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PAB 61
PROFESSIONAL AUDITOR’S BULLETIN
The Oldest Continuous Publication in Dianetics and Scientology

Via Hubbard Communications Office
163 Holland Park Avenue, London W11

16 September 1955
SELLING

It is completely fantastic that we have to sell Dianetics and Scientology. Yet
we do.

If this is so, then why, and how?

The world does not know that there is any hope for the mind, the spirit, the
intelligence level, weariness and disability. If you talk to a group all about the
mechanics of the spirit and fail to talk to them about “There is some hope for
it,” you’ve overshot, and right there you have “entered the public case” too high.
Its data level does NOT include SOMETHING CAN BE DONE ABOUT IT.

The careless driver, the faithless wife, the negligent employee are all severe
problems. You could confront an individual beset by such problems and talk for
half an hour about engrams and have him walk away without asking for help.
Why? Because his entrance level is SOMETHING CAN BE DONE ABOUT IT.
You'll have to sell him on that before you can sell him anything else. Does it take
selling? It surely does!

The world has been promised and promised and promised for centuries, with
a flop every time. Today the magazines of the cheaper variety are full of psychi-
atric articles about the miracles of new drugs. Even legislation states that
psychiatry “cures seventy-five percent of its cases”; an outright lie. The public
knows this is a lie. It knows that as soon as you promise cures that you’re lying.
Even the Busy Business Bureaus state that the public should suspect anyone who
promises a cure for anything—by which, we believe, it includes psychiatry. So
your glowing statements that you can take care of it entirely are received by the
beset person not at all. He’s heard it before. He’s spent his money on patent
medicine, and medicos, and quack psychologists, or he knows somebody who
has, and he knows it won’t work, that there IS NO HOPE.

How do we solve this impasse? We don’t overpromise our beset person. We
tell him that we have known such things to be helped by Scientology; that if we
were persuaded, we might take a crack at it; that the thing isn’t ENTIRELY
hopeless, since Scientology, a brand-new science, has been handling things that
couldn’t be handled in the past. And we go on in this vein, a sort of two-way
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comm, until we bring his tone up to where he thinks maybe there IS something
that can be done about it if he is very lucky and if we, fortunately, will make an
effort. Show him the Code of a Scientologist. But talk to him not about WHAT
you can do or HOW you can do it, but that there IS some hope in the matter
these days.

Another point is to declassify Scientology as medicine, psychology, psycho-
analysis or psychiatry. Classification with these will doom your point. Your beset
person, or the group you are addressing, possesses experience along THESE
lines. Punch this up everywhere: SCIENTOLOGY IS THE ONLY ANGLO-
SAXON developed science of the mind and spirit. Medicine is Latin in origin.
Psychology is German (Prof. Wundt, 1862). Psychoanalysis is Austrian (Freud,
1894). Psychiatry is Russian (Pavlov and others in the 1890s). Scientology is an
Anglo-Saxon exact science of the mind and spirit.

Another point is the goal of Scientology: Ability.

Now, in talking to a group, steer off from para-Scientology. Lay off the
whole track stuff, huh? Lay off the fantastic. And if you have some chap around
who insists on telling people about these things, just note him down; he isn’t
working for us, fellers. The quickest way to lose a beset person or a group is to
load him down with phenomena. Talk instead about the fact that something can
be done. Talk about the fact that there is a spiritual side to man. Talk about the
fact that Scientology solves social problems. When they are very initiate and it’s
all in good fun and they’ve also got their HPA or HCA, do what you like with
the whole track. Or use it in private sessions. Don’t hand it out to the public raw.
It’s too strong.

To establish two-way communication (as you MUST do if you are going to
communicate at all) you have to talk within the UNDERSTANDING of your
audience. Remember that UNDERSTANDING is the peak of ARC. And ARC
includes COMMUNICATION. Communication brings about understanding, so
communicate a lot. But some understanding must exist to bring about communi-
cation, so don’t tell the Ladies’ Aid Society about your whole track space opera
and expect them to begin cheering your speech. If their mouths open at all it will
be either to say “Huh?” or to snore. And they won’t come back again. This is so
much a fact that I want you to write and tell me who and where anytime you hear
somebody spout off about whole track to new audiences or to strangers, for by
this we find the boys who aren’t in our camp.

Our world today, before we’re well into it, believes that you live one life and
get buried, and that’s that; that you don’t go to heaven; that mechanical gim-
micks work better than men; that religion was “pie in the sky” and nobody got to
eat it; that SCIENCE may or may not be beneficial; that you can’t really do
anything about it anyway. That’s a pretty dim and inaccurate view, but that’s the
view, just the same.

When raising the tone of the pc, do it gently by small gradients. The rises
can get spectacular, but not if you try it with rocket ships. And when you do it,
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you'll do it by raising his UNDERSTANDING, but if you fail it was because you
jumped ABOVE his understanding and so you became unreal.

Now, the first step in auditing is not a process as such. It's FIND A PRE-
CLEAR. And the next step is ESTABLISH THE EXISTENCE OF AN AUDI-
TOR. That’s why you don’t do quite so well with Mama. You haven’t established
the existence of an auditor. To find a preclear, you have to engage what little
understanding you are confronting, and then raise it.

Asking a preclear to decide to have processing is silly. You wouldn’t ask him
to run Part C of SOP 8-C first, would you? No. You tell him, within his
framework of understanding, that auditing is necessary to accomplish his goal
and when to report. You don’t ask an audience to decide to like Scientology or
Dianetics. You tell them to like it, to trust it, to learn to hope again with it. You
aren’t a scientist, and you don’t have to be wishy-washy and indefinite about
what you say. Be simple. Be decisive. Be theta.

To find a pc, you have only to establish the fact that there is hope in auditing
and the existence of the auditor.

You don’t have to struggle to tell people what Scientology is, what it is all
about. Scientology applied the exact methods of science to the problem of the
human mind and spirit, and won. It means the study of knowingness. Its immedi-
ate result in application is the bettering of ability in individuals and groups. It is
a practical religion for all denominations and doesn’t require faith in anybody
until they have experienced something to have faith about. It helps people who
want to be helped and if they don’t want to be helped it doesn’t insist on helping
them. It can be used to train and control people. Its goal is freedom. It has more
validated cases in its files than any other practice. It is not an authoritarian
science and is of and for the people; it belongs to the little man and woman, not
to huge interests. By using Scientology you can talk better to people, and under-
stand people better, and get things done or keep things from getting done.
Scientology caps about ten thousand years of study that began in Asia and wound
up with a quarter of a century of work in the Western Hemisphere. Its practitio-
ners are ministers. These are trained for years, in school and out. These minis-
ters abide by a Code that couldn’t be applied to the healing sciences at all by
reason of its clauses. If people want to know a lot about Scientology, they’ll have
to start from scratch like you did. You do things, you don’t just talk about them.
When and if somebody starts running you and Scientology down, get amused,
get superior, don’t close terminals. Scientology is like “good roads and good
weather.” Everybody is for those. Somebody trying to run it down would be out
for bad roads and bad weather, and you appeal to that few who like things done
right and running right. And so you become amused at opposition. You don’t
demonstrate Scientology on somebody before an audience just to PROVE IT
WORKS. You handle this problem by insisting, if you process at all, upon
processing the entire group, and you use “three points in the body, find three
points in the room, find three points in the body,” until somebody pops out. Then
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you smile and hand them your card and wonder who is running at Epsom Downs
next week. Talking or processing, you are in poised control of the subject and
your person or audience.

I wouldn’t credit, if I were on Saturn and somebody told me you had to sell
a science which gives the priceless gift of freedom to everyone, that such a stupid
planet could exist. But it does, and you are on it.

Good selling.

L. RON HUBBARD
Founder
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DISSEMINATION DRILL

The Dissemination Drill has four exact steps that must be done with a person
you are disseminating to.

There is no set patter, nor any set words you say to the person.

There are four steps that must be accomplished with the individual, and they
are listed in the order that they should be done:

1.

Contact the individual: This is plain and simple. It just means making a
personal contact with someone, whether you approach them or they
approach you.

Handle: 1f the person is wide open to Scientology and reaching, this step
can be omitted as there is nothing to handle. Handle is to handle any
attacks, antagonism, challenge or hostility that the individual might
express towards you and/or Scientology. Definition of “handle”: to control,
direct. “Handle” implies directing an acquired skill to the accomplishment
of immediate ends. Once the individual has been handled you then—

Salvage: Definition of salvage: “to save from ruin.” Before you can save
someone from ruin, you must find out what their own personal ruin is.
This is basically—What is ruining them? What is messing them up? It
must be a condition that is real to the individual as an unwanted condition,
or one that can be made real to him.

Bring to understanding: Once the person is aware of the ruin, you bring
about an understanding that Scientology can handle the condition found
in 3. This is done by simply stating Scientology can, or by using data to
show how it can. It’s at the right moment on this step that one hands the
person a selection slip, or one’s professional card, and directs him to the
service that will best handle what he needs handled.

These are the steps of the Dissemination Drill. They are designed so that an
understanding of them is necessary and that understanding is best achieved by
being coached on the drill.

41



COACHING THE DRILL

Position: Coach and student may sit facing each other a comfortable distance
apart or they may stand ambulatory.

Purpose: To enable a Scientologist to disseminate Scientology effectively to indi-
viduals. To enable one to contact, handle, salvage and bring to understanding
another being. To prepare a Scientologist so that he won’t be caught “flatfooted”
when being attacked or questioned by another.

Patter: There is no set patter. The coach plays the part of a non-Scientologist and
displays an attitude about Scientology upon being approached by the student. The
student must then handle, salvage and bring the coach to understanding. When
the student can comfortably do these steps on a given coach’s attitude, the coach
then assumes another attitude, etc., and the drill is continued until the student is
confident and comfortable about doing these steps with any type of person. This
drill is coached as follows:

The coach says “Start.” The student must then (1) contact the coach, either
by approaching the coach or being approached by the coach. The student intro-
duces himself and Scientology or not, depending upon the mocked-up situation.
The student then (2) handles any invalidation of himself and/or Scientology, any
challenge, attack or hostility displayed by the coach. The student then (3) sal-
vages the coach. In this step the student must locate the ruin (problem or diffi-
culty the coach has with life), and point out that it is ruinous and get the person
to see that it is.

When (3) has been done, you then (4) bring about an understanding that
Scientology can do something about it. Example: the coach has admitted a
problem with women. The student simply listens to him talk about his problem
and then asserts—“Well, that’s what Scientology handles. We have processing,
etc., etc.” When the coach indicates a realization that he did have a problem and
that something might be done about it, the student presents him with a selection
slip or a professional card, routing him to the service that would best remedy the
condition.

The coach must flunk for comm lags, nervousness, laughter or nonconfront.
The coach would similarly flunk the student for failure to (1) contact, (2) handle,
(3) salvage and (4) bring to understanding.

Training Stress: Stress giving the student wins. This is done by using a gradient
scale in the coach’s portrayal of various attitudes and staying with any selected
until the student can handle it comfortably. As the student becomes better, the
coach can portray a more difficult attitude.

Stress bringing about for the student the accomplishment of the purpose of
this drill.
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A list of things to handle and another of ruins to discover can be made up
and used.

Do not specialize in either antagonistic attitudes or an eagerness to know
about Scientology. Use both and other attitudes. One meets them all.

L. RON HUBBARD
Founder
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The ARC Triangle

Alecture givenon - e
17 Angust 1951 R

In Dianetics we have what is called a magic triangle, only we don’t call it a
magic triangle. It’s just called ARC—ARC. Good name for it.

We find out that the item known as life energy and the item known as
physical universe energy are not the same. They have some parallelisms, other-
wise they would not be able to unite. They have a vibrational level in common,
otherwise they would not be able to unite and react with each other.

But electricity—that stream of electronic impulses surrounded by a magnetic
field which takes place because there is a magnetic field or takes place because
there are impulses or takes place for some other reason—and what we call, in
Dianetics, theta, are energies of an entirely different kind. In order to emphasize
this we make it fairly plain that we are not talking about a physical universe
energy by saying we consider theta to be exterior to the physical universe.
Actually, it seems to have its own codes, its own behavior, its own wavelengths
and even its own time. Its time—theta time and theta-universe time—are not
physical universe time. The times are different.

There is such a thing as theta matter. Theta matter would be an idea. If you
don’t think there is such a thing as theta matter, just think for a moment of a
culture of a nation. That culture is actually thought and ideas which have become
solidified into patterns. You can even plot whether or not a thing is still a fluid
idea or a fixed idea. All that’s very nebulous. One of these fine days we’ll know
a lot more about it. We didn’t make any real advance, however, in the study of

aberration, human mind and behavior until we recognized that there was such a
thing.

Now, although it was not described—since it was mainly talked about by

people who did not know how to use or treat or describe energy as energy—this
item, theta, has been talked about, discussed and taken for granted for some
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thousands of years. It is woven in and out of philosophy to such a degree that
hardly any book of philosophy does not mention some way or other the energy of
life and then runs away very happily and plays skipjack or beanbag, but doesn’t
have anything more to do with this. The most adventurous fellow in the past
century or so on this subject was Bergson and he called it élan vital—he gave it
a label and then he hastily went off and left it.

Now, if you look at it engineeringwise, you’ll see that an energy has to have
vibrational rates, that it can form into wave patterns which are either—that have
tone, volume, quality—in other words, it has all the requisites of an energy; it
can be described to some degree. The second we began to describe it that way in
Dianetics we began to get much better results, things began to happen, things we
under—couldn’t understand before were understood better.

We have—we know quite a bit about it, actually—the energy of life. Life
unites with physical universe in such a way as to form an organism. And an
organism is part physical universe and part theta—it’s motivated by theta.

Theta—you can consider it such—has an energy value. It has three component
parts—three component parts: One is affinity, one is reality and one is communica-
tion, so that we have a triangle—A-R-C. Those are three parts of theta. They are
interdependent to such a degree that if you interrupt any one of them you will
interrupt the flow of the other two. Theta is flowing as ARC.

Affinity. Now, it’s obvious there is such a thing as affinity. You can call
it—well, there is—sloppily, you call it love, but that’s hardly descriptive enough.
Affinity is the sympathetic coexistence of two things or an energy—two parts of
the same energy or something of the sort. When we took this tuning fork in the
physical universe and we said bong on this tuning fork and it started vibrating at
512, this other tuning fork that hadn’t been touched, it says bong, too. You damp
this one out and you find out this tuning fork is ringing. You set these two tuning
forks up again; you hit this one, damp it, you find out this one is ringing. They’re
in the same level. Therefore, you could say they have sympathetic vibration.
Actually, if you were dealing with theta you would say they had affinity. They
were similar, they were parts of the same, and so on.

Two men talking with each other either are in affinity with each other or
they aren’t. If they’'re not, they’ll argue. If they are in affinity with each other,
two other things have to be there: They have to have agreed upon a reality and
they have to be able to communicate that reality to each other.

So, when you speak of reality, physical universe reality, it’s a very interest-
ing thing. Telling you in an earlier lecture there is no, really, such thing as the
physical universe—there is of motion—but we sense something—we see some-
thing with our eyes, we hear something with our ears, we smell something with
the nose, we touch something with the hands; we decide, then, that there is
something. But the only way we know it is through our senses and those senses
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are artificial channels. We are not in direct contact with the physical universe, we
are through contact—through our sense channels with the physical universe.

You blunt those sense channels—a man loses his eyesight and as far as he is
concerned there is no light or shape or color or depth perception to the physical
universe. It has a reality, still, to him but it is not the same reality as another
person’s. In other words, he is unable to conceive a physical universe suddenly
and completely without sight. You can’t conceive these things without senses. So
the physical universe is seen through these senses.

Now, you and I take a look at this and we see a table and we agree this is a
table—it is made out of wood, it is brown. We agree to that. Of course, you
understand that when I say ‘“brown’ and you hear “brown,” brown actually to
you may be purple but you have agreed that it is brown because all your life
people have been pointing to this color vibration and they have been saying
“brown.”” It might be really red to me, but I recognize it as brown. So we are in
agreement although we might be seeing something different. But we agree this is
brown, this is wood, this is a table. Fellow walks in the door, he comes up and
he takes a look at this thing and he says, “Huh! An elephant!”” And you say, “It’s
a table, see? Elephants are . . .”” See? So on.

“Ah, no. Elephant.”

So, we say he’s crazy. He doesn’t agree with us. Do we attempt further to
communicate with him? No. He doesn’t agree with us. He hasn’t agreed upon
this reality. Are we in affinity with him? No. We say, “Go downstairs and call
the little men in the white coats. This guy is crazy. We don’t like him. We don’t
want to be around him.”

Now, you and I are—let’s say—are arguing. And this is a table and it’s
made out of wood and it’s brown. And you say, “Table’s made out of wood,”
and I say, “No, it’s not. It’s made out of metal which is painted to look like
wood.” And we start arguing about this. Arguing—we’re trying to reach a point
of agreement and we can’t reach this point of agreement. Another fellow comes
up here and he takes a look at the table and he says, “Well, as a matter of fact,
the legs are painted to look like metal, but the top is wood and it is brown and it
is a table.” You and I reach an agreement. We feel an affinity. All of a sudden
we feel friendly. We feel friendly toward him; he solved the problem. We have
reached an agreement and we go into communication. How do we go into
communication with each other now?

There is a theta-level operation of some sort or other. There is too much data
too badly evaluated—a lot of it is bogus data, a lot of it is nonsense—about life
energy. But a lot of it may have some truth in it. But nobody has ever gotten into
that bin of knowledge and really scrambled around and held up this item and that
item and gotten the most important items together and formulated and organized
them.

There’s spiritualism, clairvoyance, clairaudience, ESP, and so on and so on.
There’s all sorts of manifestations. There’s faith healing— there’s—this thing just
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works in this tremendous quantity of disrelated, discoordinated, most of it dis-
credited, data about this, but it’s a funny thing that man keeps on talking about it
and has been talking about it evidently for fifty thousand years. That bin is really
active as a bin of knowledge. Nobody has ever got it lined up, but it’s very active.

Rhine, out at Durham, has awful arguments with fellows up here at San
Francisco. They write letters back and forth all the time. Neither one of them
knows a darn thing about what they're talking about, but boy, are they having a
hard time trying to reach an agreement on what they don’t know.

The amount of dissension in the field of religion, for instance, should dem-
onstrate to you that it is a level of abstraction about which very little agreement
can be reached. Therefore, there’s very little affinity in brotherly love sometimes
and when it comes to an agreement, we can obtain agreement on the physical
universe.

Here, for instance, is Mr. A and here is Mr. B and here is the physical
universe. And Mr. A and Mr. B might possibly have a communication channel
through the theta level. There are some indications that that exists—not very
positively identifiable—but where their main communication channel is, is to
here, to here and from here to here.

A has an idea. He puts the idea on the sensory switchboard, goes over on the
motor switchboard, the vocal cords operate, put air into vibration; go over—they
reach the eardrum, put it into vibration, hits the motor switchboard, hits the
sensory switchboard and goes in, and the other fellow . . .

Now, if he’s used words on which—if there’s been an earlier agreement on
what the physical universe was—because there might have been a disagreement
on that; one might have been from North Carolina and the other might have been
from Nebraska—and if there has been an earlier agreement they can get into
agreement, but they’re getting into agreement via the physical universe.

When A says, “Up!”—he says, “Up,” that sense message goes through that
channel, strikes the other, B, but A had an idea of an elevator moving when he said,
“Up,” and B receives the idea and he’s got the idea of a rocket going up—different
velocities of up—and they can get into an argument. Fellow says, “I think it ought to
go up,” and the other fellow sees a rocket going and that would be much too fast to
send this item up, so he says, “No.” The other—first guy says, “Well, elevator is
nice and slow,” he’s saying to himself, “it could go up.” And the other fellow says,
“No!” Now they argue for a while and then they finally get to a point where B
realizes that the other one is talking about an escalator—see, he can see this escala-
tor motion, he gets the idea of up. In other words, the word up means different things
to them, but they get those things enough into approximation—they get agreement—
they’ve got a reality, then they stop lambasting each other and saying, “No! You
don’t mean up, you mean ¥p!” And the other fellow says, “I mean up? Of course, I
mean up! But you don’t mean up, / mean up,” and so on—yak, yak, yak, yak—and
their affinity is down. First thing you know, they’ll square off. And their communi-
cation lines are pretty jagged.
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But the second they reach this agreement, why, they say, “Well, of course I said
up and you know it’s up too, and you’re a good fellow and I'd like to go off and
have a beer with you. And everything is fine; I love you dearly. We’re in communi-
cation. I want to tell you about my wife . . .” They’'ve got an agreement. ARC.

In order for there to be communication, there must be agreement and affin-
ity. In order for there to be affinity, there must be agreement on reality and
communication. In order for there to be reality and agreement, there must be
affinity and communication. One, two, three. Knock this out, these go. If you
knock this out, these will go. If you knock this out, they’ll all go.

This is life—the life energy. If you take a man and thoroughly disagree with
him, go out of communication with him and withdraw all affinity from him—
from his fellow human being, he’d die—boom! You could actually disagree with
a man to an extent where he would die. You disagree with him, but there are five
ways to block a communication line—1I won’t go into all those five. One of them
is to cut it, another one is to make it so painful that the person that’s receiving it
will cut it, another one is to put so much on it that it jams. I’ll leave you with
those three.

Now, when it comes to your communication, then, you could make it pain-
ful, or you could refuse it, or you can put so much on it that he cuts it off. Those
are three very important things to know about a communication line. That
communication must be good communication: the necessary data sent in the
necessary direction and received.

All that communication will be about, by the way, is reality and affinity—
the physical universe. Reality and affinity concerning the physical universe. The
discussions, and so forth, will be whether there is affinity or isn’t affinity or
whether there is or is not agreement and where the agreement is particularly
disagreed with on the physical universe.

As far as affinity is concerned—took a bunch of babies in Boston, forty of
them. Took twenty of those babies and they sent them home after they were born
and they all got along fine—they just took them at random. Twenty more babies
they left in the hospital and nobody went near them except to feed them. The
twenty babies that remained got ill. No affinity. No affinity.

Now, affinity can be built up in a number of ways. You can talk to people and
build up an affinity with them. But remember we’re talking about communication,
not just talk. There are many, many ways to communicate. Two people can sit and
look at each other and be in communication. One of the nicest ways to go into
communication is tactile. You can pet a cat. And the cat all of a sudden starts to
purr, purr, purr. You’re in communication with the cat. You reach out and shake a
guy’s hand—present time—you reach out and shake a guy’s hand. You're in com-
munication with him because tactile has taken place. Oh, the boys—the old boys
with the tooth-and-claw idea that “everybody hates everybody really, and every-
body’s on the defensive and that’s why we have to force everybody into being social
animals,” —you know, the old school. They said, “The reason men shake hands is to
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show there is no weapon in the hand.” Nah. Communication. In France, and so
forth, they throw their arms around each other. They do it in Spain, they do it in
Italy, and so on. There’s lots of contact—contact. That contact is communication.

If a person is badly out of communication and you touch him—he considers
all things painful—if you reach out and pat him on the shoulder and he dodges
slightly even though he doesn’t go on, you’ll find he’s also out of communication
vocally. You try to say something to him. You say, ‘“You know, I think that’s a
pretty good project, Project 342A, and I think we ought to go along with it.”
He’ll sit there and he’ll look at you and he’ll nod, then he’ll go down and he’ll
complete Project 36. And you say, “Project 36 has been just thrown out. We
weren’t gonna go through with that at all.”” He hardly knows you’re talking to
him. He dodges everything you say. Or he may talk to you so hard and so long
you won’t get a chance to tell him you want to do Project 336A. That’s dodging
you, too. In other words, he’s out of communication with you. Therefore, his
affinity is low and he won’t agree with you either. But if you can get him into
agreement, this’ll pick up and this will pick up.

This is about the most important dope I’ve ever run across on the field of
interpersonal relations, control and management. Supervisory techniques which
do not have this as a precise working axiom are apt to fail —as often as they do
fail right now.

A group of men—here’s this group of men in a room. You go in and you
talk to them. Agreement—trying to reach agreement with them. If those men are
pretty spooky and pretty low on the Tone Scale, I tell you, you can advance the
most beautiful, the most wonderful reasons under the sun and they will still
remain antagonistic towards you. Are you communicating with them? That’s it.
The low-toned individual doesn’t take a high-toned communication. And I'll
show you a little bit more about that in a moment. If you’re not communicating
with them, they’re not agreeing with you and you haven’t any affinity with them.
And they’re not going to agree or do what you say. They're going to kick back at
you one way or the other. There are ways to get into communication with that

group.

You can go around—you can take any group of workmen, any group of men
working on a similar project—you can take one look at the foreman and the
men, you can tell whether or not these people are in communication with one
another. If they aren’t, they are not working as a coordinated team. They’re not
in communication, perhaps, because they’re not agreed on what they’re doing.

All you’ve got to do is take the group, put them together and say, “What are
you guys doing?”’

You don’t ask the foreman, you ask the whole group and the foreman,
“What are you guys doing?”” “Well,” one fellow says, “I’m earning forty dollars
a week. That’s what I'm doing.” Another one says, “Well, I—uh—I'm glad to
get out of the house every day. The old woman’s pretty pestiferous.” Another
one says, ‘“Well, I—as a matter of fact, I occasionally get to drive the truck over
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there and 1 like to drive the truck and I'll put up with the rest of this stuff to
drive the truck, and I got to work anyhow.” Another guy will say, if he were
being honest, maybe, “I’m staying on this job because I hate this dog that you’ve
got here as a foreman. If I devote my life to making him miserable, boy, that makes
me happy. I really lead him a dog’s life, too.”

And all the time you thought those men thought that they were grading a
road. Not one of them thought they were grading a road. You thought that they
were building a road between Augusta and Wichita, and they weren’t. Not one of
them was building a road. Not one of them was even grading.

And you get them together and this crew may be unhappy and inefficient and
so forth and you say, “Well, you know, some day gonna be a lot of cars will go
over this road. Maybe they’ll wreck themselves occasionally, and so forth, but a
lot of cars will go over this road. You boys are building a road. You're building
a road from Augusta to Wichita, from Wichita to Augusta. Pretty hard job. But,
somebody’s got to do it. A lot of people’ll thank you boys for having built this
road. I know you don’t care anything about that, but that’s really what we’re
doing around here. Now, I'd like a few suggestions from you people how we
could build this road a little bit better.” All of a sudden the whole crew is
building a road. R to A, they go up—so forth.

And if you’ve got a foreman on the job that’s around 3.0, 3.5, something
like that and who’s still got some theta volume, knows his job, knows what he’s
doing, you won’t have any trouble with that crew. They’ll be building a road, the
whole crew. But the crew as dispersed as that probably had a 1.1 or a 1.5
foreman. You get them to agree on what they’re doing, they’re all set.

You know, communism has a number of instinctive tactics, being kind of
“stinctive” anyway, and one of those is built sort of empirically upon the fact
that a bunch of Swedes went down into Russia and whopped them about 900 and
put a czar in. Actually, the Swedes went down there as mercenaries and worked
for all the petty princes in these petty principalities and one day
the Swedes—they’d been driven out of their own country by a revolution—the
Swedes formed the bodyguards of all the princes that formed all of Russia. And
one day all the bodyguards revolted and chopped off all the heads of
the Russian nobility and took over Russia and elected a czar and unified the
Russias. And the czar, after he had been reigning for a year or two, took a
Russian name—they became White Russians.

World War I, 1917, they stood that lineal descendant up and they shot him
dead. They had lived all those centuries with an alien race in control and they
resented it. And that alien race was Capital. Aristocracy. And now they’re trying
to sell the whole cockeyed world the idea that they’re being governed by an alien
race. You couldn’t possibly pound it with a hammer, a sickle or a sledgehammer
into the skull of a Russian that the capitalists of America were of the same race
as the laboring class of America. You couldn’t convince them that they’re all
Americans and they were all born with more or less the same chance and they
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could all get there. You couldn’t convince them of this. “No. They’re those white
Swedes. We know. Sure. And you got to kill ’em; that’s the only way you can do it.”

Well, this great philosophy that gets imported into this country via the sewers
or something—I don’t like the communists—1I thought I might as well add that—
these boys work inside the unions and they kept telling the unions now for
decades—unionism is okay, but they keep telling these unions, “You know,
you’re really being governed by a bunch of White Russians—bunch of Swedes, or
something—and they’re a different breed of cat, they’re different people; they’re
not your people, they’re not like you. You’re laboring men. The thing to have is
sweat! That’s—that’s the stuff—sweat. That’s what wins. And those guys with
those brains, you don’t want to have anything to do with them because they
belong to another race.”

And now management tries to come in and they have been told—labor’s
been educated into believing that the whole of management and the whole of
Capital is made up out of a different kind of individual, so the similarity or
affinity cannot exist, so there can’t be an agreement on reality and there can’t be
a communication.

Now, about the first thing you could do with people in interpersonal relations
with labor is set up every possible communication line you can to labor and let
them find out, if you possibly can, that they aren’t being run by White Russians.
You’ll get some sort of an agreement. If you agree they’re men, they’re liable to
agree that you’re a man, too. They resent being owned very much because theta
only functions when it is self-determined. You’ve got to have self-determinism in
a man or in a group. This does not mean socialism.

You try to turn management over to a group—that’s really a laugh—you turn
it over to a group of guys that have no concept of management or executive lines,
and can they pray and beg! I had this happen once. I threw the whole operation
at the staff. There you are. Tsk! One of them got up few days later and said, “I
have a motion to put on the floor. Will Mr. Hubbard please take charge of this
operation?”’ They hadn’t known it was that complex. All of a sudden we had got
an agreement. So they said, “Gee. That’s a specialized operation. That’s a
specialized operation and he’s human and we’re human and we’re in communi-
cation and he’s been talking to us and we do have some affinity and he does
want these things to happen for our own good, and so on.” We had interpersonal
relations all of a sudden. And we had management-labor relations too, the like
of which we had never had before. And by the way, this doesn’t mean collectiv-
ism, it just meant simply letting the boys get together once in a while.

Having management interested in getting labor together as individuals is
quite an innovation. The union can only exist as a union as long as it has affinity,
communication and reality between the union leader and the union member.
Psychological warfare consists of cutting a communication line or demonstrating
a difference exists where they thought reality existed, where they thought they
had agreement.
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Union leadership has supplanted management in the affections of labor. And
union leadership does not constitute the working brain force and regulating force
which is going to keep labor working. What can you expect but a failure of an
economic system that is being run so cockeyed?

Similarly and simultaneously, how do you expect a human being to operate
when he doesn’t have agreement within himself? The liver does not agree that
the pancreas are doing a good job. The communication line between the right
hand and the right ear are cut, not because the nerves are severed, because
there’s a jammed switchboard. The communication between “I” and the right
foot goes haywire every once in a while. Guy has a toe that occasionally twitches
and “I” says “Stop it!” and it goes on twitching.

In other words, unless there’s an affinity throughout the body and its various
parts, it doesn’t get along well. Unless there’s good communication—in other words,
good nerve channels, smooth switching connections, and so forth—throughout the
nervous system, you don’t have communication that’s any good. And unless the
whole body has agreed on what it’s supposed to do, you don’t get along well
either. This fellow agrees that the best thing to do is to sit there at that desk and
work like the mischief and make lots of coffee and cakes. Only the back doesn’t
agree with this. The back says, “I’m tired.” All of a sudden he’ll get out of
communication.

How does this apply to the Tone Scale? It’s not very technical. You talk
about theta. You can imagine a free-flowing, smooth-flowing energy that’s just
doing fine. It’s got three component parts: affinity, communication and reality.
These three parts, when flowing smoothly in conjunction with each other, pro-
duce a nice harmonious unition with MEST, the physical universe. The body, that
is, the physical universe and theta just go along fine. As a matter of fact, theta,
running nice and smoothly, will lay out over items and people in the physical
universe and things will just run like a clock.

But the second it starts down—here is this commodity here—the second it
starts separating, damping out—the second affinity, communication, reality start
damping out, you start to get disharmony, dissonance, as in a musical note. The
second you start to get dissonance—here is the way life kicks itself out of an
organism which is dying.

Here’s 2.0. Let’s say that this can exist fairly well down to 2.0. It’s pretty
bad when it gets here, but from here on down—at anger it’s nice and jagged; and
then in fear it’s further apart, it’s separating; and when you get down to here,
apathy and death, it is null. Affinity, communication and reality are inter—are
not interacting at all, they are not functioning at all.

How out of communication can an individual get? Dead. If you ever tried to
communicate with a dead man, you’d agree with me.

Now, here’s your Tone Scale again. Only here is the—actually, technically,
the engineering derivation and extrapolation of that Tone Scale. There is where it
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came from—is the recognition of a null vibration. And death, being the same
thing—the recognition that the hailfway point would be a half-cancellation, and
up here. Here they’re still fighting exteriorly to try to stay together, here they’re
afraid they won’t, here at grief they know they don’t. Here at apathy it’s gone,
and that’s death.

Theta has those three component parts and you have ARC. And it’s very
important to know that—very important to know that because it tells you imme-
diately what we’re talking about when we have a communication line on this
chart and it says he’s out of communication. Here is the extrapolation, by the
way, and this is the basic extrapolation of this chart.

Here we have a 1.5. What will he do with communication? He’ll turn it
straight around. You tell him “black,” he’ll say “white.” Even though it’d serve
his purpose, you might think, to say “black,” he’ll say “white.”” He doesn’t look
angry, unless you know the Tone Scale. And you tell him, “Say, by the way,
would you go over to the other end of the shop—‘black’—and tell George
‘black,’ ”* and you see him go, but he tells George “white.” If you told him to
tell George “white,” he would tell George “black.”

Agreement can be procured anywhere on this scale at the level of the scale.
In other words, you can enter the vibration level. Talk to an angry man angrily.
If you don’t attack him, if you appear to be agreeing with him on the subject and
agreeing with him angrily, you’re in affinity with him and you’ll be in commu-
nication with him, but you won’t be in communication with him anyplace else on
the scale.

It’s pretty easy to go into communication with people high up the scale.
You’ve got a stenographer that’s at 0.5, you give her a letter, you say, *“Wilkes
Brothers. Uh—we have your order. Instant shipment was received. Uh—didn’t—
couldn’t—on. Yours truly.” 0.5 —darn thing is all nulled out here. First place she
really doesn’t agree with you that you ought to be writing that letter, just because
you want it written. The letter will probably read, “Dear Mr. Thompson. Your
order of the 16th instant has been received and everything was broken in it.”

You ask her, “Would you please go down to the traffic court and fix up this
ticket for me?”’ You don’t think about it again. Boy, if you’ve got a 0.5 in the
stenography chair you certainly better think about it again because you don’t get
action at this point. You see how far down the scale it is from a standpoint of
life? Life has damped out at that point. So you don’t get persistence, you don’t
get action, you don’t get responsibility. You don’t get motion, movement. And
you say, “Here is this, here is that. Do something else, do something else, do
something else.” You work—you don’t get them done. There is where your Tone
Scale becomes very important. Here is ARC at work.

Affinity. Let’s say you have somebody that you’re working with and really
this person is at 1.1. This person appears to have affinity for you. He says he
likes you. He says he likes you quite often. As a matter of fact, this is very
propitiative as a level. He likes you a great deal. And you wonder why you keep
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getting unhappy around him. After all, everything he says is for your own good.
You get very, very unhappy and then you say, “Well, the poor fellow, he’s trying
his best.” He’s trying to kill you. I mean, just as simple as that. May take him
five years, but he’ll do it. He works along at that level. In other words, he’s
working below this 2.0 line and he’ll keep swinging these covert activities at you.

And don’t think he won’t introduce a covert activity in the business.
He—apparently he will demonstrate an affinity. He’ll say he has an affinity. But
his agreement is very poor, very poor. He will take everything that’s good news
and make it kind of shabby. He’ll go into communication only along the line of
gossip.

You come in at eight o’clock in the morning and sit down at your office desk
and you’re just doing fine, you think. You had a game of golf that morning.
You’re kind of tired but you sure enjoyed that game of golf and . . . “You know,
confidentially, the boss came in eight o’clock this morning. He hadn’t—uh—he
looked pretty tired, he wasn’t wearing his regular business clothes, either.” And
this gets back to the wife going through the hands of 1.1s—1.1, going through,
add another 1.1, getting chain reaction, and so forth: ‘“You know, Mamie, I
really hate to tell you this, but I'm telling you this for your own good. But you
know—you know George was out all night the other night. I thought you ought
to know. Uh—there is a stenographer down at the plant, you know.” Yeah,
because they’ll only carry that line. Wonderful. It’s just wonderful. The news
which will go through one of these low-level communication lines is a certain
brand of news. And a 1.5 communication line carries destruction, because that’s
what it is and that’s all it will vibrate to.

A 1.1 communication line will carry gossip, covert hostility, propitiation.
“Uh—gee, that’s a very, very pretty dress you’ve got on, Marge, I —I—I always
have liked it.”

Now, you get along about 0.5 —you get 0.5 and the only thing that will go
through there is hopelessness. And if you try to give 0.5s much that isn’t
hopeless, they’ll pass along hopelessness. You just do fine—you can explain to a
0.5, “Now look, it’s—everything is going to be all right and the whole operation is
going to succeed and we’ve just got in some new capital and everything is just
fine and we're all working hard on it now. Now, I want you to pitch in and do
your best and—you will, won’t you?”

“Oh, yes, yes, yes.”

You come back past the desk a moment ago—a moment later and you’ve got
your ear cocked, “And he was just telling me that we were almost ready to
collapse. He said the new bond issue —they would try but you know, I don’t think
it’ll go through. I could tell by listening to him.”” Boy, all of sudden, why, this is
interesting.

This is kicking life to pieces when it gets down below 2.0 and it starts
kicking the individual to pieces below 2.0, because he’s not in communication,
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he does not have affinity—not in communication with, he does not have affinity for
and he is not in agreement with himself, either. There is your neurological levels,
and so on. Illnesses. You ever run into somebody who detested himself ? Same
thing.

Now, I want to give you here a little bit of a physiological description of
each one of these individuals. You understand, this description is more general-
ized than this chart is. These are just things that you can glance at suddenly and
you can tell.

Now, I’m going to start at the bottom.

A 0.1 is something that you won’t find walking around in the society. The
0.1 will be pretty gray in the face. The skin circulation almost absent—hardly
perceptible. This person is pretty bad off. This would have to be a stretcher case.

But just above that at 0.5 the same skin condition obtains. There is a slight
grayness to the skin, particularly in the cheeks, and so on. It’s greater or lesser
degree. It’s not always present, it’s not always detectable. But when it is detected,
there’s a 0.5. The fear and hopelessness, and so forth, actually mixes up to make
the blood tend to leave the surface. The blood is even afraid to be on the surface.
The blood goes in. The blood lakes in the center of the body to some degree.
Sharp noise—the blood lakes immediately in the center of the body. It falls away
from the skin. This obtains particularly at 1.1—the skin condition is even worse
at 1.1 than it is at 0.5. The gray, gray skin tinge.

Now, the 1.1, of course, is pretended death. You won’t be troubled with a
1.1—pardon me, a 0.1 is pretended death and you won’t be troubled with it. But
you’ll find 0.5s around.

Now, one of the things that marks a 0.5 —particularly physiolo—medical
range here is—it says, “Chronic malfunction of organs.” This body is trying to
die. You take a young girl who is a 0.5. Her endocrine system will be so bad off
that the fatty tissue of her body is all displaced. Her body isn’t pretty—it’s dis-
placed. The ankles, and so forth, are—fat’s on the wrong places, that’s all. You
don’t have an endocrine system that is working smoothly and evenly, that’s all.

You take a fellow at 0.5, you get a shoulder slump, and so forth; he looks
old. He’s pretty well gone. The guy looks like the last rose of summer. He’s sad,
but the funny part of it is when he’s very young—when he’s very young he can
manage to carry along all right. He can even fool you sometimes a little bit. He
can merely appear to be very—rather obedient. He’s too quiet, though—no
hilarity or anything like that. But one of the things this person will do is try to
damp out any loud noises in their vicinity or something like that. They’d much
rather go to a funeral than a movie any day; weeps rather easily; looks on the
hopeless side of things; untidy in dress.

Now, you get up above that level into commoner levels. You get around 0.9,
you’re in a relatively acute fear bracket, continually acute state of fear. I mean,
he’s chronically up on the subject of fear. This person is afraid. Here’s where
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you get this grayness of face, and so forth. And you’ll find out that this person
has a habit of sort of withdrawing. He will withdraw very easily. As a matter of
fact, if you were to talk to this individual and raise your voice just—any at all,
you’d find this individual would back up from you. Also, this individual’s eyes,
if you care to look at them—the pupil is always slightly dilated. Little bit bigger
than it should be for the light he’s standing in. And if you were to make a sudden
noise, not even a very loud noise but a sudden noise, if you watch the pupil very
sharply, you will see it go pop/—it’ll flash. It’l] flash out to the edge of the iris
and back in again—fear. That’s the expression of fear.

As a matter of fact, if you can make a real loud noise around a 0.9 you can
put him in a trance.

Oddly enough, though, if you tried to hypnotize a 1.0 or a 1.1 they’ll just
keep on making fun of you. They’ll feel silly, they’ll feel foolish, they’ll do this
and they’ll do that. That’s because they know they’re annoying you when they do
it. You try to knock somebody out into a hypnotic trance or a drug trance at that
level, you really have quite a time. Because they're afraid! They’re afraid of what
will happen to them. They’re so aware, they’re so alert to anything that might
hurt them—the exterior environment is so much in control of them—and yet they
can still balance it to such a degree that they keep holding on to that balance.
Here is an inability to relax—an inability to relax. You shake hands with a fella
and his palm is always moist, you'’re dealing with somebody from 0.9 to 1.6.
Palm of the hand wet, continually wet. This person has nervous mannerisms also
and this person has ulcers of the stomach. Rather easy to tell this band.

Now, this person talks to you in slight non sequiturs, slight ones, almost
continually. You say, “Well, we’ve got a pretty good plant here,” and so forth.
And he takes a look at it and he says, “Our plant at Willow Run was—yes, we
had a good plant.” Not quite what you were saying. It’s not far enough off to
cause any startlement, but it’s not what you were saying, definitely. You’'re
trying to tell him about the plant and he tells you about some other plant. Also,
he tells you about a plant that’s just a little bit bigger than your plant and if he
happened to discover, for instance, what pay you were making even though you
didn’t tell him, he would have to tell you that he knew somebody —he wouldn’t say
he did—he knew somebody that made more pay than that.

If you said—if you said, “I’'m going to . . . Now, I want you to take over
and get acquainted with this particular section of the office because next week
I've got a vacation coming up and I'm going up to Colorado.”” It’s a very funny
thing, but he’s got a friend that’s going up to Aspen, Colorado— going to one of
the biggest hotels there. But he won’t advance this in such a way that you can
notice it. If you were to take umbrage at this, this continual hammer and pound
of invalidation, invalidation . . . As a matter of fact, you don’t own anything
good, somebody owns something better. Your height, strength, brains, and so
forth, he’s just going to put X’s across the lines. But he’s not ever going to do it
in such a way that you’re going to find out that he’s doing it. It’s going to be so
apparently on the groove that it’s very difficult to distinguish. And if you were
ever to turn on this fellow and say, “But, I didn’t say that!”
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“You didn’t say what?”

“Well, I said I was going to Colorado and you say somebody else is going to
Colorado. What’s the idea of telling me the other guy’s going to Colorado,
because the only reason I told you I was going to Colorado was so that you
could . . .”

“I didn’t say anything about anybody else going to Colorado.”
Now he’s really got you. He’s got you spinning. So he didn’t say that.
“But you did say that!”

“Well, as a matter of fact, what I meant to say was . . .”” And he’ll tell you
something else—that’s what he did say.

“But you didn’t say that.”” He didn’t say that and you know he didn’t say
that. But he said this over here. And if you happen to, that day, be drifting down
around 2.0, you’re going to find yourself down there—if you keep this up very
long, you’ll first find yourself at 1.5 and then you may find yourself where he
wants to put you: 0.5 —a temporary 0.5, because after you’ve been doing this for
a while all you can sit down and do is sit down and weep.

It’s a very funny thing, but you want to look at this guy’s files. Maybe he’s
keeping files or something like that— just look at his files someday. The surface
is so pretty but boy, don’t look behind them. He’s told you they’re all up-to-date.
You go in, you check it, you can’t quite tell that they’re not all up-to-date. You’re
looking at a fine surface with this fellow.

His physical manifestation tends to be thinness rather than obesity.
Obesity starts swinging in—that doesn’t mean that everybody who’s thin is a
1.1—obesity starts swinging in at about 1.3, 1.4; they start to get fat. 1.5 is
pretty chunky. 1.5 is pretty chunky. 1.5s tend toward being square and that is
just one of these rules of thumb that you can’t take too seriously, but it’s
something to alert to. They have a tendency to be squarely built. That doesn’t
mean that everybody who is of athletic build is a 1.5. But they tend to be a little
bit too squarely built. You will sometimes see a 1.5 with a gray, very gray
complexion, but this is a 1.5 who has only recently been beaten down below the
line and who is still holding on to it somewhat, but—hard to do.

Your 1.5 will come in and tell you about the office. If you ask him about
offices, it—you're not going to get any covert level of activity here. I mean, this
guy is going to tell you right out and out that this office furniture you’ve got is
pretty damn bad, isn’t it? Yeah, he’s going to tell you all about how awful it is.
Hate, destruction—he tries to destroy with words, and so forth.

But education may have smoothed him out to a point where he doesn’t talk
outrightly so. Watch what he does with things.
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As you come on up the line you start to get up into the average and you start
to get into better and better physiological types, you start to get up into higher
levels of efficiency. You can tell these people. Let me tell you that they look,
from that level on up, healthy.

One of the fastest ways of telling this Tone Scale, by the way, is the state of
health of the individual—the state of health. The chronically ill, chronic mal-
function, endocrine, neurological illnesses, depository illnesses and severe, spo-
radic illnesses—that is to say, fairly usually the guy two or three times a year gets
very sick—any one of those categories is liability in employment, any one of
those categories. That includes arthritis, sinusitis, any one of these items. You
can look on a person’s health record pretty accurately—if you have his health
record for over a couple of years and you at least see where he’s been on the
Tone Scale for that couple of years.

It doesn’t explain away, either, when he says, “Well, I was wounded in the
war.”” Now, you know almost certainly that he’s fixed by aberration. It’s too bad
and it’s heartlessly true, however. He said, “I was wounded in the war and that’s
why I’ve had sinusitis ever since.” Well, he’s wounded in the war and all that sort of
thing, but this—what you want to know is, is he up or down on the Tone Scale,
and that says he’s down on the Tone Scale no matter how he got put there.

Your best bet, as I said, is to take a glance at his health record and it will
give you a glance at his mental record. Right there, you can peg him on the line
with a glance at his health record. This health record is pretty accurate. Medical
range.

Now, attempt to establish affinity with him— your effort to establish affinity
with him. You will find out that from 2.0 down the individual is liable to fawn
upon you—be foo agreeable, unctuous, so forth. You don’t expect a 1.5, by the
way, to be angry with you.

The 1.1, by the way, will bring you presents, lots of them, no matter where
he has to steal them. But you want to establish that and then try to establish
agreement; find out how much agreement you can establish rapidly with this
person. If you can establish rapid agreement with this person, this person is
up the Tone Scale a ways. Either that or he’s hanging at your level. And
communication—communication is very important.

You know, this is really—this ARC is of an essence in this. Try to get the
answers to the questions on an application blank. If you have any difficulty
getting those answers on that communication blank, this guy is going out of
communication with him; he’s down the Tone Scale. If for any reason or other he
can’t fill out this form the way it is, but he—it’s a peculiar case and he has to
have another form and that sort of thing—ah, to hell with it. He’s just out of
communication. He’s down below 2.0. It’s just a method of —he doesn’t want to
communicate through this piece of MEST with you. He’s got to make a
specialized piece of MEST. Or he’s having difficulty—you say, “How old are
you?”
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And he says, “I’'m—uh—I’m—uh—uh—38.”
And you say, “Well, where were you born?”
“Um—um—Wichita.”

“You were born in Wichita.”

“No, that’s where I live. I live in Wichita.”

Oh, brother. Wipe him out—hoo—quick, because he is nervous in your
presence; that’s true. He is very nervous in your presence. That’s a symptom,
too. You want a guy to come in and talk to you. If he’s nervous in your presence,
he’ll be nervous in the presence of a machine, too.

I know that that’s awfully rough and that’s a bad indoctrination, and so
forth. Sure a guy can shake a little bit in a strange place or something like that,
but if this bird is so nervous that he isn’t getting along—he can’t communicate
well with you, he’s just communicating at his own level on the Tone Scale; it
isn’t any super special deal. Matter of fact, some guy—some guy will be a little
bit nervous with you and he’ll still keep right on communicating with you. Quite
important.

Now, the reason you look up application blanks, actually, is because you
really do use some of this whether you call it that or not. You want to find out
where this guy has been employed. Well, the reason you look up this application
blank—the reason you look it up is to find out where he has been employed. That
isn’t . . . And what his employer’s got to say—that’s what you want to know—to
hell with what his employer’s got to say. That’s taking probably some 1.1°s
opinion on another—on a 2.0 or something of the sort. That data is no good, but
this data is good: He wasn’t employed there the same length of time that he said
he was. That’s important! Because that spots him for you. That doesn’t say,
“Well, this fellow lies,” and I guess most anybody lies this way.

A fellow who starts to disarrange data which it isn’t even necessary to
disarrange, boy, that’s a red flag. Here’s a 1.5. That’s about where it starts
getting disarranged badly. A 1.5 will turn facts right straight around. He’ll tell
you he drove a truck there. As a matter of fact, he was a file clerk there. He
didn’t work there between 1943 and 44, he worked there between 1939 and 1941.
He hasn’t got any reason to vary this. There are no reasons to vary this from 2.0
down, no reasons to vary it necessary. It just gets varied.

There’s a problem that police have about criminals, by the way. It’s not that
all are criminals in their real reactions, I mean, their surface reactions below 2.0.
But the police have an awful problem with criminals. The cops always expect the
criminal to do the survival thing and the criminal never does. The cops go
threshing around Chicago finding this guy who just broke out and shot a
guard—he said he’d never be taken alive—and he had the guard’s riot gun. And
they find him sitting on a streetcar reading a Bible and he says his name is
something else.
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What more did they expect? That was non sequitur and nonsurvival as far as
this guy was concerned and yet, that’s the way they found him. He had reversed
anything that they expected. There was no constancy in the matter. The cop
always expects the criminal—he gives the criminal a chance, by the way—he’ll
give a criminal a chance to turn state’s evidence: “We’ll save you your trip to the
death house if you’ll turn state’s evidence on your pals.”” And the guy won’t!
And they figure out, “Well, this damn fool, he’s really loopy. Why?” As a
matter of fact, sometimes it even works this way: You say to the guy, “If you turn
state’s evidence, you know we’ll electrocute you.” And he’ll turn state’s evi-
dence the next day. I mean, he’s doing the nonsurvival thing. The cop keeps
trying to police people on the theory that they’re rational and they don’t do the
rational thing.

A murderer always leaves a clue on the scene of the crime. He’ll always go
down and carefully register the gun in some other town or something of the sort,
with the number and so on and then leave the gun on the scene of the crime. It
isn’t very hard to trace criminals because they always tell you what happens.
That’s the only reason cops, being the IQ cops are, succeed. Well, I'll—a
criminal is just looking for a way to get himself in trouble. And then the cops go
around and they’re very puzzled as to why it is criminals are so dumb in their
commission of crimes and they can’t figure this out. All they’re doing is running
a free boardinghouse for people to fail to.

The criminals are repeaters because they repeat. The cop says, “Now, we’re
going to treat you nice and we’re going to take care of you and that is to say,
we’re not out for you. You’ve done your time in the big house and here you are
and you're a nice guy and you’re here in town. You keep your nose clean, you
get a good job and it’s hands off as far as we’re concerned. We give you every
boost in the world,” and they pick him up the next day in a stolen car. How do
they pick him up in a stolen car? Is because he drives in front of a police car and
kills his engine and lets the police car run into him. It’s wonderful. And these
cops, these great criminologists—J. Edgar and the rest of my pals—old J. Edgar—
they think they’re—they think they’re doing such tremendously brilliant and
clever things. Of course, they do do very brilliant things. But these criminals are
all set to be picked up.

They have a rule in the city of New York: The person who finds the body
killed it. It works 80 percent of the time. The person who finds the body killed it.
This guy will come around and make sure he’s on the scene of the crime all
ready to go. “Clip ’em on, boys.” Eighty percent. If you want a real commen-
tary on the efficiency of police, by the way, in the United States, 30 percent of
the murders—only 30 percent of the murders committed are detected by police,
only 3 percent of those detected are brought to trial, only one-half of 1 percent
are ever executed for the crime. I thought I would let that data out. J. Edgar was
trying to suppress it to a bunch of us writers a few years ago.

Here’s the criminal along that level. Now, that’s the kind of operation that
you will get below 2.0. And don’t think 2.0 is necessarily an outright criminal —
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1.5 is outright criminal or anything like that. The criminality is a sort of a
special strain. Criminality is something that is against the law. The law of being
decent men is the only law that people are against from 2.0 down.

Now, there is another method of arriving at this, but let me finish off this
one. You feel affinity for somebody, you go into communication with him rather
easily—there’s always the third one: Are you and he compatible in what you
agree upon? And you want to watch that one, because two of them can slightly
and apparently exist and the third one will be almost absent. If it is, the other
two are too weak to take any chance on. Doesn’t—that you want slavish agree-
ment either. You find that it doesn’t have to be slavish in order to get into
agreement with somebody. If you get an agreement with somebody, you’ll get
an agreement with somebody and that’s that.

Now, another thing is the amount of fault a person finds and the amount of
turbulence. This thing I drew you here is actually a graph of turbulence. Life
energy is more and more turbulent the lower it is on the Tone Scale. Turbulence.
An apathy case creates the maximum turbulence. They can’t move, they have to be
waited on hand and foot, they are completely—and that’s—they really cause turbu-
lence. They demand an enormous amount from the society.

But a 1.1 causes turbulence with gossip. The 1.5 causes turbulence with
rage. You see that there might be some affinity, you might be in communication
with this fellow to some degree and then he starts telling you how bad off or
what you ought to do to improve the thing! And he starts telling you about
“Well, if the executive vice-president in charge of so-and-so and so-and-so and
so on and yak, yak, yak, yak—something wrong, something wrong, something
wrong, something wrong. Of course, you ought to do something about it, but
there’s something wrong, something wrong, something wrong, something wrong.”
Have him shot or fire him or something because this guy will cause you more
trouble. Turbulence. Turbulence. Upset. Upset. Upset. Nothing is ever right
around this guy. Well, believe me, nothing will ever go right around him either.
The girls in his office and all the rest of the thing, they’ll get pretty well knocked
to pieces there. That is most chronic, this particular operation, at about 1.2 on
the Tone Scale. Upset. Upset. Upset. Upset. Upset. Really keeps you chewed up.
Can apparently be very constructive—bright, alert. Oh, yeah? That’s just a
method peculiar of 1.2, by the way.

Now, the ARC of an individual, the amount of life in its level —the vibration
(I hate to use those words, it sounds like spiritualism or something) actually seems to
have an effect upon the material universe around him. You can tell a person’s
position on the Tone Scale by the condition of the things he owns or has care of. You
look at a guy and his shoes—his shoes might not be shined, but are they not cared
for to the degree that they could be? You take a pair of work shoes. A guy can even
take a little bit of care of a pair of work shoes, not to make them pretty, but to keep
them serviceable.

You get a carpenter on the job, something like that. Are the clothes he wears
suitable to the work he is doing and that is to say, does he keep them suitable?
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What'’s that car he’s driving? Maybe it’s an old car and so forth, but does it run?
Look at its fenders. Just look at a car’s fenders and you can tell an awful lot
about the position that guy is on the Tone Scale or maybe the position of his
wife. Because as the person goes down the scale the physical objects in his
vicinity are themselves affected by his position so that below here he’s starting to
bring breakage, carelessness, upset, wear-out, and so on, to these objects in his
vicinity.

As you come up the scale with an individual, he might not have much, but
what he has he’ll care for rather well. And by the way, it’s very interesting
talking about that. Along about here, individuals start to accumulate wildly.
They have lost so much in life that then they’ll start to accumulate. But they
know they haven’t got any right to accumulate any real MEST, so they’ll accumu-
late nothing but junk. And they’ll carry this forward to a terrific level. I mean—
junk. And you can’t get them to throw anything away. You can’t get them
deprived of anything. Open a guy’s desk sometime when he isn’t there and slam
it again. That’s all you need to do. You can spot him right there.

Yeah. The Indians tell a story about the pack rat. The pack rat was told by
the Indian god, Old Man, that he had better get some loahhn. And the pack rat
said, “What?”’ And Old Man said, “Well, you’d better get some loahhn. Next
time I come back, if you don’t, you know what I do to animals.”” Pack rat’s been
trying ever since. He doesn’t know what it is, but he’s going to have a sample of
something to show him when Old Man comes back. Well, that’s right there on
the Tone Scale. The guy’s afraid he’s not going to have it. But what is it?

Now, there’s a standardized test which is being made up by the Foundation.
It’ll take a little while to stabilize this test, get it adequately processed. It will be
a relatively simple test when it’s finally finished. That will be a written test
which can be given and rather easily graded which will give you the individual’s
position on the Tone Scale.

As—more important really, though, than that test is your observation of the
material universe around you and the organisms in it. You should cultivate
observation. Whether you’re observing for the Tone Scale or not, you should
cultivate observation anyway. That’s just a good piece of advice.

Before you start to accept this very widely, I would like very much for you to
do a little observation on it.

Look at the people you know. Take a look at their records in life. Look over
the general situation with them. Scout around a little bit. Find out if there’s any
validity in this. Find out if it works. Does it carry through. You know this guy’s
got arthritis, let’s look into it a little further. You don’t have to be snoopy to
do that.

You can find out a lot about people by just listening instead of talking for a
few minutes.
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Second Leeture on
(learing Methodology
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13 May 1959 '

And this is a second lecture on Clearing Methodology.

Now, technical facts about clearing occupy one field: the technical aspects,
the research data, the proven conclusions concerning states of case, you see—
that’s all under one heading.

And under another heading there’s this thing we call methodology. How does
a person get there? Well now, he obviously gets there by running answers to a
process, doesn’t he?

Oh, no, he doesn’t.

If you haven’t got an auditor there to process him—or in America, process
him—if you don’t have administrative lineups, if you haven’t got financial feasi-
bilities all straightened out on this subject of clearing, you’ll make very few
Clears.

Now, you might sit right there with all the techniques in the world to make a
Clear and flub making one, because you’d be defeated by the methodology, lack
of. That’s the administrative lines, the available time, your own economic strain,
which is always considerable. You’d be defeated by the pc’s inability to afford
enough hours. Do you get the idea?

So, there has to be other know-how parallel to technology.

And wherever a field auditor or wherever an organization auditor falls down
today, falls short of clearing somebody, he has been whipped by methodology not
by technology.

If you had the fellow long enough and he’d sit still, you could clear him.
Doesn’t matter much what Clear you’d be striking for. If you went for old-style
MEsT Clear, you could make it. You could find the old stuck needle, and so
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forth, on help, and sort it all out, and run brackets on it, and gradually get him
separated out and squared around, and he’d think life was much better; get him
so his bank wouldn’t bite, get it all keyed out nicely and level him off. Yeah, you
could do that.

Or you could go on a much more direct route of auditing with the exact
definition of Operating Thetan: “Willing and knowing cause over life, matter,
energy, space and time.” You make a Clear.

You’re being defeated by methodology. How do we get him to move in and
sit still, and how do we get ourselves in a position where we can sit still long
enough—get the idea? —to accomplish this fact?

Now, if that particular aspect of clearing is not resolved, you won’t make
any Clears! You see, then, there’s two things can happen here, two things can
happen: The pc finds it infeasible because of time, finance, something of the
sort, or the auditor finds it unfeasible because of the same. You see, there’s—
there can be two breakdowns on this line. And most usually these breakdowns
are quite adequate to prevent it.

So, don’t think it’s enough just to know your techniques. No, you’ve got to
know more than that. You’ve got to know something about economics. You've
got to know something about space and place. Got to know something about
administration.

Now, if as many fellows who should know better can lay ostrich eggs on the
subject of administration, don’t kick yourself too hard if you do. They can, they
can lay ostrich eggs on this subject.

Walk into a government someday. They’re supposed to get governing done.
They’re supposed to govern: take care of the justice, problems of property and
equity; safeguard the security of the population against crime and external
aggressors. That’s about all they’re supposed to do—a very purist view of gov-
ernment. They get so involved in economics, they finally involve all of us in
economics. And they get so involved in paper chains, they get all of us involved
in paper chains. And finally they forget all about their high-level purpose of
governing—protecting the public safety and so forth—and just get into some kind
of an economic mishmash. They don’t know which way they’re going or what
they are doing.

We could do this with clearing! Just as neat as you please! We could get so
involved in making money, so that we could go on and do something, and get so
involved in administration, which we only partially understood, and get so many
stacks of paper stacked up that have to be signed, and—oh, dear. Get so many
solicitors on the lines to okay leases that never get okayed, because the corporate
status has not been okayed, because the government hasn’t been okayed. You
know—1I mean, it just goes right on back.
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Next thing you know, you got paper chains going in all directions, and
everybody knows what you're supposed to do, vaguely, but nobody has done it
for the last century. You see how this could be? The whole parade could get
stopped right at the outset.

If you don’t do administration well, you come up against economic prob-
lems. For instance, any Central Organization staff that has had a bog here and a
little bog there, and has not done some promotion over here, all of a sudden finds
itself in an economic bind. They got any time to clear anybody? O-0-o0-h, no!

“Get in some more pcs. Get in some more students. Do something! Some-
thing! Hire some sheep dogs; get them out into the public and get them to chase
the people in. Anything! Anything!”

“The landlord this morning as I came downstairs, the landlord said to me
distinctly that he wanted me to live elsewhere!”

You get what happens?

Something happens to the lineup. Something happens to the methodology as
I am calling it here. Something happens there, and it snaps the whole purpose of
things all around backwards and upsets everything.

It takes actually a pretty smooth running and purposeful machine, you might
say—if you want to call it that—to walk people in, make sure that they get the
proper results from technology, walk them up into a higher level, individual
processing, and then walk them out again Clear. It sounds so simple.

But every part of this society is economically booby-trapped. It’s like the
picture that’s crooked on the wall in the house the Germans just vacated. Private
comes along and decides he’d better straighten that picture up. Whole house
blows up in his face. You get nervous after a while. You don’t—you somehow or
another miss.

And somebody is doing a little reception for you, and they fail to write down
the names and addresses of people who telephone, and the names of [and]
addresses of people who walk in.

You know, it’s not much of a miss, you know? I mean, it’s this slight little
thing, you know? And now you’ve got a brand-new, upper-stage course, and you
want to get some literature out to these people, and you want to straighten it all
out. And you say, “Oh, good.” And you have a big stack of it printed up, and
you're going to send it to all of your friends that wanted to call you.

You reach around and you say, “All right now. All right now, Bessie Ann (or
somebody), where’s the addresses?”’

“Addresses? What addresses?”’

“The addresses of all the people that wanted this service!”
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“Oh well, they . . . You know that nice, young man that came in the other
day? Well, he took them. That nice young man from the other side of town that’s
running a group over there. Yes, he said he’d write to all of them for me.”

Oh, amazing things can happen. Or they just don’t write them down at all.

When you start bringing order on the first dynamic and fail to bring order on
the third, you’re in trouble. Because, for sure, the third is going to flash back at
the first. Therefore, whether you like it or not, your forward pressure is as social
as it is individual. And if you fail to answer up on the third dynamic, and fail to
straighten things out administratively, organizationally, and take that responsibil-
ity too, you don’t get anything done on the first dynamic, because these dy-
namics have a habit of interlocking and backflashing and upsetting everything.

Well, similarly, you’ll just about get man cleared and the animal kingdom
will protest or something. You know.

Ant will walk up to you and he’ll say, “Ah, well, now, all right, how about
me? How about an HAS Co-audit for ants?”’

Well, I tell you what you tell him. You say, “Well, little ant, you get together
four or five other ants, and we’ll give you an HPA Course for ants.”

He’ll say, “An HPA? What’s that?”’
You say, “That’s a Hubbard Professional Ant.”

Well, you get so interiorized into the dynamics in general that you have to
look at an odd one to see what you really have to do. You have to get an exterior
view to something.

But with methodology you can accomplish the goal.

And clearing is laid out in these steps today. And the first of these steps is
letting somebody hear about it.

And the second of these steps has to do with establishing a zone in which
service can be delivered.

And the third of them is getting somebody into that zone and 8-Cing him
while in that zone.

And the next step is to provide an adequacy of individual address to the case
when it is needed and necessary.

After they’re through with an HAS Co-audit, they have to move into some
individual address.

Well, if you’re going to move an awful lot of people into an individual
address of case, you're certainly going to have to have a few HPAs. And you
can’t sit there for the rest of your life and never tell anybody anything.
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And when you’ve got somebody moved out of that group and he’s all nicely
fixed up, and so forth, I’'m afraid you will have to have some additional mem-
bership-type group to which he can belong and where he can meet, otherwise
he’s going to get lonesome and go down scale just for lack of communication.

And all the way along the line, we have to provide him with further ammu-
nition to hand out to people so that they know what he’s doing, and so they could
avail themselves of it too.

These various stages can be broken down even more minutely, but those
actually are the major stages that have to be answered up to.

First, you have to be heard a little bit.
And next, you have to have a zone where service can be delivered.

And next—and you think this is very silly to add this in as a major point, but
organization after organization flubs this point. They flub it. People walk in the
front door and turn around and walk out again. Quite wonderful. Everybody
is—this is so routine as to be amazing. People are always coming along and
saying to me, “We ought to buy more advertising and more publicity, and we
ought to get our names in the papers more often. And we ought to, you know, do
this or do that, and get somebody going out and doing this and that.” And they
miss a point, the point which I've just brought up there. You’ve established a
zone for a person to attain service in; now there has got to be some way to move
this person into that zone and render the service. And people just miss this one.

Awful funny story exists on this line. It was almost tragic. But the HASI was
throbbing along and income was low, and everything was going to pieces and
people were beginning to feel sad. This was years and years ago. And Mary Sue
took over as D of P and Registrar all in the same hat. And they had been getting
two to four pcs a week for about a year or something like that—two, four, five,
something of that sort. She took over and all of a sudden she had fifteen—fifteen
a week.

Well, look, she didn’t have any time to write any letters or do any promo-
tion. She didn’t have the faintest opportunity to make known that anything odd or
exceptional had occurred, she really didn’t—because it happened in the very next
week. Only it kept on happening, week after week after week. A lot of people, a
lot of people.

She went off and it dropped down again. Now, it’s all right to say, *“Well,
this happened because she’s Mary Sue.” That’s all right, and I'd give you
something there.

But, look, when I ask her what she did to make this happen, her answer was

too simple for anybody to pay any attention to: She just signed up the people who
walked in the front door. That was all she did.
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Now, obviously, previously there had been perhaps ten, eleven people who
had walked in the front door who had turned around and walked out the front
door again. And Mary Sue just made sure that the zone which had been estab-
lished for service was able to move the person into the zone and render the
service. That was actually all that had happened, you see? That one little step.

Now, we don’t think that’s very important. A person walks in. They say,
“What is this? What is this HAS Co-audit?”’ Or, “What is this thing called
auditing? I don’t know what this thing is, and what is it?”’ and so on.

Somebody says, “Well, fine. I'll tell you all about it.”” And they proceed to
tell them all about it.

And the person says, “Well, maybe I'll call you up someday.” And they turn
around and they walk back out and appear on the street, and nobody ever hears
of them again. That’s what happens.

And Mary Sue said, “Well, the best thing to do is show you. Sign here,”
and moved them up into the HGC, and that was it. Difference of attitude, total
difference of attitude.

A person believes he’s there to answer questions, he’ll answer questions;
person believes he’s there to move people into the zone of service, he’ll move
people into the zone of service. That’s just about all there is to it. It’s just a
difference of purpose and intent.

And if you think a Scientologist can’t move people into the zone of service,
if his intention is to do so, why, just observe it someday. Just get somebody to
change his mind about this intention, and get them moved in! Simple.

This poor fellow walks in, he’s dead as far as we’re concerned. See, he’s
dead. Because he runs into the Receptionist, the Receptionist says, “Aha! This
person is supposed to move into this service zone and get some service.” And so
the Receptionist says, “Now let’s see, how can I make that happen? Well, I'd
better fix it up so that he sees the Registrar right away,” and moves this line
through.

And the Registrar says, *“Well, this person is supposed to be moved into this
service zone, that’s what’s supposed to happen.” Well, if she gets all bogged
down with economics and this and that, nnnnn—hire-purchase and time payment
and notes and receipts and so on, there’s nothing much going to happen.

No, you know, if her sole interest, actually, and intent is simply, as a person
walks into that service zone, just to move them on in and that’s it, all the rest of
these things tend to fall away as problems, because they’re problems which are
incidental to the primary purpose which is to move the person into the zone of
service.
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And that probably is the biggest point of fall-down with a field auditor, a
Central Organization or any clinic, anyplace. That is undoubtedly the biggest
point of fall-down. That’s the one they don’t do! They promote like mad, they
advertise like mad, and get names in the papers and write it all up, and get
reporters all over the place, and go on BBC or CBS or something, and . . . You
know, people like mad!

There’s a famous name in early Dianetics. He was giving talks to people
who came in of an evening. I’ll show you how these things can happen.

Central Organization Los Angeles was having a financial slump. And they
were walking around wondering whether or not they shouldn’t grease the cat or
take some other practical measure or maybe possibly write their letters on differ-
ent colored paper. They had big problems!

Never faced up to the fact that all they had to do was move some people into
the joint. So I'd made a bunch of fifteen-minute lectures. And I went down to a
little peanut-whistle station, sat in the middle of a valley out there in that vast
area called Los Angeles. And this little peanut-whistle station could almost be
heard on police radio. You know, I mean, music lovers listened to it—that
caliber. They played nothing but Prokofiev, you know? And it was the only
station I could afford at the moment. And I said, “What’ll it cost to put all of
these on the air at . . .” I figured it out, I think, very precisely. The fellow
should get home by 5:30, and he should be sitting around ready to eat supper in
that immediate area by 5:30. Therefore, if anything is played between 5:30 and
5:45, the latecomers will get it on the radio coming home, or they’ll get it after
they’ve gotten home and not when they’re so complacent and full of food, you
see, they won’t pay any attention to it. And then invited them down that night to
hear a lecture on the subject, and then played a fifteen minute lecture by me.

A hundred and twenty-five people a night moved into that small auditorium!
Regularly and routinely, 125 new people! Bang! Bang! Bang! Bang!

You know what they did with them? This famous name had been carefully
provided with cardboard on which to write “I want training,” “I want
processing,’”’ you know, “I am interested in books.” “Send me some literature.”
“Mark one.” You know?

And stacks of these things had been carefully put around the room, and
when nobody moved into auditing, and when nobody moved into training, after
these hoards of people moved into that auditorium and out again, I went around
and saw the janitor.

I said, ‘“What’s happened to those little slips of paper?”

Of course, like anybody else in Los Angeles, he was an old hand in show
biz. He’d had an act with donkeys or something of the sort in his early days.
And, “Oh,” he says, “that—that jerk?” He says, “He never opens up the gate,
that’s all!” He says, “I’ve been pickin’ up your replies!” He says, “Here they
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are!” He knew they were valuable. So he hands me cards. A stack of cards about
three hundred high! All the people who wanted training and processing.

And after that 1 had a very simple system. The people threw them on the
floor, the janitor picked them up and gave them to me.

But it was a system and it worked.

And then I got about three phone girls to sit down and call these people up
and tell them to come in for appointments with the Registrar, and told the
Registrar to sign them all up. The Registrar did and business just went zooooom!

You see, that step had been omitted. What do you do with a person after
you’ve got a zone of service and they walk in the front door? Well, obviously,
you don’t let them walk back out again.

Now, it’s been tough in past years to convince anybody that anything drastic
could happen.

But the old PE Course, which ran five nights a week, if given by a very, very
good PE instructor would hold them, but there wasn’t much else to offer them
except this terrific jump, on a gradient, into the HGC, or auditing or back out to
a field auditor. There was this terrific jump, see? They didn’t have enough
certainty to risk anything, their economics were too involved and so on.

All right, now we’ve filled in that jump. Now, they’re going to get something
out of a PE Course if it’s properly taught and the 8-C is good. And that’s free,
so it’s very easy to move them in that far.

Now, the next jump that they take . . . People even make mistakes with this,
which is just a wonderful lesson of how people can make mistakes.

They only pay down two guineas, or ten dollars a week for two consecutive
weeks to wind up with an HAS Course, three nights and three nights. Now if that
Comm Course is properly taught, they’ll certainly get something out of that, and
they’ll think that’s very interesting.

Now they’ll move a little deeper into the Co-audit, and that at two guineas,
or ten dollars—something in that order—carries them on into, well, in a lot of
cases, actual views of the elephant! That’s pretty good.

Now, all the way along here, they’ve got something to do, something that’s
convincing, something that’s effective.

Now, you could get too anxious and move Co-audit right up to the front gate,
you see? And here are fellows who have never heard of any TRs, sitting there
trying to repeat an auditing command. And after a few of them fall on their
heads, then you’ll move HAS up in front of that out of self-protection. Then
you’ll find you needn’t have been that anxious, and put a PE in front of that and
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get it back together again. But you'll probably maladjust these things a few times
just out of anxiety of getting the person in the seat in the service area. Under-
standable.

But this was the wild one. This is carefully designed, very carefully
designed, experimented with for years, done repeatedly with great success—PE
Foundation.

And I heard from a Central Organization, believe it or not—of course, it is
in some far-off place—but they actually wrote me just today that they “weren’t
doing too well getting people onto the Co-audit Course because they couldn’t get
them to sign up for very many weeks at a time! Or pay in advance for very many
weeks at a time!”

Oh, now, you tell me, how wild can a mock-up go? Why is it two guineas, or
ten dollars? Why? Because a person—a person can pay that. And if it’s paid
every week, he can go on paying it.

But here was a new anxiety showing up: “How many weeks can we sign
them up for in advance?” You don’t want to sign anybody up in advance. Just
move them in to the service area, and let them pay for exactly what they’re
getting as fast as they get it. L

The excellence of the service, believe me, in HAS and Co-audit, alone, will
keep them in the service area. That alone.

And if it is being done upside down and backwards and with very, very poor
8-C, they won’t stay there.

So, an examination and a quick exchange of communication demonstrated
that this was what was happening in that particular HAS Co-audit.

What was happening was very sloppy 8-C. Lots of bad ARC. You know, I
mean, the ARC was all gooey. You know, “We lo-0-ve you.” That isn’t—that
isn’t real.

“Sit down.” “Thank you.” “Walk into the other room.” “Thank you.”
“Sign here.” “Thank you.” “Be here again at 7:00 p.M.” “Thank you.” That’s
really about the highest level ARC you ever wanted to see. See, that’s big,
precise, real; you know what they’re supposed to do, they do it.

The public at large walking in on you will always introduce, or try to
introduce some confusion. And they mill around like a bunch of sheep. They do.
And not because they’re aberrated either. It’s because they’ve walked into a new
zone, and they have not yet recognized the established order of the zone, and
they’re trying to find out what it is.

Well, come on, give them a break. Tell them.
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Now, as we look over this approach, we find that we have achieved pretty
well, in workable form, a gradient which graduates somebody from idle curios-
ity, to sitting still and finding out there’s something that he might learn—PE
Course—that there are some goals to all this, up to a recognition that he can’t
communicate very well, and he probably could communicate better. And that
there is something that’ll show him how to communicate better: an HAS Course.

And then, your next gradient, that something can bite, and fast, and that he
can bite, and fast, with co-auditing on simple auditing commands.

And if you can move him that far, you’ve done it!

Now look, no printed advertisement is going to move him that far—not one.
I don’t care if it is put out in Esquire with naked women all over the front cover
and the back cover and if the type is formed out of naked women!

You can almost go on the basis that if you are good enough, he’ll hear about
you. You can almost go on that basis.

Now, people moving in have to be moved in through a gradient scale of
reality. You're taking them from almost “no wall.” Well, don’t expect them to
do anything else but react on a sort of a “no wall” basis.

But what can you do with people who don’t know where the wall is? You
can walk them over to it and put their hand on it and say, “Now, do you think, in
your opinion, there is a wall there? Good. Thank you very much. Sit down in the
chair. Now . . .”

It takes 8-C, it takes a precise command, it takes some doingness, it takes
some action. In particular, it takes causation on the part of any staff member, or
any field auditor or any staff that he has, toward life. It takes causativeness!

Tell you at once what will happen if you don’t have causation on a post. If
you have a post being a total effect, not causative, you might think things will
snap in on it. They won’t. They won't at all.

This person, whenever a problem or an object moves toward him, but par-
ticularly a problem, will juggle the problem over to somebody else—whizzt!
Won’t handle a problem.

Why won’t this person handle a problem? Because he knows none of his own
solutions stick. In other words, he can’t be causative.

So, if he handled the problem, he knows he’d upset everything because he
knows his postulates don’t stick! So he has to send them to somebody who can
handle the problem, whose postulates will stick!

And where you have a half a dozen people collected together, each one of
whom is convinced his postulates won’t stick, all you get is a terrific juggle from
one post to the next of problems.
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A person walks in, he’s got a problem. So the problem gets moved to the
next post, to the next post, to the next post; it goes back to the first post again,
and the problem has not yet been handled! That’s because nobody the person saw
believed personally that his postulates, his own postulates, could stick. In other
words, he wasn’t causative. So he just moved everything around in a sort of a
squirrel cage.

Now, when a person moves in, when this person first appears, if you have
somebody on a reception desk who won’t handle the person’s problems, then you
again have this sort of a millrace. It started right there at that point. And this
third stage that I talked to you about, you’ve got . . . The person has heard about
it, you've established a service area, now moving the person into that service
area is violated the first time that person runs into somebody who believes his
postulates won’t stick. That person will never move him on into the service area.

If that person who is receiving and moving him into the service area does not
believe that he can make his own postulates stick, then he keeps shuttling problems
around, and your whole zone becomes a zone full of unhandled problems.

Now, nobody expects you to be as good as an ACC instructor in handling
problems, particularly random problems. They’ve gotten pretty good at this as
years go on. Their postulates stick. I believe you’ve noticed this.

But if they didn’t, then everybody in an ACC would have problems which
kept walking around in circles and never got solved, and it'd eventually become
just a morass of personal problems.

Now, you take any department of a Central Organization: when they start
handling nothing but problems of the students in training, you’ve got a lousy
Academy.

Who wants any problems from a student in an Academy? They’re a drug on
the market! What happens there is training.

And it’s all very well for somebody to say, “Well, they can’t be trained
because they have so many problems.’” Nah, it isn’t so. When they’ve offered
problems to the auditor, or offered problems to the instructor, or offered prob-
lems up at the front desk, or offered problems to accounts, and so forth, these
things just haven’t been handled, and they just keep going bleuaah and run here,
over there. Next thing you know, it’s just no order left.

So there’s two ways that that person doesn’t get moved into the service
sphere, two ways.

One, the problems he has are not handled. That’s it, you see? Guy comes up
with a problem, that problem is not handled!

And the next way, nobody will be causative on 8-C.
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See? One, person does come up with a problem, they do want something to
happen with this problem, and so somebody does something about the problem.
All right, that’s—that’s one phase of it. Nobody has yet told this person to “go
sit down,” or “sign his name” or “fill out this piece of paper,” or “draw his
books from the window on the left.” Don’t you see?

So both of those things have to be handled. And God pity the field auditor. I
happen to know that he wears 105 hats! A field auditor, operating all by himself,
wears 105 hats. That’s right. That’s the number of hats he functions with.

Now, if he doesn’t 8-C the situation, why, he’s lost at once. Be causative! So,
the whole motto is just: “Be causative toward the people who approach, and you
will move them at once into the service area.” That’s it.

Don’t go being an effect of the public. Every once in a while you see some
auditor half-starved to death. He gets ahold of a pc and he needs that fee. So he
starts doing anything he can to get that fee—makes himself an effect. You know,
he generally winds up not getting the fee. It’'s quite remarkable. Very remark-
able. That’s because he too much has to be the effect of the fee.

He has to be, then, the effect of the pc. To such a degree does he have to be
the effect of the pc, that he has to put up with anything. And he then finally
abandons 8-C and really doesn’t handle the problems of the pc. And all these
things all go together in a package.

You’d be amazed how many restaurants you could walk into, find people
sitting by themselves, sit down across from them and start a session. You’d just
be amazed how many people you could do that to. No preliminary, nothing.

I've never—never been successful in getting auditors—except when they were
being trained in ACCs—go out and grab people off the street, just that. It’s quite
remarkable how often this works, if you yourself have a totally brave attitude
toward it.

You know, you walk up to the person very casually and you say, “Well, you
look like you're not having too good a time. You look like you’re in a little bit of
trouble.”

Individual will say, “Yes, I am.”

And you say, “How about some auditing? Why, here is my card. Now come
over.”

And he says, “What’s that?”

“Well, I'll tell you when you get there. And here’s my card. Now, you be
there at 8:00 p.M. this evening, okay?”

“What are you, a practitioner of some sort, or are you a doctor, or some-
thing of the sort?”
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“Yeah, that’s right.”

And he’ll say, “Gee, you know. What do you know! Didn’t know it was that
obvious.”

You'll be surprised how many people turn up! If they are 8-Ced.

Now, all the social machinery people have actually breaks down before
direct intention. But the thing that causes difficulty in this lineup, the thing that
causes difficulty in moving people along this line of methodology, has a great
deal to do with the invasion of privacy.

I won’t call it privacy because that dignifies it. You have to be willing to
invade privacy, very definitely.

Well, when you realize that the highest point of aberration on the third
dynamic was the first time you decided not to invade somebody’s privacy, and
that nearly everything you've suffered from since was a determination not to
invade somebody’s privacy, you will see at once where this connects on 8-Cing
somebody into a service zone.

If you have a hard time invading people’s privacy, you’ll have a hard time
8-Cing them into a chair in an HAS Co-audit unit, first PE, and so forth.
Because you think they have rights. Nah! They don’t have any rights! What do
you mean? What do they have—what has rights? That machinery? Those drama-
tizations? Those computing circuits? You mean those things have got rights?
Hah! Pish-pash.

Next thing you know, why, we’ll have laws out saying they have a perfect
right to kill everybody. See, rights! Where does this thing called “rights” begin
and end?

Well, it began when you first decided that somebody was entitled to privacy.
Another thetan. And there he was over there. And you said, “He is entitled to the
privacy of his own thoughts.”

It was perfectly all right to grant him some beingness— perfectly all right.
But to get on this kick that he was the only one who could invade that particular
sphere and spatial area, and that you mustn’t, of course, wound you up in the
mechanics of mechanical communication and started you straight into the overt
act—motivator mechanism. It’s just as fast and as simple as that!

See, you said, “Well, there’s Joe. There’s Joe. Well, I mustn’t invade Joe’s
privacy and find out what he’s got over there. I'll stay over here and I will talk to
him. And when I say something to him, then he says something to me. And then
he says something to me, and then I say something to him. And then if he does
something to me, then I do something to him.”

There’s where it got! That’s what happened.
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So, I would thoroughly recommend anybody having anything to do with a PE
Foundation-HAS Co-audit lineup to have a clean conscience and to be cured of
guilt. Because, otherwise, the person will walk in and they will say, “What is
this? You know, I've heard something about this from a friend.”

And the person with a guilty conscience will say, “Well, we're not doing
very much, you know—I mean, not trying to do very much. You can come in if
you want to, but it’s all right. Got to be happy. Do you want to know something
about it? Well, all right.”

If you invade this guy’s privacy that just walked in, believe me, he walks
straight on in!

You know, it’s a symptom amongst pcs, it’s a symptom, that they’re sort of
over it—they’ve kind of made it when they no longer care whether the auditor
talks about their case or not. This is pretty much a little index I use. I use this
index quite frequently.

When I find somebody getting desperate and caring desperately about his—
whether or not his case is mentioned, particularly—I know the boy hasn’t made it
yet. I don’t know anything cruel about him, I just know he hasn’t made it yet.
That’s all. Because he’s still got a withhold-reach mechanism which is all frozen
up into a thing called secrecy. And when he’s got that undone, then he will find
out that the sordid facts that he has always considered so sordid aren’t very sordid
now that he doesn’t consider them sordid! It’s quite remarkable.

And the general add-up of a case gives that about at its make-break point.
And the public at large walks in to something like this, and they have secrets!
And they don’t want them known. Therefore, they’re very happy with muzzled
co-auditing. Very happy, nobody is prying.

Perfectly all right to use the commands, you know, “Think of something you
have done to (terminal).”” See?

I do say that I do get bored with some people who come out of a total
secrecy and go in through the level of bragging! They can overdo that bragging,
definitely overdo bragging.

“Yes. Well, I killed about twenty-four men, and there it was—and some girl.
Well, right after I was Messalina, then I really got wicked.”

The general—the general approach in Scientology has no real substitute,
organizationally or otherwise, for all the people on the lineup to be causative.

Well, we’re making that pretty well. We’'re doing all right in that direction.
We’re making progress. We haven’t arrived to any ultimate or anything, but
we’re making progress.

And you make—might sometimes not believe that we make very much
progress, but then you go associate with the people who pour out of the tube
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stations or at 42nd and Broadway for a little while, you find out that you're—
you’ve been living around Scientologists, that something has changed.

I remember my first experience in this direction, is I had been living out
away from an organization for, oh, several days. I hadn’t met a single Dianeticist
for days and I'd been having to transact business with just usual run-of-the-mill
people, you know? I was busy transacting business and getting things set up and
so on in a kind of an outpost area. And I hadn’t realized what restraint and
concentration I had had to achieve in order to get over that bit of a period, until
I was driving back toward the Foundation and realized that I was going to meet
somebody in a very few minutes that I could talk to—and that would be anybody
there! Just anybody there I could talk to. I was very, very happy to get home, let
me tell you.

Up to that point I hadn’t realized that we had made an observable jump right
there. There’s nothing like that test to convince you that we have gotten some-
where.

Now, of course, as years have gone on, that has gotten more and more
overbalanced!

One thing, we can move people in faster than we used to be able to, and so
it doesn’t take so long to establish.

But the basic thing is that an individual today as he walks in off the street is
not in communication; he is more or less being at total effect; he is trying not to
be affected by anything; he is very, very hopeful that there will be no kind of an
effect. He wants some sort of a thing that will do something, but he doesn’t want
to do anything. This is the way he moves in.

You’re going to have trouble 8-Cing this person? Boy, you better go back to
Upper Indoc. There’s no difficulty 8-Cing the person. Circuits never talk back
until you talk to them. Something to remember in handling people. Circuits never
talk back till you talk to them.

If you ever got a pc with a circuit turned on and you want to do an old-time
research experiment, ignore the pc and talk to the circuit. Just do that for a little
while. The pc sort of sitting there as a spectator, more or less relaying what the
circuit said, you know? And boy, that circuit validated gets stronger and stronger,
and bigger and bigger, and more and more powerful, and says more and more
“won’t” and “can’t,” and more and more disassociates, and finally you haven’t
hardly got anybody there at all.

But when somebody walks in and you validate their circuits and objections
and go into it, you’'re talking to circuits! Well, please realize you’re talking to
circuits, not people. And the more you talk to those circuits, the more trouble
you’re going to get into.

There’s probably only one real mistake the salesman of an excellent com-
modity ever makes, and that’s to make a sales talk.
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Not very long ago, not very long ago, I had a salesman talk himself straight
out of a sale. It was malicious of me and it was vicious of me. I didn’t care
whether I got what he had or not; it didn’t make any difference to me. So I just
wondered how long it was going to take for him to talk himself out of a sale.

And I never said, “Yes, I will buy it.” And I never said, “No, I won’t buy
it.”” But he finally decided himself, all by himself, that he had better go and he
left.

Now, there’s an inversion of that. I spent an hour and a half one time and
was actually able to sell a salesman on the idea of selling me his product. That
took some real salesmanship. Not only selling it, but delivering it. I actually
talked him into it.

Because this boy—1 wanted his product—and this boy was absolutely deter-
mined that nobody was going to buy his product. He didn’t realize it, but he was
absolutely determined!

Every time you say, “Well, do you have a Model 1900?”

And he’d say, “Well, a Model 1900, uvh, it’s very—it’s very slow. Uh, it’s
too big a—too big a model. What do you—what do you want with a Model
1900? That’s—doesn’t really fit your needs.”

“Well, do you—do you have a Model 1900?”

“Well, no, we—we—very hard to deliver. We can deliver the smaller mod-
els, but can’t deliver a 1900.”

This is the way this conversation was going, you see? So I just turned around
and gave him a sales talk on his own equipment and sort of brainwashed him
little by little, you see? He eventually didn’t know what he was selling and gave
me the contract to sign and we bought it!

Now, there are various things that can happen in salesmanship. But most of
them is, is talking to circuits. And if you 8-C the situation straight through—
politely, courteously 8-C the situation straight through. Well, you never validate
circuits.

Now, the person has a problem, this person has a terrible problem. You’ll
find out that this problem is just poof! All they wanted, practically, is acknowl-
edgment on the thing.

I’m amazed at the number of fellows who have come up with problems, and
after telling me about the problems, didn’t have the same problem. But the
problem of magnitude is this: “I can’t possibly come in on Friday night because
I have to work Friday night.”

I didn’t try to solve the problem for him, I just got him to state the problem
in various ways. Where did he have to work? How did he have to work? Who was
there? and so forth. Friday night—the guy in. He’d find a replacement for
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himself. Let him talk himself out of his problem. But that too is handling it. See?
Even telling a person to ‘“solve the problem” is handling the man’s problem.

That’s by the way the—one of the best things to do. Have them tell you all
about the problem, ask him if he has any solution to it at all.

Now, that’s not good processing, but you’re not trying to process him,
you're just trying to handle a problem. He’ll tell you all kinds of solutions.

You get baffled sometimes when you sit there telling a man solution after
solution after solution to his problems (being a psychoanalyst) and finding out
that the fellow never puts any of these solutions into effect.

Oh, no, the way to handle the solution to the problem is get him to tell you
the problem and tell you the problem and tell you the problem, explain all the
ramifications of the problem, and keep a good, close interrogation on him on the
subject of all the ramifications of the problem. When you’ve got it all sorted out,
you say, “Good. Now, you understand that problem?”

“Oh, yes, better than I did before.”
You say, “Now, good. You solve it, huh?” He will!

All right. As soon as you move a person a short distance into Scientology,
only very bad mistakes could boost him out of it.

Now, that’s a very funny thing, but you’d have to make a lot of bad mis-
takes. And the main thing to do is not make those mistakes. Just do it directly,
straightly, go ahead, render excellent service, move him on up the line.

Now, it’s just as important to have individual service that he can get some-
place in the world at least, after he’s through with HAS Co-audit, as it was to get
him into a PE Course in the first place. You don’t want him stopping halfway up
the line. So, therefore, that problem would have to be solved.

But all of these problems are solved only with the cooperation of all
Scientologists, from going in a particular, desirable direction, and resolving the
difficulties with good communication, resolving those difficulties on an
optimum-solution basis. Doing that sort of thing we can make it.

But exactly how do you get the chance to sit down and give enough auditing
commands to a pc, or get somebody to give enough auditing commands to a pc,
to make Clears? How do you do that?

Well, you do that by 8-Cing people through various precise steps with good
administration on—right straight up to the goal. And if you neglect this method-
ology of how you get them in and get them graduated up the —along the line, you
will never get the chance to supervise him being given commands, and never get
the chance to give him commands yourself enough to make him Clear. And the
whole project of operation Clear would break down at once—not because of
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technology, not because of your desires, not because of the pc’s desires, but
simply because the methodology did not exist to permit him to arrive at the goal
he desired to arrive at.

I hope we won’t make that mistake.

Thank you.
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Your applause is well received. Thank you. All right, what is the date?
Audience: November 28th.

Twenty-eight Nov. We’re still in the month of the Russians. Your Saint Hill .
Special Briefing Course, AD 13. You notice that the daylight is fading and so
forth. Daylight’s fading, and that has nothing to do with the communist plot.
They—purely coincidental that they never have any sunshine in Russia and so
forth. I just wanted to reassure you. And the missiles—the missile situation is
very good just now—very, very good just now. They used them all up on Guy
Fawkes Day, so they have . . .

I want to talk to you for a moment—this lecture’s going to concern most
anything. It’s one of these potpourri type lectures of all ingredients that you can
never realign in your notebooks; that you can never assign on a checksheet.

I wanted to—I ended your last lecture with a remark on classes—new clas-
sifications. And this might—you might find very, very interesting. And I'd better
give you some rundown on this and so forth, because we’re off for the long shoot
now, you see? And I said that Scientology would go as far as it worked and not as
far as it was administered and that I could have gotten very busy on administra-
tion many, many years ago and administered it out to some considerable distance
and so forth. So administration, actually, while getting a great deal of attention,
and many instances very ably done in general, has suffered for a concentration.

Because until you had the full technical picture, I suspected, all the way—
we’re not now talking about clearing; we’re talking about all the way-—until you
had the full technical picture, you could not lay out the administrative picture, you
see? And I just had a hunch without even thinking about it or articulating it, that
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it would be impossible to lay out the administrative pattern of Scientology, and
all of its administrative angles and designations, without having clear-cut and
across the boards, the technical data. And this is very fortunate that this came
about and was done this way because the technical data turned out to be no pill
that you took after breakfast or a sudden shot in the gluteus maximus to make
you Clear or something or grow wings. It turned out to be a highly precise,
fantastically coordinated activity at the highest levels. And it also turned out that
individuals could not actually be audited at these levels unless they had been
brought up to that point in gradients. And it turned out that this was the case.

I'll give you what I’'m—what I’m talking about here, now. I think you will
agree that this is it, because it’s not only just at the highest levels; it also falls in
at the lower levels.

Let’s try to pull some missed withholds on somebody who doesn’t know
what one is. You say, “Has anybody missed a withhold on you?”” Well, you know
what a missed withhold is. So you say, “Well, a missed withhold is a so-and-so
and a so-and-so and it’s a such-and-such and it’s when you did this and when
you did that, and so forth, and that is because of this and that. And then there’s
a double stimulus-response cycle in Scientology. It goes like this: The psycholo-
gist, you see, he thought that there was stimulus and response. And he thought
there was one cycle: When you stimulized you got one response. That was the
limit of his thinkingness. If you pushed a button the button got pushed, and that was
all he thought ever happened. And that’s why psychology was limited, you see.

“But there is actually a second curve. You can’t have in this universe a
stimulus-response without getting a stimulus-response. So it’s a double cycle, you
see, and this is all very simple, but actually when you push the button—when
you push that button—even though it only said ‘click,” remember, when it
clicked, it was a stimuli, and your ears or hearingness responded to the click of
the button, didn’t it? So when you pushed a button, you got one stimuli response,
you pushed button, and then it clicked. Well, that was a stimuli to which of
course you get a response yourself. So there are always, no matter how slight the
situation is, you always have a second stimulus-response cycle going on for every
stimulus-response.”

And the pc will sit there looking at you wondering . . . Well let me assure
you, the middle of an intensive is not a time to take up this information. You’ve
thrown him a philosophic conundrum which has never before been propounded in
the literature and philosophy of this planet—which is to say, you cannot act
without consequences. That’s a philosophic, see? There must be consequences
for every action. The Buddhist ran up against this same thing and he answered it
in an entirely different way. He said, the Buddhist said, “Well, in view of the fact
that you get a consequence for everything you do,” he dimly understood this was
the case, you see, he didn’t articulate it, “why, you better not cause anything.”
And his answer to it is don’t cause. In other words, the only way to avoid
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stimulus-response consequences of another stimulus-response occurring, is of
course, start no stimulus-response mechanisms. Push no buttons. Do nothing.
Cause nothing. And that was his answer to the situation.

Well, the world—and believe me, the chaps who are walking up and down
the highways and byways and sitting in the palaces and at the—in the day of
Gautama Siddhartha—were as reasonable, if not more so, at the raw-meat level,
you see, than they are today. I mean, you’ve got the same breed of cat. There’s
no reason to downgrade the people he was talking to, you see. And he came to
this conclusion and from that day to this the Buddhist, you see, tries not to cause
anything. That was his solution to a problem.

Well, we have another solution to the problem, is you can audit it out. That’s
a much more forward method of doing so. But at what level is all this taking
place? I'm afraid that you’re really not talking to the man in the street. You must
be talking to a trained Scientologist. And I don’t think you’ll even put this across
at Level II. I think this is a Level III proposition, according to my new levels
here. You get the—you get the idea? This is pretty profound, actually. It’s the
question of right conduct. Is it right to cause things? Can you really cause
anything? If somebody gets into total chaos, he says—he gets this proposition,
“Can you cause anything? Do you ever really cause anything?”’ You find some
birds wandering around, and they will tell you, well, by association, you never
really caused anything. Because where do you find the start of the cause cycle?
Of course the start of the cause cycle’s very easily answered. The start of the
cause cycle is where you say the cause cycle started. You just nominate it.

But you'll get this: And if you want to really throw somebody, say, “All
right, take a rifle. All right, now, somebody gets killed. Now, if we examine this
very carefully from a stimulus-response mechanism we find out that the trigger
of the rifle—well, we say the rifle really killed somebody because that actually,
you see, had the bullet and the powder and had the barrel to direct the thing, you
see, and so it actually was the cause-point, wasn’t it? It’s obviously because it’s
the start of the cause-point, so your comm cycle there is cause—distance—effect;
it naturally starts with a rifle.”

All right, the fellow comes along, and he says, “Well, this couldn’t possibly
be true because somebody squeezed the trigger. And therefore it was the impulse
that squeezed the trigger that caused the rifle to fire, and therefore the finger was
the start of the stimulus-response cycle.” Somebody else comes along and he
says, “No, that isn’t so. It was the thought, ‘pull the trigger,” which caused the
finger to pull and which caused the rifle to fire, so therefore the stimulus-
response cycle takes place at the thought ‘pull the trigger.’

And then somebody comes along and he says, “It couldn’t be that at all,
because obviously there was some motivation for this. It must have been the
motive. The person thought that he had reason to do this. So therefore the reason
he had to do this was actually the start of the stimulus-response cycle.”
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Somebody—behaviorist comes along, and he says, “No, that couldn’t be the
case—couldn’t be the case at all because the fellow got that reason from his early
childhood, and so forth. So actually what started the whole cycle was the per-
son’s early childhood, you see. People were mean to him or something of this
sort, and they complained when he threw spitballs at them, you know. And so
therefore, it was really his early childhood that caused this whole thing.”

And the child psychologist comes along and he explains to you very rapidly
that of course you can’t just say something nebulous like “early childhood,” you
see, you must assign it to something. So therefore, whose influence was the
greatest over him: was it his mother, or his father? All right, and they finally
figure it out that his mother pulled the trigger with . . . You see the nonsense we
get into as soon as we start—well, actually, you just take any—anything in this
universe, of course, is so tied in with the rest of the universe that you can just
keep tracking back endlessly, and so on.

Fortunately for us there is a prime thought. And it’s way back there on the
track at the beginning of the actual GPMs and you could track all cause for the
individual back to prime thought. Well, that’s great. There is a stopping point
somewhere. But without knowing that particular data the rest of this data gets
very esoteric. And the philosophical conundrums which it gives and the number
of humanitarian (quote) “sciences” which it gives birth to— genetics, behaviorist
philosophies and so on. You can just start counting these things on the fingers of
a five-armed wonder, see, and there’s just lots of them. And you’ve got yourself
a—you’ve got yourself a “Where did anything start?”” And then you must then
conceive that it must have started nowhere. See? Must have started nowhere and
it was all out of everybody’s control to begin with so you better not do anything
about it.

Well, the people get so intrigued, you see, trying to trace this cause, this
initial impulse for the stimuli back, that they never realize that that stimuli
actually causes another stimuli cycle right in front of it. You squeeze the finger
around the trigger of a rifle which then fires and there’s going to be some
repercussions. It might only be the recoil of the rifle, don’t you see. But in actual
fact the puller of the trigger is going to receive something from the act. It might
only be the recoil of the rifle. It might only be the responses which—or pardon
me, the stimuli which then start at the other end, which come back and hit the
individual, don’t you see? We’ve recently had a very gruesome example of this.
I think in twenty-four hours the guy was dead. See? He fired a rifle and twenty-
four hours later, boom, he’s dead, you see—stimulus-response. Well, if he hadn’t
fired the rifle he wouldn’t be dead. See, that’s very interesting to examine from
a philosophical standpoint.

All right. Now you get your overt act—motivator sequence. And now we can
go into a whole bunch of other think-think on this thing. Did he get shot because
he shot? Was it very involved? Wasn’t it just that he delivered an overt of
shooting and received a motivator of shooting? Wasn’t that just about what that
amounted to? Or was it wider than this? Would the word “consequence” have to do
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with the moral values of his act? See, we can go into another big, wide perimeter of
think, here, see. Moral values of his act, dluhh, so on and so on and so on. We can
get awfully spread out.

Truth of the matter is you can’t pull the finger of the rifle without receiving
another stimulus-response cycle. It can’t be done. In this universe it’s impossible.
Simply that. It doesn’t matter if I . . . Now, I'll give you an example.

We haven’t said how much stimuli and how much response, don’t you see;
how much cause and how much effect, we put it into Scientology language. Now
we take this E-Meter and now I am going to turn on the sensitivity—I mean, the
on-off switch of this E-Meter, see? Now, listen. All right, that’s fine. I turned it
on, and then that click occurred at this particular point and it itself was a new
cycle of stimuli which then I heard and impinged on my eardrum, see? I'm not
talking about the seriousness of things. We’re not even really talking about the
comparable magnitude. We’re certainly talking, however, about stimulus-
response mechanisms are met with stimulus-response mechanisms.

A cause and effect cycle is always met with a cause and effect cycle. You
can’t have a cause and effect cycle without receiving a cause and effect cycle.
Then it gets to be a contest of how tough are you and how much can you
confront.

Therefore, what you cause is monitored only by how much you can confront.
If you can confront getting shot, shoot. You see? If you can’t confront getting
shot, don’t shoot. And actually, moral conduct would simply be only causing
those things which can be confronted by those they’re caused to. And there in
Scientology is an actual route around the overt act-motivator sequence. There is
an answer to this. Don’t cause things others can’t confront. This way you cer-
tainly minimize the stimulus-response stimulus-response curves.

You go around shooting people, you’re liable to get shot. All right. Maybe
this would be all right if you can confront getting shot yourself; maybe or maybe
not, but that’s a very first dynamicy proposition, let me assure you. Exclusively
on the first.

The trouble is we do not live alone. You can go out and sit on a satellite for
umpteen trillion years. Sooner or later you’re going to—you’re going to meet
somebody else. Sooner or later. I can guarantee it. I’ve sat on some satellites and
things for quite a few years. And sure enough, somebody always turned up. You
wait long enough, somebody always turns up. That you’ve got a guarantee of, see?

Now, if we look over the proposition which is put before us here, we find out
then that if you cause things which others can confront, or which others wish to
confront and so forth, why, you lead a rather unrestimulated existence. But if by
your acts of omission and acts of commission are causing things others can’t
confront—that is to say it’d be greatly to their detriment if they even tried to
confront them, such as of course, starting a war or something like this with its
fantastic ramifications—if you set yourself up to be directly responsible for this
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particular type of cycle, why you can expect to get your head knocked off, that’s
for sure—eventually—even though you think you could confront it, you see?

You could say, “Well, I can confront all the effects of a war so therefore it’s
all right if I start a war.” No, it’s going to generate some effects you can’t
confront. Because you generated some effects they couldn’t confront. The overt
is generating effects which are unconfrontable. And the motivator is inevitably
going to be the generation of effects which are unconfrontable.

So you see, the limited first dynamicy view of, “Well, I can shoot somebody
because I don’t mind getting shot. Therefore it makes it all right if I shoot
somebody.” That doesn’t hold good. Because actually the overt isn’t shooting
somebody, the overt is causing an effect somebody else couldn’t confront. And
the motivator of it is going to be the cause of an effect that you can’t confront. I
don’t care, it might be some entirely different type of effect. But it’ll be some-
thing you can’t confront.

Well, that’s the story of this universe. What’s omitted from all this—that any
given instant the thetan can get an idea totally independent of all other ideas.
And that’s what puts in randomity into the whole situation. And any given idea,
any given moment, any given thetan can “thunk” one, independent of everything
else that’s going on. Now the psychologist didn’t believe this, so his work is
limited. Other earlier philosophers didn’t believe this. The idea was never really
envisioned, which was independent postulation. He always thought you had to do
it on association and they set you up a trap.

The old idea of you will always make gold—the alchemist joke—you will
always make gold if you go to the top of a mountain at midnight, and you get on
the top of this mountain and you take an old stump. And you put three pieces of
lead in the stump and you say this charm over those pieces of lead, providing the
phase of the moon is full. If you do not think of the word ‘“hippopotamus” the
lead will turn to gold. You can see it now!

All right, somebody will always think of the word ‘“hippopotamus’ because
he’s not supposed to. All right.

Similarly, they’ll set up a proposition like this—they’ll prove it to you con-
clusively. You cannot think of an independent thought. The reason you can’t
think of an independent thought, you see, is every time you try to think of an
independent thought you will see that it is associated with some thought that has
already been thought. Then they’ll look at you smilingly like Cheshire cats,
having set up the “hippopotamus’” mechanism, you see. And just leave you, in
vain, struggling through trying to think of an independent thought that is not
associated with any independent thought. Well of course, that’s silly, because you
are already in association by having the idea that you should think of an inde-
pendent thought without associating it with any other independent thought, so
that is the independent thought. You get the trickery and trappery involved in this
kind of stuff?
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Well, just because you could always do weird tricks with association is no
reason association is a total all of everything. And association, the idea of
association, you think of ice cream, you think of a hot day, you think of a child,
see? Stream of consciousness, writers call it. And you think of a this and then
you—cause that, you thought of a that, and everybody’s got his life all dreamed
up as all thoughts were consecutive to an associative base someplace or another
which in itself didn’t exist. So they don’t ever look for a primary or independent
base, therefore they start to predict human behavjor in a very interesting and
peculiar way. They predict human behavior along this particular line and say that
it is' predictable.

See, they want to predict human behavior so they never recognize that human
behavior can be unpredictable as part of its prediction. Part of the prediction of
human behavior is the fact that it is unpredictable. And the reason for that is any
thetan, at any given time, in any given place, can get a totally independent idea
all off his own bat, without any assistance from anything.

Now that’s a rather weird and wild proposition which exists exclusively in
the area of Scientology: that somebody can think an independent thought. Well,
of course, you can prove to everybody conclusively that people can’t think
independent thoughts by telling them that any thought they think is associated so
try to think of a thought now that is not associated with any indepen—with
a—with a. .. A guy will go, “Let’s see, I can—all right, I'll think of that door.
No, I couldn’t think of that door because it’s there and of course the fact that it’s
there made me think of to think of the door.” You eventually go down scale. You
say, “Well, I can’t think of an independent thought.”

In other words, self-determinism of think is taken away from a person in this
particular universe. And then we get up to the proposition, then, of how much
think can a person tolerate. How much think can a person think he has *“thunk”?
We see that all the time in the overt-motivator sequence. We start running
somebody on, “What have you done? What have you withheld? What have you
done? What have you withheld?”’ and that sort of thing, and they give you
motivator, motivator, motivator, movitator, motivator. Motivator, motivator, moti-
vator. You say, “What have you done?”’ And they will say, “Well, I sat down
here so you could ask me—I've done something to myself by sitting down here
and letting you ask me these horrible questions.’” That’s the overt, see? You’d be
surprised. We've got quite a catalog around here of “overts” that are motivators.
We used to keep lists on them. Some kinds of questions that students would
answer in a motivatorish fashion, see?

“Now, what have you done since you came to Saint Hill?”’ don’t you see?

“Well, I made myself come to Saint Hill and I’ve done something to myself
so therefore that is an overt, you see.”

They go on this way by the hour. And of course they’re giving nothing but
motivators, motivators, and not really answering the question. They’re making
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it very reasonable, but they’re really not answering the question. It gets worse and
worse and worse and their tone arm will get stickier and stickier and they’ll plow
in harder and harder, see? Until all of a sudden they say, “Well, I did this and I
did that and I pinched another student’s biscuits and so forth,” and all of a
sudden they’ll start coming up the line again, don’t you see?

Well, this is concept of responsibility. So what is the relative concept
amongst beings? Well, you find the fellow out there in the street, and man, it’s
all been done to him. This was the great appeal of Dianetics. See, it’s all been
done to you. Somebody tries to tell you Dianetics and Scientology are the same
thing you might bring up this fact of responsibility. In Dianetics it was all done
to you, and responsibility level of Scientology is “you done it.” Makes
Scientology relatively, not unpopular, but makes it higher toned. Somewhat dif-
ferent. But there is a difference between these two subjects. One concerns the
mind and the interrelationships of mental image pictures and the other concerns
the adventures of the human spirit. But man is a spirit; he is not an animal.
These are entirely different subjects, if you want to look at it bluntly.

All right, so we are faced with a problem, then, of the tremendous popular-
ity of irresponsibility: “It was all done to me.” The individual then can conceive
so easily in this universe that it was all done to him, that he never had an
independent thought, that he never thought of anything that ever had anything to
do with anything, that he himself never started an action. You’d be surprised.
Kleptomaniacs are always pulling this as a defense: that the garment just moved
off the counter and into their bag. And they actually say this, and people think
they are joking. See, they don’t realize that the kleptomaniac thinks that’s what
happened. He’ll see his arm—he’ll see this independent arm go up, and pick the
article off the counter and put it in the shopping bag, you see? He sees this
happen, very detachedly, see, he had nothing to do with it, you know? Arm
comes up, arm comes up . . .

The common criminal, the common criminal, knows at levels of responsi-
bility which are quite interesting. They watch themselves do things. And they see
these things have happened, but they know they didn’t do it, that it’s due and
owing to some other factor or force that it occurred. They have all sorts of ideas.
For instance, they think that everybody pretends that people own things. See,
they know this—they know this is a lie, that everybody else knows is a lie, and
that has been dreamed up everywhere, and that everybody has agreed on for one
reason only: to get them.

To give you a slighter amplification of this, the fellow knows that nobody
owns anything, you see, he knows that nobody really owns anything anywhere,
but they have entered into a conspiracy which they pretend, see, they pretend that
people think people own things. And this is done for only one reason: These
other people pretend this to get them personally in trouble.

That is actually the thinkingness level of a criminal. That accounts for the
little sly sneer you see on their faces sometimes. They know everybody else is
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just pretending that it was a crime. They can be gotten to just because everybody
else pretends it’s a crime, see? Everybody else is being very nasty to them. They
say certain things exist, you see? And that’s just to get them in trouble. These
things don’t really exist. And people believe these things just to get them in
trouble. Courts and that sort of thing only exist—not because there is such a
thing as crime —they just exist so that they can pretend outrageous and unreason-
able things so that they can get this poor guy, you see, and they know that’s the
way things are. And of course, operating in that frame of work, why, they then
have the total reality of the uncriminalness of all criminal acts.

Now, the police are going up against a mechanism of this particular kind and
character in order to stamp out crime. Now that’s one of the most remarkable
situations in the world. The cop actually, they have rather widely, particularly in
the US, borrowed a lot of our definitions with regard to crime. “Criminal can’t
work,” criminal rah-rah-rah, that 1 wrote some little essays on at one time or
another, and they’ve gotten about. I’ve heard them echoed back.

But they don’t realize this horrible fact: That anybody they’re arresting for
stealing the car—the guy just overtly stole this car—the person that they are
arresting would horrify them if they could look into his head and find out what
he was really thinking. He knows, he knows, this fellow who stole the car, that
the police are just a bunch of frauds. That the car really never belonged to
anybody and that the police are fraudulently pretending that cars are owned in
order to get the fellow who drove this one off in trouble. And that somebody else
who owned the car is just pretending that he owned the car.

This is one of the reason MEST goes to pieces amongst criminals and so
forth. They know nobody owns it. Doesn’t belong to them; doesn’t belong to
anybody. This is a very fantastic frame of mind. Of course that’s a total unreal-
ity; total this and that. Maybe at the highest levels and so forth, maybe it is kind
of a joke that everybody owns everyth—no—that anybody owns anything, and so
forth. Nevertheless, these are the agreements upon which this society is built.
And failure to recognize the rights of other individuals with regard to their zones
and spheres of ownership is bound to bring about chaos of magnitude. And to not
respect those spheres of ownership, of course, is to sow overt acts that are just
madness themselves. Nothing can operate.

Actually, communism gets a very accurate designation because it really
believes, nationally, that nobody really ever owns anything. And of course they
enforce it as a state. That’s why it tends to attract so many hot rod criminals into
its commissar ranks. And they got plenty. This idea is basically a criminal idea.

All right. Now let’s go a little bit further than this. There, of course, is a
very subnormal —subusual I should say—idea that is much below the social level.
You’re getting into ideas which are down into the bottom of the sewer, you see.
They’re way below what you would consider a normal. Now you’re dealing,
however, with what is basically a neurosis. And at some levels this becomes—it
becomes worse, it becomes, of course, some kind of a psychosis. “It’s perfectly
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all right to kill people because they don’t exist,” is one of the homicidal char-
acteristics of thought. “I didn’t shoot him. I didn’t shoot him.” And one of the
reasons he’s basing this—*“I didn’t shoot anybody,” he’s more likely to say
because, of course, the other person didn’t exist, so therefore, you know, how
could he have shot him? His reasonability—person will be lying there in a mass
of blood and he’d say, “Well I—I didn’t—1I didn’t do anything to anybody,” see.
Why? Because there was nobody there.

Everyone around that person is a figment of his own imagination and he
recognizes the delusory nature of his own imagination which gives him a uni-
verse, which is quite interesting. But we are not talking, actually, now, in classi-
fication about such subnormal levels of thought, we’re not talking about
psychosis, we’re not talking about neurosis. We’re just talking about this guy out
here in the street. And this boy out here, he’s walking around, he has his own
difficulties. The most common difficulty at this particular time and space com-
mon to most nations of the planet is that “it was done to them.” This is pretty
much the common denominator of their think. “It was done to them.”

The way they are—as they are right now—is the way they are because
something was done to them that made them that way. That is their big think
about it. The responsibility for their state of beingness is exterior to their own
control. They cannot control their own state of beingness; it’s always exterior to
them. I’ve—as a writer I used—my hair used to stand on end on one peculiar
little phobia I used to have. I have just published a story or something like that
and it’d be all over the newsstands and I'd be all swelled up on myself, some-
thing like this, and—never seem to wear off, no matter how many stories you
publish, you’re always glad to see them, and—I don’t know, it’s probably a
second dynamic manifestation—thetan’s always happy to see his creations
around, you know, for some reason or other.

And some fellow, you know, one of these lip-moving writers, you know,
tongue in—held between his teeth, you know, and little stub of a pencil, and you
know, fellow’s—to sign his name, you see, or make out a bill or something like
that, he’ll say “Oh,” he says, “I always wanted to be a writer. I always wanted
to be a writer but the trouble was I didn’t have the education.” It always used to
strike me as peculiar because not one fellow said it to me; this is a totally
generalized remark. I heard it everywhere. It was inevitable that this remark
would be made in the course of any conversation. “Oh yes, you're Hubbard. I
saw one of your pictures recently,” or something like this, see, or “lI saw
something or other” and so forth. And you just wait for a moment, because here
it came, you see. “I always wanted to write, but I didn’t do so because I didn’t
have the education.” You know, I never really figured out the pat response for
that stimuli. I could be counted on to change the subject or to ask them how the
weather was going to be or how their wives were or something of the sort. But it
was almost inevitable.

This was, of course, from one point of view on one profession. But the

generalization of this particular activity—it didn’t mean that some of them
wouldn’t have written, don’t you see? It didn’t mean that they were being in
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contest with anything, it didn’t mean they were probably doing anything but
agree. But what I’'m calling to your attention is it—the reason they didn’t write
had to do with their education. And this made to me, in the first couple of years
as a pro writer, particularly stood my hair on end because all during that period
of time I was hectically, fiendishly, frantically trying to jettison and throw over-
board all of the education I had gratuitously and horrifyingly been given on the
subject of writing.

I was writing in spite of very good training in this particular field. Almost
killed me. By the time you get over all these instilled phobias from somebody
else, you have a hard time.

Now, what’s this mean? It means that in a little banal, ordinary type of
conversation that didn’t have anything to do with anything, somebody else had
the responsibility. That person—person wasn’t writing because they weren’t writ-
ing or because they were too lazy to write or they didn’t have time to write or
they just weren’t writing. They couldn’t say this. It had to be an exterior stimuli
of which they were the response. It had to be an exterior cause of which they
were the effect. You bring up almost anything with the average being and he will
always handle it in this fashion—ordinarily handle it in this fashion. And then
he will say, “There’s an exterior cause that—which I am the effect.” His con-
versation.

If you want to—ever want to read letters exchanged by members of the
American Middle West—those are the most educative letters on the subject of
health I think I have ever really read. I've read lots of them at one time or
another. I’ve seen lots of them around. For awhile I was so horrified that I had
the fixation of the “you couldn’t stand to look at it so you went and looked at
it,” you know, this kind of a fixation on the subject. And I'd see letters from
Mrs. Johnson, you see, to Mrs. Brown—and Mrs. Brown in Sioux City was being
told by somebody in Kansas City just the common news of the day, you see. And
“Uncle Ralph, you see, has his lumbago and so forth and so forth, and they had
to take poor Irma’s blah-blah out the other day, and so forth,” and it runs off
this horrible medical catalog—the letter, you think of holding it up, you know,
and the blood just drips off of one corner of it, you see, and the rest of it is
unreadable because of the disease germs.

Effect—they’re just fixated on the idea of effect. Causative, cause is just lost
to this wide, greatest majority of people—anything causative. Now, one of the
things which you err in when you try to disseminate Scientology is not estimating
this exact aspect where it comes about on the —this mythical character—the man
in the street. You don’t estimate how much cause he is willing to be responsible
for, see? You hit him at where you live, which is you’re willing to be responsible
for some cause, don’t you see? Well, he’s not willing to be responsible for any
cause; he’s effect. Life has done it to him. If he had just been left a million
dollars then he would be able to go down and look at the ocean once in a while
himself. If he had—if he had—you see. If it hadn’t happened to him that . . . If
his Uncle Snodgrass had not died then . . . If . . . You see, he’s effect, effect.
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He’s telling you all the time, “I’m the effect of this horrible thing called life. I'm
effect of all this trickery. I'm the effect of all this nonsense. I'm the effect of all
these other things.”

Well, he gets into that mood quite honestly because, believe me, he is the
effect of an awful lot of interesting things, you see? There’s not some lack of
truth in this, see? At any given instant, why, his boss can take a sudden dislike to
him or something like that and he’s out in the rain, don’t you see? At any given
instant, why, some bug comes walking down the boulevard, you know, and gives
him a nip, and he’s up there in the hospital with a four thousand dollar bill
facing him, you see? Wild and horrible things can happen to this individual. He
can be the effect of so many things that he actually can’t think of himself as ever
being cause of anything at all.

So you have some mother whose boy has gone zig-zag down the bad road, or
something like this, and she can’t think of herself as ever having any part of any
of that, you know. Can’t think of herself as having caused any part of it. Can't
take responsibility for anything that ever happened to this fellow, you see? She’d
take refuge in such things—all famous criminals’ mothers, incidentally, almost
uniformly say at the time the criminal is executed, “He was a good boy.” It’s
just happened again in America. “He was a good boy.” That’s right. Oswald was
a good boy. That was the adjudication of his mother.

See, they don’t think any further than that, but they can actually go into an
inversion of this and just try to deny all reality with regard to any of the existing
situation. One doesn’t say that she should take full responsibility for the matter,
but why is she interested in being an effect of it if she couldn’t cause it? And one
of the errors which you make on dissemination, of course, is try to make the
fellow take hold of any cause at all.

Dear old Peggy Conway told me one time or another, “I was going along in
life,” she says, “I was going along in life and I was doing all right and 1 was
doing okay. I just knew that everybody else was the reason for all of my troubles
and difficulties, and that I had nothing to do with it whatsoever at all, and I knew
that if I believed in certain things and I acted in certain ways and so forth, then
somehow or another I would get through somehow, not very well. And all of a
sudden you come along and you tell me just, ‘All right, stand out there in the
open. Now stand on your own two feet. Now be responsible for what’s going on
in your life.” ” She says, “It was a horrible shock!” ’Tis, too! You just—but
look. Look at how low this level is. Look at how low this level is. If you just
intimated—this would be a gradient on it—if you’d just intimated, *“There may
be certain zones and sections in your existence which, if you think them over
very carefully, you may find you have had a causative action in. If you think
them over very carefully and sort them out, you may find that some zone of your
life you have actually caused something.” We don’t say it very much. We say,
“At one time or another you decided to read a book and you decided to read the
book and your cause there was deciding to read the book, see.”
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Well, perhaps they’d buy it on that. But ordinarily, if you just dump it on
their heads, say, “Look you’re responsible for everything that ever happened to
you, what’s really wrong with you is you’ve been doing so many weird things with
your bank, and coming along and thinking of postulating this sort of thing and
so forth, and moving on up to present time, and so forth, no wonder you’re in a
horrible condition, see?” And they go “Uhhhhh.” Well, they want to be an
effect. That’s the comfortable agony to be in. That’s the most comfortable
conceivable agony, is to be at the total effect point of all of existence.

Now, you take this fellow and you show him, or her, you show them this
little, little bit, that—you show them there are a couple of rules in life. And you
show them something or other, and they get a bit wiser suddenly. They look at
these things. And then they apply a rule or two of this. Well, you tell them about
communication, ARC triangle, or something like this, if you’ve got them up that
high, and they apply this. Or you show them how to do a Touch Assist, and train
them up just like you were training a pro auditor, you see, until they could really
stick there, and you know, “Feel my finger.” You know? Do that Touch Assist
real good. Give them a very disciplined run of a Touch Assist and so on.

And they all of a sudden are working on somebody one day and horrible
shooting pain goes through the guy’s skull and he suddenly snaps out of it and
he’s okay, see? Fantastic. He’s caused something. The person who did that Touch
Assist has caused something. Entering it philosophically, saying, “Look old fel-
low, you, in actual fact, are the cause of certain things in your life. Just to think it
over.” He might be able to pick this up on a think-think basis. But in actual fact he
won’t believe it. If you show him—if you show him that he can talk to his wife or
he can do a Touch Assist on his friend, or something like this, it gradually starts
dawning on him that he can cause something. He doesn’t really wish particularly to
look back that you’re the one who taught him to do it because he is doing the
action. And at that entrance—and he can cause an effect. And he realizes that he
is causing the effect.

Now, people who are the most saddled with religious superstition are the
hardest to bring out of this rut. Ireland was a terrible example to us in that
particular line. Because the one lecture that laid a complete egg every week was
the lecture which was devoted to creation. And of course this ran straight into the
eighth dynamic and went up beautifully, exploded and fell to the ground in little
bits and pieces because nobody could create anything. And finally, the Instruc-
tors over there got very clever, and they got up to a point of saying, “You could
make a chair. Could you make a chair? Therefore, you have created a chair.”
And eventually it’d get around, it was heresy, don’t you see? Utter heresy. God
had created everything and therefore they could not have created anything without
actually running into heresy.

It’s the first time I noticed this principle at work. Actually, create is the
wrong word to use. It’s “cause.” “Cause.” Could they cause anything? And -we—y uu_
-wouldn’t- have had that much difficulty. But you can argue with the man for a
won kol
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long time as to what he can cause. You can process him in this direction and so
forth, you might get someplace—would get someplace.

But you could be very philosophic and you could be very involved without
making very much progress.

Can you cause anything? Do you cause anything? Ah. But the areas where
he knows everybody fails are the areas of human relationship, communication,
health, well-beingness—these particular areas. These are very desirable effects.
These are effects that somebody else wants: good communication, feel better and
so forth. All right. Well, he’s then obeying this original rule that I gave you:
“Cause only those effects which others can confront, or that want,” see?

Now, you’ve given him that and then you give him some tools and train him
up well in the use of these tools and let him find out that he can cause an effect.
And you have snapped him out of this endless cycle of stimulus-response
stimulus-response; everything has a consequence; anything you do you’d better
not do anything because if you do do it then you’ll get your teeth kicked in,
therefore you better be very idle, therefore you’d better be nothing but an effect
because your teeth have been kicked in already. Think-think-think, figure-figure-
figure, does anybody ever really start an original action? See, all of these —all of
these questions.

You see, the point is, it isn’t these people are ignorant of philosophy, these
people have failed in the field of philosophy. It’s not that anybody doesn’t want
philosophy, they just don’t believe it could exist anymore. You see, these men,
out here on the street, we don’t care what the savants up in the university are
saying about matters of life and death, “. . . and is it true or isn’t it true that
eight needles can stand on the head of an angel.” We’re not interested about any
of their philosophic conundrums, we’re not the least bit interested. Nor in their
opinions, because they are not the living world. They’re a pretty dead one, if you
want to know the truth of the matter. I went into a university one time, dusted off
a professor and talked to him for a few minutes. Put him back in his chair and
left. I suppose he’s there yet.

That’s very, very cruel of me, actually. That particular university, they were
very, very anxious to see me-—they were very, very happy to see me because
they’d been trying to write science fiction stories around there too, and they'd
never made the grade. That’s far from the totality of my writing, but that was
why they were interested.

Anyway, these savants and their definitions and so forth seem to upgrade the
field of philosophy to a point where it is an untouchable area. It’s a plateau that
nobody could ever ascend to. One must know propounding words and propound
words like “telekinesis,” and must be able to have an insight into the writings of
Hume as locked into the writings of Locke, as modified by “he-couldn’t” Mr.
Kant, see? And one must be able to give forth verbatim a whole page, pocketa-
pocketa-pocketa-pocketa of Lucretius, you see, without even pausing for colons,
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in order to be a philosopher. And actually this is their zone and area of philoso-
phy and that isn’t the zone or area that philosophy was ever designed for, that
isn’t the zone or area where it’s ever bought, and it must be that they’re studying
some kind of dead philosophy that nobody wants for it to reach a plateau of this
particular kind.

So it leaves the whole world open to this very, very marketable commodity
called “philosophy.” I say marketably, not for financial reasons, but everybody
wants this thing. Because the philosopher, the fellow, is that little guy out in the
street. Except he’s failed in this particular field. He wants to know, vaguely,
dimly, almost forgotten wanting to know it, “Who am I? What am I? What am I
doing here? What are people? Where did this universe come from? What hap-
pens to me when I die? Where am I going? Why is it that you really can’t
succeed in life here? What is tha—what happens to people? Why don’t they like
me? What is the truth about raow . . .”’ And actually, some circuitry in the head
of every skull on this planet, and the guy himself, is going around at some low
level, saying those exact questions. And those are the basic questions of philoso-
phy. And that philosophy hasn’t answered them has put it on a plateau so that
everybody can pretend that philosophy has answered it, but can’t ascend to the
plateau to find out.

The greatest defeat philosophy ever had was Immanuel Kant saying, “Oh,
well, there’s the knowable and the unknowable and some things are so unknow-
able that nobody ever knows—is going to know them and so forth. The unknowable
is just unknowable and that’s all.” That’s insanity, man! Will you please explain
to me how he would ever find out there was an unknowable if nobody could ever
know about it? And as far as religion is concerned and its answers, they are very
unsatisfactory, because “God made everybody.” That’s a wonderful thing. I
mean, it doesn’t take any time at all to say it, “God made everybody,” see. And
people go running around with this one, “God made everybody, God made
everybody,” you know, that’s wonderful. Glib. Prime cause is announced right
there, bang. Ecclesiastical councils can sit around and propound this for thou-
sands of years, don’t you see? “Boy, are we learned! Marvelous!” Learnedness
here goes out by the ream and they say it in Latin with organ music. Awful waste
of good organ music. Anyhow, what this all adds up to here—what all this adds
up to—is one question from a little child can puncture the whole thing. Little
child says, “Who made God?”

So, we go on this stimulus-response track looking for answers, forever, you
see, and we’re just on an endless treadmill. Of course we come to no full stop
until we realize that every being is an independent being who is himself capable
of expressing a thought or intention independent of all other thoughts and inten-
tions at any given instant. As soon as we recognize that every individual is
capable of himself being causative, we have no, no slightest approach to answers.
We can’t answer anything. But as soon as we accept that as a basis for action, a
basis for thought; as soon as we realize that it’s the degree that an individual can
accept or execute causation independent of other influences that brings about his
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state of case, we then have cracked the whole riddle of philosophy. There’s
nothing left to philosophy to be stupid about.

Now, if we introduce physics into it and say all things are relative to all
things in a time stream, and the time stream is invariable and uneradicable, and
so forth, we’ve already accepted our distance into a prime thought. We’re that far
from prime thought. We’ve already postulated time. Now, of course, you’re on
the treadmill of “you must never be able to escape this time.” So all things
happening in the past must influence all things that happen in the future and then
everything is inevitable and let’s all go down and die quietly in the barn together.
See, I mean, that becomes utter nonsense.

As soon as we got a time stream, don’t you see, then all befores influence
all afters, and then we can prove, because the time stream exists, that nobody can
be cause. Until we realize that the time stream is capable of postulation. A time
stream can both be caused and escaped from. And if this is possible, then of
course, we get another higher level of cause.

So, I tell you—listen to me now—the only thing I'm giving you all this
about—you might find it useful, you might find it entertaining. In the field of
dissemination it might give you some answers—you say to somebody, “All right,
now you realize that you’re the cause of this bad marriage. Now just be more
causative and straighten out the bad marriage,” see? Bloomm! That isn’t just an
error; that’s an ARC break. That is so far from this individual’s reality on the
subject, you see? So you might have some answers to dissemination along in this
particular line, but what I’m trying to tell you here, what I'm trying to tell you
here, is the basis of classification.

Now, we’ve had—gotten a lot of technology, and technology is very valuable,
and anybody tried to swallow it all off one spoon he’d get an awful bellyache.
There’s one rule about it, by the way, there’s one rule in dissemination—before I
leave the subject of dissemination, I will give you one little tip on the thing: If you
only tell people things about Scientology that you yourself have an excellent reality
on and have experienced, you’ll find you’ll just communicate like a shot to almost
anybody because your R-factor in you is so high that you cannot help but put it
across to others. It’s an interesting rule in dissemination. You’ll hear more of this
later. And it probably could be stated much more aptly than I have just stated it
because I haven’t worked it over at all for a good statement, but it’s just more or
less that. If you talk to people about things that you yourself have an excellent
reality on—and the best way to have a reality on it is of course to experience
something—well, you'll find out you’ll communicate like a bomb, and nobody ever
doubts you then. They say, “This Scientology’s wonderful, wonderful stuff. I mean
the fellow and so forth just look at him, you know, and there he is,” and so on.

I was very interested at a level of reality that Charles in here, my man there,

he’s an old sailor, and he’d been everyplace and done everything, you know, and
so on. He met somebody up in a pub and some student or other had not really
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acquainted this fellow with the facts of Scientology. And he was able to commu-
nicate to this person and he had this person swinging over from their bunch of
bums and rats over in no time. He actually was unconsciously applying this rule.
He said, “Well, I’ve been down at Saint Hill,” he said, “for several months, and
I feel much better.” That was his total argument in selling Scientology. ‘“Been
down at Saint Hill for several months and I feel much better.”

I think that you—I think that you will consider this an interestingly mild
little piece of dissemination. But in actual fact that was his reality. See? He does
feel better for having been down here for several months, see? But that, of
course, carried fantastic conviction. It was just like a bullet. That was his total
reality on the subject and he just delivered it across and that was all there was to
it. It arrived with complete truth because it was complete truth from its point of
origin. Don’t you see?

It isn’t the startling thing you say; it’s the real thing you say. And it isn’t
whether or not it’s real to the fellow you’re talking to but whether or not it’s real
to you. You’d be surprised how well you could communicate if you had a wart in
your left ear at one time and you had some processing and it disappeared. Tell
this person all about this wart disappearing, you know, and they say, *‘Scientol-
ogy’s a good thing, you know, and you’re a good communicator, you mean,
you’re really talking.” Sounds wild, see.

Or maybe, “I had a—I had a—I used to worry all the time, I used to worry
all the time about whether it was a good or bad thing, or I’d been a bad boy for
not going to church. And I don’t worry about that now.” The guy’s—a benefit
he’s had, see. And the fellow hearing it at the other end will, “What do you
know!”" You’ll find out it’ll arrive in every case with terrific impact.

By the way, this was called to my attention by people talking about things on
which they had no reality, and I suddenly got a codification of exactly how you
could talk to somebody with a total reality. I thought that was helpful. People
don’t often tell me things that are helpful, but that one did.

All right, in this other particular—that’s enough of that. I want to tell you
about this classification scale. Because it does—I’ve had to work it out one way
or the other and I've seen the necessities for it and so forth. But all a classifica-
tion scale is, is willingness to accept cause over one’s destiny and that of others.
That’s all a classification scale is. It’s a scale of willingness to acce —take cause
over the—one’s own destiny and that of others. Be at cause, in other words;
degree of being at cause.

Now, of course, down scale, madmen get into an obsessive ‘“‘cause,” you
know. And every once in a while somebody will come along and consult me on
the fact that he has to have processing because he’s got to take over control of
England, or something of this sort, and wipe out Europe, you know? It doesn’t
seem to me to be very real. Then we try to find out if the guy can remember
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what he ate for breakfast and we find out he can’t. So this, of course, is
susceptible to various reinterpretations. But in actual fact, you could get it every
time just by a test of O/W. What is the fellow—what has he done and what has
he withheld?

Now, of course, this of course is also susceptible to misinterpretation,
because some fellows have done horrible things and they tell you these things
without any responsibility whatsoever. But there you are merely looking at a lack
of social sense. We are not discussing, however, how you measure this. We are
not discussing how you measure this. We’re just giving it to you as the basic
formula on which classification is founded.

And cause is not expressed in actions in life but in case responses. You
understand? It’s cause over, or in, one’s own case, that we are discussing. We're
not ask—talking about the person being causative in various zones and dynamics
and areas. We're just talking about his level of responsibility in his own case
level. Now a lot of these factors can shake out, and they can actually be plotted.
A person of very high levels of responsibility has certain abilities and percep-
tions, mentally, which are very evident. They’re quite evident. They’re process-
ing of one kind or another. These—you only get fooled with these for lack of
experience.

Some fellow who apparently never ARC breaks may be totally incapable of
assuming cause. See, he never ARC breaks. He’s a very quiet, good pc, but
never makes any case gains, see, unless they’re very carefully processed. And
you don’t realize this until after a while you see that this case is not making any
progress whatsoever; his level of cause is not increasing or improving. And he
eventually may come up to a point where he will ARC break. This is your
propitiation case, of which you are well acquainted. Always tell the auditor in a
sort of a sad-looking—from a sad-looking eye—about his case, “Oh, yes, I made
some good results in session, thank you,” so on. You hear him afterwards
saying, ‘“Well, yes, he isn’t so good, but I have to be nice, you see.” It’s all sort
of washed out. I’ve even seen a propitiative manic the like of which you never
saw, you know. Process the person, gets no better, gets no tone arm action,
nothing of the sort, and at the end of the session, you know, tell you brightly,
“Oh, it was a wonderful session! A wonderful session!” and so forth. But these
are just variations and lower harmonics of the same thing. People make progress
in processing or they don’t. And you quickly get so that you can plot up a case as
to whether or not that case is doing well under processing or isn’t doing well
under processing.

Let’s take one level of case that can’t sit still and answer an auditing
question. That’s a pc manifestation in processing. You say, “Do fish swim?”’ and
they say, “Whooo” wiggle, wiggle off and so forth, cans raow and so forth.
“Yes.” And you explore it afterwards, they answered the auditing question, and
they were answering the question, “Is any sun coming in the window,” you see.
I mean, this thing is all disconnected and they really never answer the auditing
question and they never seem to get any this; they never seem to get any that.
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And they don’t get over this. They don’t get over this manifestation. In other
words there’s no change. One of the ways you tell this is they always set the same
goals. You can look over goals lists, and when an individual starts setting the
same goals session after session after session after session after session, this
individual is not making any progress in processing. It’s one of the ways you
tell. You want to look for the ARC break session and so forth. You look at the
goals set in that session and set in the next session. And violent changes between
these two things—not a gradient change, but a violent change — will denote that
that was the session in which you should look for the ARC break. And then you
see what was done in that session and you can straighten the case out accordingly
by inspecting the goals for the session.

All of this is very interesting, but it means that a case under processing
follows up a rather smooth, steady gradient. Cases do not leap up suddenly. What
the case is doing is becoming more at cause over matter, energy, space, time,
forms and other beings. And the individual is assuming greater and greater
cause. He isn’t being necessarily more causative, he is simply assuming greater
cause and he’s more capable of cause. We aren’t asking him to throw bricks
around and keep them hoisted up in midair at a glance. We’'re asking him
whether or not he would be willing to do this, don’t you see? Would he—willing
to cause that?

But it actually is not even the—not even the single act that we're interested
in. It’s just he is more causative. He can handle his mind better. As he handles
his mind better, he is more capable of handling other things around him better,
and so forth. And his responses in processing are your very best possible indica-
tor. This is not, then, a quick test so it tends to be neglected. And you actually
have to process somebody for a while to find out if they’re making some progress
in processing. You can’t take some fellow, and in the absence of his case folders and
in the absence of everything else and so forth, just suddenly test whether or not he
can do this, do that, and the other thing. It would be nice and maybe we could devise
a set of tests of this character that would give you a gocd index.

However, they don’t exist. You can, however, take somebody’s case folder
and find out how he was last year and how he is this year. That would make a
marked jump, or somebody has had two or three hundred hours of processing and
how was he before these two or three hundred hours of processing, how is he
now? Well, that jump is big enough so that he knows and so forth, and you
actually have to plow around for a little while to find out how he was two or
three hundred hours ago because it’s all negative gain.

The things that were wrong with him, two or three hundred hours ago, are
not wrong with him now and so are not occupying any attention as far as he’s
concerned. And sometimes a fellow would have to sit there and think it over for
quite a while to tell you if he’s made any progress or not. But he has.

Case progress. Case progress. That is a direct index of cause. Take this
fellow out here in the street, this common fellow, he’s totally going to be an
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effect of everything. He wants to be told he’s an effect of everything and so
forth. Wrong thing to do is tell him to get causative. The right thing to do is to
give him a little training and give him some tools, which when he applies them
will demonstrate to him that he is now a little bit more at cause. Now he finds
this out, and in the course of being processed and processing, he becomes more
and more causative. He comes up higher and higher. He can accept more respon-
sibility. Life in its zones and areas does not find him as a puppet or a marionette
dancing at a set of strings, he’s likely to have snapped a few of the strings, you
see, or he’s likely to stand still when somebody shakes the crossbar.

In other words, he’s moved up to that degree. He’s become more causative,
therefore he’s less of an effect of life. And these things are the things on which
this class scale is drawn. That’s all. That is the index, one to the next, within the
ramifications of the things I've given you here as indexes as to how to measure it
and that sort of thing.

You don’t realize how far you’ve come, you see, until you get ahold of Joe
Blow out here someplace working in a garage, and try to ask him if fish swim.
Now that’s not a particularly educated process or another. Let’s not ask him a
process. Let’s just ask him if he has any problems, and listen to some of his
answers. This is quite interesting. It’s fascinating, what he considers a problem.
What is bedeviling his days and so forth. It’s horrible. I mean, the fellow is
living in a madhouse, from his viewpoint, don’t you see?

All right, you just tell that fellow, be more causative, and that sort of thing,
and he’s not likely to love you for it. But if you can bring him up the line and
you can teach him a little bit about processing, you can teach him a little bit, and
you can get him processed and work back and forth at a very, very low level of
processing, you see, why, he will assume more cause. And at that time he’s quite
capable of assuming enough cause to assume a new level of processing others
and being processed. And when he’s completed that he would be at another level
where he was quite capable of assuming a new level of causativeness and being
able to handle processes at that particular level. And so on up the line, all the
way to OT.

This gives us, essentially, seven classes. And these seven classes are in actual
fact eight. Now, you think we went up to the eighth dynamic, but we didn’t—we
went down to zero. There is a zero classification and that’s the person who isn’t
classed. So you see, you have an unclassed class that you can refer to as Class 0,
and seven classes, which makes the statement I gave you in the first place quite
accurate. But in actual fact there’s another class. That is the unclassed.

Now, if you wanted to be very precise about this thing you would say that a
person who was a Class 0 was higher than an unclassed person, if you wanted a
person who had never heard of Scientology at all, and wasn’t in any direction
whatsoever, you could maybe call that “unclassed,” or something, to differenti-
ate. Actually, we haven’t really got any word for that but “raw meat.”
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But an unclassed person, a Class 0—however that gets divided up—finds the
person putting his rung on the ladder when he leaves Class 0 and becomes a
Class I, HAS. This certificate is restored for good and adequate reasons that it’s
a different route now than a Book Auditor route. ~

Class 0: A person could be a Class 0 and have a certificate which had not yet
been classed, don’t you see, because he’s only classed by the classification, not
by the certificate. He can have a certificate without being of that class. That’s
important because in training activities, you will have a certain number of people
who absolutely get their hearts utterly broken if they do not get a certificate or
something to show they have been there and worked at it, and they’ve tried and
they’ve passed their checksheets and they’ve done what they could. And all of a
sudden you turn around and say, “We’re going to give you no recognition for all
the work you’ve done.” Well maybe it was ten times as much work as somebody
who did pass it all, don’t you see. But we’ve done nothing for this chap.

So therefore, we make the certificate—the piece of paper—the certificate is
inevitable for the completion of a certain course of study. But it doesn’t make it
inevitable that the person would be of that class. They would remain in the class
they were in until they have their classification requirements met. Classification
requirements, absolutely cut and bang, right on. No monkeying with it. No
fooling about with it. You’ll find out then that you can hold your classification
requirements much more tightly if you do not try to hold your piece of paper
certificate requirements so tightly. You understand?

Nobody will argue with you, particularly, you’re training some people—
you’re training some people up through Class 0 and 1. All right, you’re going to
give them a certificate when they’re Class 0. They’re Class 0 and they completed
a certain course of study and that sort of thing, and there they are with a Class 0
certificate which is HAS, but it hasn’t got any class on it. They can still run
those processes that they were permitted to run at Class 0, which is practically
everybody processes, and the Class O level of processing is a Touch Assist. See, he
can do a Touch Assist. He can do something of that level of process at Class O.
Nobody really requires anything very desperate of them to do so, don’t you see?

Now Class I becomes itsa. Now we’ve got itsa for Class I. That’s the process
of the class. Just to give you—just as a—not necessarily total final processes that
belong to these classes, but it’ll give you an idea of this gradient. Itsa is proc-
esses; they’re Class I.

Repetitive processes: “Recall a communication,” that sort of thing, normally
the first processes taught in an Academy course. But this tremendous panorama
of repetitive processes, they’re not complicated beyond repetitive. They’re not
even complicated with a meter, don’t you see? They’ll have a meter at this stage,
but mostly for reading the tone arm action. The meter is not significant at this
level. And that is a Class II, with the repetitive process. And they get all of those
old-time repetitive processes that are way back. They’re strung out across the
years and they’re so valuable and that have done so fantastically workhorse a job,
don’t you see? They all belong in that particular class.
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And we relegate missed withholds and overt/withhold processes and all
Prepchecking, to Class III. That’s missed withholds, O/Ws, Prepchecking, that
would be Class III. I have learned by experience that it’s pretty hard to teach a
meter with great accuracy in an Academy and so forth. It leaves a lot to be
desired. So it had better be grooved up into its own class, and that sort of thing.
Well, they’re taught about a meter in the Academy in a cursory fashion. This is
the tone arm, this is how you switch it on and off. But the real hammer and
pound on meters comes in here at Class III. They really start using meters at this
level. And they can prepcheck. And at Prepcheck levels of course you've got
tremendous numbers of processes again. This carries with it a little bit of an
assessment. Not much of an assessment, but enough assessment to carry through
in these things. You can find out what was the principal problem of this guy’s
existence, and then prepcheck the old HGC twenty-five-hour intensive. All of
those processes belong in this thing.

See, here’s what’s funny, it’s this whole thirteen years of research is suddenly
coming alive before your eyes. It is not just deserted and neglected and lying
there never to be seen again and your skills will never again be used. As a matter
of fact, that stuff had value, value, value. What’s happened to everybody is they
followed the research line up, you see. And they moved on up, and tried to move
up to the top of the research line doggedly with their tongues hanging out, and that
sort of thing. And in many instances have actually never gone through thoroughly
any one of these levels as they came on up.

Therefore they get to the higher grade and they find the door barred. They
actually never completed one of these lower steps. And they get up to the upper
level and they’re moving like the dickens with the research line and it has
unsettled them to that degree. That doesn’t mean we’re just throwing everybody
into Class O either, I'll take that up in a moment. But this is essentially what
happened. But there’s tremendously valuable processes lying back along those
lines. There’s fantastic things have been done, in times. Well, the old “Hello
Mama,” for heaven’s sakes. You take a guy with a toothache and have him say
hello and okay to it, have the tooth say hello and okay to him for a while, and the
most remarkable things can happen.

In other words, there’s all kinds of processes—tons of them lying back along
the line—and they fit into these various slots just as they were, you see, and
grouped up and made neat. But just as they were. There’s no vast reformation or
change what the process was. You’ll find, for instance, Class II will be studying
a comm lag on comm lags of equal length, as to when to end the process.
Remember those old ones, you see? All that stuff is all back in action, see.

Anyhow, here’s Prepcheck at Class III, and service facsimiles and assess-
ments, and doing assessments and supervising the doing assessments and all that
sort of thing, service facsimiles, all of that kind of work, you know,
assessment—real heavy assessment work—and so forth, belongs at Class IV. In
anything we’ve ever assessed or done, except 2. I don’t think I'll ever let anybody
run 2-12. 2-12 was interesting training ground, it taught people a lot of things
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and so forth, but in running a case I have found out that 2-12, of all the processes
we had, was itself about the only one capable of pulling an RI out of place in a
GPM. Process just has just a little bit too much smoke to it. It’s just a little bit
too hot. Because I’ve refound misworded 2-12 RIs in running a case to OT. And
I found them, man. They were sitting right there and they had an RI pulled out
of line. The case jammy at that particular point. In other words, it’s just too
powerful a process, it just reaches a little bit too deep into the case. So just skip
your 2-12, and 2-12A and so forth, they don’t fit in this hierarchy at all. ‘

But there are tremendous numbers of assessment processes even so. And they
were the old processes of the Prehav Scales, and you assess people on the Prehav
Scales and ran brackets and all this kind of thing and so forth. Well, they belong—
they’re terrific, you know—and they belong at this level of IV—Class IV.

Now, Class V: implants, the whole track, case analysis—all that sort of
thing—running implants for practice and so forth. Class V. You don’t just run
implants for practice. You can make considerable case gains from running
implants. What we now call R3R and so forth can swing in at that particular
level. But R3R might as easily go into service facs so I haven’t made up my mind
about that, don’t you see? Might crowd the level too much. We might be able to
put engram running as an old process, you see—it was a wrapped-up process; we
ought to preserve it. So it goes at one or the other of those two classes, and I
won’t tell you at this time which one it goes in.

But implant running, definitely, definitely. Implant GPMs, that sort of thing,
at V. And your present, what you’re calling now, R4 material—and it was R3
material, now R4 material —goes to Class VI. That is the actual running of
actual GPMs for OT goes to Class VI. And then at VII we have old Route One
with frills—thetan drills, so forth.

Now these, by the way—just in rapid summary and review—these, by the
way, will have certain designations for classes. For instance, there are three types
of pin that give this type of thing. There’s the small “S” and double triangle,
which is your normal thing and that serves in your earliest classes, the first two
or three classes, you see, just have that plain “S”’ and double triangle, don’t you
see? But it has a little enameled plate in the middle of it. I don’t know if you’ve
seen the release pins that were issued at one time or another. But a little disc
there, which is a colored disc in the middle of the “S” and double triangle with a
Roman numeral on it. Of course with Class 0, they can wear that, but it’s—the circle
itself makes a zero. But your Class I of course has a Roman numeral I on it.

Now there’s a color scheme brought up the line for each one of these classes, for
designation, and it has in addition to that—your second type of pin covers the next
two or three classes, got a small circle around the “S” and double triangle with the
colored plate in front of it and the class number on it. And then the large circle—a
great big circle around the “S” and double triangle —for the very upper classes on
the thing. Just to get everything neatly in line. I'm just reading that, not to sell you
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some pins, because they’ll probably be given to you. But just to give you an idea of
how far the planning goes and this sort of thing.

Your—certain certificates will move on up the line. We’ll probably reactivate
every certificate we’ve ever had. You know, there’s certain designations were
dropped out. There was an Hubbard Advanced Auditor at one time or another, and
so forth. Exactly how we pattern these certificates against these various classes,
we're going to have some certificates, that’s all. Going to try to follow this.

Now, exactly what is happening? Exactly what is happening here? Of course,
your key main certificates of Hubbard Professional Auditor and HGA and so
forth, those things are definitely preserved. But we may have to fill in some slots
here in order to keep this thing neat.

Now, we’ve got the—the whole situation here, what we're trying to do, is
we're trying to open a bridge. If anybody says to you, “You see, they’re getting
class-conscious” yeah, you bet we’re class-conscious. It’s a limitation and scope
of processes. And an auditor should be audited inside his class only. And he
should be audited by auditors of his class only. An auditor should not be audited
outside of his class. Perfectly all right for somebody in practice—we’re not
trying to knock people in the head for processing for fees or something like that,
and we’re not particularly interested in whether or not some Class IV or some-
thing audits some people of lower classes and so on. But if he audits them outside
their class levels, he will be hearing from me. Because he’s not going to make a
case gain with them.

This is an effort to graduate cases up the line and I have found out that they
do not advance further than they are trained. And it’s an effort to advance cases
up the line to—and a preparatory step level with information and skill and
auditing availability, right straight on up the line. And the way we’ve got it rigged
right now, people don’t know where they are, they don’t know where they’re
going, they don’t know what’s expected of them. We’ve got professional pre-
clears from 1950 standing around waiting for somebody to process them to OT,
don’t you see? And bless these people, they have been of benefit to many of us in
many ways. But at the same time I notice their cases aren’t running much better
than they were running. I consider this quite interesting. It’s because they’ve never
really learned anything. They’ve hit a certain ceiling, and the door is barred.

Well, this is an effort to bring people all the way through all the way up the
line. So that makes it easy then. You take an HCA, HPA level process, this fellow
then, yes, what’s he going to do? Is he going to process people? Well, he wants
to process people, that’s all right, and we’re not going to raise any devil with
him about processing people. But we’re going to expect him to train Class 0 and
we're going to expect him to be able to award Class I. And we expect him to do
just those things and we expect him to do that to people and expect him to get
them to co-auditing with one another, at those levels of process, and teaching
them to do the things necessary for those particular levels.

174



And then we expect those people to go and get themselves a real fast
training course, and be able to answer up. We’re not asking for vast lengths of
time in training, because you notice there are more courses involved here, so they
can afford to be shorter courses. And so the fellow can get himself a piece of
training of some kind or another and make sure there’s someone in his neighbor-
hood and so forth that’s also trained and he winds up with somebody to audit
with. In other words, we’re not trying to cost somebody a fortune to get up to
OT, because if he’s laying out the money to buy all the processing necessary to
get to OT, he’ll never get there on educational basis alone and it’s going to cost
him a fortune in order to get there. Whereas by audit inside your class, the guy
will inevitably eventually get there.

Why? Because his auditing isn’t limited. He can have unlimited quantities of
auditing. He normally will get auditing as good as he gives. So therefore it’s of
very, very great interest to him to be as good an auditor as he possibly can be.
Otherwise nobody will audit with him. I mean, it isn’t whether or not I say so!
You see what I mean?

All right. Well this opens the door, and this opens the channel all the way up
and by giving these classes, we’re not interested in whether or not we’re class-
conscious, we are extremely interested, however, in people knowing where they
should go and what they should do next.

We’re going to give you a chart very, very soon which carries all of these
classes and all of the processes and training skills of each class. And sometime
after that, much, much more distant than that, we will have a textbook for a
class, and a question-and-answer book for the class, and so forth, all the way up.
And that will be a very, very neat package indeed.

In other words, there’s the whole road, it’s all laid out, and the person can
go from this level to this level to that level to that level to that level, that level,
and they can move on up the line. Well, it’ll take some of them ten, twelve,
fifteen, twenty years. What's the hurry? They’ve been in this universe this long,
we got the gate open, why should we expect them—why should they expect to
kill everybody in the rush, don’t you see? Well, it’s no leisurely, leisurely prop-
osition whereby we’re simply saying time isn’t valuable or something like that,
it’s just what can they do within the framework of this? Well, possibly somebody
could go all the way through this. There’s a possibility that somebody could go
all the way through this in about eighteen months or two years, you know, just
flat out, all the way. Somebody could go through this. But in any event it would
take him that long.

Look at us. It’s taken you years, it's taken me years, and so forth. You
suppose somebody’s going to better that? No, I don’t think so. The stuff that got
bred in the bone in you as a Scientologist on your way along the line, you’ve still
got at your fingertips and that sort of thing. And you’re rather surprised—some
Johnny-come-lately and you say, “Well, what he needs is some Op Pro by Dup.
That—I think that . . .”” And the fellow says, “Huh?”
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“Oh, yeah, well, that’s a process, you know, Book and Bottle.”
“Huh?”

No latch. He missed it someplace along the line. And you’ll find big gaps and
holes and stuff like this and actually his duplication is terrible and it’s just a hole in
the fence. And his case will leak out through that hole; he won’t go on up.

Now, this gives us, this gives us in essence then, a ladder that can be
climbed, a line that can be followed and it tells people where they can go to the
next step. It puts auditors in the picture all the way on up the line. And rather
than knock everybody in the head, we’re toying with exactly what we are going
to do with the pre-1963 Scientologist. And we’ve had under discussion a title or
designation, a type of class for this particular individual. Having lived through
the period, this is—see—why, he’s permitted a certain amount of liberty and
scope in that zone and benefit of the information which has been developed while
he’s been coming along the line. In other words, we aren’t leaving these people
out in the dark or throwing everybody back to 0. That’s not the point.

But we are pulling this foul and terrible trick—this horrible trick. I say
“we.” That’s because I don’t want to be that causative just now. I'm halfway
through a bank and I’'m not being causative at the moment. It’s I don’t want
individuals to get pitched out on their ear, but I do think in all fairness that
people whose classifications exist as of now should not particularly be changed
until they’ve earned them. Now that’s a horrible blow to some people, but I—my
candid opinion is, is they’re not doing too well with the material which is lying
right under their hands and it gives them a chance to catch their breath, and level
out at their particular level that they are in, catch up a little bit, get themselves
oriented and move on up the line. I think it would be unfair to them.

I think anybody right now, out in the field, running what we have been
calling R4, is going to fall on his silly head. I just don’t think he can do it. I just
don’t think he can do it. It’s—I don’t care if he was even trained some on it here,
he just isn’t going to do it, that’s all, he isn’t going to make it. It’s a very, very
precise piece of technology. This is awe-inspiring, man, I’m not trying to tell you
how horrible or how hard it is. I’'m just saying it’s horrible and it’s hard. This is
a rough piece of cake to try to get down. And the Instructors around here right
now are just getting their hands in on the line on this, and trying to pin this
down. Oh man, if a Saint Hill Instructor’s having trouble with this one right now,
I don’t expect anybody out in north Poughkeepsie is going to be having a good
time of it. Do you?

So I think it’d be unfair to throw the class level up on everybody around the
thing, but there’ll be a certain latitude in this particular lineup. Some of the
HCAs, HPAs, perforce will have to be classed to Class II, and so forth. Well,
that means that you're pretty lucky right here and right now. You will get, of
course, the class that you have earned.

176



Geriatries

A lecture given on
20 September 1962

Lecture two, 20 Sept., AD 12. Geriatrics. That’s the title of the lecture.
Geriatrics. Now, you don’t even know how to spell it. G-e-r-i-a-t-r-i-c-s.
Got it?

Audience: Yeah. Got it.

It’s a trick way of saying gerontology. But actually, gerontology never solved
geriatrics. But we have.

Geriatrics is of some interest to you and has been floating around you all the
time, and you yourself have noticed it, and you’ve kept your eye peeled on it, and
you’ve been curious about it, and you’ve actually used it as a method of measur-
ing whether a case was progressing or not, but never really given it any further
significance. Well, it does have further significance.

You should understand that one of the longest searches man has ever
indulged in has been that of longevity itself. And the study of living longer is
geriatrics. I, by the way, was one time a leading light in the American Society of
Gerontology. What do you feed men to make them live longer? Well, there are
many such preparations. Women: there’s equinprivine, stilbestrol—the female
hormones. Somebody gets beyond forty or something like that, why, they ought
to start shooting them with a bit of equinprivine, something like that, that makes
them look younger and feel friskier and make passes at the iceman.

Anyway, I had a very astonishing experience one time. I saw a lady and . . .
This was right after the war. 1 had just studied quite a bit of endocrinology and
found it a very fascinating study, but 1 was only studying it for one particular
peculiar reason. I wanted to find out if the mind monitored the body or the body
monitored the mind. And obviously the switchboard system between the body and
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the mind is the endocrine system or the glands. All right. Could you feed
somebody these marvelous preparations which had been biochemically developed
and effect a better frame of mind? And I found out that you could do so,
occasionally, on lots of people. That’s not good enough, is it? What was intro-
ducing the variable?

Traumatic second dynamic occlusions in one thing or another prevented the
hormones and other shots from operating. 1 did this work at Oak Knoll Naval
Hospital in Oakland, California. All right. A line officer wears his badges of
rank on both collars and a staff officer wears them only on one collar, see. So I
first got into their medical library simply by taking off one of my rank badges
off one collar and hired a Marine to come by and say, “Good afternoon,
Doctor.” And that was very simple.

So anyway, we entered the field of endocrinology for only that reason and I
ruined a great many cases. I ruined them abundantly. I—there was a doctor there
by the name of—I think his name—one of the doctors on the thing was named
Yankewitz, improbably. And this guy was keeping records on this sort of thing.
And they—the government at vast expense was importing carload lots of pills
and shots and monkey glands, and they had the problem of all the fellows who
had been incarcerated in the Japanese prison camps. And these fellows were in a
very bad state. They were too fat, and they were too thin, and they were too this,
and they were too that, and they were trying to put them back to rights with
hormones.

And this is a very valid proposition. You can do far more for somebody’s
ulcers by giving him shots of testosterone than any other known method. The
doctors, of course, are unable to operate, so they don’t favor it. It’s out of favor
entirely.

Anyway, they were bringing these pills in and capsules in carload lots and
they were administering them to people. And having a bit of access to their
records, I knew what cases were being successfully affected and which weren’t.
And so I have done a little bit of work in trying to ascertain whether or not the
people who were being successfully affected were or were not aberrated. And
decided they were not very badly aberrated. And the people on whom they were
not being effective, I found to have psychic traumas by the bucketload; and a la
Freud, with a few frills from Ron, flipped a few psychic traumas out of the road
and made these endocrines operate on them very successfully, and came to the
conclusion that an endocrine . . .

The United States Navy should be given a rising vote of thanks for this, because
I’'m sure the program cost them millions and millions and millions of dollars. And
they derived absolutely no benefit from it of any kind whatsoever. But we did. I
didn’t ruin their whole program, but I sure sent their figures a little bit awry
occasionally, you see. It’s how many—what the dosage should be. And on a case or
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two it became “none.” Now, this simply monitored this—this was not very conclu-
sive, it was not very definite, and I could have done far more along this line of
course, but I was only trying to establish one thing: By using physical substances,
could you change a person’s mind? You understand? Or, by changing a person’s
mind, could you change the character of physical substances? I found the latter to be
the case and thereafter have spent no time monkeying with physical substances. Do
you follow this line of reasoning?

In other words, the mind can change the body, but the body only slightly
alters the mind. In other words, function monitors structure, structure does not
monitor function, see. Now, of course, structure can monitor function sufficiently
and observably enough that somebody’s liable to take this as a keynote. The
obvious broad fact that you cut off somebody’s legs—he can’t walk. Now, struc-
ture certainly monitored function. And a medico, being somewhat of this crude
reasoning level of course, takes that as the fait accompli and says, “That’s it.
That’s it. Therefore —therefore, no function monitors structure.” I don’t know
how he ever got there, you know? It’s something like departing for the moon and
finding yourself on Wrigley Field and saying, *“Well, that proves it. But we’re not
quite sure what,” you know?

Now, here’s—here’s the point. They are wrong. They are wrong. Because
if—the uniformity is that you can always get function or thought to monitor
structure. You can get thought to monitor structure, but you can’t always get
structure to monitor thought.

And that’s how I came to that basic conclusion. Why you never find me
paying any real attention to structure. Because if you don’t flip out the psychic
traumas, you’re not going to monitor anybody’s thinking. And if you do flip out
the psychic traumas, why, you’re going to monitor structure. You follow that?
See?

This guy can’t perform in some direction. Well, you could feed him all
the hormones and give him all the Turkish baths and all the exercise, and all the
dumbbells in the world and he still wouldn’t be able to do this, don’t you see?
But you change the psychic condition and he’ll make some progress in that
direction.

Now, his structure might be inadequate to performing what he wants to
perform, but that again, by extrapolation, is an error in not enough thought, do
you see—on it.

Now, these conclusions—these conclusions are very valid in the field of
geriatrics. Some girl, when she gets to be forty or so, and so forth, would do
very well—1I say so, would do very well, since I’ve seen a lot of evidence in this
line—to go down and get herself a fist full of stilbestrol or equinprivine, or
something . . . You don’t get a fistful of equinprivine; you get the gluteus max-
imus full of it. That—it’s a shot. Anyway—anyway, a man hitting around that
age—that’d be a very good thing for him to do, get ahold of some methyltestos-
terone and throw it down his gullet.
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Frankly though, if either one has any slightest second dynamic aberration,
it’'ll do a minimal amount of good. And if their second dynamic aberration is
terrific, it won’t do any good whatsoever. You might as well pour it down the
drain. Do you see that? All right. This has a lot to do with geriatrics. Not the
second dynamic.

Metchnikoff, I think his name was—I’ve forgotten my books on this to a large
degree, and didn’t bother to look them up because they wouldn’t do you any good.
Once—1 just remembered this as an anecdote. He said sour milk would make
somebody have a greater longevity. Make them live forever and that was fine. And
he, by the way, was quite a boy. He added quite some number of medical substances
to man’s category—amongst them compound calomel in the prevention of syphilis
and other things of this character. This guy was quite a sharpie. And he was getting
on in years, so he studied geriatrics. They all come to studying geriatrics sooner or
later. And they feel those years creeping up on them, you know, and they start
cracking the textbook on gerontology.

So, he collected sour cream and more sour cream and sour milk and sour
skimmed milk and sour watered milk, and—I almost said sour British milk—and
he collected all varieties. All varieties. And he had his basement full of them,
and his neighbors’ basements full of them, you know, and so forth. And he’d led
his experiments and he had it made. He just had it made. He and his partner
both had it made, as a matter of fact. And they could extend life with these
magic compounds based on sour milk indefinitely. And they both died on the
sunny side of seventy. Just like any other man.

Usually, this is the fate of gerontological hopes. In the Middle Ages, why,
people were always slipping a bag of gold across to the aged witch to receive in
return the amulet which would cause them to live forever, don’t you see? And
those fellows, they’d still die in bed at the age of seventy. And the soldiers were
always getting amulets for not being shot in battle, you know, and that sort of
thing. And occasionally these things worked. The bullet hits them and can’t
penetrate, you know, something like that. There’s all kinds of amulets and
potions to save life, continue life, to make life longer and that sort of thing. All
of which is very odd because you can’t kill a thetan. That’s very peculiar when
you come down to think about it, that there’d be all this tremendous interest in
geriatrics.

What they’re interested in, actually, is the preservation of a body. And they
are not interested actually in the prolongation of individual life, because that does
not need prolonging. It may need better remembering, but it prolongs itself. You
don’t drop out of the race. But the point is, here, that a body, being a possession,
starts aging and caving in, and limiting a thetan’s activities and he or she gets
upset about this. And they want to look younger, and they want to feel younger,
they want to act younger. And so they would rather go in the direction of
gerontology. And almost anybody who comes along with a magic amulet or a
potion or a shot of pills of some kind or another, is going to get a considerable
amount of interest on this exact line.
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Now you, as an auditor, have very often seen a pc doing well and looking
younger, and doing badly and looking older. Have you ever noticed this? Do you
have a good reality on this? Have you ever seen people look younger and look
older through processing? Have you ever seen this? Now, some people look very
much older and some people look very much younger. And it’s quite mad how
this thing will go.

Now, in the process of finding a goal in a Dynamic Assessment, you see this
roller coaster rather rapidly. This person is all exhausted over lots of goals
they’ve been over, and lots of this and that, and they feel bad about it, and
they’ve had a bad goal found or something, and you give them a Dynamic—they
look terrible, you know, they look like they’re about 180, and they’re just all caved
in. And then you do a Dynamic Assessment on them, and you get the dynamic. And
right away, they look a bit younger, you know. They look nice and younger. And
then you find an item, you know, and they look lots younger, and you find a
goal, and boy do they look young and spry! Everything is getting along fine.
They haven’t hit any ultimate yet, but that’s dandy. And then the auditor ARC
breaks them, and they look much older. And then they will look younger, and
they’ll look older. And as the lines are listed out you can normally tell if the pc
is having good progress by just this one point alone. Do they look younger?

For instance, I’'m looking at somebody that last June had a line listed off to
Clear, and I came in and thought we had a new teenage student. And a couple of
weeks later, the goal had flubbed, there weren’t enough lines, nothing had been
tiger drilled on the thing and so forth and she looked about ninety-five. You
get—this is this wild. But you’ve seen this. You’ve seen this with your own
eyesight. So I'm not telling you anything you haven’t observed. You’ve seen this.

This is definitely allied to the science of aging. You say, “Well, Ron, why
are you mentioning this? We’ve all seen this. We know this.”” Well, one thing is
we don’t know all there is to know about this, see. We don’t know how long a
body will live in a five-goal Clear. You know, a five-goal Clear, how long can
that person make the body live? We don’t know.

We haven’t any data on what the longevity could be stacked up to, but we
can hazard a few good, solid guesses. That—let’s say, somebody who was about
thirty-five, or something like this, as raw meat, would look what would be
average thirty-five, and if cleared would undoubtedly drop a few years in appearance.
This we’ve got some reality on. Somebody who was about forty-five or fifty,
something like this—well, you’d probably get a much steeper drop. Don’t you
see, they’d probably drop back to a much younger appearance proportionately.

Somebody who’s around seventy, of course, is kicking the point of no return
or has already passed it, but you’d still expect them to look younger. Now, also,
how much longer would you expect this person to live? Well, that’s almost in the
lap of the gods, you know. But you could make some ragged guess at this thing
that maybe you’d put five, ten, fifteen, twenty years onto their life.
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Now naturally, if you clear somebody at the age of thirty, you’re probably
going to stack thirty or forty years onto the end of their line, you see, at least.
And if you clear somebody at seventy-five, why, maybe you’d stack another five
or six, don’t you see? So the older they are, probably the less years you stack on,
or there’s some rule of that character might apply.

Now, studying geriatrics, you’re in a very, very interesting field. You're in a
field of no data because none can happen for the next seventy years, you see. So,
never do you get geriatrics being studied in any one lifetime. And nobody, of
course, is ever able to keep any records on this, because they get bored. And
there’s no series, you see. The guy who was interested in keeping records has
kicked the bucket and nobody else has picked it up and so on. So you’re always
challenged along this line in the field of gerontology on just this one fact: “Well,
nobody has lived long enough to prove it.”

Well, that is your usual blunt argument that is offered. But that is not what
you’re trying to prove. You're not trying to prove by the actual livingness. But
age is normally determinable—relative physiological age is determinable —by the
condition and character of certain parts of the body, certain functions of the
body, and cellular structures.

You see, we are the first that could do this, see. There’s been nobody else before
us that could do anything about this, you see. But you would take and make a
physiological examination of the person, their cellular structure, you see, and this
and that and the other thing about them—the springiness of their joints or
something—and you’d take this person and then clear this person, and then get an
independent examination of the springiness of the joints and the cellular structure
and that sort of thing. All of these various things.

Now, that’s going at it rather painfully. But you would determine, then, that
the person was physiologically younger, which of course predetermines the fact
that they will live longer. You see how that works out? In other words, this is
susceptible to proof now, in Scientology, in a period of less than six months,
whether you have added to longevity or not, don’t you see.

Now, that’s the first time anybody’s ever been able to do any conclusions on
the subject of geriatrics, and we probably should go ahead and do something
with this. Because this is—this is something that people are interested in. People
are interested in care of the body, care of the body, preservation of the body, all
that sort of thing, and they would find that this is very, very much to the good.
Before a person can carry out any of his personal ambitions, he should have
enough physical energy, and enough resilience of body to be able to accomplish
this. And therefore, it is important to people.

Now, you try to tell people about the mind, the mind, the mind, the mind,
the mind, and they very often don’t know what you’re talking about. Or they
think you’re apologizing or something, and they say, *Well, I had a brother once
who was crazy,” you sce. I mean, this sort of thing—this sort of thing is

184



completely beyond them. But you start talking to them about geriatrics and
longevity and this fellow says, “What is this thing, Scientology?”

“Well,” you’d say—you’d say, “Well, what do you suppose your life expect-
ancy is?” This puts it where he lives, see. He might even collect some of these
insurance tables. They’re the lyingest things you ever had anything to do with.
But insurance men believe in them implicitly, and people who do actuarial
work—that’s the phony mathematics that determine how much you pay for your
policy—this kind of stuff gives you all kinds of tables.

And there’s one over in “Rock-e-feller” Center that’s the most alarming
thing I ever had anything to do with. And you go up to it and you set on a
dial—and—how old you are. And then you go around the corner and look at this
other thing, and that tells you when you’re going to die. Sort of blunt. And not at
all accurate.

But they figure it out this way: A baby who lives to the age of six months has
got a chance of living to one year. Because most babies who are going to kick
the bucket, of course, do so within the first six months, don’t you see? But the
baby who lives to the age of one year has a life expectancy, you see, of maybe
two-and-a-half years or something like that. But if somebody has lived to the
good old age of fifteen, then he’s got a good chance of living, according to the
averages, to the age of thirty-eight. And somebody who has lived to the age of
thirty-eight has a good chance of living until he’s eighty-nine or something, you
know. This is a totally mad series of scales, but everybody believes in them. It’s
sort of “the magic charm.” “What’s your life expectancy?”” It’s quite a game.

And one time I went up there—many years ago— “Rockefeller”” Center. It
was before the war. It didn’t say any war was coming up on the thing, so it was
not a very good swami, it didn’t predict that. And I remember, I think I was
something like twenty-seven or 1 was twenty-six. And I turned up twenty-six on
the dial, you see. Went around the corner and took a look. And my God, you
know, I'd been dead for years, according to what it said.

So anyway, regardless of what these expectancies are, the insurance policy
situation is very easily overridden by changing somebody’s life expectancy. Now,
you’d think insurance companies were interested in this, but actually they’re not.
You can’t sell these things to an insurance company for the good reason that they
don’t deal in anything but figures. And their figures are based upon expectancies
of claim payments. And it’s all mathematics.

Actually, an automobile insurance company doesn’t care how many wrecks
you have—doesn’t care for a minute how many wrecks you have, because it’s all
going to be figured out actuarially and averaged, don’t you see. It’s—some of the
fellows up at Lloyd’s worry because one or two of the syndicates may have the
Queen Elizabeth or something, you see, under total insurance. Huh-huh! You
know, and that’s just one ship, you know. And it’s worth skillions. And if it ever
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went thud, why, that would be the end of that syndicate. Don’t you see, all
their—all their eggs are in one funnel, you know?

And anyway, where we have a spread out risk, though, like in life insurance,
and that sort of thing, or automobile accidents or something, it’s just a matter of
“who cares?”’ They just charge as much for the policy as they’re going to pay out
in claims. I mean, that’s the blunt thing. They’re not in the business of making
people live longer. As a matter of fact, most insurance companies would scream
with terror if you proposed to them that you could make every one of their
retirement policy holders live an additional hundred years.

Also, a socialist state is liable to get rather queasy on this subject. You
finally break it down to the fact that there’s one three-months old baby left in the
entire place who is able to work and isn’t on a pension, don’t you see? It’s just
too ghastly to contemplate.

So you get a reverse philosophy going, that you will occasionally run into in
geriatrics, which goes as follows: “If people weren’t kicking the bucket all the
time, we would be in a terrible state. And it’s a very good thing everybody is
dying off the way they are,” see.

And you get all kinds of reasons'why death is a marvelous thing and so
forth. And they’re actually thinking about their Aunt Tilde, who, if she lived
forever, would never let them come into their inheritance or something of the
sort. But now with inheritance tax they don’t even think that anymore.

The upshot of this condition in geriatrics is you’ve got people who want
people to live longer, and you’ve got people who hope to hell they don’t, see,
and would do anything they could to shorten it down just a little bit. But
insurance companies have an open mind, and others don’t care. I'm just telling
you this so that you won’t bother to approach these people with this subject.
And—but I'm also telling you what arguments you will get into in this, and
they’re quite funny.

But when you say to somebody that you could increase his longevity, he’s
liable to be much more interested than if you said you could make him healthy.
He—well, I'm only talking about a small section of people—would be far more
interested . . . Guy’s gimping along on crutches, you know, and he’s all caved
in, both ears are bent, and he says—you say, “Well, I could make you healthy. I
could cure you.” Well, he’s not sure. He’s not sure about that. He’s got his
service facsimile right there in his pocket and he knows its various uses. And if
you cured him up he wouldn’t get his pension anymore from the railroad. And
you’ve threatened his survival.

But if you told him you could make him live longer—Oh, now we have
another entrance point on the same Joe, see. Ho-ho. You’re not only taking his
pension—not taking his pension away from him, see, you are actually . . .
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So therefore, in actual fact, a Scientologist needs this other string to his bow,
in the case of an argument along these lines. And you see somebody gimping on
crutches, you say, “I could take you off the crutches,” and you’ve made an
enemy. And you say, “I could make you live longer,” and you’ve made a friend.

People, of course, really don’t believe that they can live longer, they just
wish they could. And you have Greek plays, for instance, which convince you
utterly of the folly of immortality. There’s one of them there who at the end of a
thousand years of age, why, he’s just begging the gods to kill him off, because
he’s lost all his friends and everything else like that. I think he was a dope. But
anyhow, that’s beside the point.

If he had that much influence with the gods in the first place, why didn’t he
get his friends living longer, too? The guy was merely selfish.

So the point here is that you have a reverse argument, and there is use for
this argument and this action. Now, how much longer you can make the person
live, by the process of just doing a Problems Intensive, I don’t know, but it must
be considerable. You could make a haphazard guess at it, and your guess would
be as good as anybody else’s.

This person is, let us say, thirty-five years old, and they feel like they’re
going to die any minute, and you give them a Problems Intensive; well, you’ve
increased their life expectancy—that is, how long they expect to live—regardless
of how long you have increased their actual livingness. Do you see? And most
people are fighting living any longer.

Now, let’s go into this a little more searchingly. What exactly leads one off
into any conclusions on this subject, at all, that have any validity?

Well, right there in that pavilion you’re using these days, I conducted a
bunch of plant experiments. Just vegetable matter, true, but it had something
binging in it, and theta-bopping. And I conducted a series of experiments. And
in the far end of that, that’s furthest from the chapel here, there were a bunch of
tomato plants which were championship tomato plants. Nobody has ever heard
their like. I’ve got photographs of them and records of them to this day. But they
were growing as far—as many as forty-seven tomatoes to the truss. This is
unheard of. It’s absolutely impossible, see. And they were growing up in height,
higher than sixteen feet. And nothing was killing them off. They hadn’t heard of
seasons. Their temperature was being held constant, their moisture was being
held constant, and I developed quite a little bit of stuff in order to get something
to do this. Everybody thought I was interested in horticulture. I really wasn’t. 1
was interested in several other things—namely disease and things of that charac-
ter. But very carefully, none of these tomato plants were given any injuries.

Now, the normal way of raising tomatoes is you punish them until they yield

tomatoes. You snip them. Every time they try to put out a new little branch or
something like that, that you don’t want, you snip them. And you top them and
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you do this to them and you do that to them. You do other things to them. And
you’re always at them, you know. Always at them, at them, at them, at them, you
know. And they finally will grow a lot of tomatoes for you. Yeah, they’ll grow
some big tomatoes and so forth. But oddly enough they are very fragile.

And hothouse tomatoes, growing, is an adventurous activity. You have the
banker on one hand and on the other side, why, you have every disease known to
tomatoes—all manner of blights and fungus and this and that and the other thing.
You never saw anything as sick as a tomato plant when it’s been got at, at, at, at, at,
more, snip, snip, snip, snip. See, it all comes under the heading of, “Care for it,
care for it, you know. Look after your tomatoes, care for it. Torture them. And when
you finally get this going real good, why, they’ll bear you a few tomatoes,” but it
actually establishes a short cycle of life.

In other words, the life term of a tomato and the amount of punishment that
a tomato plant is given have something in common. That’s something to remem-
ber there. They’re both the same—a similar curve.

Now, a tomato plant which is abused will become ill. A tomato plant stand-
ing right next to it, wide open for infection, that hasn’t become abused—hasn’t
been abused, doesn’t become ill readily. Or if it does, it can be cured. In other
words, abuse has something to do with incidence of illness and has a great deal
to do with longevity. How long’s this plant going to live?

So I raised half of that pavilion over there full of tomato plants that you
had—we finally had to shoot them down, that’s all—I don’t know where they
would have gone. But they were filling up the whole house, and they were the
most cheerful tomatoes that anybody ever had anything to do with. And they
were just getting bigger and producing more tomatoes. And they’d already gone
through two seasons. And they were preparing happily to go into a third season.
I said, “The devil with it. We have concluded all I want to conclude. Cut them
down.” And we did. And that’s the only reason that house isn’t—well, that’s the
only reason the whole pleasure garden out there isn’t full of tomatoes to this day.

Now, stationed around these tomatoes, and amongst this, under exactly the
same climatic conditions, were tomatoes which were abused, and which did not
follow this curve of action. They were the same tomatoes, under the same
environmental action, and they became (quote) sick (unquote), and their longevity
was very short. Now, they were not badly abused, they were simply brushed
against rather regularly, and they were snipped the way tomatoes are supposed to
be snipped, you know, and so forth. But they never even managed to pass their
diseases over onto these other tomatoes.

Now, I'm telling you as much as one could observe within the crude limits of
experimentation which can be accomplished on this planet in any case. These were
as well done as you can do such experiments. But no experiment is perfectly done,
ever. The fellow who perfectly does an experiment—he hasn’t been found yet.
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So, within those limits, these facts are very factual. But certainly, I can show
you the photographs of these tomatoes, and my God, you never saw tomatoes
grow and grow and grow. And trusses would come out, and tomatoes would
grow on the trusses, and so on. I think the record one for England is something
rather low like thirty-four tomatoes to the truss, something like that. And these
were going—we didn’t even bother to count all of them, because you couldn’t
reach them all, you know. But many of these were forty-seven tomatoes to the
truss, see.

Here you had longevity; you also had reproductiveness and creativity. You
had these various things. So some of the fondest theories were upset in handling
those tomatoes. All of which has to do—had a lot to do with the human being, if
you consider a human being mainly body. Because a body follows apparently
these same physiological lines. And I’ve seen nothing to disprove this fact: that a
body and plant life and so forth, these things are all cousins. What laws apply to
one tend to apply to another.

And I learned enough out of this to learn that abuse determines longevity.
And that was the datum that came out of that. And once I had stared this in the
face, I looked around in amongst human beings to see if this continued, and to a
marked degree it did. And all of our experience in Dianetics and so forth, tended
to conclude that anyway, even long before these experiments.

Now, the other thing was that abuse determined incidence of illness. A thing
was as sick as it was abused and its life was as short as it was abused. See, these
two things emerged as parallel conclusions as a result of these plant experiments.
Now, that means that there are two levels or two lines of approach here, as far as
dissemination of Scientology is concerned. You can talk about incidence of
illness, or illness, or you can talk about longevity.

Now, these of course are quite inferior to talking about a thetan and clearing
and beingness of a person, his individuality and that sort of thing. But remember,
when you’re talking about individuality or an individual or an individual being,
you’re not talking about a body. See? And so therefore, these things are true
when you mean a body.

And on a planet which is terribly fixated on bodies and so forth, these two
things are very strong and powerful dissemination media. If everybody’s inter-
ested in the body and their minds are all busy being interested in the body, you
can give them a couple of data about the body which is quite interesting. And
one of those is that the longevity of a body can be increased or decreased in
livingness, and the other, that incidence to illness and being well can also be
monitored, you see. These two things can occur. A person can be made
“weller,” or a person can be made sicker, or a person can be made to live longer,
or look less old, or can be made to live less long and look older, you see. These
things can all be concluded from these things. And they are not such foreign
statements that people—people can misunderstand them. And they’re all quite
factual and so forth.
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Now, the abuse of the tomato plant, and the deletion of abuse from the life
of a human being have a parallel. In other words, if you delete the abuse, you
have done something like not abuse. And that was how 1 cross-translated the
experiment, rightly or wrongly. In other words, if you could pick up the abuses
out of a person’s lifetime or pick up those factors which made the person believe
he was abused, you then picked up, of course, the characteristics of not having
been abused. Do you follow that? And sure enough, that’s how longevity follows.

So these tomato experiments were important to that degree, but you couldn’t
very easily process a tomato, at least I haven’t been able to yet. Turn on theta
bops on them, and rock slams and things like that, but I never got into good
communication with them. I'm sure they were ready to go into session, but I
didn’t know the language.

Anyway, the point I'm talking about here is, when you’re talking to a world
that is terribly fixated on bodies, that world will listen on the subject of bodies.

And there are two things which utterly bypass the laws against healing and
the laws against helping people, and so forth. And those things are longevity—
geriatrics. I mean, that’s wide open, man. Make them live longer. It’s wide
open. It has no medical connotations connected with it whatsoever. You’re not
giving them drugs to live longer. And the other one, on the other side of the
fence, of course, is, “Maybe you’re not sick, maybe you’re just suppressed,’’ see.

Now, let’s look at this other one for a moment, which is aside from geriat-
rics. This dissemination mechanism is of great interest to us. Because you can
say this—particularly in England you can say this, “If you’ve been
depressed . . .”” We use that word instead of suppressed, and it’s not too good to
continue to use this button “suppress,” because you have to tiger drill it hard
because people have kidded about it, you know, and done other things with it.
But “If you’'ve been depressed, you can develop symptoms which look exactly
like illness.”

Then you go up to somebody and you say to them like this, you say, “Hello
Joe. Joe, have you ever—you ever been sick?”’

And he says, “You kidding?”

And you say, “Well, you ever go to the doctor?”
And he says, “Sure.”

“Oh, did he cure you?”

And he says, “No, of course not.”

Well, you follow your line in, “Well, maybe you weren’t sick. Maybe you’re
just depressed.”
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And he says, “Huh?” His interest will be caught at that point.
“Maybe you weren’t sick, maybe you’re just depressed.”
“What do you mean?”

“Well, a lot of people—you know, they feel depressed and they are
depressed for a long time and life depresses them. You know, it pushes in on
them, depresses them one way or the other. And they will eventually develop a
feeling or a belief that they are sick. And they’ll actually develop symptoms of
sickness when they’re not sick.”

And this guy’ll say, “Maybe I’'m not sick! Hm! Hm! What are you talking
about? Yeah, maybe I'm not sick. All right, what do I do about it?”

Well, you say, “Get processed.”

And that’s all, see. You give that person a Problems Intensive. And let me
guarantee, the data which has come rolling in on me here in the last, I don’t
know how many—well, I guess the last two or three months—have been demon-
strating some of the wildest recoveries you ever wanted to hear. Perfectly illegal
diseases, they must not be treated. I think there are twenty-five diseases that you
better not have in California, because it’s illegal to treat them. By law, it’s illegal
to treat them. Cancer, arthritis—there’s a whole bunch of them. You mustn’t
treat them; you can go to jail for it. I think that even applies to medical doctors.
But of course it safely applies to them.

Anyhow—oh, and you talk about—you talk about fancy treatments —I don’t
know how much a treatment for arthritis costs, on gold shots. They’re called
gold shots with reason. Man, you’d have to be one of the biggest directors in the
Bank of England able to sign those five pound notes in your own fair hand in
order to get enough gold shots to make you well. And furthermore, cortisone and
other such things are only relief as long as they’re administered. They cure
nothing, they just relieve. So you’ve got tremendous numbers of relieving medi-
cines for this vast number of diseases.

Now, if you came up and said—correctly, it so happens— “Well, I don’t care
whether the fellow has cancer or arthritis or hangnails! Nothing to do with me.
He’s depressed. He’s not sick. I’'m not practicing medicine. Sure I've cured
him—of being depressed! And very often when people are depressed they exhibit
symptoms of illness. All right, he’s well. So he recovered from his hangnails.
Who cares? I haven’t told him I'd . . .” And you must do this, you, “I’ve never
treated him for hangnails. I never had anything to do with hangnails. I never
recommended it. Never even diagnosed he had them. He said he had them, but
that’s nothing to do with me! All I did was treat his depressed or suppressed
condition,” whichever word you want to use. *“I treated his suppression. Life had
suppressed him very badly, and he’d answered by telling people he was sick.”

“Oh, you’re treating hypochondria.”
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“No, no, no, no. He didn’t even believe he was sick. He just felt sick.”

This is the peculiarity that you can drive home. You could get into one of the
most circuitous—and people could run it out on you in sessions on the half-truth
rudiment—get into one of the most circuitous arguments you ever wanted to get
into in your life. Either one of these—geriatrics or “not sick, suppressed,” see.
Either one of those things gives you an absolute wealth of material that you can
embroider back and forth, and work one way or the other and talk about. You
can generate tons of ideas. It just starts an automaticity of generating ideas.

You're talking to some bird and he says, “Well, I don’t know. I'll never be
the same again. I know that. Ever since my first marriage, I’ve been pretty well
caved in, and I'll never be the same again. I know I'll just go on being ill like
this,” and so forth. And you say—well, you know you’re on the wrong button.
You see, that’s the wrong button to play on that case. So you just go into
geriatrics, see. And you say, “Well, actually—actually I realize that some people
are practically incurable. I realize that. There are some things that are practically
incurable.” And somebody can run it out of you in a session, you see. Because
what you mean of course is his fixed idea on the subject of he has to be sick. He
thinks it’s a sickness you’re talking about and you just simply tell him, “Well,
there’s another thing Scientology can make you do, and that’s live longer.”” That
has an apparency. “There are some indications that processing makes one live
longer.” Well, you’re not being dishonest there! You’re not being dishonest there
at all.

You can certainly tell him, “It makes you look younger.”” You can tell him
that with some truth. They’ll go consulting the mirror every time they turn
around to see if they live younger. This is in a world, of course, which is totally
fixated on the body and you’re trying to disseminate to people who haven’t heard
of anything, who don’t know anything about clearing, don’t know anything about
releasing, don’t know anything about anything. And there you go. It opens up a
door.

Now, the reason why I’'m addressing this has nothing to do with whether or
not I want to sell people an idea. We’ve got to have a bridge. We’ve got to have
a bridge from raw meat to clearing. Well, that bridge has got to contain reality
for the person it’s happening to. And unless we have a bridge, we’ll simply clear
up all those people who are already interested in Scientology and that’ll be the
end of the line. There’s got to be some bridge that brings the person into contact
with a reality on the mind and life. I know nothing better than a Problems
Intensive or a series of Problems Intensives.

Now, let us suppose you are running a clinic. It was—you were talking
about making people live longer or you were talking about making people feel
better. We don’t care what you’re doing, as long as it’s either one or another of
these particular activities. You have a—well, let’s say it’s a clinical type
co-audit. You're using interns or anything you can lay your hands on, you know,
and you’re giving people Problems Intensives. And they’re walking in and the
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Problems Intensives are given at two hours a week or nine hours a week or
thirty-eight hours a week. We don’t care how these things are given. And they’re
getting processed and they’re walking in and all you’re doing is running just a
straight Problems Intensive, that’s all. And you’re just getting the buttons repet-
itively, and it’s all right, because you’re running a Prepcheck repetitive style.
Doesn’t matter whether the button is clean or not. If the fellow can’t think of any
more answers, why, you just say, “Well, all right,”” and shift to another button.

All of this is perfectly fine. And that fellow’s going to come out the other
end, if any kind of a job of auditing was done at all, looking and feeling
younger—geriatrics—and well of something he has been sick of. Both are going
to happen to him, if anything was run at all. I'm getting some amazing reports
on what a Problems Intensive is doing.

You know, it’s sort of like you climb this arduous mountain to find a nugget,
you see, and you get up to the top of this mountain and somebody down in the
valley, down below—there you are mopping the sweat off your brow, and he says,
“Hey!” he says, “There’s one here that’s two feet in diameter.” He says,
“Would that do?” Well, we just bypassed it because the whole top of the moun-
tain is gold, don’t you see?

There still is that nugget in the valley. We’ve evidently bypassed the Prob-
lems Intensive. We’ve bypassed the potentialities of *“suppressed, not sick,” see.
We’ve bypassed geriatrics completely. Haven’t paid any attention to it until
tonight; you probably haven’t even heard the name. All of these things, you see,
we’ve just thrown them away. We aren’t paying any attention to them at all.

Now, I dare say we have people right here —their hidden standard is whether
they look younger. You know, they go to the mirror every morning, and see if
they look—and some of them, who want to look older. You see, it’s—they’re
using age, or appearance of age, as a hidden standard to find out how they’re
doing. Are they looking younger? Are they looking older? You know? Well, this
is a very, very standard, hidden standard. This runs all through the human race.
And if it’s that general, well, you’d certainly better have a use for the generality
of the button. And the generality of the button is this.

I’m not trying to teach you how to be con men or something like that. I'm
just trying to teach you how to talk to people within their sphere of interest.
Now, in Book Three of Book One—that is the third book of that first volume,
Book One, Dianetics: The Modern Science of Mental Health—it says that if you
can parallel —that’s right at the beginning of it, if you can parallel what the mind
is doing, you see, you can reach it and do something for it. Well, I'm trying to
teach you a trick here to take raw meat and get their—to parallel, and for you to
be able to parallel what their mind is doing. You see? That starts a session before
the session happens. And I’ve all been—always been looking for these little
buttons one way or the other and have accumulated a lot of information about
it—information which I'm sure you can use.
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So, you’ve got these two buttons, and with a superfixation on the body, the
fellow is thinking, “How well am I?” and ‘“How young or old am I?” See?
“How well or sick am I?” “How young or old am I?” He’s asking these
questions all the time.

And on a superfixation on the body you can always get him into a commu-
nication on this subject, because his attention is fixed on it. How do people greet
each other on this planet? They say, “How are you?” meaning “How sick are
you today?” And the other fellow brags up and says, ‘“Well, I've had a cold
lately, but uh . ..” so forth. Just read a letter that emanates from one farm
district to another farm district, just catch the mail on censorship, and it all has
to do with health and Aunt Lizzie’s kidney stones, you know. These are the
milestones of time, you see, and this sort of thing. Well, those minds are
definitely stuck on state of the body. And of course, state of the body is young or
old, sick or well.

Now, the reason I've called this lecture “Geriatrics’’ is because it’s a brand-
new—brand-new sphere. It’s a brand-new look. It’s a brand-new communication
line, and it’s a very old hidden standard. I imagine, trillions of years ago, when
you wanted to know if you were getting along all right, you stuck your doll body
up in front of a mirror to see how its dents were, you know? And you’d say,
“Well, I'm getting on now, I'm getting pretty dented.” You know, ‘“Paint’s
getting kind of worn off. Face is no longer shiny.”

Now, you’ve come on down the track trillennia, you have a meat body, and
you go up to the mirror and you say, “Well, I'm doing very badly because my
nose is shiny,” you know. There’s all kinds of changed considerations on this
thing. But thetans have always been going on these two views. “How young or
old do I look? How sick or well am I1?”

Therefore, these are very, very good dissemination media. They’re a good
media for conversation. And I give them to you simply because you have a pat
solution in the Problems Intensive.

Now, what clearing does for this is fantastic. We haven't even talked about
what clearing would do for this, to any degree at all. I haven’t a clue, because it
is just too much. It’s beyond a ready embrace of the mind. Age is hooked on to
the body, normally, by the thetan himself as self-expression. And it is held in
place in terms of engrams and secondaries. It’s held right there, man. Anything
that is wrong with a body is held into it and on it by the thetan who has that
body. That’s it. As long as he believes he can’t grow a new leg, he won’t have
one, either. And this is very observably the place. There is frankly no limitation
on what thought can do to structure. There is no limitation on that. There is a
fantastic short look on what structure can do for function or thought.

But nevertheless, this is a ready tool. This is something that you need.

You’re sitting there, somebody says to you, “What is Scientology?” You look
them over. You can tell them it’s something that makes you well, or something
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that makes you younger. You can tell them, not in a dictionary definition of this
or that which they won’t understand anyhow because they won’t have any com-
parable datum. The reason you have trouble defining Scientology to people is
because there is no datum of comparable magnitude in this universe.

So they always put up a datum of comparable magnitude and hang you right
away into a suppression and disagreement. So you have a hard time. Because
they say, “Oh, it’s like Christian Science.”

“No,” you say. You're hung right away with a suppression. You say, “No, it
is not like Christian Science.”” And that puts you into a disagreement, and you
haven’t got the thing in-session, don’t you see. There—it isn’t flying now.

But they say, “Well, what is Scientology?”

And you say, ‘“Well, Scientology is a study of livingness. A study of living-
ness. Now, do you often wish you were younger?”

The fellow says, “Oh, yeah, yeah, I do that.”

And you say, “Well, good. Scientology processing and so forth would pos-
sibly permit you to achieve that desire.”

Now, they’ve got a datum of comparable magnitude —themselves. So never
let them find a datum of comparable magnitude; you give them one. Now, your
datum of comparable magnitude may be, to a baseball manager, his baseball
team. You see, but always give them the datum of comparable magnitude. It’s
themselves or it’s what they own or it’s their family or it’s their aging or sick
mother or their ailing wife. It is something like that, don’t you see? It’s a datum
of comparable magnitude. And you can say—it’s almost a short circuit on the
thing. They say, “What is Scientology?”

Take a look at them: “Do you feel—do you often wish you were younger?
Have you been sick lately?”

The fellow says, “Well no, I've never been sick a day in my life.”

“Well, do you wish you felt younger?”

“Uh—No, I—I never did. I—I don’t—don’t ever wish I felt any younger.”
“Do you have any ailing members of your family?”

“Oh, yes, there’s my dear old mother.”

“Well good. Scientology would be something that would make her well.”

“Oh, uh—it's medicine?”’
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“No. No,” it’'s—you’re off on the wrong line, so you’d better amplify
completely your statement. You’d say, ‘“Well, Scientology is a system of process-
ing which does certain things for the individual and straightens them out. And
some people are not sick; they’re just suppressed,” and so forth, now.

And he says, “Your mother—uh—my mother,” he says, “My mother, she
always was kind of suppressed by my father. Oh God, I hated him! You know, he
was no good at all!”

And you say, “Well, there you are. She’s pretty suppressed. Huh? Well, you
could take something like Scientology to pick up that suppression and straighten
her out.”

And he says, “Well, now, that’s a good thing.”
See, that’s his immediate conclusion. See how you’d do it?

But he’s going to reach for a datum of comparable magnitude. You’re not
going to be able to stop him from doing that. Because understanding comes by
comparison, don’t you see? And he’s going to reach for a datum of comparable
magnitude, so you better reach for him first.

Now, naturally, we take this society lady, and she has powder on her face a
quarter of an inch thick. We’re left in no illusions about it, but we also have to
be very tactful. We’re going to use geriatrics on this case, but we have to be very
tactful about it. Like, “Some people, even when they look young, can be made
to look even younger.”

You’ll find many people cannot confront illness, have nothing to do with
illness and illness is a very forbidden field to them, illness is a zone and area for
specialists, illness is a place where you must not tread. This prejudice and
superstition is fantastic, and yet to get an entrance in the case you’ve got to talk
about something about the body. Because they’ll never envision the mind.

All right, then you have geriatrics. You can get into the most endless discus-
sions on people about whether people are older or younger, or as old as they feel
or younger than they feel. And what if you just kept processing somebody and
processing them, and they went down and became a baby and . . . 7 You know?
And could you process a person the wrong way and make them look older and
older? And all kinds of things like this, but you’d find interest would quicken.
You see?

Well, you’ve got, “Maybe you’re not sick, maybe you’re just suppressed,”
as a dissemination medium. I thought I’d better tell you about geriatrics, because
there’s a large section of the society that can’t confront illness and won’t even
talk about it. Now, you’ve got geriatrics. An interesting, very interesting field.
And one which we have incidentally wrapped up en passant and haven’t even
noticed. So I thought I'd better call it to our attention before we passed by it
utterly. But you would be amazed how many billions of dollars are spent every
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year trying to discover the route to eternal youth. We are the only ones who have
that map at the present time and naturally we’ve got maps to so many more
worthwhile goals and actions that we’ve paid no attention to it at all.

So I thought I'd better call it to your attention.

Thank you very much.
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DEI EXPANDED SCALE
(With a note on salesmen)

The original scale:

4.0 Desire
1.5 Enforce
5 Inhibit
was expanded in 1952 to:
Curiosity
Desire
Enforce
Inhibit

In 1959 I have found another vital point on this scale which gives us a new
case entrance point.

Curiosity
Desire
Enforce
Inhibit
Unknown

I suspect also that “Wait” fits between Unknown and Inhibit.
To make these agree in intention, they would become:

Interest
Desire
Enforce
Inhibit
Unknow

This scale also inverts, I find, similar to the dynamics and below sanity on
any subject.

Unknow
Inhibit
Enforce
Desire
Interest
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These points, particularly on the inverted scale, going down, are lowered by
failure. Each lower step is an explanation to justify having failed with the upper
level.

One seeks to not know something and fails. One then seeks to inhibit it and
fails. Therefore, one seeks to enforce it and fails. Thus, one explains by desiring
it and fails. And not really being able to have it shows thereafter an obsessive
interest in it.

The above inversion is of course all reactive.

Reactive selling (of interest to us in a salesman campaign) would be accom-
plished thusly (and this is the basic scale of selling):

The salesman refuses to let the customer forget the product;

The salesman then inhibits all efforts by the customer to refuse the product;
The salesman enforces the product on the customer;

The salesman now finds the customer desires the product;

And the customer will remain interested.

There is an interplay here whereby the salesman reverses the scale:

Source of Sales Failure

Salesman Customer

Interest Unknow
Desire Inhibit
Enforce Enforce
Inhibit Desire
Unknow Interest

Salesmen, bringing about an inverted scale, can go down scale themselves as
they do it. They seek to interest and meet forgetfulness. They want to sell and
meet opposition. They high pressure the customer and get pressured back. And
about the time the customer wants the product, the salesman is reactively inhib-
iting the sale. And as the customer’s interest is at its highest the salesman forgets
all about him.

SALESMAN SUCCESS

All a salesman has to do is continue to try to interest the customer and the
reactive inversion will take place.
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It is interesting that this scale, more importantly, gives us new case
entrances.

A series of Comm Processes on any terminal, say “bodies,” could be run.
From where could you communicate to an unknown body?

From where could you communicate to an unwanted body?

From where could you communicate to a necessary body?

From where could you communicate to a desirable body?

From where could you communicate to an interesting body?

This would pick the case off the bottom and run it to the top on any terminal
that has gone totally reactive.

By the way, don’t take my remarks on salesmen as being “all for the best.”
The. basic overt act is making people want useless objects and spaces, and
unfortunately for him that’s often part of the business of the salesman. He,
unlike us, sometimes isn’t fishing people out of the mud. He’s often more likely
pushing them in. Therefore, he needs our help to get square with the world. As
his income depends on making people want things and buy things (even though
they sometimes don’t need them), we haven’t much choice but to show him the
mechanics of selling, to the end of getting him to help pull others out of the mud.
Making somebody want something they really need is no crime, but the salesman
is on very shaky ground. What do people really need? We had best not try to get
involved in the ethics of all this or to persuade them to sell only needed items.

The whole economic structure needs salesmen; he is the key of the whole
structure. But we can leaven the flow of even useless goods by letting an invita-
tion to freedom trickle in the same channel.

L. RON HUBBARD
Founder
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PRESESSION PROCESSES

Have you ever wondered how to persuade a stranger to get audited? Have you
ever had to “sell” a hostile family member Scientology before you could audit
someone? Have you ever had trouble auditing anyone?

Well, you’ll be pleased to know that these problems have been vanquished by
some material I've developed. You see—I do think of you!

Presession processes are a new idea. They were hinted at in HCOB 7 Apr. 60,
A NEW SUMMARY OF AUDITING. But there’s more to it.

A Presession Process is a process that is used to get into session:

a.

b.

A stranger who isn’t receiving well;

A person antagonistic to Scientology;

A person who ARC breaks easily in session;

A person who makes few gains in auditing;

A person who relapses after being helped;

A person who makes no gains in auditing;

A person who, having been audited, refuses further auditing;

Any person being audited as a check-off before session, aloud to pc or
silently by auditor.

Presession processes parallel in importance the auditing of unconscious people.
But I feel they have wider use and will assist dissemination enormously as well as
improve graph gains.

These processes are four in number. They are designed as classes of processes
to handle these four points:

1.
2.

Help factor,

Control factor,
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3. Pc communication factor,

4. Interest factor.

Unless these four points are present in a session, it is improbable, in a great
number of cases, that any real, lasting gain will be made. This is old data.

It is new data to consider these as presession points.

Before one has a pc in session, he cannot really run a Model Session or any
session at all.

The usual struggle is to start a session and then try to start a session by
having the pc go into session.

This is a confusion of long standing and leads auditors to run processes like
the CCHs when they could be running higher processes. The CCHs are often
necessary, but not necessary on a pc who could be put into session easily and
could then run higher-level processes for faster gains.

The only thing this changes about a Model Session (HCOB 25 Feb. 60, THE
MODEL SESSION®) is the START. If a pc is in the auditing room and auditing
is to be attempted, then one starts, not Tone 40, but formal. “We are going to
begin auditing now.” The auditor then goes over his checklist and ticks off the
presession points 1, 2, 3, 4, and satisfied, goes into the rudiments and carries
forward a Model Session. Naturally, if he wants to put the pc into session with
presession processes, when the pc is finally in-session we would startle him out
with a Tone 40 “START.”

A pc who is running extraordinarily well and making fast gains should be
checked over silently at beginning and then given “START” Tone 40 as in the
Model Session and the auditor proceeds at once to rudiments. But this would be
used only after the pc was really getting along. A new pc or new to the auditor
should be presessioned as above for many sessions.

A presession type of session might find the auditor not satisfied with more
than the first two of the four points by session end. If so, end the session easily
with a location of pc’s attention on the room and simply end it by saying so.

While many processes may be developed out of the four classes of help,
control, communication and interest, it is certain that these classes will remain
stable, since these four are vital to auditing itself and imply no wrongness in the
pc. All other known factors of life and the mind can be handled by a session and
improved. But these four—help, control, communication and interest—are vital
to auditing itself and without them auditing doesn’t happen.

*[Editor’s Note: HCOB 25 Feb. 60, THE MODEL SESSION, was later cancelled. Model Session is
now given in HCOB 11 Aug. 78 II, MODEL SESSION.]
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One or more of these four items was awry in every pc who, one, did not take
auditing, two, on whom gains were poor or slow, and three, who failed to
complete auditing. So you see that is a number of pcs and the presession proc-
esses are the important remedy. Why make the same error again?

One of my jobs is to improve auditing results. This may be, as you may find,
the biggest single step in that direction since Book One, since it includes them
all. The auditor can cause help, control, communication and interest rather than
hope they will come to pass. As such these four factors are practically clubs.

I would almost rather not give you some processes to fit these four condi-
tions. I certainly desire you to be free in inspecting, understanding and employ-
ing them. What great art could arise from this innocent scientific quartet. I
would rather you used them as a maestro rather than play sheet music.

How adroit, how clever, how subtle we could become with them!
Example of what I mean:

Grouchy car salesman. Knows that anything Scientologist friend Bill takes
up is “rot.” Hates people.

Scientologist approaches. Gets a scoff at Bill’s enthusiasms.

Scientologist handles help. “Don’t you think people can be helped?” Lazy
argument, all very casual. Car salesman finally wins by losing utterly. He con-
cedes something or someone could help him.

Another day. Scientologist approaches. Asks car salesman to move here and
there, do this and that, all by pretending interest in cars. Really it’s 8§-C. All
casual. Salesman wins again by losing.

Another day. Scientologist gets on subject of communication with car sales-
man. Finally, salesman concedes he doesn’t mind telling Scientologist about his
shady deals. Does. Salesman wins and so does Scientologist.

Another day. Scientologist gets car salesman to see pictures or blackness by
any smooth conversation. Salesman becomes interested in getting his flat feet
fixed up.

Negative result: One scoffer less.
Positive result: One new pc.

Any way you handle them the Deadly Quartet must be present before audit-
ing, or even interest in Scientology, can exist.

) Talk about John Wellington Wells.” The Scientologist can weave even greater
magical spells with help, control, communication and interest.

*John Wellington Wells: a sorcerer or wizard; the main character in the operetta The Sorcerer, written
in England in the late 1800s.
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Talk to a new club. What about? Help, of course. Get them to agree they
could be helped or could help.

And when they ask you to come back, talk about good and bad control.
And when they want you again, it’s communication you stress.

And interest of course, when you give rhat talk, will find you with ready
people.

In Scientology everybody wins. It’s the only game in which everyone does.
With these four factors you can’t lose and neither can they.

As a Scientologist you know several processes under each heading. It’s
establishing each point in turn that’s important.

Ah, what a shock you’ll get on some pc when you find he wasn’t ever
interested in his own case. He was getting audited for his wife! You’ll only find
that out if you get the three forerunners flat first.

PROCESSES

On processes, under help you have two-way comm about help, Two-way
Help, Help in brackets, dichotomies of can-help—can’t-help, rising scale on help;
lots of forms.

On control you have two-way comm, TR 5 (You make that body sit in that
chair), CCH 2, old-time 8-C, object SCS, SCS, etc., etc.

On communication you have two-way comm, “Recall a time you communi-
cated,” etc., but much more basically, two-way comm to get off overts, O/W on
the auditor, “Think of something you have done to somebody,” “Think of some-
thing you have withheld from somebody,” with occasional “Anything you would
like to tell me?” when meter acts up. Nothing helps communication like getting
off fundamental overts that would keep pc out of session or ARC with auditor.
That’s the point of this step, whether done casually in a drawing room or in an
auditing room. “Surely, Mrs. Screamstack, you can’t sit there and tell me that,
unlike the rest of the human race, you have never done a single wrong thing in
your whole life!” Well, that’s one way to knock apart a case at a formal dinner

party.

Interest is the place where your knowledge of the mind comes into heavy
play. But note that this is Number Four. How often have we used it for Number
One and flopped! That was because the correct One was missing, to say nothing
of Two and Three! I can see you now trying to interest a family member with
Four without touching on the first three. Why, I’ve done it myself! Just like you.

I audited an official of a government after a dinner party for two hopeless
hours one night. He knew he’d been run over. But he surely was no sparkling
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result. I shamefully and vividly recall now that, not touched by me, his idea of
help was to kill off the whole human race!

The first steps of OT-3A will gain interest from almost anyone. Even the
Black Fives will get confounded when they find what state their recalls are in.

AND THEN?

And then follow a gradient scale of gain. Find something the pc can do and
improve it.

When the four points, the Deadly Quartet, are covered, we have the rudi-
ments and they must cover facts, not glibitity.

After the four points, you improve the case by gradient scales.

And you keep the four points established.

SUMMARY

If it takes you a hundred hours to establish the four points of sessioning,
you’ll still win faster because you will win.

If it takes only two hours the first time you do them on a pc, feel lucky.
Be thorough.

Establish the four points. Use a Model Session. Follow a course in process-
ing of finding something the pc knows he can do and improve that ability.

And you’ll have Clears.

And if your use of the Deadly Quartet becomes as adroit and smooth as I
think it will, we will have this planet licked and be scouting the stars before
we’re too much older.

At last, we’ve created the basic weapon in Scientology dissemination and
processing that makes us a lot more effective on Earth than a lot of drooling
politicians scrubbing their hands around an atomic warhead. By golly, they better
watch out now.

But don’t tell them. Just run (1) Help, (2) Control, (3) Communication and
(4) Interest.

Now go tackle somebody who wouldn’t buy Scientology—use the Deadly
Quartet. And win!
L. RON HUBBARD

Founder
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HOW HELP BECAME BETRAYAL

Help is the button the world spun in on a few million years ago. It’s where
we find our pc. “Help is betrayal,” so there is no way out. Scientology ‘“‘must be
bad” because “help is betrayal.” Everybody knows that. So if Scientologists help
people then we “must be betrayers’!

We’ve heard it, seen it. But now we know what it is and can laugh quietly
when people try to chew us up.

When they really wanted to make a trap of it all, it was propaganda given
out that “help is betrayal.” None must have any help lest they be betrayed. So the
thetans stay in their cages.

It is interesting how this mechanism developed. The game of victim is very
old. It intended to arouse mercy and safeguard possessions. It became a trap.
Once one believed in victims thoroughly he started to help only victims.

So this sequence began—one hurt another (who played victim), one felt sorry
for the other, one sought to help the other. (Ever see a professional help sponge?)
When this was very old, the action of injury became identified with the action of
helping. As the cycle was injure—victim-help, as soon as the time gets vague in
it, the parts of the cycle become injury-is-help or help-is-injury.

It has long been true that help could be injury as a common denominator.
Out of this rose self-reliance as a virtue. You’ve known people who refused help
because they were “proud” or “self-reliant.” Well, that’s only the first stage of
help-is-injury.

The second phase is not so old. I think it’s only been reversed for the last
two million years or so in this quarter of the universe. The “complete flip” is not
an identification of help with injury but a disassociation, a complete dispersal on
the subject. How-to-injure becomes help. This is betrayal. With the intention to
injure, one offers help to create a dependence on something disguised, which on
use becomes injurious. It is this psychotic action which finalized the trap as a
trap. “Don’t dare accept any help because it is only an effort to betray” is the
fixed idea which has become prevalent. One can have neither games nor life with
that idea. It’s this idea which poisoned Christianity.

Now, that may be hard for you to see because, by the very virtue of being a
Scientologist, you don’t think all help is offered just to injure. But others have
that idea and so you find them hard to understand. We are few because we few
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didn’t believe all help was injury. But as soon as we sought to help others, who
didn’t accept Scientology, we ran into a wall. What was the wall? The above idée
fixe. The majority in the world evidently believe that help is only an intention to
injure. This is more than help-can-injure. This is *“‘all-help-is-dangerous-because-
anyone-offering-to-help-intends-only-to-injure.”

There are too many examples around for you to need many more. You can
find your numerous own. But the Mau Mau people killed only those whites that
had sought to help the blacks. And just as I was wrapping up the research on this
technology (which is now beyond being only a theory) I received a letter from a
white attorney who had been asked to help. In a panic he was demanding to be
let off quick! It was very funny. With my research papers on my desk before me,
I was presented with a perfect example of the technology! Poor man—little did
he know what his letter was arriving into. I wrote him back and his next letter
was so confused! He may even recover.

These ideas, as fixed convictions, are all about us and across the world. This
is the idea which blocked our way in our sincere intention to make men free. This
is how we have caught it in the press and, some of us, from our dearest friends
and relatives.

We have been confused. But so is man. Man is still confused. We are not.
By studying and knowing our data on this, the “wall” will go *“poof.”

Any psychosis, neurosis or illness is fragile, no matter how fierce it seems.
These can only thrive in lies.

Now, what will happen to the barriers we have had when they are hit by truth?

I give us twenty months to having all cleared staffs on Central Orgs, three
years to all cleared Scientologists, two decades to a large proportion of Earth
cleared. That’s my idea of it now.

So learn to handle Help. Get cleared on it in co-auditing or in the HGC.
Learn a dozen ways to discuss it so as to break down the barricade of *“‘disinter-
est” (which is really fear) and get the show on the road.

Help is not injurious. Help is not the best way to hurt.

Help is just help. Let’s flatten it until we’ll always know it and never forget
it again, and learn adroitly to collapse the help psychosis in others by talk alone.

We have bought our own freedom to help.

Use it.

L. RON HUBBARD
Founder
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Help

A lecture given on
7 July 1860

Thank you. Thank you very much.

Well, I am very, very happy to see you here tonight and I imagine amongst
us are some people who have just heard of Scientology—just heard of it just a
moment ago—and think it’s a new method of putting tops on bottles. Well
actually, that’s technically not correct—not technically correct.

We put lids on people.

Now, it’s very difficult—it’s very difficult to describe Scientology, and
tonight I’'m going to talk about some of the ways and means of reaching people
with Scientology and trying to give them some sort of a notion of what's going
on in the world in the way of technical development in mental sciences, and so
forth, without having to work at it.

And the one that just heard about it five minutes ago, well, you’ll pick it
up in passing. But the old-timer, I think, will be very happy to have some of
this data.

Now, an awful lot of us have had the marvelous experience—fellow sitting
there, you know, he’s going huuh-huuh and we say—we say, “How are you
getting along? How are you getting along?”’

“Never felt better. Nothing wrong with me.”

If you were to ask him, by the way, if there’s anything wrong with him, he
would say, “Well, once in a while I have a pain in my foot.”” High reality case.

Now the very funny part of it is, is you sit there and try to interest him in
something. You know it could do him some good, you know, and you try to
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interest him in this thing. Well now, there’s where the whole thing falls down—
interest. Interest.

There are many gradients on a Tone Scale. Now, a Tone Scale is the relative
positions of people—well, actually, the relative freedom of the individual to
think and to be and to exist.

And you start way up here, see? Interest. He hasn’t got any acquaintance
with the subject of interest. He doesn’t know what interest is. Of course, if he
were in the Bank of England, he could tell you what interest was; it’s something
Heathcoat Amory fools with.

But here we have—here we have tried to make an entrance to an individual
who obviously needs our help. And if we got a diver’s suit and then a shovel and
dug a hole in the bottom of the ocean, we might about get to how far we were
from being able to reach that fellow’s reality because, I tell you, there is no
interest in the world. He basically and actually is interested in nothing—nothing
whatsoever.

Now that’s a pathetic state of being. If you looked around—if you looked
around the world today, you’d find out that was basically what was wrong with
people is they weren’t interested in anything. Now how can a democracy work,
for instance? Democracy is a wonderful political philosophy. But in a democracy,
how can you have a democracy unless people are interested? You can’t. They
don’t vote. They skip it. The reality that the whole thing is rigged probably long
since has come home to them. They know they can’t do anything about it so
they’re not interested anymore. Well, it forces a government into the position of
becoming a dictatorship or an oligarchy or something of the sort. It’s inevitable
that this occurs.

In a business, the head of the business or the head of a department is always
assuming that everybody is interested in his job. What folly! They’re not inter-
ested in their jobs. Most of the people on post these days are below interest— well
below interest. They’re kind of —they’re not really even interested in their pay-
checks. I know that because in the United States the government takes—I think
it’s one and a half times the paycheck out as tax. And hardly anybody notices it.

The world at large can have all sorts of things wrong with it, but if nobody’s
interested, who’s ever going to put any of these things right? And so you get the
deterioration of social states. You get the deterioration of broad— well, things that
were great reforms at one time or another ceased to exist as reforms. They just
kind of all fade out and life is just too horrible.

Well, you say, “Well, if there is no interest, then that’s it.”” Now, that’s kind
of what we’ve assumed up until very recently. If there is no interest, that’s it. If
a person isn’t interested, you can’t do anything else about it.
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Well, Scientology, being the science of knowing how to know, for a long
time has sort of posed the idea that you could do something about it. You know,
there must be something there someplace and there must be some answer to
dissemination. And so there is.

There are basically three steps below interest where you can still have a
meeting ground with a person. There are three steps below interest and that’s a
long way down.

Immediately below interest is communication. A person may not be inter-
ested very much, but he will communicate, somewhat. He'll talk. He’ll answer.

Now, if he won’t do that, there’s the next step below and that’s control: a
person’s willingness to control or to be controlled. And if you want an index of
where the world sits today, just ask anybody offhand what control is and they
say, “Oh, that’s a bad thing.”

Well, down in—down in Sussex, I'm the road safety organizer. And by
the way, we just had a tremendous drop in local statistics. Most remarkable
coincidence.

And I could tell those people that when they—I could ask them, you know,
“Is control bad or good?”’

And I would get an immediate response, you know, that “It’s bad. Control is
bad. It’s bad to be controlled. It’s bad to have to control things,” and so forth.
You get this response from people.

Well, this assumes, then, that the automobile is taking the person down the
road. It just assumes that immediately, that the automobile just takes the person
and turns all the corners and goes over the embankments all by itself. If control
is bad—if control is bad, then confusion must be good.

Well, I don’t know. Confusion has its points. Last time I took a little kid to
a carnival, he seemed to be very overjoyed at some of the confusions we got into.
Of course, I couldn’t walk very straight afterwards, after some of the rides at the
carnival, but he seemed to be doing all right.

Confusion was wonderful if you—or is wonderful if you can take it. That
kind of a state of mind of what is confusion . . . Of course, anybody who
worked in the early days of Scientology, they know what an extremity of control
is: It’s a confusion—people bursting in and bursting out and doing this and doing
that and tearing off over the far horizon, and so forth. And yet it was all very
orderly, compared to most governments.

Now control, that’s just the idea of control, is foreign to a tremendous
number of people. It’s only the person who cannot embrace control in any form
whatsoever that has accidents. And basically, you could take this person, you
could examine him for this one point before you granted him a driver’s license
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and simply end accidents in the United Kingdom, just as easy as that—if you
could check him out on this point: Was he terribly averse to all forms of control?
Well, you know you’ve got your hands on the accident-prone.

Now, if you just said, “Son, we’re not going to give you a license at this
time because we can demonstrate that you would have an accident within the next
six months. And we can do without your accident, because we don’t want you
becoming a statistic.”

It would not be a cruelty because the facts of the case are, a Scientologist,
taking that person in a group—at a cost of actually only a few pence per
person—could straighten them out and let them see what was what and which
was which and put them into a state where they could be trusted with a license.
This is not an expensive program. But it depends on this one button, this one fact
of control—straightening that fact out—because unless a person is straightened
out on this point, they of course will have accidents.

Now, there’s a point below that and that’s help. A person is still willing to
help even though they don’t like control and even though they won’t communi-
cate and even though they’re not interested. Now, that’s one of the wildest things
you ever saw.

And do you know, we’re catching this planet today—we’re actually catching
it—on the last bottom shreds of help. People will help. They will drop a penny in
the Society for Disabled Children or something like that, even though they don’t
care what happens to the society. They see the sign and so forth and they say,
“Well, they probably need some help,” and they drop a penny.

They’re not really interested. If you ask them, “What is your interest
in—what is your interest in disabled children?”

And they’d say, “Huh?”

Well now, it goes down scale on help to a point where the person will help
but won’t receive help. That’s getting down into the lower realms of this thing.

And if you could just see these things as interest, communication, control
and help, with a sort of a curtain being pulled down across each one of these,
you’d see there was still a little tiny bit of help possible, but nothing else.

Well, the person’s life has simply gone out to that extent. It’s gone out. And
as you raise the curtain, it gets back up to interest, enthusiasm, verve, and so
forth.

Well, how would you get a person up there? Well, of course, you could get
him up there with processing, but how could you get him up there any other way?

Well, it’s relatively simple. It depends on this one fact: Psychosis, neurosis,
maladjustments and so on, when you address the exact thing about them that
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makes them awry in the personality, are so susceptible to being knocked aside
that it’s a wonder somebody didn’t do it before we came along. In fact, I don’t
know how people manage to keep these things alive!

For instance, I start discussing something that’s wrong with somebody, or
he’s worried about or something, and I start discussing it and reach the actual
thing that is awry about this in his understanding and it folds up so quick I can
hardly put my hands on it. All you have to do is discover exactly what it is that
set him off that way. And it's wonderful! How on earth do people stay crazy? It’s
heroic.

And as for me, as for me, I don’t—I don’t think that it’s probably a good
thing to go around knocking all these crazinesses in the head, and so on. There
must be something wrong with straightening people out, you see? Because look
at all the work they go to, to stay crazy.

Now, if they’re working that hard to stay crazy and a Scientologist comes
along and says zip, zip, and they say, “Wow! You know, I feel better.”

No, you have to have a pretty broad understanding of what it is before it
becomes an overt act. And the truth of the matter is the fellow is staying crazy
because he’s trying to restrain himself from doing the horrible things he knows
he is capable of. And if he can just stay just a little bit mad, then he’s not
capable of enough control to do anything very effective. This is no compliment,
I assure you, to the police.

A kleptomaniac, you know, he walks by a—walks by a goods counter in a
store, and you may not realize it, but the stuff leaps off the counter and into his
pocket and when he comes home he finds them. Well, he’s got a problem. He
doesn’t know how to straighten it out. He doesn’t know why he’s got a problem,
and so forth, so the best thing for him to do is what? And I'll tell you what he
will do. But first, let me give you another little example here.

One time I was looking around for people to straighten up on a series—I was
trying to do a series of about ten—and I got a hold of a criminal who was a real
hardened criminal. He is what is known as the dyed-in-the-wool criminal—I
think that’s the technical name of it.

This fellow had a habit. He would find somebody who had some money, lure
him down the street, take him into an alley, and then hit him a hard blow on the
jaw, take the money, put it in his pocket and walk off. He’d been doing this for
years. And his arm was very shriveled. But he hadn’t quite made it yet. He was
still capable of striking a blow with this shriveled arm. But he was working on it.
And I tried to get this shriveled arm straightened out and he went so fast that he
practically got a total paralysis of one side before I'd worked on him more than
a few minutes.

I gave him a wonderful opportunity of really crippling himself. He was
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desperately trying to get himself into a state whereby he could no longer hit
people on the jaw, because that’s what he did. And the way he was trying to
work it out, you see, was that way.

He never—he never asked the question of why he hit people on the jaw. This
was something he couldn’t confront. So he just never looked for that; he just
looked at ways and means to prevent himself from hitting people on the jaw. That
was all he did. Obvious answer: crippled arm.

You see some old man going down the street on two canes, gimping along.
Terribly interesting what that old man thinks he would do if he had two good
legs. It’s quite fascinating. You find out what he would do if he had two legs—
it’s easy, because he himself can hardly stop himself from answering you if you
ask him, “What would two crippled legs prevent you from doing?”

And before he can hardly open his mouth, the words come out of, “I'd just
get any woman I saw and knock her down and just kick her and kick her and
kick her. That’s how I got two crippled legs, see?”’ It’s very funny.

Now, as long as man has been fooling around with man, he has considered
that man was basically evil. And factually, this isn’t true. Man tries to prevent
becoming evil to such an extent he moves right around into the middle of it. He
tries to restrain himself to a point of where he can’t restrain himself anymore and
there he goes. And there’s what? There’s your control button.

He’s lost control of himself. He no longer has confidence in himself. He
doesn’t feel he can control himself anymore. Now people are around who know
they can’t control themselves but who know they can help it somehow. And
you’ve got the graphic description of this button.

In other words, he can’t control hitting people in the jaw, but he can keep
from doing it. You see, he can’t control this, but he can put himself into a
position where he won’t do it. And that helps people, oddly enough.

This button “help” is so interesting that if you see any kind of a disability in
a person, that disability is actually helping everybody. Well, of course, there is
nothing nuttier than nuttiness.

Now, you can go ahead and be logical if you want to, but you’re never going
to find out, really, about craziness by being logical. It’s totally illogical. And
perhaps the only thing that Scientology has accomplished is seeing through a
labyrinth of illogicalness on a somewhat logical basis until something is dis-
closed to this degree.

Now, the fellow who has the crippled arm—1 found out, by the way, why he
had a crippled arm. When he was a little kid, there was an older boy on the
newspaper route who used to beat him up and take his money. And this happened
at least once a week. As soon as this fellow as a child had collected his money on
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his route or collected his money from his customers, this other fellow would
come along and beat him up. And he got so fixated on this whole thing, he got
so fixated on the idea that the best thing to do was beat somebody up and take
their money away, that that’s all he could do for the rest of his life.

But he really didn’t get a paralyzed side until one day his mother woke him
up, unexpectedly, and he drew back his arm to hit his mother. And actually, his
arm was drawn back in the act of hitting his mother from there on out, because
he checked that, but good. But he couldn’t check the other dramatization; he
could no longer control that dramatization.

You straighten out these various buttons, try to find out what the individual
has failed to help—that is your lowest entrance point. And if there’s anything
lower than that, the case is probably not conscious, unable to talk to you in any
way, is in an asylum someplace and you have to use another regimen of process-
ing entirely, called the CCHs.

But we assume that this individual can still talk to some slight degree. And if
you find out what that individual failed to help, you will find out at once one of
the points that prevents you from helping him.

This is one of those interesting things. The individual says—this fellow that’s
got his head going like this, you know, and he’s—doesn’t want any assistance
from you and he’s not interested in life and he isn’t able to say anything about
anything, and so forth. This fellow—you know he’d be out of communication.
You before have tried to do something for him or tried to handle him in some
way. There is a question that brings him out into communication with you and
that is: “Who was the last person you failed to help?”’ That’s the lowest question
you can ask: “Who was the last person you failed to help?”’

Now, of course, people that are well up above this level —people well up
above this level —are very, very alert; they know that they have failed to help a
lot of people; they’re not in a state of mind where this wrecks them in any way;
they know they failed to help Joe or Pete or Bill or Agnes or something of this
sort and it didn’t—it didn’t spin them in.

But this fellow that’s going this way, now, the last fellow he failed to help, he
had it. That was the rung down. And if you get him to discuss it, you can
actually bring him back up to a point where he will accept some help.

Well, you haven’t got him interested yet. You’ve only got him at a point
where he’ll accept some help. But look on that as a tremendous victory. You’ve
already brought him maybe a little bit higher than the human norm. He will
accept some help or he’ll give some help or he will talk about it and you’ll find
out that you have—by asking him a question or two, if you went around and
checked up with him later, you’ll get one of these shocks that I got one time in
New York City.
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There was a fellow, artist friend of mine—artists are strange people. They
find strange places to live and work. And this artist friend of mine made a great
deal of money and set up a studio in the middle of Hell’s Kitchen in New York.
This was the toughest, meanest district that any man ever tried to walk into. You
didn’t even dare walk up and down the street in Hell’s Kitchen after sunset.

But he set up a studio in the middle of Hell’s Kitchen. Well, that was the
thing to do and he almost started a fad. And I was down there seeing him one
day and we heard some pale screams next-door and we went next-door and there
was a fellow lying there in bed and he hadn’t worked for several days and there
were two children and his wife in the house and there was no food and the fellow
was lying in bed and his leg was apparently turning gangrenous. And, well, you
find these things if you look back of the shutters of life—and you don’t have to
walk very far—and this fellow was obviously—would have to have his leg off or
something like that.

Well, I talked to him for a few minutes (and, if you please, this was a long
time ago), I processed him in the crude processes of that time. And the hospital
came and got him before I could finish it off—the municipal hospital, they came
and got him—so I said, ‘“Well, that’s it. They’ll take off his leg and that’s the
end of his livelihood because he’s a longshoreman.” And you never saw a
longshoreman succeed without legs.

So anyway, I thought that was it.

Dianetics: The Modern Science of Mental Health was published in 1950; been
going strong ever since. But the mail came in, in mailbags and I didn’t get much
of a chance to pay too much attention to this mail. Fortunately, this fellow didn’t
write on the first wave; he waited for a while, evidently. And one day I was just
flipping through mail, not knowing how to answer it or take care of it in any
way, and I suddenly saw this letter and it was Hell’s Kitchen.

And I opened it up. It says, “Dear Doc, Thank you for my leg.” It was a
letter from this guy, four years after the fact. They’d taken him to the hospital
and while they were waiting to prepare him for the operating table, and so forth,
the gangrene had stopped. So the doctor said, “Well, that’s interesting. Let’s
observe it for a couple of days.” And they did, and the leg healed up and sent
him home.

I didn’t—hadn’t heard another blessed thing about it, you see, until this
letter: “Dear Doc, Thank you for my leg.” So quite, quite interesting and I don’t
think I processed the man any length of time. But apparently I must have been
processing on more or less what was wrong with him because it unsettled it. And
the difficulty of keeping a leg in that condition was so great, he didn’t make it.
That’s basically what that’s about.

You know the answers to life and the rightnesses of life are apparently so
powerful that they assert themselves and the wrongnesses of life fold up. Main-
taining a wrongness is difficult.
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Help is evidently so deeply ingrained in every being that only when it folds
up and you show the individual conclusively, or he has been shown that he is not
helping anybody, does he fold up as a being.

Up to that time, he’ll function. It's when he loses that last one that he’s
gone. And anybody who is severely neurotic or insane or extremely ill or any-
thing of that character has had that happen to him. He has had it demonstrated to
him conclusively that he can’t help anything or anybody.

Now he realizes he is so dangerous that he can never pay back anything that
he owes society. He can never pay any debt; he can—he can never make it right;
he can never do something to equalize all the bad things he’s done, and so forth.

In other words, this man cannot pay off. He can no longer walk in the sun
because he can never be of any help to anybody. When he gets into that condi-
tion, he’s gone.

Well, all you have to do to trigger that condition . . . And these, by the
way, are the people you have the most trouble with and who are the most trouble
and who are sitting in the midst of the most trouble. If you don’t straighten this
out, by the way, you can help them a great deal and very, very often, and they
just keep fouling up again.

You can help them in other ways without helping them with help and they
just keep folding up. This is the person that you—that you straightened him all
out; you loaned him some money; you made sure that he had a job, you know?
Or the girl that you made sure that she met a nice guy and was all going to be
just set, and then somehow or other zzzzzut/—it all went wrong.

Well, she’s dramatizing that you can’t help. But this is that person that
you’ve had trouble with in trying to assist—is, this person has something wrong
with his help button and that’s the only thing that you can straighten out.

Well, oddly enough, if this is so fundamental, it runs through all cases and
all people. If a person can’t be controlled and can’t control anything, there’s
something wrong with the help button. If a person cannot communicate, there’s
certainly something wrong with the help button. If a person isn’t interested in
life, then there’s something wrong with the help button. This inevitably is true.

Now, people’s help button can be in better shape or in worse shape or
something of the sort. You can do a great deal to straighten somebody out by
straightening out control. You can just talk to him about control and do some
straightening out of this subject of control—and do a lot for them. But if there’s
a great deal wrong with the help button, it won’t stay right, don’t you see?
Person will go on in again.

Now, you can set up a person so that his communication level and his fear of
communicating with people, his fear of what he’ll do and so forth—just on a
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communication basis—you can set that up and do a lot to straighten it out, but it
won’t be permanent unless you’ve also straightened out the help button.

This is so fundamental that the reason life is life and people are together and
grass grows and trees grow and apparently the rain falls and everything else, is
because it helps somebody.

I don’t know who cries when a hurricane blows too loud and blows every-
body up, but I do know that you probably wouldn’t have any wind at all if it
didn’t help somebody. You get the idea?

The help of anything that is consistently here is greater than its damage. And
every once in a while some naturalist comes along and says, “Well, you know,
you know—you know, the wobble-eyed oriole, you know, that we were killing off
up in North Downs, we found out the other day all he ate was spiders. And he
only ate the bad spiders. And now we’re having an awful time trying to replace
the wobble-eyed oriole.” Very, very remarkable.

Now, of course, a pest probably thinks he’s helping by just putting himself
there to be cleaned out. You ask any criminal—you ask any criminal, ‘“How
could you help the police?”’ And he’ll say, “Well, get caught. Be a criminal and
get caught.” And any time you inspect a crime, if you’re capable of looking at
anything or capable of observation at all, why, the fellow did everything but write
his name in chalk across the middle of the desk and carve his initials and his
home address and phone number, and so forth, on the dead man’s chest.

I tell you, the police really shouldn’t pride themselves too much on having
caught criminals—not too much. Because the criminal that’s on the reverse flow,
which—the answer to the question that they’re living is, “How would you help
police?”’ Well, the best way to help police is totally puzzle them or totally amaze
them so that they will then have to have more police, and so forth. Well, he does
clever crimes. And of course they never catch him. And it sort of works out that
the fellow who is trying to help police by getting caught gets caught and the
person that’s trying to help police by not getting caught, he doesn’t get caught,
usually, you see?

And I got a lot of friends that are cops. But I'll tell you, I’ve never quite let
them in on what makes their statistics.

Of course, the policeman—the policeman serves best by just standing there.
This is pretty, pretty simple. It gives everybody that’s law-abiding confidence.
They think it’s all cared for.

Actually, a cop has his role in life, too. But it’s a very funny thing about the
police. I've seen police absolutely coming down on some poor criminal with a
club until the criminal needed a handkerchief and the cop reaches in his pocket,
you know, and he gives the criminal a handkerchief, you know. The dumb
criminal sits there, see, and continues to just sob and need a handkerchief, or
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something like that. He doesn’t go on and take the rest of the—of the lineup.
See, he doesn’t say, “How can I fight this rap?” He doesn’t ask any of the
pertinent questions because he’s already gotten a police officer to help him with
a handkerchief.

“Now how do I get out of this place?” is just two or three questions up the
line. He’ll have cops helping him.

I remember one time 1 was arrested by mistake. They do that—they do that
in the United States every once in a while. Somebody wanted me as a witness.
They wanted me as a witness in a bankruptcy case of some kind or another. I
was just a witness, an innocent bystander—factually an innocent bystander. But I
must have had something about that particular area in some past life because the
next thing 1 knew, why, the cops rushed in, you know, and practically shot
everybody down and grabbed me and took me off and held me very carefully so
that they would have this witness for this case.

And I said to them, “Don’t you think this is sort of unfair?”’ And they didn’t
pay any attention to that. So I got kind of mean, in my own inimical, mean way.
And when I finally appeared on the witness stand, I had the prosecuting attorney
and the attorney for defense arguing with the judge that I shouldn’t be required to
be held more than the next fifteen or twenty minutes anyway because they
wanted to help me. The judge helped me, too.

I sat down and gave some testimony. I said, “Well, I don’t know anything
about it. I was hardly there,” and that was it. Boom.

But I had been treated to the fantastic sight, you see, of several high officials
all flipping into this help button. They did, one right after the other! They were
all trying to help me. And they did. They did.

But you know, it must take some doing to prevent being helped. You know, a
fellow really must work at it if he’s never helped by society or the life around him.

Look at the—there’s a pillar there and lights and so forth. What do you
suppose the pillar is doing?

Well, the pillar is helping you by holding the roof off your head. If the pillar
wasn’t there, why, the roof might fall in, you see? And the light? Well, that helps
you by letting you see things. And there’s some electronics gear here and it
assists you with the magnification of sound waves, and the floor keeps you from
falling to the center of Earth. And some of you are wearing glasses; well, that
keeps the air from your eyeballs.

But everywhere you look, boy, are you being helped! It is such an avalanche,
such a landslide. There are fish out there swimming in the ocean right this
moment that just have one idea in mind and that’s to appear on your plate so you
can eat.
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Or maybe they don’t have that idea in mind, but the fishermen do. And we
start looking around at this world from a viewpoint of help and you can’t avoid
it. You’re sunk.

And if a person can’t be helped, he can’t see the light, the light waves don’t
go straight for him; he can’t hear these sound waves, has something wrong with
his hearing; probably he doesn’t appreciate the floor keeping him from falling to
the center of Earth. All sorts of weird things are going on because he can’t be
helped.

If he can’t be helped, believe me, this must be a funny-looking world,
because that’s all it’s got in it.

You look up and down any given street and just spot things that are helping
people and you’ll lose count in an awful hurry. It’s just too many.

Now basically, as long as things help you and you help things and you know
who is doing what, you’re all right. I mean, there can be any quantity of help.
Who cares?

It’s when you lose sight of who is helping who and when you start refusing
help, when you start refusing to give help, when you start refusing to get help,
that things start going wrong—when you start figuring out “there’s something
awfully wrong with this thing called help and I'd better resist it.”

Well, give you an idea that Scientologists develop many peculiar character-
istics. They only look peculiar from the norm at large because they respond
easier on certain things or they’re able to do certain things.

And there was a chap not too many years ago had two Scientologists at the
table with him and all day long this fellow had been having a ball. He’d been
playing a joke on everybody—he’d been playing this joke on the office and
everybody—and he reached into his pocket and he took out his wallet and he
took out two five-pound notes.

Now, all day long he’d been handing out these two five-pound notes to
friends and says, “Here. Here’s a five-pound note.”

And you know, he’d had people sitting there looking, you know, saying,
“What’s that? What’s that for?”’ You know? **What’s—what’s that?”’ You know?
You know, they wouldn’t be helped that much. But he had two Scientologists
sitting at the table with him at lunch. You know they never gave me my cut?
Horrible. But he lost his five-pound notes. He’s possibly even here tonight. He’'d
tell you that’s true.

But here—here’s the difference, you see? Now somebody protests against
this machine society. Now, here’s exactly what the machine society is doing to
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people: Machines, this stuff called MEST, is doing all of the help—doing all of
it—from a viewpoint of somebody who’s resenting machinery or something like that.

Don’t for a minute think the housewife is totally sold on appliances. She’s
being moved out of a job. Up to a certain point, it’s all right for metal to do all
of the wash. You see, up to a point. But sooner or later she comes to realize that
this makes her relatively unnecessary. It’s moving her out of a position of helping
anything, don’t you see? That works that way with all machinery.

I imagine men probably don’t find this out until the last moment. Somebody
invents photogravure or something and the last fellows that were doing hand
plates, they thought this photogravure was all right for a long time, and then they
realized nobody wanted their plates and they were just expected to pull levers on
a machine, or something like that; nobody wanted their help. And at the last
moment, why, they joined some union that’s fighting automation, see? Always
too late.

What they’ve done is get fixated on this one channel of help, don’t you see,
and they resent something else taking their hat and wearing it; that’s upsetting.
The machinery is doing all of the help. And when the machinery gets up to a
point where it does all the help in the society and even machines are repaired by
machines so you don’t even need this anymore—you see, you don’t need a
repairman anymore because machines repair machines—and when you get up to
the point that all the thinking is done by machines . . .

It’s very amusing. The scientist today thinks that machine thinks, you know,
and they’re getting so—so dazzled on this. They think this is wonderful, you
know? And they say, “Well, the machine thinks, you know? It thinks.”

I had an awful argument with one, one day. I was—there was this huge
electronic brain. I was standing around admiring it all and I was helping them by
admiring all of their machinery. And they were telling me, “Now, you see” —I
helped them right up to the point they got nasty. They said, ‘“What you are
working on is passé. We don’t need smart people anymore, because we’ve got all
this wonderful machinery and it does all the thinking and computing and calcu-
lating, and so forth, And human brain is subject to error, only machines are
right. The human brain—unable to compute things. These machines can compute
in four or five minutes what a human brain would require four or five years to
compute. So therefore man is no good and he ought to be abolished because the
machines are all.”

I said, “Well, that’s very interesting.” And I said, “I want to show you an
experiment.”’

“Yeah?”

“Now, put in the machine an algebraic equation with a request for the
answer. Now, you stand right there, put that in the machine. Will you do that?”
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Guy did. The machine goes whirr, clang, you know? Bells ring, tilt, you
know, and all that. Answer comes back out. It was the cube root of zero or
something of the sort.

And I said, “There.”

“Yeah,” he says, “there! You got it.”’ He said, “Look at what the machine
did,” and so forth.

I said, “Who fed it the data?”
G‘Oh",

I hadn’t realized at the time because I hadn’t explored this thing called help,
but the one thing you can really get what you call comm lags on is help.

I had shown this fellow that he had helped the machine. And he, of course,
had been getting help from the machine so long that there was no reverse to the
flow. And there being no reversed flow of any character, naturally, when I ask
him to help the machine or note that he’d helped the machine, he became
helpless.

What did the machine do? The machine was built by the mind, it served the
mind, it took all of its orders from a person, it gave all of its assistance to a
person. What was the machine?

Well, one thing it wasn’t was superior to people. And yet this idea in the
society is getting more and more prevalent: that the machine is all, that the
product is all.

And all of a sudden, man sits around and realizes he’s not needed anymore.

And watch it, because the moment large bodies of workmen find out they’re
no longer needed, comes the revolution. You can starve them, you can beat them,
you can slice their paychecks in half, you can tax them, you can do almost
anything to them. They’'re fantastic in the amount of abuse people will take.
They’re utterly fantastic—as long as it isn’t a certain kind of abuse.

And if you really want the revolution, just convince them they’re no longer
of any assistance. And if broadly the whole society were persuaded, you see, that
it no longer was of any assistance—it was all being done by machinery, and so
forth, and they were sort of a thing that wasn’t necessary anymore and that was
it—you’d have the whole nation in revolt.

I notice how husbands get revolts at home, for instance. They get them very
easily and very naturally. And how wives get revolt outside the home.

Husband comes home and he looks around. The house is all clean, and so
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forth, and he can’t see that any work has been done, however. So in various
ways, he explains to his wife how she hasn’t helped that day. After all, she has
all the automatic equipment and machinery, and so forth. So she hasn’t helped
that day. So she counters around and convinces him that he hasn’t been of any
help either that day.

And if you want to examine any argument, you'll find out it breaks down to
this fundamental: both parties are trying to convince the other party that they
aren’t helping. Now if you carry that along far enough, somebody’s liable to
believe it. The moment they believe it, you really do get a splang/

We have a case right now of a race driver here in England who has parted
from his wife. I have been amazed that some Scientologist hasn’t shown up in his
vicinity. Hasn’t occurred to me to say anything about it, one way or the other, but
I’ve just been rather amazed that something hasn’t happened in that direction
because it very often and routinely does happen across the world these days. We
hear about them and hear about them.

You can’t use the names of famous people, however, in order to spread it
along and nobody’s gone near him, so we won’t worry about it. That’s Sterling
Moss. All right.

Look at this fellow, though. Look at this fellow. He even gets hurt and his
wife doesn’t come to his bedside, see? He’s trying. You want to know why
Sterling Moss is driving so badly? Well, if he got . . . She actually coached
him. The last time he got hurt she said, “Well, he wasn’t hurt bad enough for me
to come to his bedside.”

Now, after he gets out of this, what’s he got to do? He’s got to get that close,
see, to the exact, correct amount, and she will come to his bedside, see?

But look at the knuckleheaded wayv he’s working at it. He’s not really going
to win this thing, you see, by losing all the races and smashing into all the
signboards and so forth. That isn’t the way he’s going to do it at all.

He evidently started working on it a long time ago the other way. He was
trying to convince her she didn’t help.

I know if I were in that position, I would hold only myself guilty. It’s quite
a—quite interesting. You say, well, there isn’t anything that a wife like that could
do for the husband and he’s in a dangerous profession and what help could she
be, and so forth. Well, there’s plenty of people in the stands to cheer. He’s got
mechanics, and so forth, to straighten up all the spokes and change all the
wheels and so forth. Well, how could she possibly help?

Well, if he was a Scientologist, he might or might not be a race driver. But
for sure, a long time ago he probably would have started in along a program of

229



“But Katie, the wheel doesn’t work right until you’ve polished it. It’s unlucky,
you see? Unless you come down into the pit and polish up the steering wheel, it
just don’t drive.”

I ran into a girl one time that had been divorced—show you how far this—
how deep this sort of thing is—she’d been divorced for about four years. And
one day—one day she came over to pick up a whole bunch of things in the way of
papers, and so forth, in the office, and she emptied out this hatbox on the floor
to make sure there was nothing in it, you know, and she turned it over again, and
falling out of the hatbox were three or four little white phials—vials of chemicals
of some kind or another.

And I said, “What are those?”
“Oh,” she said, “those,” she said, “oh, I better put those back in.”

I said, “Well, what are they? What are they? This is very curious; they’re
strange looking chemicals, and so forth. Are you trying to blow something up?”’

“Oh, no,” she says. “Oh, no, quite the contrary.” She says, “You remember
my former husband was an explosives engineer. And if I don’t carry some of this
around with me all the time, the stuff doesn’t work for him.”

They’d been divorced four years before. She was still making sure that the
explosive exploded.

Well, you say, well, maybe it didn’t keep them together, but as a matter of
fact, it was he that was trying to part, not she. She was still trying to keep them
together by carrying around this sort of thing. That’s a—that’s a token.

The Freudian token, by the way, comes under this heading. The Freudian
token can be understood just that fast if you just ask somebody who it’s helping.
That’s all you have to ask them. They’ll explain to you and throw it away. It’s
just that quick.

Now, wherever—wherever you see the help button gone, you’ve got a gone
~ dog. You've got a very, very gone dog. That’s the end of the road.

You might say everything or anything in the whole universe will help if it
could be shown wherein or how. And that’s something to remember.

Sometime when you’re captured by bandits in northern Mongolia or some-
thing, or captured by police at the Earl’s Court police station or something, when
you're in the hands of barbarians, why, that’s something to remember.

When some large industrialist is busily—some large industrialist is busily

trying to hire you or not hire you or something of the sort, that’s something to
remember.
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The one point of existing communication that’ll still remain there is the help
button.

And before you get anybody up to interest, you have to handle the help
button. And you have to handle it pretty well. Discuss it with him. Discuss his
failures of helping—that being the last line. Discuss how he could help things.
Discuss these things on up the line. You'll eventually get into a discussion of
control. Well, that’s fine. You can discuss control with him and you’ll find out
that if you understand control and he doesn’t, that ooo-whang, it straightens out
awfully fast.

And then as far as communication is concerned, you can also straighten out
some communication with him.

When you've straightened these things out—which you can do, oddly
enough, in almost casual conversation with somebody—you’ll have interest. And
until you’ve straightened those things out, you won'’t have interest.

Now, control—somebody has been beaten and somebody told him he was
being controlled. You know, you’re being controlled: wham! wham! wham!—
beating somebody around. Of course, the person isn’t being controlled at all.
That’s complete miscontrol to kick somebody around to get him to do something.
Well, you don’t control things that way.

Those of us that have been in the military too long, why, we’ve gotten used
to this and we think of it sort of a little bit as control, you know? But it’s not
control. Just try beating a car to make it go down the road. Doesn’t work.

Communication—communication breaks off only when a person is afraid
that he’ll injure somebody with communication. He has injured too many people
with communications.

There’s things he’s liable to say to people. There’s things he shouldn’t say to
people. There’s this—he just better not; he just better not. Better not talk to
people. Better not talk to you. Well, why better not talk to you? It’s what he
could say to you that’s important.

He’ll finally find out that he can say things to you without searing your head
off or something of the sort. You’d be surprised how nutty people are on the
subject of communication.

If you want to find out— without finding out how goofy somebody is on the
subject of communication, you can break through and make communication
contact with people.

Somebody that walks into the office or wherever you work, or something like
that, habitually and says nothing—you know, rrr-rrr-rm-bmm, sit down, and so
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forth—just start on a campaign of saying to them once each morning “Hello.”
Just say “Hello” once each morning—no matter what they do. Maybe two weeks,
maybe three weeks, something like that, the fellow’s liable to turn to you rather
shyly and say, “Hello.”” And a short time later, he’ll be in communication.

I know I was—used to run into a bus conductress every once in a while that
was one of the orneriest-looking people you ever saw, you know? Just hate, hate,
hate, you know? She was really mean, you know, really mean. And I used to ride
down Holland Park Avenue and every time I'd turn around, I'd catch this same
bus conductress, and so on. So I said, “Well, here’s a project.”

Yeah, yeah. No passenger tickets ever got collected after that, and I got on.
The passengers got ignored. She kept telling me what a wonderful driver this
particular driver was. As a matter of fact, he was a good driver. He was a sports
driver who was driving a two-decker bus.

But that one was an amusing one and an interesting one to straighten out.

But if you would be friends with the world, why, one of the best things you
can do is to bring people up to a level of interest. Doesn’t matter in what—bring
them up to a level of interest in anything.

Well, how do you get them there?

Well, you have to kind of straighten out their help button and straighten out
their control button, straighten out their communication button and after that,
why, they can see and look and be interested in things with a great deal of relief
and relaxation. And it’s a very good thing to do.

If all you knew about Scientology was that, you’d still make a go of it.

There’s an interesting thing about it, however, is you start accumulating
friends when you start doing things like this and unless you’re prepared to have a
lot of friends, I wouldn’t advise it. Be a bad thing to do.

Well, wherever we look in life, we find there is—there are things we can
help. There are things we can do. The only thing that goes wrong with this is not
helping, but in not being able to.

We start—well, think of what you’re mad about in the field of politics or the
field of government, and so on. You're just not permitted to help, you feel. You
can get awfully mad at those fellows. They never ask anybody; they go on and
make their own cataclysms all by their lonesome.

Never occurs to them that they’re making an awful lot of people mad at

them, going on with these various things, but it’s just that they deny any help.
They don’t, apparently, need any.
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And I myself a long time ago woke up to a fact that whereas I needed lots of
help, there were people around who were totally convinced that I could never be
helped. They arrived at that idea. I didn’t. And there were some around who
were awfully mad at me because of it; they were furious with me. And I think the
only reason maybe psychiatry or something like that gets mad at us, and so forth,
is we just say they don’t help.

Well, actually, they do help. They’re there for us to take care of.

There are awfully good people in Scientology and actually, if you look
around, there are awfully good people in the world. But you have to look around
to find this out and you have to do an awful lot of understanding, maybe, to find
out how somebody is good, but if you look real hard you’ll make it.

Of course, there are people around that we just couldn’t believe this about
totally until we started processing them.
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HUBBARD COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE
Saint Hill Manor, East Grinstead, Sussex

HCO POLICY LETTER OF 9 SEPTEMBER 1981

Remimeo

Field Staff Member Series 8

HOW TO “SELL” SCIENTOLOGY
TO YOUR FRIENDS

(Originally an article written
by the Founder, undated)

Ref:
HCOB 21 Apr. 60 PRESESSION PROCESSES

A long time ago a Scientologist in Chicago said that we should use our own
technology to develop an exact scientific way to disseminate Scientology.

I have now done this and wish to give you my findings.
The reason people in this age do not at once leap to your mention of a new,
startling science is that these people are in the majority three steps below being

capable of interest.

These steps are now plotted and can be used. They will work on anyone who
can talk.

They are:
I Help
IT Control
III Communication

IV Interest.

The pro auditor will come to know these steps as “Presession Processes.”
The nonprofessional can use them as well on the public and his friends.

Before a person can be interested he has to be relatively clear on three

buttons. These are HELP, CONTROL and COMMUNICATION with the final
button INTEREST manifesting only if the first three are handled.
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This fact makes the Scientologist a select crew, better than the average, for
we have relied on these buttons to be clear without any effort on our part. Now if
we want to take in more people, we will have to “come off automatic” and work
these three buttons to clear before more people will show INTEREST.

You will fail to INTEREST people in our work if you do not clear on them
HELP, CONTROL and COMMUNICATION by conversation in your approach to
someone you would like to help.

For example, the last person you failed to INTEREST (who was that by the
way?) was below capability in HELP, CONTROL and COMMUNICATION. To
INTEREST that person you would have had to clear these buttons.

By conversation it would have been necessary to get the person to admit that
help (on anything) was possible. This done, it would be necessary to exert a little
control of the conversation or the person. Following this, a willingness for the
person to talk to you and confess a few worries or upsets or, better, overts, would
have to be managed. Then INTEREST would come about.

The best way of handling INTEREST would be to get the person to procure
and read Dianetics: The Modern Science of Mental Health and save yourself long
explanations.

The technical facts of dissemination are these:
1. Establish Help

2. Establish Control

3. Establish Communication

4. Establish Interest.

You could better the life of everyone you know by using these Presession points.
This could become a fine art with you. And it could become a Clear world.

HOW TO DO IT

1. By two-way comm get the person to admit that help is possible (in any
zone).

2. By a little direction of his conversation or motions, or by two-way comm
on good and bad control, make the person see that control is not always
horrible.

3. By showing the person the principle that overts lead to more overts, get

the person to mention some of his or her own overts. This brings about
a raised willingness to talk to you.
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4, Get the person to read DMSMH, which is the popuiar level bridge book
between public apathy and our own level.

You can do this. You could change everyone you know with this. Fumble
around with it a bit, get some practice. Get expert.

You could do more for your community doing this than any other single
activity.

No doubter or worrier could stand up long to your approach using these four
steps.

You’ve failed where you have failed only because people were too far down
to manifest interest. Well, we have the road up.

Let’s use it.

L. RON HUBBARD
Founder
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Contact with the Public 23 miniEen .

A leeture given on
16 June 1954

Okay. Now, here we have some odds and ends—sort of button up the general
picture. Several things that we have not touched upon in this Unit so far is (1)
preclears, (2) auditors, (3) theory, (4) techniques. And not having touched upon
these, 1 want to cover these in the next few minutes.

The preclear is somebody who arrives, in the category of most auditors. This
is not true. A preclear is a preclear because he can’t arrive. We get source-point
to receipt-point as a manifestation of starting and arriving. Individuals who can’t
arrive and individuals who can’t leave seldom arrive unless you bring them in.
Trouble with your preclear is communication. Trouble with his communication is
he can’t let anything hit that receipt-point. As a result he can’t arrive. So he
might think of coming to see you, but the possibility is he won’t be able to
arrive.

This is also true of some auditors. They aren’t able to arrive at the conclu-
sion of a course or they aren’t able to arrive at an appointment or something of
the sort, but this is really better than not being able to start at all.

Of course, your preclear is a preclear because he’s not able to arrive. So you
immediately must assume, then, that you’re going to have to take some unusual
steps to get him there into the auditing room. And there is where the auditor
comes in.

An auditor thinks he should know about being an auditor at the moment he
starts auditing. This is not true. An auditor should know about being an auditor
at the time he starts thinking about auditing, and the first thinking about auditing
happens to be preclears. If one is thinking in terms of preclears, he can actually
defeat himself if he has such a scarcity of preclears that he doesn’t believe there
are any.
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Overt

Good old Expanded GITA—SOP 8, Step IV—run on preclears will do a
great deal for an auditor; run on money will also do a great deal for an auditor.

Your preclears are very interesting. They can’t arrive so they require a
tractor or pressor beam assist from the auditor. He has to do something active
about it, and he generally is acting in the sphere of scarcity of preclears and so
he doesn’t connect with preclears.

I once upon a time—oh, some years ago—1I told somebody, I said, “Let’s get
into motion here,” and—I told a whole unit this, a whole class—and, “Let’s go
out down the street and just stop some people and tell them to come around so
they can be audited.” And of course hardly anybody did that, but a week or two
went by and one of the young hopefuls in the class who was a little more brash
than anybody else—he had graduated by that time—and he found out that he had
spent two whole days with a brand-new, fresh certificate in his pocket without a
preclear, so he simply went out and stopped the first person he met and told them
to come on down to the auditing room in order to get audited and they came
down and he audited them. And so he finished up this and he sent them a bill
and they paid it and so he went out and he tapped somebody else and he audited
them and he went out and tapped somebody else and he audited them.

He wasn’t saying anything peculiar to these people. I thought maybe he was
using some sort of a curve or a come-on. No, it was terrifically overt. He just
said, “You can be a lot better than you are and what you need is some Dianetics
and I happen to be an auditor and I'm in practice so-and-so. And this doesn’t
infer that you are crazy, but if you keep going the way you are, you may be. Now,
come on up and see me.” And just about at that overt a line, you know? I mean
no pitch to it at all. I mean no covert lineup. And of course, what he was
operating on is that preclears will answer a summons. And if it sounds enough
like a summons, they’ll—they’ll come right on down.

If you were to put an ad in the paper saying, “Mars passenger 51, report to
(certain address),” you would get a lot of people walking up the front steps and
they’d say, “All right, here I am.” You would also get a lot of people kicking the
bucket just because they read the ad. “Report back™ is a very strong command.

So anything that would look very overt and authoritative very well would
work. But something that is terrifically covert like “Let’s get around a half an
hour later talking something about your health or auditing,” or something like
that, does seldom work.

I have worked this myself many times on preclears. I talk to you about
preclears. Where did 1 get these preclears? I didn’t take them off another
auditor—which is strange in Scientology. People fall into the bear trap or the bog
very easily—very, very easily. One of them, for instance, luckless enough to
drive into my front yard and knock on the door (that’s really asking for it; he has
already arrived and so forth), and he kept trying to talk to me about magazine
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subscriptions. And I was interested in his tale about going through college and
that sort of thing and I said, “Well, then of course you’re going to major in
psychology,” and as long as the college was a lie, of course he had to add it up
with another lie, which was psychology, so I brought him in and gave him some
elementary stuff. And he was a preclear right there.

It’s very, very easy to make preclears. You don’t have to be that clever, truth
of the matter is. You don’t have to be that clever at all. Generally you find some
disabled person around in the community; you’d think as an auditor that that’s
the person you should get ahold of to audit. Well, they don’t have an acceptance
level of getting well—they’re sick, aren’t they? So therefore they don’t have an
acceptance level of getting well, so you could only really get there by convincing
they’d be made sicker. No. What you want to do is to get ahold of the people that
take care of this disabled person, whose acceptance level might or might not be
sick people, and convince them that they should do something for this disabled
person, and then wind up auditing that person who takes care of the disabled person.
You follow that? That's very simple but it’s the most effective way I know.

I used to run a child procurement service on this line. Never audited a child
during all the time that I was saying I was auditing children; I was just auditing
mothers and fathers and things like that. That’s right. They’d come in; I'd tell
them what it could do for the child and they’d say, “Well, if it’s that good maybe
I need some of it,” and I'd say, “Well, that’s a good step forward to setting a
good example for the child. Why don’t you get audited?”’ It wasn’t costing them
anything so it didn’t matter. And this is perhaps a little bit covert, but it’s about
as covert as you’d care to go on an auditing line.

Now, as far as getting somebody to arrive is concerned, an auditor has a
difficulty there. He can make the appointment and then tell the fellow to show up
at such and such a time, but the possibility is the fellow won’t ever get there. The
number of appointments made in this fashion can be attested to by automobile
salesmen. People always come on the lot and say they are going to come back.
The salesman knows very well they will not come back. They don’t. They might
even have intended to come back but they just aren’t able to do that again. That’s
a duplication and that’s another arrival and that’s just too, too tough for anybody
to crawl through.

However, an auditor who is extremely overt and knows his business and that
sort of thing doesn’t have to worry about this factor of their showing up for an
appointment. After you have procured them, audit them. I mean, don’t let any
time lapse come in there at all; don’t show any anxiety about it. If you meet
somebody on the street, why—they say they have a big appointment or something
like that—why, lead them down to your office. Always stop them in the vicinity
of the office and just bring them on in. This sounds very overt, doesn’t it. Hm?

But yet there are certain people in this country control the clothing business
of this country. And the usual practice of selling clothes in the old days was
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simply stand out on the sidewalk and a fellow came along and the fellow would
say to him, “You likely looking young fellow, you look like you need a new
suit,” drag him inside, sell him a new suit. Go back out on the street again, stop
another fellow and tell him he needs a new suit, push him in, sell him a new suit.
I mean, this is the way it was built up. Now they got a monopoly.

Anyway, the point is that an auditor can get so confoundedly covert about his
procurement that it just never works. The fault is not with getting overt; you think
it is. And the reason for that is the MEST universe punishes communication. It
punishes people for communicating. That is the main sin. There is really no
other sin. People get beat up occasionally for not communicating, but nowhere
near like people do for communicating. The mainline sin is communicating.
Everybody is suppressed on his communication line. So therefore anybody who is
overt on a communication line generally wins. That’s about all there is to that. I
mean, you can’t get overt enough, but you very easily can get too covert on
procurement of preclears—oh, but thoroughly. You can get just undirective
enough to sort of discuss this thing and say that it might do somebody some good
and so on. And you’ll make your appointment that nebulously and so on. You
just don’t get anyplace as an auditor.

I’ve tested out numbers of ways to procure preclears and I've found that the
overt ones were the successful ones and the covert ones never got anyplace. At a
party, for instance, I have walked up to a fellow just wondering—I didn’t need
any preclears—but I just walked up to a fellow and I'd say to him in so many
words, ‘“Boy, you sure need auditing.”

He goes, “I do? Auditing! What’s that?”

“Oh! Guy like you looks like you have terrific potentials and so forth and
you're standing there and you’re probably not getting any auditing.”

“What—what are you talking about?”

He didn’t know me from Adam, you see? “l, well, I'm talking about
Scientology, of course,” and “what’s the matter with you?” So I've just thrown
his attention onto himself with a wild crush.

Now, he may go off and mutter, mutter, mutter and say, “You know, that guy’s
crazy!” You know, he might—he might do that and then come back and see you.

You obviously are surviving although you are overt in your communication
line. And so if you are obviously surviving and yet you are overt, then what you
say must be true. If you are very covert in your communication line, then what
you are dealing with can’t be very true, can it?

The entire activity of people you try to talk to about such a thing as
Scientology is to make you more covert about your imparting of information,
see—the entire activity. “Well, are you sure that’s true?” Or, “How do you know
that?” Or, “Actually, well, I’ve heard of that cult,” you know, throwing it off the
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line somehow or another to drive you down to soft-pedal or tone down what you
were saying. Well, these people simply can’t tolerate motion, who are doing this,
one way or the other, and you’re in motion; you’re communicating. And they
don’t like this in general; it wouldn’t matter what you were talking about. If you
were trying to communicate to them directly on a basis where they had very low
agreement, why, you would be having a hard time, too.

Just last night for instance, a lady showed up that had discovered for herself
that the mind had something to do with it because right after her last husband
died, why, she felt much younger and much better. She’d had arthritis before that
and her arthritis had gone away immediately upon her husband’s death and she
had considered this very significant, therefore he must have had something to do
with her arthritis. This was a very subjective proof in the matter, and she was
looking, however, for very good examples, you know, very, very good examples
as to why this would do her some good. Well, if I'd had a book at hand.to just
toss it in her lap so that she could look through this book, it would have:been a
great convincer, there’s no doubt about that. But lacking such a book, there was
no reason to me—for me to talk because what she was objecting to was the fact
that somebody was talking. You get the basic objection here? See that? The basic
objection of the people you’re talking to is that you’re talking. You got that? Not
about anything, see?

Now, they will justify their objection to your communicating by objecting to
what you are talking about. So you see, if you’ve bird-dogged what you’re
talking about as the real objection and you think that is a justified objection,
you, after a while, will get very covert in your communication line. You should
just recognize that people object to you talking. I don’t care whether you talk
mellifluously or ingratiatingly or overtly or roar like a bull—it doesn’t matter.
They’re going to object one way or the other to the fact that you’re communicat-
ing. And the worse off they are, the more terrifically covert they will be about this.
They will be very covert. Oh, they will really worm around the corners on it.

But sooner or later you'll get a slap. For instance, this boy I was telling you
about the other day whose sister just couldn’t seem to get well, you know?
Because every time she got well, you know, and then she’d get violent. She’d
move, you know, and he’d have to hold her down and gag her and tie her up to a
bed for two or three days. This very difficult case was nice as pie to me as long
as he was sitting there alongside the desk, which is to say, within reach. Got that?
He was within reach and he was so nice. But he got to the door and just before
he vanished out the door, he made a very nasty crack about Scientologists in
general. He couldn’t possibly, you see, have made that crack as long as he was
within reach. But as I was still seated and he was at the door—I had not bothered
to be polite enough to get up to show him out—why this, of course, was his
chance.

No conversation led up to this remark; it was totally non sequitur. And he

said, “Well, Scientologists really they’re—they’re—isn’t it true they’re—they’re
too immoral to really do anything for a case?” at which moment he vanished.
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This was about as overt as this guy could get, you know? He had to get away to
a distance out of reach and then he cut and run. But up to that time he was being
very polite.

Recognize this, will you, about people who are objecting to you talking.
This isn’t true that everybody objects to you talking. But when you are having
any kind of a mess-up in what you’re trying to talk about with somebody, the
. basic objection is the fact that you’re talking. It’s not true that everybody objects
to you talking; don’t let me [give you] that impression. But in this specialized
case where you're getting any kind of an objection, no matter how covert, the
main objection is the fact you are talking.

Now, the way to overcome that objection is simply drive it into apathy by

.. talking more overtly and more. Don’t try to modify yourself for an agreement.

You’re sitting in the living room and there are some friends around and they
have a guest and this guest says, “Well, isn’t that a cult?”’ or something of the
sort after he has heard you’re a Scientologist. Bird-dog him right there. His main
objection is the fact that you are talking. He probably considers himself attacked
by maybe being an authority. After you go on a little further you’ll find out
maybe he’s a medical doctor or he’s a chiropractor or he’s something, see? Or he
has some vested interest, or he minored in psychology in the barber college—
that’s where they teach that now. He makes a nasty crack; he’ll pretend some
vested interest in what you’re talking about, see?

The thing to do—the thing to do, the proper reaction on your part—is either
just shift the subject entirely and just skip it and talk about something that the
rest are talking about or interested in. Just shut up at that point. Only shut up
loudly, see? There are no halves about this; just shut up loudly. You know how
you shut up loudly? You just look at them with a little surprise and look out and
say, “It’s nice weather we’re having,” or get off to some banality. Cut him to
pieces and ignore him afterwards because his main objection is to you talking.
That’s his objection. That’s why he raised an objection—it didn’t matter what
you said—that’s why he raised an objection.

Now, he can’t raise objections along certain social codes because nobody
objects to people talking about these certain things, you see? And the reason he
can’t object to you talking in general is because you generally would talk about
things that are not socially objectionable. We have a social code that said, “It is
permissible to discuss the weather, roads, automobile accidents, Aunt Agatha’s
operation, business conditions in general, whatever is in the news at the
moment.”” You're not supposed to interrupt people when they’re talking about
those things, you see? That’s socially acceptable. So nobody dares object to
those, but you get off the subject a little bit and if you were to talk about
suddenly a llama—you just all of a sudden, you know, just threw in a llama—
you’ll find all of a sudden people now have the right to object because you’re off
the subject, you see, of acceptance.
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So, cut him to pieces by a loud silence and shift the conversation the other
way, or—there’s no halfway point; you don’t diddle along saying, “Well, I don’t
know, a lot of people say it is a cult, but you know, between ourselves, really
there are a lot of sincere people mixed up in this. And I know there are a lot
of—.” You know, you don’t do that. No, no. That’s what he hopes you will do.
No. Or you just cut him to pieces, just cut him to pieces. Say, “Scientology is a
science. It is a very good science and it does a lot of things for a lot of people,”
and start explaining to him very carefully. And if you’re really nasty about it,
mock him up as a two-year-old kid and explain it very, very well to him.

You think the rest of the people at the party are going to turn on you for
doing such a horrible thing! They’re with you all the way. If you’ve got nerve
enough to do that, you’ve got nerve enough to lead them. See that? But they
won’t be with you all the way if you sort of apologize for having brought it up
and kind of mildly introduce the subject one way or the other.

Now, you might think this is contrary to your experience on the line, but if
you’ll think back over it, the times when you have been very covert along the line
might have been socially comfortable to you at the time it was happening but it
did not produce any subsequent result. Got that? Might have been very comfort-
able at the time it was occurring but afterwards wasn’t productive of a result.

If you cut this guy dead—this isn’t just in the interest of being nasty, you
see? It’s just if you cut this guy dead you leave a sudden vacuum. It is now up to
him to try to lead into the subject which he knows nothing about and he can now
get into the most dreadful morass you ever heard of. You just left a vacuum. You
didn’t give him a proper answer; you’ve left a communication line unfinished—
you just mock up this vacuum and he just falls in it. He’ll have to talk about it.
He has no other choice. And you can go on ignoring him. The longer you ignore
him, why, the more upset he will be about the whole subject. But he will finally
have to go out and buy a book to find out all about this so that he can do
something to you about it, see?

The other method is the individual, the second you left, would have told all
the others some great untruth which he had read in the medical manual concern-
ing Scientology or something of the sort. And he would cook any impression that
you had made anyhow unless you had already cooked him.

Now, the boys in the old days in the country town used to sit around the
barbershop until two or three o’clock in the morning sometimes because nobody
wanted to be the first to leave. The second a guy left, of course that meant
everybody else was going to talk about him. You know, he’s no longer there to
defend himself; they had a little distance that intervened there.

Now, that’s a nasty crack. But the truth of the matter is, the next time this
party, who objected to what you were saying is present and you’re not, he will
make hash out of you unless you’ve already made hash out of him. So just finish
him on the spot—just finish him. Say, “Did you ever study Scientology? Oh, you
studied psychology? Oh, when was that—ha-ha—when, when was that? Oh?
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That’s—that was from a regular university? Oh, oh yeah. Very interesting. But
did you ever study Scientology? Oh, you read something. Where did you read
this? What issue was that? Who said that? Who said that? Oh, you—did you read
all of the article? Did you read—I remember the article very well.”” This throws
him off board because he has just invented the article. “I remember that article
very well, but in the last half it said it was very beneficial to men in general.
Didn’t you get down to that? Oh, I see. Well, do you do everything—do you do
everything in a perfunctory way like this?”’ Then drop him!

The art of conversation and the art of dueling have a great many things in
common and if you are ever dull enough to fail to see this similarity, why, you
deserve everything you’re going to get in a fight like that. The trick of dueling of
suddenly coming up with your weapon and dropping well back to invite a des-
perate lunge is very, very well known to a great many dead men. And the other
one is even in the face of skill, if you just press in a thundering hard attack and
just keep on attacking, sooner or later he’s going to find a hedge or something at
his back and fall into it. I mean, it’s—you’re just taking a chance that way. Well,
in view of the fact that nobody is in the kind of condition to really put up a good
fight these days, you’re taking a horrible advantage. This guy is dueling you with
a hatpin and you’ve got a—you’ve got a broadsword, see? So you just go in
overtly and butcher him.

Now, this—this has a lot to do with your procurement of preclears. You
wouldn’t think so, but it does have. You do an overt communication line and
people immediately say, “Look, this guy isn’t scared. If he isn’t scared, there-
fore he is a survival type. If he is a survivor type, why, that’s for me because
obviously I’'m not a survivor type.”

All you have to do to demonstrate yourself as a survivor type—one test
only—is continue to communicate.

Now, let’s take this in a most horrible way. Supposing you stabbed a fellow
and he fell down, stretched out (as long as we were talking about dueling and
killing), he is—lay there—and he was stretched out and he kept on talking to you
in a rather undisturbed tone of voice. Then supposing you got your broadsword
and you hacked him into several pieces and he kept on talking to you in a rather
undisturbed tone of voice, and you then got a big keg of gunpowder and put it
under him and you blew him up and spattered him all over the scenery and he
kept on talking to you in an undisturbed tone of voice, somewhere along the line
you would have the idea that this was a survivor type. Do you know what would
happen to you as a result? You would go into apathy.

It is enough for a line of troops simply to keep on charging—no matter what
cost of loss—a superior force, for the superior force sooner or later would throw
their arms down if they can’t stop this continual €élan, you know, of charge; fall
back, charge; fall back, charge; fall back, charge; fall back, charge. All of a
sudden the troops who were winning will just—they’ll just throw their weapons
down and leave. They can see dead men out there in front of them all over the
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place and yet they obviously are not winning. It isn’t the bullets that win. It’s the
idea behind the men firing them that in essence wins.

It wouldn’t matter if the United States government had all the atom bombs
and all the gold in the world. If an idea set in for any reason whatsoever that—in
the US government—that it had been out-boxed and that it was being out-thought
and the rest of it, and it got kind of confused about it—things that it hated
continued to survive and continued to survive—eventually the US government,
armed to the teeth, would go into an apathy about the whole thing. They’d just quit.

Now, I've seen this happen—I've seen this happen in hunting and so on. I
saw a fellow one time unable to kill a porcupine. And he fired several high-
caliber bullets into this porcupine and finally took a club to this porcupine, and
he stepped back—and by this time he was getting frenziedly desperate about the
whole thing—and he’d step back and, by golly, the porcupine got up tremblingly
and shook its quills and kind of grunted a little bit and started to walk away; and
this guy didn’t reattack the porcupine, he just started to scream. That was all.

Now, you’ve watched the mechanism of a tantrum in a child. It’s just the
recognition of senior survival.

All you have to do to demonstrate senior survival is continue to communi-
cate. I don’t mean monotonously. But when they all think you're dead, say
something.

All right. So, conversationally, socially and in the conduct of a practice, if
you just keep this kind of thing in mind—either drop it cold so they fall in head
over heels or overtly attack and never go in between—you’ll get it. You can walk
down the street, you can tell somebody on the street to come around and see
you. Of course, he might get the idea you’re bothering him; you’ll occasionally
get a rebuff and so forth. So what?

If you were just to continue to send letters out into your community—
regardless of whether they were ever replied to or not—if you just continued to
send them repetitively to the same people, they would start showing up where
you are. It takes three letters to begin that effect and five letters are almost
impossible to ignore. People would come around; they wouldn’t have any other
choice.

Don’t send out one mailing, for instance, to a mailing list. Cut your mailing
list one-third and send three mailings to that one-third of the list and you’ll get
more people coming in.

In other words, stay alive. And the best way to stay alive is just to be
tremendously effective. All right. You're trying to stay alive in a practice: be
effective, keep communicating, don’t take no for an answer and never drop into
this covert, apologetic line and you are very well in, believe me.

I hope maybe I have solved a problem or two that you might have.
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Attitude and Conduet
of Scientology AP

A leeture given on
3 November 1955

Thank you.

This is the second morning lecture of the 3rd of November, 1955, Fourth
London ACC. , '

Now, I'd merely like to talk to you about something light and very airy,
which is simply the attitude and conduct of Scientology when and where
successful.

It’s very interesting that we should know something about this because
apparently there’s not very much to know and you just kind of bumble along and
somehow or other it all works out. Or does it?

Five years! Five years of active organization in the field of Dianetics and
Scientology has taught us a few things. We would be very stupid if we hadn’t
learned a few things along this line. First thing that we have learned along this
line is Scientology is best run by Scientologists. That’s the first thing we’ve
learned along in this line.

The next thing we’ve learned along in this line is Scientology problems are
best resolved by Scientology. The next thing we’ve learned is that organizational
problems are best resolved by Scientology, and that there are just exactly two
methods by which personnel can be handled—two methods. And these are very
sharp and very definitive, organizationally. They are handled in one of these two
ways. They are either processed, or they’re—.

Pardon me, they—let’s take two classes of personnel. Personnel that is get-
ting something done, and so forth. Well, you just help them all you can g
something done, see?

But the two ways of handling those who are not getting something done is (1)
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process them, and (2) disconnect them from the organization but not from
Scientology. Got that?

We’'re assuming now that these people are Scientologists, you see. We either
process them up to a point of where they will get something done, and if they
don’t do that, and that still is not operative—and there is one basic reason why
that is sometimes not operative and is kind of outside our zone of control—that
works or we sever them from the organization as an official post, you see, on an
organizational payroll. But we do not, I repeat, do not separate them from
Scientology or Scientology organizations nor at any moment fail to give them
organizational support or cooperation in the starting of any new activity in which
they wish to engage for the benefit of Scientology. You got that?

In other words, the arduous lesson along this line is that no-communication
lists, revocation/suspension of certificates, court action of any kind whatsoever
within the realm of Scientology, and so forth, is not only—not only difficult to
do but does not work.

That’s just the end of it. It just doesn’t work. It’s for the sea gulls. That
might work in Gestetner Limited or Westinghouse but it does not work in
Scientology. Got that?

Because a person who becomes a Scientologist is on your time continuum.
And being on your time continuum he also to some degree is operating with a
broader understanding of existence in general and is not just necessarily a little
bit off the society’s time continuum but himself would be completely lost if he
were ejected entirely from Scientology.

You got it? He’d just be lost. This would be about the cruelest thing that you
could do. It look—it’s much more cruel than you would at first notice in it. It is
a very vicious sort of a thing.

Now, therefore we are rather put to it this way. That when an individual,
when a person becomes part of Scientology in general or the organization in
particular, they are part of our own time continuum. And enturbulences which
affect them and separate them out of an orderly existence, kick back madly all
the way across the whole set of dynamics, and you have apparently practically
offered to kill somebody! I think mere capital punishment is not a fitting descrip-
tion of comparable magnitude.

See, you say, “Well, that’s right. Don’t come around to this group anymore.
You go away. And now that you’ve been booted out, why, you’re off of commu-
nication and we’re not going to do anything for you and don’t associate with us
anymore,” and so forth. This creates one awful reaction. And I'll tell you why 1
know it creates an awful reaction. These people don’t spin necessarily but their
retaliatory gestures demonstrate that they have received a motivator of enormous
magnitude.

I can tell you how it seems to them by what they do.
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They practically devote the rest of their lives and all of their action and
attention and everything else to trying to get even with you or remedy the
situation somehow or something. This is one of the more fabulous things, so that
it must be something of magnitude.

It evidently doesn’t compare to simply being ejected out of a country or
ejected out of some kind of a universe or out of a family or something of the
sort, you know? It isn’t evidently of comparable magnitude.

This is a very great oddity and I wish to point this out to you.

In the first place, Scientology is a road out of and into universes. And it
must be some order of magnitude—. I’m not trying to pat us on the back, or give
us an overevaluated opinion of ourselves. I merely wish you to look at the
enormous actions undertaken by people who have been ejected from organiza-
tions and otherwise.

They seldom go off and suck their thumb dismally. They seldom do this.
They might go completely into apathy. If they do we just never hear of it again,
you know? It’d just go, phoo, that’s that. But simply being booted out of the
family wouldn’t produce that reaction. They usually come in there fighting with
violence; they’ve got to do something of magnitude.

Now, it isn’t because we’re afraid of that reaction that we say that throwing
them out of communication and noncommunication and all that sort of thing
doesn’t work. That isn’t it. We could stand up to this.

As a matter of fact if we wanted to create a sufficient unknownness in the
central organizations of Scientology, we just start booting people out to let them
go out and fight this fight. And there’d be that much commotion that people
would realize there were a great many unknowns in the Central Organization and
the public at large would have a tendency to cone on into it on an unknown basis,
you see? Actually, could work in our favor just to boot people out. I mean, it’s
not because we’re afraid of it.

It’s because we’re not in the business of injuring people and this evidently
provokes or brings about a greater injury than we understand. See, we don’t quite
understand the magnitude of the injury, and the magnitude is considerable.

Now, at the same time, we don’t today tolerate the continued existence of
people within Scientology merely because we had better not kick them out. See?
We don’t do that either.

And I'll tell you why we don’t do that. Because, in the first place, they are
not routinely, ordinarily or averagely or in the majority, people of good
intentions—it’s because they are people of good intention. And by saying these
people are not fit to associate with us anymore, we have told a lie of magnitude.
This is not true. It’s never true. You got it? Hm?
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Now, very ordinarily we get such things as professional jealousy or scarcity-
of-preclearosis. It’s a dreadful disease that may set in in some area.

And a couple of Scientologists start fighting with each other one way or the
other; they conceive each other to have some bad intentions of one kind or
another, you know?

The degree that these boys will rise to is the degree of freedom they have
attained in Scientology. And this can become magnitudinous, believe me. They
can start clawing each other’s eyes out. Their imaginations are better too. Umm.
Imaginations are much better.

Now, right here in England we had a couple of interesting situations along in
this line. Couple of very interesting situations along in this line.

There were two specific groups who had been tarred by rumor as having bad
intention and doing bad things, before I came over. There were actually three
groups then which had been tarred and that was the Central Organization as it
existed in London at that moment. It was supposed to be doing everything all
wrong, you see.

And one of these groups was supposed to be members of a secret society, all
of whom had dreadful plans for everybody in Scientology, and another one of
these groups that was supposed to be using poison and electric shock and
all kinds of interesting things on people in Scientology. And we had three
groups here.

Now, some of these rumors, I see, didn’t reach all of you. Well, believe me
they always reach me.

Now, here’s this fascinating thing. Here are evidently three groups,'three
groups: one was the Central Organization which untended and to some slight
degree ungoverned during a long period of time, had gone through many vicis-
situdes and had by disobeying a couple of the earlier tenets I gave you—such as,
Scientology organizations should be run by Scientologists, by having in its midst
a few non-Scientologists, in other words, you know—had accomplished some
interesting injustices. It had managed a few interesting injustices. Said—it had
said, “business,” you know, “business comes first.” You see, “We must do this
thing in a businesslike fashion.”

I don’t know that “business” as done by Gestetner is “business™ as done by
Scientology. I don’t know this at all. They might not be the same order of
business. See?

But I know definitely that the principles used by Gestetner do not work in
Scientology. I know this. I’ve told you before we have had the very, very best,
most-skilled, learned, agile, witty managers, publicity men, advertising men,
office managers in Scientology. No, this is right. I mean these guys were hot,
these guys were the best that could be offered.
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One publicity man in Dianetics, by the way, was the best that Hollywood had
to offer. He was astronomic in his Hollywood reputation. Major studio, see?
Publicity. He's supposed to be able to handle his stuff very smoothly. He
couldn’t get to first base.

He could understand a film in a can, he could understand a mimeo machine,
he could understand a car or a can of soup, but he was being asked to understand
understanding and he couldn’t do it.

And he failed. He failed miserably.

So evidently some of the practices used by Gestetner, although they seem to
be open and shut practices, are not workable in Scientology unless they are done
by Scientologists and then the practices become more workable. Savvy?

Scientologist does these same practices, he does them handling the commod-
ity we handle, which is life, and the handling of this commodity is evidently not
a terribly hard thing if you understand life. But if you don’t understand life, you
start killing it. You take instinctive reactions.

Now, there’s a basic principle that goes along with this which I will elucidate
in a moment. Let me pick up a few of these loose threads.

First, there are two reasons why processing sometimes does not work on the
individual.

One: it isn’t good enough to do the job. You get that as a specific reason,
you see? No matter, if the science were good the auditor might be poor. Earlier
we could have said, “The science itself might not be good enough to do this job
fast enough.” See? Earlier—much earlier—could have said that. But we could
have: the science itself not doing the job well enough and the auditor not follow-
ing the science itself closely enough, and we would have a double compounded
reason why—why we were not successfully going to rehabilitate this person in
the organization, see. There’s that, see.

Well, today this is much less. And because in yesteryear we had to say,
“Well, no, we just won’t attend to that. We had tried it, it wasn’t too successful,
we couldn’t give that many hours to the project and therefore we had to lay off of
this as a method.”

Today, this is no longer true. (1) the Technologies are good enough, and (2)
the auditors are good enough, see? And with any care of selection of the auditor
at all and any discussion of the problems involved, Scientology can do the job.
Not because this guy was real bad off, but he had to have a better ability to do
the job he was doing. He had to handle people a little better or he had to handle
this or that a little better. Do you—you understand? Well, we could—we can now
make that ability, see.

But nevertheless, there is one more reason why that is not always usable
today as a method of putting together an organization just by taking a person or
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two in the organization and making them better, see? That is sometimes not
workable today for this reason: You remember I’ve spoken to you about what
makes a squirrel. It is a person on the other side of the squirrel. It’s a person
who was invalidating him, invalidating his goals, invalidating his interests and
kicking the props out from underneath him by covert hostility or overt hostility,
but in any way kicking him apart.

He’s interested, he’s working. But part of another universe, on the—
practically on the same time continuum is an invalidative mechanism about this
man’s—not Scientology, the devil with Scientology. It could stand all the kicking
around that anybody in this universe or any other could give it, see, as a subject,
because it doesn’t breathe, you know. It could get kicked around plenty. But it
isn’t kicking that around. It’s kicking around somebody’s stable data. It’s creat-
ing continuous confusions for him, and so he splits off not quite knowing where
he stands—is he in this universe called Scientology or is in this universe, or is
she in this universe called husband or wife, something, you know.

So here we have this invalidative person who is agin it. And this is the
person standing on the other side of our guy. And we sometimes can’t reach that
other person. By our own mores, we will not interfere with that human relation-
ship any more. We won’t overtly interfere with it.

If by processing we unstabilize it, so what. You see? Because this processing
was done to improve somebody’s power of choice and if they finally chose not to
do something about it, all right. Fine. Okay.

But here, here we have the occasional time when we can’t reach that other
person. Therefore, we process our boy and it becomes a contest whether or not
we raise his ability and stability faster than it can be knocked apart.

I'll give you an example of this. The editor of a great science fiction
magazine in the United States, which is no longer really a great science fiction
magazine, got a session from me one night. I ran out a couple of engrams.
Fantastic. I ran them out. They were actually basic-basic on a whole chain of
stuff that had him labeled as a psychotic with his own insurance office. And we
knocked these things flatter than a flounder. Boy, did we blow it.

And he—the shiver and chills that he would occasionally get for no reason
whatsoever turned on, turned off. We ran them through. He was practically
screaming a time or two. We had this thing really settled, we had it in the bag.
Mm! Mm! But good, see?

And he went out of there and for the first time this man felt about nine
feet tall.

And he went home and he ran into somebody who was very friendly toward
me but very, very intensely hateful toward him. And this person, not antipathetic
to Dianetics at all, but not liking him at all, simply knew exactly what to say at
the right moment to knock it out from under, and said it to him at about one
o’clock in the morning when he was feeling real good but, you know, a little
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tired; he needed some rest, and so forth. Said, “I’ve heard all that before. I
suppose you’re going to tell me now that you're going to become human or
something like that? Beat it!”

Taaaah!

And he fell all the way down in the basement again. His state was not stable;
it was untested; it was still not a convincing state for him, and she just kicked the
props right out from underneath him.

Funny part of it was she was a friend of mine. His wife. She was a friend of
mine, a very good friend of mine. She had no idea that she would ever do anything
to me by this action. No thought of it. She was just tired of this guy, so tired of
him she could have killed him on sight! Ran away from him a short time later.

But it finished him, and I looked at that case lying so far down into apathy
and I said, “Boy, to hell with it. I'm not going to do it again. Not until this
situation changes.”

The situation changed, and because I had a lot to do I didn’t do anything
about that. We never recovered this territory. Only of recent years has he become
a little mellowed in his attitude toward Dianetics.

See what could happen there? We give them auditing, we audit the exact
thing necessary, and then somebody who really isn’t agin us at all but is defi-
nitely agin him decides to knock the props out from underneath him and does.
Because of that tremendous power of association, can knock him flat.

Now, I'm not directing this talk toward anyone or about anyone. I just want
to show you that there are these mechanisms.

You can repair a guy, see. You can process him, you can snap his ability up
to where he could handle that post. You get the idea? Unless, one—that’s the way
it exists today, there isn’t a question of technology or auditors today—you could
do it, or you could face up to the squirrel situation he faces, you see, and try to
do something about that, or you could just leave it alone. But I'll tell you that you
don’t do this: Boot him out of Scientology. Give him a hand. Give him a hand.

And so the total liability to him comes about in this fashion. He disappears
off a payroll, or if you’re—you’re hiring him in an office, you just take him off
of your payroll but don’t then say, “Well, he’s not a good auditor. He won’t be
given any preclears. The office is going to give him a bad recommendation” —
something like that.

Why kill him? Taking him off the payroll isn’t important, not even vaguely
important really. There are jobs all around. The guys usually can audit, and so
forth. That’s not important. What’s important would be removing him from a
universe with duress—particularly a universe which evidently has this much power.
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All right. So, here are these three groups. You see how that situation is? See,
you don’t do it because you’re afraid of what will happen to you and the
organization. You don’t do it because there’s big liabilities to it. You just don’t
do it because you understand that this person is not of bad intentions. Please, for
God’s sakes, understand that because that’s the truth and the rest of it’s a lie.

All right. Now, here in England were three groups. Central Organization had
this dual situation. One of its personnel had a violently antipathetic person on the
other side of this person. See, right in the Central Organization there was a
person who couldn’t be processed up for the reason that there was another person
sitting over here who was knocking apart the stable data as fast as it was
stabilized.

This was not clearly understood elsewhere, but nevertheless made processing
of little use there. And this person was not a Scientologist so, of course, we had
trouble; of course, there was some trouble. Some trouble in the organization.

Even though this person was honest and by the very best standards quite
efficient, it still was not a situation which could be tolerated by the Central
Organization. Do you see this?

And this person had turned around and used a bit of power and duress to try
to eject out of Scientology some Scientologists. But this person wasn’t a
Scientologist, but was using some power to try to get rid of some people out of
Scientology which couldn’t be done.

It’s really not possible to do that. They still stay in Scientology, they merely
fight. See?

All right. So we had two other groups, and one of these groups was sup-
posed to be about the worstest—and the most horrible things they were doing.
They were just doing terrible things to preclears, and so forth. And this other
group was a secret society or something of the sort that had infiltrated us all, see,
and had bad intentions toward all of us.

Now, these two groups had actually come into action or had lifted their
heads because they felt that the central organizational point here in London was
not really sympathetic toward them. And how right they were.

See, they were right. How about this? And they did have a legitimate excuse
because the person who was agin them in the Central Organization was not a
Scientologist, so they didn’t feel that this person was an equal-order of magni-
tude, therefore didn’t have any right to be agin them or criticize them. See? Get
how that would be? '

But this person was still operating by business standards as such as those
used by Gestetner or somebody but that don’t work in Scientology.

All right. As far as this *“secret society’” was concerned, that’s for the birds.
There isn’t a word of truth in it. Know all about it, knew all about it, know all
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about the society and myself have been a member of allied societies to that
society which are probably senior to it. So this one was for the birds, see, this
was really nuts. There was no secret society infiltrating us, but there were some
people that were also members of a secret society. So what? So what?

Now, we look at this other group that was supposed to be using horrible
means and terrible duress and awful drugs and all that sort of thing on people.

And let’s get a final adjustment of this. I put this one on the back burner.
There are complaints about it, I talked about it, and so forth. But let’s put this
one—1I put this one on the back burner. I said, “Well, let that simmer a while.
Let’s take a look, huh? Let’s take a look.”

Do you know what I found out? I found out that this group was getting the
most expensive preclears in the town and doing a good job by them.

I found that this group was doing a very, very remunerative and good contact
job in the field of auditing.

Now, I wouldn’t put down everything that had been said about this group or
had been started in rumor to a little professional jealousy of success, would you?
We’d never—we’d never assign that value to anybody, would we? Hm? And yet
I'm fan'}y well satisfied today that was the total reason of the origination, wher-
ever 1t,\or1gmated of any story about that group. Somebody just couldn’t stand
that much prosperity and started to talk and started to say things. And then other
people in good faith, feeling militant and being perfectly willing to fight a war in
any direction—uptones, you know—took it up and stated these things as fact. But
I—the basic origin of them—the basic origin of them—rather obscure, but never-
theless basic origin (unknown to the later people who took up the cudgels, you
understand) was to some degree professional jealousy.

Now, any Scientologist in the operation of business is going to pull a few
blunders. He who hath not broken the Auditor’s Code cast the first certificate into
the fire.

Get the idea?

Now, we look this over and we find that any one of us here or there
have—have tried to push at least the metacarpals of a skeleton underneath the
couch. You know, we’ve said, “She wasn’t spinning when she left here, but
maybe it was my dropping that cup of coffee all over the front of her dress when
she was back down the track that spun her the next morning. But, of course, we
won’t say anything about that; we’ll just kind of forget the whole thing.” And
fortunately we’ve had very few such incidents, but they would occur, wouldn’t
they?

Our inability to understand such carryings-on stems, in Scientology, from a
highly amusing standpoint. Our inability to understand the actions of other
Scientologists has a very fascinating barrier. The limitation on our understanding
is simply this: We say they have bad intentions and that is a lie. Got it?
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So the whole in—situation’s liable to enturbulate around that postulated bad
intention. That’s what enturbulates the situation. That makes a lie.

The situation then becomes unsolvable. Because we’ve entered a changing
factor called a lie into it. We’ve said, “These other people, those guys on the
other side of town,” or something of the sort, “have very, very bad intentions
and are doing terrible things.”” Do you see?

“I have evidence right here before me,” we say, “that such-and-such and
so-and-so has been conducted by those people.” And then we try to do some-
thing about those people; but listen, communication demands a reality of what
the situation is. And the reality of the situation is that it didn’t have any bad
intentions in it.

And the unsolvable, uncommunicative factor lies in the fact that the bad
intentions are postulated in there.

See, the bad intentions aren’t there. We cannot communicate across an
unreality. And somebody has said this group has bad intentions and therefore we
can’t communicate to the group and we can’t solve the problem easily.

Why can’t we solve the problem easily? Because the bad intentions don’t
exist.

This is a terrible thing to tell a court of law. If you were to go down here to
chancery, and you were to say to chancery, “Look, you have tried this case now
for a year. The reason you are having difficulty in trying this case is that both the
plaintiff and the defendant are equally innocent. Nothing has occurred here.”
The court would not be able to accept this. Something must have occurred here
because it’s been before them for a year. And that’s the best reason in the world
why something must have occurred there.

There was a charge made so therefore something must have occurred, and
this jurisprudence will merely continue forever.

It becomes unsolved, it becomes an engram in the society, if we had a
condition where there was no guilt on the part of the plaintiff or defendant. The
plaintiff actually feels that he is equally, wonderfully, beautifully, supported.
See? Plaintiff feels that he was supported at every turn. He has every reason to
believe that his charges are correct, that his statement is correct. He believes that
his evidence is uncontrovertible. He believes that he has seen it with his own two
eyes. He knows that he himself has suffered for some reason or another, from
some quarter or another; and he assigns it to the defendant and says it is the
defendant’s bad intentions that have brought this about.

Well, wonderful to behold.

e ——

The defendant sits over here, and he says he didn’t even know that this
condition existed so far as the plaintiff was concerned; if he’d known about it
earlier he could have reversed his course, but that some kind of a happenstance
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has occurred here where two courses have come into collision. And if these two
courses have come into collision, this is tough, it’s too bad and it’s upsetting—
but there’s something in collision here, but it is not the charges of the plaintiff.
Something else. See?

And the defendant says that he did not do any of these things, and can
produce evidence that he can. And we have a case that could be carried on
forever.

Don’t we?

Now, where one or another of us in Scientology have been injured by some-
body else in Scientology— which is inevitably true —human beings step on other
human beings’ toes. And you cannot be right and be human. We’re playing the
game being Scientologists and being human too, and these things get crossed up
sometimes, see?

Somebody gets his toes stepped on, see that?

Somebody plays it just a little bit too hard. His anxiety or something of the
sort to do this or that or produce an effect causes him to play the game just a
little too far. Something of the sort. And somebody gets his toes stepped on.

The basic thing that has happened there is that somebody, trying too hard,
will step on somebody else’s toes. That’s what happens.

Human relations get in the road of the best of intentions, one way or the
other.

Somebody to some slight degree gets hurt.

The thing to do in such a circumstance is to do what you can to patch up the
guy that got hurt.

And all hands ought to pitch in on that—on that project to straighten it out,
and you’d get adjudication in the courts, case would settle.

It’d be possible, then, to move on the track without a bunch of engrams, see?
This court case would settle. “Well, all right,” the defendant says, “I am sorry.
We thought we were doing right. We thought we were in a tenable position. We
did not realize that this human action on our own part was going to produce this
effect to that degree or was going to hurt anybody that much.”

And they’re not accepting responsibility otherwise, but they say, “They say
we are guilty. They say we have done something.”

Now, what would be the immediate recourse, what should be their next
action and what should be the action of people who have joined hands with the
plaintiff? What should be the action, then, of the defendants and the friends of
the plaintiff? Where should they join hands?

259



They should join hands in doing something to straighten out the situation for
the plaintiff, because if the plaintiff is casting himself in the role of the plaintiff,
the least thing that is wrong with him is that he needs a little more ability to
handle his own sphere of action.

That’s the least thing there. But that certainly would be in—a little bit in
error, wouldn’t it, hum?

So any way we look at it in Scientology, but not in human relations, the most
sensible thing to do would be to give the plaintiff a hand. This guy says he’s
been hurt, he’s screaming to high heaven, let’s try and give him a hand.

In view of the fact that he’s in Scientology the probability is that he actually
has been hurt. See? He probably—that’s the—the probabilities are very in favor
of that. And he wasn’t just standing there screaming, or she isn’t just standing
there screaming and saying, “I’ve been done in,” just to stand there and say,
“I’ve been done in,” see?

From this viewpoint at least something bad has happened. People then
should just simply say—the friends of this person and enemies alike simply get
together and say, “Well, let’s see. How can we straighten this out? I think the
best thing to do would be to back up the truck and get it off of her leg.” Get the
idea?

It’ll serve no purpose whatsoever standing around the radiator of the truck
saying how seriously is it resting on the leg and it is really true that you or I were
driving the truck.

~This gets nowhere, you see?

Let’s back the truck up off the leg. Let’s straighten them up. Let’s run out
the engram and get the show on the road. Get the idea?

That is workable. That does work. And I'm only interested in the workables.
And it does seem to me that we in Scientology raise our abilities as far as we
can, as much as we can, but we still find ourselves human. And maybe that’s the
way it should be.

But we find ourselves a little bit different than human in that we have a
possibility of understanding even the fact that we are human.

And if we understand that, if we understand that, we can then do something
about it.

The most valuable asset we have, actually, is our ability to understand, to do
the right thing, to be kind, to be decent.

Amongst us we have occasionally the feeling like: life requires that w