm [no].

LRH: Well, who else didn’t find out about it?

PC.  (sighs) I’'m not so sure Mother did. | think it was my sister patched him up.
LRH: Hm-hm.

PC: | don’'t remember, but | don’t think she did

LRH: Wasthere ahbig secrecy involved in this?

PC.  Wédl, just occlusions more than secrecy. | don ‘t remember.

LRH: Oh, no-no, no, no, no-no-no, no, no. Now, now, you weren’t carrying any banner
signs around there. . .

PC:  Oh, of course not!

LRH: ...teling everybody “I busted my little brother’s head open.”
PC:  Nono, no. No.

LRH: All right. Who did you keep this from?

PC.  Oh, well, I kept that from the kids in school, and teachers, and. . .
LRH: Hm-hm, And your father and your mother?

PC.  Mother, and anybody that would have made me guilty.
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All right.
Like the towns people.
Very good. And do you actually remember, now, suppressing that?

Y eah. Sure you wouldn’t—that’ s a now-1’ m-supposed-to, actually. | mean, you
wouldn’t go around saying you’ d bashed your brother’s head in.

Y eah, but did your mama know about it?

| don’t think so.

How did she escape knowing about it?

Oh, well, my sister was very effective in patching up wounds.
Mm-hm. Mm-mm. She helped you suppress this.
Y eah. Well, actually my brother did too.

He helped you, too.

WEéll, we protected each other from our parents.
All right. Very good. And did you get your brother to agree not to tell?
No it was atacit agreement.

| see. You didn’t tell him not to tell.

No

You just knew he wouldn’t.

Yeah. | just knew he wouldn't.

And your father didn’t find out?

No.

And your mother didn’t . . .

| know my father didn’t.

Y our mother didn’t find out?

I"m not sure. . .

Mm-hm.

about my mother, whether it was Mother that patched him. Mother would have
protected us. . .

WEell, did your sister even know?

(Sigh) Well . . (pause) | don’'t know. | don’t know. It was either Mother or my sister
Agathathat patched him up. And if it was Mother, my sister didn’t know.
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Hm?

If it was Mother that patched him up, then my sister didn’t know.

WEell, whichisit that didn’t know?

| don’t know. Must have been my sister because | think my mother would have beat me
up, and | don’t remember getting beaten up by my mother. I’ m just assuming now
though.

Y ou got thisfigured out that way.

Y eah!

Y eah.

It'sjust logical.

But here's a head injury—here’ sahead injury that remained a secret to your family.
(pause) Hm.

Isthat right?

Mm-hm.

All right.

That s not unusual .

All right. It's not unusual, but I’'m just pointing out that hereis. . .

Mm-hm.

... anincident of that character. What else did you do to bloody your brothers up?
(pause) Wdll, I ve got the later incident with my brother Jake when we got into a fight.
Mm-hm.

| didn’t bloody him up though. Oh, | guess| did. | scratched him.

Oh, you guessyou did it.

Uhyes, | did.

Now come on. Did you or didn’t you?

Yes, | did.

All right. When wasiit?

Oh, that was way later. | was about fifteen.

All right, honey. And what did that consist of ?

Y ou mean, you want all of it? (chuckles)
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Well . ..

(laughs) Well, | was supposed to fix has lunch, and | didn’t. So hetried to get me to fix
hislunch, and | fought back.

Y eah. And what did you do?
Well | just uh. . See, | waslittler than hewas. And | just fought like | wasn't.
All right. Okay.

And I—he got so mad that he forgot | was littler, and we had a fought like we were
evenly matched.

Y eah. What did you do to him?

Oh. just uh . . it was pretty dispersed, but I—I kicked and clawed and bit . . .
Hm-hm.

in any part of the body that | could—could get ahold of . . .

All right. Good. And what did you do?

Uh. .. well, mostly scratched him and bit him.

All right.

... kicked—yeah, | kicked him, too.

Did you bloody him up?

Don’t—he got—I don’t have a picture, but | assume if |—if scratched, | would have
bloodied him up. Sure.

Mmm.

| meanl ...

WEéll, what do you know you’ ve done there?
Just that | fought tooth and toenail . . .

All right.

... with all the strength | could conjure up at fifteen . . .
That’s good.

... with this body.

All right.

Now | know.

All right. And who did you both keep that from?
Mother.
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All right. Anybody else?
Dad. |

All right. Okay. That's all.
Y eah.

Seems like seems like you didn’t seem to enjoy the confidence of your parents
anywhere along the line.

| didn’t. (chuckles)
You didn’'t, huh?
Oh, no.

What did you do? Has this lifetime been a career of keeping things away from your
mother?

Mm-mm. Mostly Dad.

Mostly Dad.

Y eah.

Mother? Keeping things from Mother?

WEell, yeah. There would be some type things I’ d keep from Mother, and there'd be
other type.

Sex.

Y eah.

Sex you' d keep from Mother.
Y eah. I’ d keep from Mother.
That’s good.

And anything that would provoke my dad’s temper, | would keep from Dad. And
fighting would provoke his temper, you see?

Mm-hm. All right. He'd get mad, in other words.

Oh, he'd get. . . Yeah.

He' d get furious.

Y eah.

All right. So keeping things from Dad? That’ s bing, bing.
Now, what type of thing would you keep from Dad?
WEell, I’ d keep breakage. . .
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Y eah.

... getting unto trouble withuh . . .

Good.

. . . the school authorities.

All right.

And beating up the guy who tried to beat us up for stealing his watermelons.
Right.

These things.

Go on.

Just if | would get into trouble. . .

All right.

... I would keep it from Dad.

Any trouble. . .

Y eah.

... would be kept from Dad.

Y eah.

So he' sthe symbol of no - communication if in trouble.
(chuckles) Y eah.

Isthat right?

WEéll, he's more than that. He wouldn’t let ustalk to him, actually, either.
He said, no, huh?

Hejust said “Don’t talk! Just talk when you ‘re spoken to. “
Oh, I see. All right.

And we hat that one and then the other one, we don’t talk if we got into trouble,
because why invite more trouble?

All right. How did you trap your father?
Oh! Gee! | did that with ARC.

All right. How did you do that?
Justuh...(sighs) ...

Go on.
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WEéll, | just wouldn’t let him keep this game going. | moved in, got close to him.
Hm-hm.

Got him off of this German “| am the father and you are the child, so therefore you
must never speak to me unless you’ re spoken to.”

Mm-hm.

| just would speak to him.

Mm.

| would demonstrate affection.

Mm-hm.

And it worked.

All right. What didn’t he find out about this?

Hmm. (sighs) Well, mostly what he didn’t find out was that he didn’t have a prayer
\l/valth ... with this—with our family after he got off of that one that he used to control
All right. And what didn’t he have a prayer with, how, exactly?

WEéll, he didn’t have a prayer with me or the rest of the family, | think.

Good. Now how did you trap him, specifically and exactly?

WEell, | don’t remember exactly when it was, but | know there was the first time when |
kissed him.

| see.

Y ou know?

All right. Very, very good. When was that?
Uh...

That'sit.

WEell, that was, | would should say 1938. But, actually, what I’ d— happened is |
stumbled onto this earlier incident of violence.

Of what?

Of violencewith him . . .

Yeah?

which was not an answer to our question. (laughs)
| didn’t get what this earlier incident wasof . . .

WEéll, I’ ve got an incident when | was sixteen when | stopped him from beating Mother.
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Oh, | see.

And it got into aviolent—violent incident rather than . . .
| see.

an incident of affection.

Oh, al right. That's perfectly al right.

Mm.

Nobody isworrying about this.

Y eah.

Now, you trapped him with akiss. Isthat right?
Mm-hm.

All right.

That’ s—was affection there that actually trapped him.
An affection. Did you fedl the affection?

Y eah.

All right. Very good. Now, something wrong with affection here, honey.
Well . ..

What isthisall about?

WEéll, you don’'t demonstrate affection to a German father!
| know, but what about affection in general?

Well, youuuuuuu—well, actually, it'satrap.

Uh-huh.

It’ s—that traps men.

Affectionisatrap.

Y eah.

|sthat—that’ s the way it equates.

Mmm.

That’ sthe way it equates.

Y eah.

All right. Very good.
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All right, (PC chuckles) who doesn’t know about this?
Charlie doesn’'t know this.
Alright How about Jimmy?

Well, yeah, Jimmy doesn’t know about this. Actually, thisiswhat goes on with me
with the students here, too.

All right

| want to get closeto them, but | already know it'satrap. ..
Y eah, go on. Go on.

to be affectionate. Go on what? Who else doesn’t know?
Tell me. Go on. Who doesn’t know about this?

Oh!

Just get the roster out here.

Well, my dad didn’t know it.

All right.

My brothers.

That-a-girl.

My ...

That-a-girl.

(pause) Any—I—I’vegot it just it’'sin atrap—it’satrap if you—if you have affection
for aman.

| see.

Y eah.

| see. All right. And who doesn’t find out about this?

(sighs) Well, none of the—none of the men I’ ve ever known.

Just the lot.

Y eah!

All right. Very good. Very good. That'sall | wastrying to check into.
Y eah.

How about the little kids that you were around?

Weéll, it'sall right to feel affection for kids.
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WEell, come on. How early did this start?

WEell, it started early—real early with - me with my father. But like it was al right for
meto fedl . ..

There we are. There we are. Thetick tick. Started very early with you or your father.
With my father.

Did you—how old were you? Four, two, three, what? Four? Two? One? One?
Probably.

But did you know at that timethat it wasa. . .

No.

... action?

WEéll, when did you overtly use thisto betray him?

WEéll that time when | was eight— eighteen.

All right. And what happened there exactly? Now, we got onto that a moment ago and
got off of it.

WEell, just | intended to get him off of this other one he had on. Y ou know, where he's
totally individuated So | demonstrated the affection for him.. . .

Hm-hm.

andthen...hmm. .. like he wastrapped and | was trapped, both, on this one.
Hm-hm. Isthat so?

Y eah.

All right. What didn’t appear there?

Hmm. (long pause) Thisoneflipped . . . I—I have trouble with it because | don’t ever
know whether it’s what’ s supposed to. Y ou know, like athing that didn’t appear there
was just actually awarning or a—of things to come.

All right. All right. Very good. What things to come?

WEéll, like he was vulnerable then. Mother used this one on him particularly.

Hm-hm.

She would withdraw affection from him.

All right. Very good. And who didn’t find out about it?

WEell, actually I didn’t find out about it at that point. | didn’t realize that’s what | was
doing.

All right. When did you decide this was what you were doing?
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Weéll just—I didn’'t really connect it up until now.

Oh, all right. Very good. Very good.

That—that thisis part of the thing that goes on with me.
All right.

That used to bug me.

All right. This seemsreal to you.

Mmm.

| haven't forced any cognition’s on you, have 1?

No no. of course not. See, this—I have got a late incident. It happened here on
course—isthe lost incident.

Y eah?Yeah. Well, there’'s awhole series of these incidents.

Y eah.

And they consist of “trapped with affection.”

Mmm.

Trapped with affection.

Mmm.

All right. All right. Very good. Okay.

Now, how far back does this go?

WEell, it doesn’'t go—just to trap with affection doesn’t go. | just wouldn’t doit. | never
would do that, | don’t think. (long pause) | don’t remember any earlier incidents. |
mean, | would try not to.

Try not to trap with affection.

Y eah.

And what does that do? What' s the result of that?

You'relonely.

Oh, | see. So if you use affection, you trap?

Y eah.

And if you don’t use affection, you don’t trap?

Mmm.

| see. All right, honey. All right. And that’ s very interesting. When is the first time you
really trapped a man that way? Or a boy?
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Oh, wait aminute. | do have some incidents on this. Actually, I’ve got an incident with
apriest.

Hm?

(laughs) With apriest. . .

Oh, yeah.

thislife. Yeah. Father O’ Sullivan. That’s what happened there; it just . . .
All right. What life was that?

Thislife.

Thislife?

Y eah. Huh.

Youwerea. ..

...was a Cathalic thislife you see.

Oh, yeah; All right.

And | was uh—oh, fifteen, sixteen, when Father O’ Sullivan was our parish priest.
All right. Good. And what happened?

WEéll, it wasjust | got—just got real - close to him.

Good.

Got to liking him.

Good.

And he—it was area close, affectionate situation. Nothing sexual .

| know, but uh . ..

It was affec—there was alot of affection. ..

All right.

. . . there for—for one—me for him and him for me.

Okay. Now, exactly what occurred. Something must have occurred.

WEell, yeah. | was actudly . . . Thisis—thisisinteresting in view of thefact | said I'm
stupid. | was the outstanding student in the catechism class.

Ah! Very good.

And got just well, just uh, by being outstanding and smart in catechism, | attracted his
attention.

All right. Good.
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Andjust...I'vegot area pull for the affection for him.
Hm-hm. Go on.

WEell, this one was pretty disastrous, because you don’t really get that close to a priest.
Yeah, al right.

It violatesthe. . .

All right.

(laughs) . . al that’s holy in the “Catholic church,” you see?
Right.

But that’ s all that happened. Therewasn't any . . .

WEell now, what was disastrous about it? (brief pause) That’sit.
WEéll, for one thing, | don’t think he’sany longer a priest.

Oh, redly?

Don't think so.

What did you do?

WEell, | don't think I did . . . | think | just contributed to this one.
Y eah, but what happened? There'sa. . .

Just—just that I—I got closer to a priest than agirl . . .

All right.

.. . issupposed to get to a priest.

And then what happened?

Then he left town.

Why did he leave town?

| don’t know but | do know that he was moved to an Indian mission, which is a
reduction in status for a priest.

All right. Well, what occurred? What happened there? Y ou got a—you're leaving me
with blank.

Mmm.

All right. You're very bright in class, and you get next to this priest, and then he leaves
town.

WEéll, there—actually, there wasn't anything el se did happen.

WEéll, what did you do that was an overt?
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Just got that closeto him.

And that what?

Just to form that much of a personal relationship with him.
Y eah.

Tobeonthat uh. .. just on the same basis with him rather than as a priest—qirl in the
parish.

Good. Bing-bing. Now what . . . There's something there, see?

Y eah.

There' s something there. There' s something more there than just that.

Thereis?

What isit?

Weéll, there’ s—there was an incident therewhen uh . . .

Y eah, that’ swhat we want. What isit?

| went into a game with him that you don’t—you shouldn’t play with apriest. Likel. .
. got mad at him and told him | was never going to speak to him again. And then he got
me to speak to him again. | was walking down the street one day and | saw him, and |
just had my head . . . | wasn’t going to speak to him.

Hm-hm.

And as he passed me, he put hisface into my face and said, “Hello.”

Hm-hm.

And we got back into communication again.

Hm-hm.

But therereally. . . That'sabout all . . .

Nothing else happened?

No.

Was there anything happened there? Was there anything happened with that priest?
Mm-mm. That's an—that’ s enough.

Was this kind of charged?

WEéll, that’ s enough!

What’ s enough?

WEell, to get that closeto a priest! Y ou’'re not supposed to get close to a priest. Now—
uh?
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What did you do to the man?

| don’t know.

Would this ruin him in some way? What’ s the overt here? Showing affection?

WEell, it' s—it’ s knocking him off his priest—priestliness. | mean, he was a man instead

of apriest.

All right. All right. But what happened here, exactly? Did you set out to plan to do this?

No.

Did you know this was bad?

Y eah.

Y ou did know this was bad?

Mm-hm.

WEell, you went ahead and did it, though.
Mm.

Oh, you knew it wasbad . . .

Mm.

... and you went head and did it.
Well sure.

All right. Who didn’t find out about it?

Oh, well, hell, my mother didn’t find out about that, or any of the church people.

All right. Very good.

Besides that, if they’ d have found out about it, they *d have said | was uh .
sleep with him, which | wasn’t, | don’t think.

Hm-hm. All right. All right. Okay. And what appeared there then?
WEéll, aman instead of a priest!

Oh, al right. All right. And who didn’t find out about that?

Well, hedidn’t.

All right. Very good. Now, when was this exactly?

In ‘36. | was sixteen, | think.

Over what period of time wasit? How many weeks? months? days?

Uh. .. wasthat—that summer when | was being prepared for confirmation.

.. trying to
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Go on.

Uh ... wasin the summertime—was in summer school. | was being prepared for
confirmation, to it was over a period of weeks.

Over aperiod of weeks.

Y eah.

Very good. And what didn’t appear there?

Hm. I’m hung up on a—occurrence there, too.

Wheat is the occurrence?

WEell, he flipped me one time when he was testing us finally for our uh . . . whether we
vc\g?;(e: rf“l;:[r? be confirmed. And he tested all the other students on uh . . . the catc—the

Mm-hm.

But he asked me questions out of the Bible. That was a betrayal, because | didn’t know
anything about the Bible.

Oh, I see. All right. Good enough. And who didn’t find out about it?
What...

Who didn’'t get any answers? (LRH: and PC laugh)

Hedidn't. Hedidn’t. | hit ablank.

All right. Y ou hit a blank.

Ah.

That’s quite interesting. Before that, you were bright. Is that what you are saying?
Y eah.

And after that you were stupid.

Y eah.

All right. How do you account for this?

Why, that | was just—I was going to . . . cognite (laughs) on this. | was wondering if
this had any connection with . . .

WEell, isthat correct?

Well yeah. It—just after that | had . .
Am | rushing your cognition?

Yeah. You are. (laughs)

All right.
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Y eah.

Good enough.

Cause it was—just that feeling there of stupidity.
Y ou ever spot this before?

No not redlly.

All right.

But |—there’ s something else there.

Y eah. what is there?

WEéll, afed therethat | betrayed hm.

Mm-hm.

And...

Did you?

Y eah.

How?

| was supposed to be smart | was supposed to know about the Bible.
Oh, | see. Y ou were supposed to know . . .
Mmm.

... about the Bible.

Mmm.

All right. And what happened?

| didn't.

Uh-huh.

| didn’t ever. . .

And who didn’t find out about it?

WEéll, he did—he didn’'t find out it soon enough to not ask me the questions.

| see. Well, when did this examination—this examination take place, in front of
witnesses?

Oh, yeah. Up in front of the other students.
Oh, I see. All right. And that was a source of what to you?

WEell, asource of failure on him, like | was supposed to. ..
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What were you trying to cover up in front of these students?
(Pause) Huh?

That area must be loaded with missed withholds.

WEéll, | did try to cover up that he—that | was hisfavorite.

Y eah. All right. What else didn’t they find out there?

(pause) Well, you know, what | have afeel of hereisthat they failed to find out, was
that | didn’t consider myself smart because | knew catechism. Catechism isa cinch.

Mm-hm.

| mean, there’ s—any knuckle head could learn about catechism.
All right. And they didn’t find out about that?

Mmm.

All right. Very good. Now, did you to anything to this priest?
WEéll | surelet him down that day.

All right. Very good. This made him feel foolish?

Y eah.

Hm-hm. Did he look confused?

Mm-hm.

All right. So what did you do there?

Mm. | was noticing something el se there, too.

What?

WEell, he expected . . . this has happened alot in my life. He expected me to be smarter
than | was. | didn’t come through, you know?

Mm-hm.

I’ve got an incident like that on you.

Y eah, yeah. All right.

In‘55.

All right.

Y eah.

Okay. And your brightness failed to appear, isthat right?
Yeah! It suredid, man!
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All right. Very good.
That’s—that’sright. It . . .

Y eah.

Let me down boy. It didn’t appear.

(chuckles) All right. Very good. And who hasn’'t found out—who’ s been in the dark
about this?

You.

All right.

It'sfailing to appear here, too, you know—(laughs) my brightness. Y eah.
All right. Okay. All right. Very good. All right, then, what’ s the missed withhold?
| aint as bright as people think | am, is actually the missed withhold.
Hm-hm.

I’m not.

And well, what isthat the thing that everybody misses on you?

Mmm.

Hm-hm.

Mother and all.

Everybody missesthis.

Y eah.

Oneand all.

Y eah.

All right. Let’s go back to thisincident in the cornfield.

Okay.

Isthat a piece of it?

Uh.

Isthat part of the same picture?

Y eah.

Y eah? Wdll, how isit part of the same picture?

WEell, my brightness didn’t appear there, because if it had have, | would have known

that M other—this was not one of Mothers acceptability’s. She— that she—just, sex
was something she just couldn’t confront.
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All right.
Y eah.

All right. Okay. Now, is there any earlier incident when somebody should have known
this?

(pause) No. That I—not that | remember.

All right. I don’t get anything clicking on the meter.

Oh, good. (sighs)

All right. Now, there seemsto be, though, a whole chain of incidents here.
Y eah.

Something on this order.

Yeah. Thereis.

Just describe this circumstance to me here. Just what we’ ve been finding out and
plumbing into here, and so forth.

WEell what I’ ve got straight is that any darn fool can learn anything that they have—you
know, that’s easy to learn.

Y eah.

But uh, if it'shard, I’'m not bright. | can’t learn anything hard.
All right. Good. Click-click. Thereitis.

Y eah. Sure, | mean, Scientology auditing is hard.
All right.

Like, | can sit town and get a preclear to talk to me.
All right.

But | can’'t do aheck of alot with Class Il stuff.
All right.

Y ou know?

Click-click.

(sniffs) Mmm.

Hm-hm. Well, how does this all add up?

(sighs; pause) Well, it adds up to “1 am not acceptable to people as soon as they find out
I’m not bright.” That’s how it adds up

Now, what proved this to you when you were four or six or something like that? What.
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WEéll, because Mother told me | was no—not acceptable to her.
When did she say this?

When | was four.

Hm hm. What did you do?

...

What had you done?

Y ou mean because she said that?

Mmm.

WEell, | had communicated to her about an experience that | thought she—you know,
that . . .[gap in recording]

Isthere another sexual incident when you were—that. Bing, bang. What' s that?

WEell, did—I’ve always had a - a horror that one day | was going to get something
unoccluded and find that my father had sexually . . .

All right.

But I uh.. .1 haveno recall on this.

All right. Very good. We got the same tick-tick on your father here awhile ago.

Mmm.

Now, what is this? Did something happen with your father?

Mm.

Was there some sexual incident with your father?

No, except that he was capable of it.

Bing. Bang. Isthere asexual incident with your father?

Before? No

Weéll, at any time.

No. The only thing that | have on my father is that one time when | was taking a bath |
didn’t pull the curtains, and he uh . . . watched me through the windows when | was
naked.

All right.

That'sall hedid.

When was that?

Oh, | was eighteen—nine—seventeen or eighteen then—by then.
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All right. All right. Good.

And then, of course, the other thing | have is |’ ve always been afraid of—my father
was going to sexually molest me, ever since | wasachild | was afraid . . .

Thought what?

Huh?

Ever since you were what?

A child.

Y eah. You always were afraid of that.
Y eah.

WEell, who told you this.

WEell, Mother told me.

What did she tell you?

Well, she told me that he wasn’t uh . . . safe to be around. Girls weren't safe to be
around hm.

Oh, I see. And who didn’t find out about her telling you?

Dad.

All right. Who else didn’t find out about it? Anybody else?

| doubt it. She used to scream this one to the high housetops whenever shewasum . . .
And what did she used to scream to the high housetop?

That he was amonster and a beast and al thistype of thing. | . . .
Isthat so?

Mm.

All right.

My mother never diduh. .. uh. ..

All right. Did anything of this character ever happen?

Did—with Dad, you mean?

Hm-mm.

Well, not that | know of. I’ve heard of incidences where he did. My mother. . .
Actualy, I’'m sureit wastrue, but | didn’t know about it until later.

What was true?

WEell, that he had molested my uh . . . aunt when she was nine.
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All right.

But uh this was way before my time.

Mmm.

And | didn’t find out about that till | was sixteen.

All right. Isany of this an overt against your father?

(sighs) Well, now it is because have a better understanding what was going on with
2”;1 ?\l'ow, let’s see, was it at the time? It seems like it was, some feel there but not
Mm, all right. Well, what’ s this four year old incident we' re looking for?

Umm.

Tick-tick. What isit? Tick-tick what isit? Come on. Thereitis.

Y eah. Well, this on€’ s been plaguing me ever since ‘50, and | don’t know what it is.
Oh, you’ ve had something plaguing you since ‘ 50.

Y eah. Thisturns up quite often.

What?

Just that there—I get four and six messed up.

Isthat the only thing about it that plagues you?

Noitjustuh. .. If eel like something did happen, but | don’t know what it is.

All right. All right. Very good. All right. Now, just think about this for a moment.
What happened to you when you were four? That’siit.

WEell, what | thought of is| moved from North Dakota to Park City, but that—that
happened to me, but . . .

Mm-mm.
... that doesn’t seem very significant.

All right. What did you do? What did you do when you were four? That’s it Tickety-
tick.

Now | have astuck picture of the granary—when | was sitting in the granary.
Granary.

Mm. But | don’t know what | did.

What granary?

Uh—this| think, isin Park City. | think

All right. Well, who hasn’t found out about it?
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Most auditors

All right. Who else hasn’t found out about it? -

Well, Mother did . . . | don’t think Mother found out about it.

All right. Who else hasn’t fount out about this four-year-old incident?

(sighs) Well, | haven’t found out about it

All right. Very good. How long haven’t you found out about it?

Sheesh, ever since 1950, when it got dredged up somehow in engram running.
1950.

Mmm.

Very good. Now, who missed that - withhold in 19507

Mildred.

Hm?

Mildred. My first—one of my first auditors.

All right. And what did she miss? Tick-tick.

Hm. Just missed that | feel thereis something there and | don’t know what it is.
All right. Did you tell her there was something there?

WEell, it was more like she was making—you know, having me go earlier and earlier,
and | would—I bumped into it.

And what did you bump into?

Justuh...uh...moreof a- animpression that something happened

What' s the impression? What do you mean, impression?

Four. All | get is—just a picture flashes that I’ m on this granary—I was sitting in the
grainary and I’'m sure | had something that | had stolen, but | don’t know what it is.
And I’'m sure it was something that belonged to the neighbor gal, and | don’'t- 1 - I'm
sure | was hiding.

Mm-hm.

But that’s all | can get onit.

All right. Isthat what you bumped into when you were in 1950?

Uh. . theimpression—it didn’trealy . . .

Oh, you know more about it now than . . .

Yesh
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...youdidin *50.

Mmm.

All right. Has this sort of haunted you, this little four-year-old period here?
Y eah.

All right. Well, who's missed it as awithhold?

Well Mildred missed it.

Who else?

Paull.

Good. Who else?

Actually, Donnaisthe onethat uh . . . dr