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both on the transcripts in R&D volume 10 and an old
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The lectures cover Fac One and some discussion of

Entites.
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HCL-7 EFFORT AND COUNTER-EFFORT



A lecture given on 6 March 1952



(56 min) (rerecorded 1972 by Flagship Apollo)





[Note: The recording from which this lecture was transcribed

begins with the lecture already in progress.]





> ... and that is the structure of effort and counter-effort.



If one examines the structure of the physical universe, he

will discover that it is composed of matter, energy, space

and time; and that matter and energy changing position in

space and time then manufacture motion.



As a matter of fact, it may be matter and energy changing

place in space and time which make space and time. It also

may be that space and time in operation together produce

matter and energy.



This issort of a circular computation, but it works out

very observably into the fact that the physical universe

has force as its common denominator. Motion is the real

basic common denominator to all things in the physical

universe. But force is the first common denominator

characteristic of motion.



No motion can be engaged upon which does not contain a

potential or existing force. Now, this - you don't have to

be very complicated on this You ought to know your term

though. Force is simply foot-pounds in the process of being

exerted or to be exerted, of energy - some such unit of

energy - capable of being exerted or being exerted.



Here, for instance, we have a vector [marking on

blackboard]. We have a vector here and let's say that this

vector is a symbol which represents foot-pounds of energy

It just says that's x foot-pounds of energy. Now if I had

that vector in my hand, it would be something that could be

released or was being released and it could be released,

however, in any direction. That's force. That is force.



Now, the second I say it is going to be released straight

ahead, it becomes effort, because effort is force with

direction. And as soon as your mind takes up the subject of

effort, it adds to it intention, and that is reason.



So we have here a vector which we are going to release;

exert a vector which is going to be exerted or is being

exerted, for instance, against that pillar over there. It's 

just a push against the pillar of one foot-pound of energy 

let's say.



Intention: Well, present intention with it is to

demonstrate force and effort to you. But there's an

intention with it, don't you see!



Another intention: We exert it against a door. To do what!

To close the door. So effort plus intention is reason.

Reason has to include the thought plus the effort. Don't

you see! Thought plus effort is reason.



I'm afraid you find that terribly simplified but it happens

to be all there is to it.



It's like this. When you drive down the street, you are

driving down the street. You are directing yourself and

there's so much force which is being directed by you. Now,

directed force is effort. So you're exerting an effort as

you drive down the street.



Now, people just don't just drive down streets. They drive

down streets to go places, to do something, to be

somewhere. If you're just driving out for a drive, you see,

you're still driving out for a drive. I mean - and so,

thought plus this effort is your reasoning.



The intention with relation to any force, the intention

relationship to any force, gives one both data and

evaluation. What is evaluation? It's an estimation of

effort. A value, When we say evaluation or value, it means

how much effort. It means now or in the future.



And by the way, this applies to imagination. It also

applies to aesthetics. How much effort?



A person, by the way, who sits around and daydreams all the

time has an effort just to daydream. But the daydreams are

toward a goal. They're always toward a goal! So this effort

[tapping on blackboard] is the estimations of this and

that.



"Well, let's see, I'11 think of myself as uh, being a very

rich girl and uh, I have uh - uh I'll - oh, yeah and I meet

this fellow and he's got twelve Cadillacs and so on. We

walk in the store and I'm buying this diamond ring and

uh..."



You know! I mean, it's daydream, daydream, daydream. Well,

it apparently, you see, is aimless. Only it isn't aimless

at all because its first goal is to keep one amused so that

one will stay in motion. So the daydream, you see, is

keeping one in motion, keeping one alive. Or it's just a

goal; it's something to do. It's action of a sort because

one has not been able to achieve real action. So it becomes

symbolized action and that's what  symbols are,  by the way.  

They're  just  pieces  of something - of thought - which 

represent action or states of being in the material universe. 

Those are symbols.



All right. Here's this girl daydreaming. Of course, she is actually

practicing the estimation of effort of what does it take to

get a husband. And she's getting this thing into the

future, and she's trying to figure out "Now let's see, what

would I have on when I meet this fellow?" and so on. She's

doing test situations; test situations continually. She's

estimating future efforts because someday she may make

those efforts.



Now, a person to think does not have to commit the effort

necessarily. But the thought is concerned with estimating

them. "How much effort is going to come in against me?"

"How much effort am I going to have to put out?" "In which

direction am I going to have to apply this effort, and so

on, in order to continue in existence in this material

universe along all the dynamics?" "Now, what - what am I

going to do about this and about this and about that?"

People who are worrying are estimating counter-efforts.



People who are just a little bit better off in any

state - a chronic or a temporary state - they're estimating

the balance of their efforts against counter-efforts.

They're estimating how well balanced these things are; how

well balanced are they. "Do I have enough?" "I'm making

sure that I have enough." Counter-effort, effort,

estimation, estimation. "Do I?" "If my effort is so-and-so,

their effort is so-and-so," and very, very definite, hard

application of estimations of what is coming in and what is

going out.



But mind you, right away there is something going out. They

already have a concept that they have effort which can face

up these counter-efforts. Now, you see, we're drawing the

Tone Scale again. In apathy all that can happen is

counter-effort.



In grief, one can at least protest against the

counter-effort; in other words, put an effort of protest

back against them.



In fear, one is definitely estimating counter-efforts in

the hope that - and fear has hope in it, to this degree - 

in an effort to hope that one may be able to dive in some

direction and avoid them. And fear is a condition of

alertness for counter-efforts which threaten survival. And

a person becomes alert in fear. And they're saying,

"Mm-gucgu-gu, gu-gu-gu, what am I - just what am I going to

do? What am 1 going to do?" and that's always bordering.

Fear is inaction to action, inaction to action, action to

inaction, so on. It's a vibration of indecision but

it's - it's got a hope in it: "I may be able to dive,"

Because if there's no hope in it, its apathy.



All right, we go up higher along the line then, and we see

this - the counter-efforts are coming in - this fellow is

estimating how he's going to hold them, hold them, hold

them, hold them back, hold them back.



In antagonism, a person is estimating "How am I going to

estimate this counter-effort?" or "What is the estimation

of this counter-effort, so I can somehow or other turn it 

around and get - send it back where it came from, as damagingly 

as possible? Brrrcroeurh?" Yes, that's resentment, antagonism, 

overt hostility.



Now, in boredom, you're getting this same balance again.

The counter-efforts which are coming in are not necessarily

seen to be threatening, but they're not helpful. And it's a

problem of, well, why estimate any efforts against them?

It's a better estimation than it is below 2.0, because they

see these counter-efforts are not terribly bad off. But

that's mainly the trouble with them.



One of the ways to get a person out of boredom is to pull

out a .45 automatic and shoot at him a couple of times.

(laughter) That, by the way, provides enough counter-effort

so that they immediately can estimate an effort of their

own and they go out of boredom. Oh, I don't recommend this.



> But it gives you an idea.

>

> Female voice: How about CO2 therapy?

>

> You'll have to see Dr. Winter about killing patients.

>

> I don't mean anything catty, this has got to come off

> the tape.

>

> CO2 therapy - I'm not giving this talk to idiots.

> 

> Where was I?

> 

> Male Voice: About handling somebody in boredom.

> 

> Yeah, boom!



All right. Now, at 3,0 a person is being careful or

cautious, careful or cautious to shoot back the proper

effort to balance these counter-efforts coming in. And if

one is very careful to watch for the counter-effort and

estimate it correctly and take his own effort and estimate

it correctly he can hold a whole thing in a status quo. And

that's good and safe and reasonable and one has to think

quite a bit to do this, and we mustn't make any sudden

moves because it might open a channel where an unseen

counter-effort can come right on through.



Now at 3.5, we again have a condition whereby the

counter-efforts are being pretty well estimated for what

they are and there isn't much reason to keep driving

efforts back in there. Well, you can just hold them more or

less, and so on. It's boredom again, actually - a boredom of

sorts - but not anywhere near as bad as 2.5.



We get to 4.0 and we find the individual doing something

interesting with counter-efforts. The guy is saying,

"Hurrah, hurrah? Somebody's attacking me. Something's

happening." And he's very cheerful about the thing.



"Well, let's pick up these counter-effort vectors and let's

see what we can do with them. We'll tie a couple of

bowknots in them and we'll throw them back. Now, let's see,

how can we fix these counter-efforts?" Now, if you take a

tennis racket, by the way, as an example, and if you

receive the ball with the racket just slightly slanted from

the perpendicular to the ball and roll the racket as the

ball hits it, the power of the ball coming in sends the

ball back, And it doesn't take any effort really on the

part of the player at all, they - he just rolls the racket

and the ball goes back. And a good tennis player really

knows how to do this.



Well, that's a fellow who's very cheerful about the thing. He

takes these counter-efforts and he uses them as fast as

they come in. He uses counter-efforts and he just turns it

right back - wham! He employs them.



And as you go on up the Tone Scale, a person gets to a

point where eventually a counter-effort doesn't even come

near him.



There is a theoretical point on the Tone Scale where the

individual would make a Mack truck bounce. Theoretically?

That's a theoretical point, you understand. But that's what

you're extrapolating toward.



So at the top of this band that concerns itself with

counter-efforts and efforts, you have somebody who could

stand in the middle of a highway with a Mack truck coming

at him at sixty miles an hour and could go right on

standing there, and the Mack truck would either jump in the

air or fly into the ditch or do something like this. In

other words, a counter-effort does - won't come anywhere

near him. It's as though he's wearing a force screen or

something of the sort.



And by the way, I've seen it happen. Very remarkable. There

are lots of people around that just nothing can happen to

them. That's all. Lots of them, Just how it comes about

you're never quite sure, but for some reason or other, why,

anything that starts to break or starts to fly loose or

starts to hit them or something of the sort will suddenly

suspend action. It just sort of does something very

completely unexpected. And it, by the way, never hurts

anybody else in the vicinity.



Now, for instance, there were certain people through the

last war. They go into an area and there's no activity - I

mean, everything stops. Things stop.



This ship has, let's say, been getting hot and heavy and

it's been getting slugged all over the place and all of a

sudden it gets a new exec or something like that. And the

exec goes aboard and after that for the next year the ship

is in combat areas, it's in contact with the enemy, not a

single shell is thrown at it and nothing happens to this

ship - nobody gets hurt on board, nobody goes psychotic on

board, nothing happens.



And, by the way, this is very disgusting to people who are

very low on the Tone Scale. And this, by the way, is the

problem of the accidentprone. But this is just a

theoretical problem. This is a theoretical level to give

you some understanding of the two possible extremes.



Now the bottom extreme, of course, is where any

counter-effort of any kind or description would - if it is

even vaguely capable of direction at the individual - will

hit him and go through him; that's apathy. If anything

could possibly happen by stretching every law of

coincidence, by making the most cockeyed positions for

individuals to be in at this time, most unlikely

circumstances will be posed so that this individual

will be hit. So that this straw which blows down the

street - it won't hit anybody else on the street - but

somehow or other its velocity is such that it goes into his

right ear and deafens him. I mean, this is the sort of a

thing that you have at the lower part of the tone band.



These people are very dangerous to be around, by the way if

your own tone is low. They're dangerous to be around anyhow

because they'll sort of change factors on you a little bit

and drop the factors down.



I knew one person, by the way, that no matter where he

walked, no matter what he did, he and people around him got

hurt, It just didn't matter much what was going on,

somebody would get hurt. They'd just manage to get hurt

somehow or other or he'd get hurt. That's accident-

proneness.



National Casualty Company will demonstrate the actual

existence of accident-proneness to this degree: An

insurance company keeps close check on the books of

corporations to make sure - and, by the way, I don't suppose

it's supposed to be known, but I was never put under

secrcy about it - checks these books to make sure that

well-known accident-prones are not employed by certain

corporations which they have under insurance. You could

call this almost a labor blacklist. But it is death to have

certain people in the shop. And they've just empirically

noticed this and they've kept a record of it. And so that's

in the cold, hard figures of the big office that computes

these statistics and compiles them in New York.



Now, when it comes to your liability in the society

according to the Tone Scale, you can measure an

individual's worth or liability just by measuring his

counter-effort handling. What efforts of his own does he

employ against what counter-efforts?



Now, let's put this in a very very, very mundane sort of

a thing. Let's take boxing. Here are two boxers. We will

assume boxer A is in apathy and boxer B is just a boxer.

Boxer A is hit by boxer B. The countereffort comes through;

it finds boxer A with no guard up. The blow hits him,

knocks him down and he lies there. That's apathy, you see.



Now, the odd part of it is, strangely enough, that boxer B

has a tendency to hit boxer A much more often and much

harder if boxer A is in apathy.



Now,we go up the Tone Scale a ways, and we have boxer A in

the position where he is sure he is going to be hit. And

he's lost, maybe, his championship anyhow, and so forth.

And he'll hit and more or less fend back to the position he

was in, but he'll just keep on taking punishment,

punishment. Grief is what he's in, but he's actually sort

of inviting these counter-efforts from boxer B.



All right. Let's take fear. Boxer A boxing in there. He

knows these counter-efforts are going to come through. He

knows they're through. He's in a point of agitation and the

counter-efforts come through. Now, all boxer B has to do is

to feint with the right and hit with the left. He - all he

has to do is make boxer A estimate that the blow is going

to come from the wrong side and he's got boxer A. Because

boxer A will fixate the second he thinks he knows where the

counter-effort is coming from. Actually, fear is sort of a

state of not-knowingness with regard to counter-efforts.



Now, let's take boxer A at 1.5 on the Tone Scale. Slug,

slug. He wants to destroy boxer B, and he goes about it by

putting up no guard whatsoever. He will use his full body

to stop the blows, he will hold every blow that is hit at

him and his entire effort is devoted upon destroying boxer

B, so that he will continue to more or less hold a same

level of motion throughout the thing,



Now, let's take him at 2.5 - he's bored - boxer A is bored.

Boxer B keeps tap, slap, tap, slap and so forth. And this

fellow just keeps knocking these blows away. He knocks the

blows away. He's not interested. He doesn't hit boxer B. He

just knocks away these blows. Tap, boxer B comes in - strike,

strike, strike and boxer A in boredom keeps fending the

blow, that's all; rather carelessly, by the way, and so, we

can see there's - I'm using boxer B, you see, as

counter-effort and boxer A is effort.



Now, you take an individual at 3.0: he's boxing cautiously.

He does not want to lose the fight. He's boxing

efficiently. If damage is done to him, he'll fairly well do

damage to the other person, almost in the same ratio. If

the other person doesn't fight very hard, why, the fellow

at 3,0 will tend to not fight very hard. He wants to hold a

status quo with the thing. But he will continue to hold a

status quo.



At 3,5, again we have boxer A in a situation where he will

not particularly win. What he will do is flick off these

blows as they're coming in, and so on. And, by the way,

there is a little bit of insouciance or a capriciousness at

3.5 which would occasionally cause - you see, he's picking

up interest in life, even though he's doing the same thing

of being kind of bored about it, and he's actually doing

something covert - he's doing a covert 4.0. He's just below

that, he's doing a little bit of covert, and he will

sometimes hit boxer B to be funny or in a funny place or in

an unexpected place. Boxer B puts through this terrific

haymaker, and boxer A at 3,5 fends it off. And as boxer B

goes by, boxer A could very well by that - at that moment,

probably, have planted the haymaker that would have ended

the fight. And he won't do that. He will step back lightly

and tap boxer B on the top of the head lightly and

watch him go on by. You know, that kind of a reaction - that

is the action of there. You find a 1,1 will do this on a

very forced level for humor but a 3,5 will do it actually.



Now at 4.0 you're liable to have this situation: every

time - boxer A is at 4.0, you see, now - every time boxer B

strikes hard and heavy, he will lunge forward. And you will

find boxer A waiting for boxer B's forward lunge. Boxer A

will take boxer B's forward momentum and use that as the

bulk of the blow. He will put his fist in the right

position so that boxer B will hit himself on the jaw, don't

you see? He uses boxer B's motion to lick boxer B. And

that's 4.0.



Now, it goes on up on this same harmonic, right on up the

Tone Scale, to a point where, I guess on a heavy thought

level, boxer A - if at this theoretical level were boxing

there - boxer B would start to come into the ring to harm

boxer A, would put his foot in the water bucket before he

got into the ring, would turn upside down and miraculously

wouldn't be hurt but wouldn't be able to continue the

fight. And then the judges, in some peculiar fashion or

other, would adjudicate that the fight had been fought and

award the championship to boxer A, who of course didn't

earn it at all, everybody could be expected to say, but at

this theoretical level everybody would cheer and think this

was fair. 



Male voice: Very true.



Now, there is, again, the Tone Scale in terms of effort and

countereffort. I hope you understand very clearly now what

I mean by countereffort. There's no sense to dodge around

and call it something else to make it simple or easy. It is

the effort which counters one's survival.



One is making an effort to survive and he runs into things

that are motionless in his road or runs into things that

are in motion that don't want him to, particularly. Because

those efforts which the individual picks up and utilizes

for his own survival are, of course, really not

counter-efforts. They're efforts.



This fellow goes out and grows a vegetable garden. Well,

those vegetables coming up out of the ground aren't

counter-efforts to the gardener. They're his efforts. Even

though he's not even there and the vegetables are growing

and so on, why, every effort being made by the vegetables

is being made for the gardener, so they're his efforts. So

you see you have extended efforts.



In the old day, psychoanalysis used to talk about alter

egos. Well, let's put it on a little more comprehensible

line for our purposes and say that the efforts of - let's

take Mother and Jimmy: Jimmy is Mother's boy; he's a very

bright boy: and he goes down and he wins the state

polevaulting championship. Well, what do you know - that's

Mother's effort.



She says so to herself. It's just as thoroughly her effort

as though she went down there and took that pole in her

hands - having doffed her lace collar or something of the

sort - and gone right straight on through with the pole

vaulting and won the championship herself. Unless she's low

on the Tone Scale, and this will be too much motion for her

and she will elect Jimmy at that moment a counter-effort

and treat him as such.



This is also responsibility, isn't it, when you get down

and think about it for a moment.



How much counter-effort or how much effort in the universe

do you presume is serving you, or is yours? Not yours as a

1.5 "I am," but just yours as an individual. How much

effort in the universe are you willing to accept as yours?

The more you accept as yours, the less will hit you. And

that, pure and simple, is responsibility - the level of

responsibility. For how much effort are you willing to take

responsibility? Because you will get as a counter-effort

any effort you don't take under your responsibility.



Let's take A and B, and they're not fighting for

money - they meet each other in the street and A is

challenged by B because of something A is imagined to have

done. If A refuses to accept responsibility for this, he

simultaneously accepts B as a counter-effort, at which

moment B will hit him or strike at him, push at him or move

him around one way or the other.



Quite in reverse - let's look at it on the reverse side - we

find out that if A accepts B's protest as A's own protest

and A suddenly says, "Gee, that is pretty bad; we'd better

do something about that," all of a sudden B is off guard

and finds himself as an ally of A exerting effort against

the counter-efforts of the environment. And no fight's

possible! This is responsibility. The column of

responsibility which you'll find in the handbook is

strictly that estimation of effort, estimation of

countereffort and the acceptance of ownership.



Do you realize, for instance, that an individual who nails

down a piece of real estate, yard by a yard or a mile by a

mile, and says, "That's mine," the moment he puts a fence

around it, he has disowned all the efforts outside that

fence and they will immediately hit the fence as

counter-efforts.



So that the basic law of earth happens to be concerned with

water and land and fencing it off. That's the basic of all

law: water rights and land rights. [At this point there is

a gap in the original recording.] In other words, the

acceptance of an individual of the efforts of the MEST

universe determines directly the amount of counter-effort

which the individual is going to receive from the MEST universe.

The degree to which he accepts the universe as his own

effort is the degree to which he will not receive

counter-efforts.



And this is very interesting on this basis. This is quite

conclusive as this concept is very solid; it's not very

nebulous. One day a fellow had been - oh, had been just in

terrible condition and he'd been threatening around and so

on, and he was going to do so-and-so and so-and-so. And

somebody had told me he was on the phone, and so I - "Oh,

so-and-so. Oh, yeah. Well, let's see, I think I will accept

him one hundred percent as an effort," I'll take full

responsibility for anything he does and says, in other

words, and postulated this, picked up the phone and talked

to him. Didn't even say anything very sensible to him and

he cooled off immediately, and within twenty-four hours had

accomplished a couple of items that I had been wanting to

get accomplished, without my even bringing it up. Now his

anger just went by the boards.



Now, if people desire acceptance - you see, a desire for

being accepted, that's a very nebulous thing; it has not

been defined.



Accepted. Well, accepted by society. What's society supposed

to do? Write you a license to survive or something? What do

you want the society to do to accept you? You want the

society to use as their effort your effort. That is

acceptance. The acceptance of an individual, then, by a

group is the group's signification of its willingness to

employ the efforts of that individual as a group effort.



And by the way, almost the whole field of group management

grows out of that law, The whole field of contribution, and

what you do about contributions, grow out of that.



One of the primary things wrong with early organizations

with which I had any vague connection at all was the fact

that their management did not accept the efforts of others

but contested the efforts of others, even to a point of

violence. And so nobody was accepted by these

organizations, and their management, and so on, rather

caved them in in this fashion, because they got the

counter-efforts.



What do you do to a revolutionary? If you were a government

and you were beset at every hand by wild revolutionaries,

how would you handle them? Would you shoot them? Mm-mm.

Would you reprimand them? Mm-mm, Would you put out a lot

of propaganda against them? Mm-mm.



You find out exactly where they're located and who they

are, and you publish a public proclamation to the effect

that you're terrifically anxious to contact them because

they might have some ideas and can be of some help. And

then you explain to these people what your problems

are and ask them to look it over, look over your situation,

and see how their ideas can forward the general good of the

entire group. And having received their ideas and having

them now with a clear view of what you're up against, you

take an area of action and give it to them. And there would

never have been a revolution on the face of the earth if

management or government had always done this. You see how

this could be?



Of course, when one is below 2,0, one desires to succumb.

And what is the fastest way to succumb? To select out all

one's potential efforts and elect them counter-efforts, and

one will succumb in a hurry That's a speedy process.

Anybody who tries to help you, don't let them; anybody who

comes up and says a kind word to you, make them understand

that it was an unkind word; anybody who wishes to use the

same things you're using, make it clear to them they can't.



And if you go into this thoroughly enough and if you did it

very broadly and very suddenly, you could probably manage

to succumb in a matter of an hour or two. I don't know why

people use pistols for suicides. Once you know this law,

you can commit suicide almost immediately. Of course, you

don't determine how painful it will be, but you could

actually elect out enough efforts all around you to

generate sufficient counterefforts. You see, all you're

doing is you are taking those efforts and you are making

counter-efforts out of them, and of course they'll fly

right back at you the second that you've twisted them

around. Bang! And then you're in horrible condition.



What does the body do when it starts to disintegrate as a

person goes down the Tone Scale? Little by little and piece

by piece and organ by organ and joint by joint, the

individual stops accepting the activity of that area on

behalf of the individual and elects it to be activity

against the individual in that area, one way or another,

and so this part is no longer part of the group and it'll

start to work right straight against the individual.



I imagine you could school somebody into this whereby he

could create almost any disease at will. You could keep

saying, "Well, my left ear doesn't belong to me. My left

ear doesn't belong to me. My left ear hurts me all the

time. It's got a buzzing in it and I don't like it; it's

not shapely," and keep on making it very plain that your

left ear is not your effort but your counter-effort, and it

will develop abscesses and rot off and give you brain

fever, or do most anything for you.



You see how this is? This tells you immediately something

about the physiological state of individuals. An individual

handles himself much as he handles his environment. Because

himself, meaning his body, is also part of his environment,

is also part of the MEST universe. And an individual

handles his body and its actions much as he handles the

MEST universe. So you can watch an individual handling

things in the MEST universe and know how he's handling

himself.



If, for instance, he wrecks all the cars he drives and he

ruins this and he ruins that, you know that he's also

potentially sick or he is already sick, one way or the

other, from something or other. If you look at him and you

see how he cares for himself or how he grooms himself or

how he doesn't groom himself, he will do the same thing as

that to the MEST universe around him, because he'll handle

it as he handles himself. Therefore, you can make an

estimation of how the individual will handle something for

you by watching him handle himself; because he will handle

it just the same either way, because we're on the principle

of how you handle efforts. Do you elect them as efforts? Do

you elect them as counter-efforts? Does this individual

elect his clothes as counter-efforts?



You know, nearly everybody in the society, by the way, in

his - any early childhood of his life has - in any early

childhood has had the adults around him electing clothes as

a counter-effort to the child.



You know, "You can't wear your shoes today, you have to

wear those other shoes and those are the shoes which you

wear Sunday; and you must take care of your clothes and you

keep getting the knees knocked out of these breeches; or

you keep tearing your dress, and you must take care of that

dress," and so on and so on and so on. And they're saying,

"Your clothes, your shoes are counter-efforts, your shoes

are counterefforts, your clothes are counter-efforts, your

clothes are counter-efforts." And all of a sudden the

individual gets the idea that clothes are counterefforts.

And after that he sort of fights them. And you'll see him

wearing collars which are much too tight for him. You will

see him wearing shoes which hurt him, and so on. He's

elected them as counter-efforts and they'll act that way.

He says, "My shoes hurt me," so he'll make sure to buy

shoes that hurt him. He's got to prove it.



Because the factor standing behind this thing is he - no one

can be wrong. You can't be wrong - the mind has got to be

right; it's made to be right and so forth. So if the

individual has elected his shoes as a countereffort, now

he - if he's done that already, now, when he gets

comfortable shoes they won't be a counter-effort, will

they? So he'll be wrong.



It isn't whether he'd be more comfortable or less

comfortable, or better looking or less looking, it's just

will he be wrong or right? Well, he said, "My shoes are 

counter-efforts. Nobody ever let me own my shoes and nobody 

ever did anything for me with shoes. And therefore, these 

shoes are counter-efforts."



Well, the way shoes are counter-efforts is they hurt you.

Well, so the only kind of shoes you can buy are shoes which

hurt you. Now, this is obvious, isn't it?



And then because you don't want anybody to suspect to any

degree that you are worried in the slightest about whether

you're right or wrong - since that in itself is a confession

that you might not be right - you have to get up a big

explanation of why it is that you wear these shoes that are

too tight.



And you say, "Well, there's a gangster in New York that I

admire very much who wears shoes with these double-pointed

toes like this and they're very stylish and so on, and

that's the style and that's why I wear them." Which is a

coverup and an effort to get away from having to say, "I'm

wrong, I may be wrong because I may not be right concerning

these shoes. Therefore, I've got to have a big explanation;

therefore, I have to have justification for having elected

something to be a counter-effort." And follow that very

closel~s Now, get this next step.



When the individual elects a counter-effort, he has to have

a reason to keep from being wrong. Of course, it is

basically a hundred percent wrong to elect anything to be a

counter-effort, But to keep from being wrong, one has to have

a reason.  So what one does is claim that the shoes have 

committed an overt act against him, so that he's justified in

comitting an overt act back against the shoes, by electing

the shoes as being a counter-effort. Well, you see, it's a 

circular problem.



So, when an individual goes into a fight with somebody

else, he becomes very concerned with the fact that he did

not elect this countereffort to be a counter-effort of his

own volition. Somebody else elected it as a counter-effort

and now he has to suffer for it.



In other words, he is receiving an overt act - he's proving

that he himself is receiving this overt act. Therefore, he

is justified in fighting back against the shoes; he's now

justified in anything he does to the shoes. He's justified

in electing them a counter-effort; he's justified in

fighting with an effort the counter-effort.



Now, this is - should tell you a great deal about the human

mechanism -  mental activity with regard to the MEST

universe. You see, unfortunately, if there were no

counter-efforts of any kind whatsoever, you wouldn't have

any action at all. You wouldn't have a bit of action. And

so, what would you do for action? What would you do for it?

There wouldn't be anything for it. You'd have to go find

another universe.



But what would you do with that other universe? You'd say,

"Well, it's a counter-effort to this universe, so we'll

have to lick it." Now, when you say, "All these

counter-efforts around here are my efforts," you will

actually cut down your own level of action - necessary

action. Now, it's by the way very desirable to cut it down

in order to go up Tone Scale to a certain degree. But above

that level you've got to be in a position where you are

free to elect your counter-efforts.



What do we elect as a counter-effort? Do we elect another

man as a counter-effort? Do we elect animals as

counter-efforts? Do we elect the effort of life in

surviving as a counter-effort? It's all very irrational,

isn't it? No, about the only safe, really safe

counter-effort to elect - only real safe effort to turn into

a counter-effort - is the MEST universe. And if a person

will fight the MEST universe and bring alignment into the

MEST universe, he can have lots of action and stay way up

Tone Scale because he's only down on one dynamic, which is

not, strictly speaking, a dynamic of thought but is a

dynamic of the material universe. So he is at liberty to

fight the universe.



And as a matter of fact, an individual who will fight the

universe and bring enormous alignment into the forces of

the universe, who will bring things into being - orderly

helpful being - out of the physical universe, is generally

in pretty good shape. And he's generally accepted as doing

something good.



Now, whenever your physicist goes to work along this line

and he triumphs along this line, everybody says, "Three

cheers, three cheers, three cheers," and then somebody else

comes along and elects this effort of the physicist as

something to be used against life. And everybody says, "Oh,

no, no, no, no, no." You see, that's wrong.



What you should do is take the atom bomb and turn it around

against matter, energy, space and time. And you can do a

lot with it. For instance, you could - oh, I'd hate to go

into the number of things you could do with an atom bomb.

But the last thing you want to do - very low Tone Scale - is

to blow up other men with it. See, that's wrong.



Now, the physical universe is chaos, and you bring

alignment into this chaos, what are you doing? You're doing

the basic action of life and that action is picking up

pieces of force - bits of force, which might or might not be

headed at you - and lining them up to hit more force in the

physical universe, which might or might not be headed at

you; to pick up that force and align it.



Now, what you're gaining there, is at first there's this

random vectors of action around you - the chaos of the MEST

universe. Now, you pick a little bit of that off and you

say, "This force - this chaos-ness is a force and I am

electing it into an effort. And now here it is as an

effort."



By the way, you do this by making a theta facsimile of it.

Therefore, you get enough theta facsimiles of this and you

know all of a sudden the basic law of it. Now you've made

that into an effort. Now, you've elected a whole lot of

other things out here as potentially counter-efforts, but

you make them strike this effort which you have in such a

way that any time they hit it, they come around and become

from a counter-effort into an effort. So your effort gets

bigger and bigger and stronger and stronger and more and

more aligned.



An engineer can whip a river if he uses the forces of the

river to lick the river. But an engineer can't whip a river

by destroying a river, because that wasn't what he was

trying to do in the first place. He was probably trying to

make a dam or he's trying to do something else. But if he

uses the force of the river to lick the river, why, he will

win. But if he uses the force of the river to drown men, he

won't win. And if he uses the force of the river to fix it

so nobody can ever fix the river, he won't win.



For instance, if he starts a war in North China and lets

the dikes out of the Yellow River to drown Japanese

troops - and incidentally a few million Chinese

civilians - nobody, not even the fellow who did it, thought

it was a good action. The Yellow River went whipping across

North China and wrecking enormous areas because the Yellow

River had to be very carefully diked - very carefully. It

was flowing many feet above its - the actual level of the

plain around it. It was depositing silt until it had

climbed into the air. And it was an artificial river,

actually, flowing way up there in the air, carefully

sandbagged. Japanese troops start in. The first thing anybody 

can think of, of course, is "Let's drown them all," So they 

knock out the Yellow River and, in addition to that, don't 

bother to repair its dikes again in any way, shape or form. 

And for years that Yellow River went whipping back and forth 

across the plains of North China, not settling down into anything.



It didn't do anybody a single bit of good, The Japanese

empire is whipped where it needn't ever have gone to war

and the United States government has lost a great deal

which it never need have lost if it had ever talked to the

Japanese government about it, instead of electing the

Japanese government to be a counter-effort; and as far as

China is concerned, her surging effort against the Japanese

laid her wide open for the communists, and she lost

everything.



So, you see, stemming out from this irrationality of

electing man as counter-effort, you lose control of the

physical universe; because it takes the aligned vectors of

all men to lick the physical universe, so it's a laudable

goal, But man fighting man, we know that's wrong because

you go back downhill. Using the physical universe's laws to

fight man is aiding and abetting the physical universe

against man - no matter which side you're on. Can you see

how that is?



Now, you can see how far conceptually and how much you can

understand and know about behavior from the standpoint of

effort alone, What is effort? What do you elect as effort?

What is going to be your effort? What are you saying is

counter-effort?



Your goals, and the whole problem of goals, is actually

nothing more than your or your preclear's idea about which

efforts he is going to elect as counter-efforts and which

counter-efforts he's going to make into efforts. And that's

goals. And there's no more to goals than that, by the way.

That is the common denominator of all goals.



And you're going to get some preclear to straighten out his

goals? All you have to do is start out with him and start

asking him, "Let's see, what is bucking you?" "What may get

in at you?" and "What can you do to fight back at

this?" - will make him realize, on an evaluation level, of

what to do with goals.



But there's something more important than that. When did he

first elect of his own free self-determined will to have

his present enemies as counter-efforts? His recognition of

this, by the way, is likely to clear up his whole problem

of goals and will certainly clear up his uncertainty about

present time. He realizes all of a sudden this horrible,

insidious fact - as I'll cover in a later talk - he did it

himself.



You elect these things to be counter-efforts when you

should have elected them to be efforts, and sooner or later

they're going to cause you trouble.



Now, on the very technical application side of effort and

counter-effort, you will find that you are working with, in

facsimiles, the facsimile or the picture of old efforts and

counter-efforts as they were exerted on the individual. And

this is very, very easy to understand.



Here is the individual standing there, trying to remain at a 

state of rest and a baseball hits him.  And the baseball tells

him he's got to move, but he is determined to stay in a state

of rest, so he doesn't move, so the baseball hits him, and 

because he doesn't move, the baseball doesn't go through him - 

he gets a black eye. The baseball was a counter-effort and 

his effort was to stand still when the baseball hit him.



And when you run the facsimile, you'll find this: you'll

find his effort to stand still and the baseball's effort to

knock him out. And you will find something very

interesting, his determination to stand still happened a

little bit before the ball hit him. But it certainly was

reconfirmed the second the ball did hit him - for the first

moment.



And though he apparently was hit in the eye by a baseball

and fell down promptly and will tell you that he was

knocked down by the baseball, what actually happened was

this: the baseball hit him and the first instant of impact

he leaned into the baseball! He actually hit the baseball

with his eye. And he hit it hard. He leaned right straight

into the baseball, held on with every fiber of his being,

trying to vanish the baseball, and went down Tone Scale on

the whole thing as he realized that it was a

counter-effort. But he tried to make it into an effort one

way or the other or get ahold of it or assimilate this

thing hitting him, and as a result there we have a black

eye.



And when you run this black eye, you will find out that the

individual is tending to remain at a state of rest. He's

doing one of three things: He's tending to remain at a

state of rest no matter what hits him, and the first moment

after something tries to keep him from being at a state of

rest, he will try to keep on being in a state of rest.



If you don't know this little point, you're liable to miss

the first of a facsimile. And it will be the most important

part; it'll contain most of the pain. It didn't hurt him

after he went along with this force of the baseball. But

when he's tried to say, "There is no baseball" and

completely vanish a baseball with his right eye, he wasn't

going about it with the proper mystic symbols or something

(laughter) and he got a black eye; he failed.



All right. Next step: The individual is trying to remain in

a state of motion. He's walking down the street, let us

say, and somebody has laid a two-by-four across the

sidewalk at shin height. And he continues on walking: down

the street and he hits the two-by-four with his shin. He

tries to keep on walking for the first moment after the - he

hits the two-by-four. His shin tries to keep on going into

the two-by-four. The two-by-four just didn't viciously hit

him and knock the shin back and his shin was completely

innocent, and so forth - that sort of thing. What

he's got to do is go right straight on in and he's - tries

to go straight through the two-by-four.



And he finds out he isn't quite up enough on his going

through holes in space or something, And at this moment he

conceives the idea that he'd better have a somatic - a pain.

And then he'd better get his shin back away from that. And

then he elects the two-by-four as being at fault and says

"that two-by-four," then he says "the guy that put the

twoby-four there," and then it's the world in general and

the universe in particular, and he just spreads this whole

thing out as a counter-effort as his tone comes up again,

and then it comes back down again after his shin stops

hurting and he's all right.



So you can see an individual through one pain of this

character go through the whole Tone Scale and up again. Now

what happened then was the MEST universe, or some part of

the MEST universe, or some other - any counter-effort, was

in this case motionless and the individual was trying to

move. And the motionlessness, relative motionlessness of

this tivo-by-four disturbed the individual's

self-determined effort to keep on moving. So an

individual's tendency to remain in a state of motion was

upset by a motionlessness in the physical universe.



Now, an individual is walking in a certain direction and

some - a snowball hits him on the shoulder and tries to make

him walk in another direction, you see, tries to curve him

off. The first thing he will try to do is keep on course.

And his effort to keep on course compounds with the effort

to resist this snowball, and you'll find him actually

backing into the snowball for the first moment. He'll get a

reaction toward that snowball.



Even if a person's in apathy, there is still enough

residual cellular tone to cause him to resist the snowball.

And that's what pain is It's the individual's unwillingness

to be changed from a state of rest to a state of motion by

a counter-effort, or an individual's unwillingness to alter

his state of motion into a state of not motion because of a

counter-effort, or an individual's effort to remain in a

steady course despite a disuading, disturbing, or otherwise 

"uncoursifying" effort. Do you get this whole idea? That's 

all there is to it.



When you run out these counter-efforts, you'll find that

the countereffort is a distinct effort. And you'll also

find out incidentally that your preclear can go around and

be the counter-effort. He can be the snowball. He could

actually go to this point - you never ask him to do

this - but he could actually be the snowball flying through

the air and hitting the shoulder. He can be the snowball,

hit the snowball and he can get the snowball's somatics? Of

course, he's never basically responsible for the material 

universe. I mean, he could have never been an effort of the 

physical universe at all. Nonsense?



That is a ridiculous line to go down on, but I want you to

realize that the individual can be the counter-effort. You

don't have to keep him standing there in valence - don't

keep insisting he stay in valence and keep getting hit by

this snowball. Bring him around and let him be the

snowball's effort. Let him have the snowball. And you'll

see an individual after a while after you are running this

snowball hitting him, he says, "Well, I - it tried to turn

me."



And you say, "All right. Now, let's get the force turning

you," If you were to say, "Be the force turning you," he

would actually sit there, and you'd see him on the couch

doing little shoves at the shoulder - shoves at the

shoulder. And he's getting the somatic in the place where

he was hit. But he also has some kind of a strange concept

of being what hit him.



If you were to develop that up in full, you'd find out he

really euas all the time anyhow, so it didn't matter.



Nothing equals infinity equals nothing and we all agreed on

it a long time ago that there was something, so you see,

it's very simple. Of course, I'11 let Einstein do the

mathematics on it. (laughter) He's welcome to them.



All right. That is, in effect, the whole subject of effort,

and actually about all you need to know about it.



You'll run some simplicity, some simple efforts, and you

will find out very soon the varieties that I've named are

the varieties. There's just those combinations of

individuals trying to remain in a state of rest or trying

to remain in a state of motion, the counter-efforts trying

to remain in a state of rest or a state of motion and these

conflicts produce - with those additional two change

items - these conflicts produce all the pain and the

somatics and the conflict that an individual is capable of

having anywhere in his entire bank.



Okay, let's take a breather on this.



(end of lecture)
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> Oh yeah.  Okay.



Let's go into a few more particularities with regard to the

way thought forms up in terms of recordings - how to handle

recordings.



Now, you wouldn't be a bit surprised if you were out in

Hollywood, for instance, and you were applying for a job in

the film department and I was supposed to indoctrinate you

in films and I stood there and told you all the various

ways to file film. How film is filed and what kind of film

there was. How it's preserved, how it can be wrecked, what

alphabetical orders it's filed under, what rooms it's put

in, what kind of pictures the studio has normally made and

who is authorized to touch these films, and who isn't

authorized to touch them. You know? You wouldn't be

surprised. You'd put all this down very industriously and

probably memorize it.



Well, actually that's all I'm talking to you about, is just

how films are made and how they're stored and how they're

wrecked and how you can fix and handle them.



But there's a lot of mystery which has been put up around

in the mind because mystery pays off. Give me a good

mystery - a good mystery - any time, and I can show you a

conquest of earth. One good mystery. No trouble at all. I

mean that as fact. It's based solidly upon the past.



Every great enslavement or every great release of man on

earth has pursued from a hidden datum - a new phenomenon

which nobody knew very much about except a select small

group, who then held it to their bosoms and so holding it

were able to use it to instill compulsion obedience upon

the rest of man. That is very simple. That was done many

times in the past, and it's routine the way it's done.



You take this thing, you make a mystery out of it. It

strikes people; it startles them. You embroider it up. You

make it a bit supernatural in some way or other. You fix it

up one way or the other, And then you tell some luckless

fellow that this is really what's going to happen unless he

drops a nickel on the drum - anything, I could be very

crude about this, actually, because it is a formula which man 

has used and has had used on him for many, many thousands of years.

Practically all of his existence on Earth has found him in

this circumstance.



You might not think of it in this way until it's mentioned,

but do you know that there's a group of nuclear physicists

in this country who hold certain phenomena in their hands

and in their minds which cow nations?



Now these people don't think of themselves as using a

mystery, but they're using a mystery. They use quantum

mechanics and atomic and molecular phenomena, and out of

this mystic brew compose an atom bomb. As far as you're

concerned, actually, that might have - been nothing but

dynamite or a smoke screen or an erroneous news story that

happened in Hiroshima and Nagasaki. You don't really know

whether an atom bomb exists or not.



All you'd have to do is create the illusion that something

like this existed and that a vast mystery was behind it,

and you are likely to pay great attention to this vast

mystery. Because the mind seeks to fix on things, so when

it is confronted with an unknown it seeks to fix on some

known factor in the unknown. And if the mind can't fix on

some factors it will go into fear, and so can be

influenced. Mystery!



Hashshashin, the Old Man of the Mountain, took the

mysticism of Mohammedanism, constructed himself a good,

solid MEST garden full of milk and honey, took young men,

filled them with hashish, brought them in, told them they

were in Paradise.



They woke up from a drugged state and were told they were

in Paradise. And they were told also that they couldn't

come back to Paradise until they had gone out and killed a

certain person. Then they would drug him again and he would

wake up in some far city yearning to do nothing but go back

to Paradise. So some prince or potentate that the

Hashshashins were angry with at the moment would find

himself with a dirk in his heart.



The fellow would merely walk up to the individual, run up

to him anyplace he could be found, and stab him and kill

him. Certainly the fellow's guards turned around and killed

the assassin. That's where you get the word ussassin - from

Hashshashin, the Mohammedan cult which lasted about three

hundred years in the vicinity bf the twelfth and

thirteenth, fourteenth centuries.



Now, there's a mystery. The mystery in that case was the

fact that Hashshashin figured out a way to prove to people

that Paradise existed, and he used this credulity to

enforce his demands upon Asia. He enforced his demands upon

Asia so well that during the reign of these people there

wasn't an Asian prince, king or ruler or governor anywhere

that would have dreamed of disobeying a proclamation issued

by the Old Man of the Mountain. That is the use of

phenomena.



That's something for you to remember about the mind: that

it tends to fix and locate data. If it fixes too solidly on

a datum it is said to be obsessed. If it cannot fix on any

data but continues to try and yet finds no correlative

data, it becomes afraid. That's fear, one of the

manifestations that it picks up.



Therefore, the mind of man and all of its phenomena has

long been used for the control of man. Man has been

enslaved by the fact that others did not know enough about

their own minds to prevent the phenomena of their own minds

from being used against them.



This is the history of the race. Somebody learns something

about the mind. He promptly makes a secret out of it, a

mystery out of it, and used it against minds. That's what's

very peculiar about Scientology and the work on which I've

been engaged in the last twenty-two years. It's been in an

effort to expose all phenomena of the mind so you couldn't

do it anymore. Now, therefore, if I were talking to you

about the filing of film and the making of film in

Hollywood, you would be very relaxed and very pleased and

very pleasant about the whole thing and you'd go through it

by routine, and you would walk into those film-filing

laboratories and you would do a good job. But as it is I am

apparently talking to you about something that is

mysterious.



Well, the mind right now is about as mysterious as a roll

of film. You see, you don't know all there is to know about

a roll of film. And even if I told you all there was known

in Hollywood about a roll of film, you still wouldn't know

all there was to know about a roll of film.



How do you make celluloid? Anyone here knows how you make

celluloid? I mean know the process, so that with crude

tools you could just go out and make celluloid? How do you

make the emulsion that film takes and so on? There's a lot

of data there, you see.



There's still a lot of secret formulas in the making of film. 

Du Pont doesn't want Agfa to know, doesn't want Eastman to know

how these formulas are put together. There's a lot of

secrecy and a lot of mystery. Mystery is also paying off in

the field of films but this doesn't worry you, does it? You

say, "Well, this is routine and this is ordinary." Well, if

you will accept the fact that the mind in its "mysteries"

(unquote) is routine and ordinary, you will learn this very

swiftly.



What we're talking to you about, then, is the filing of

film. These films are a little bit better than Hollywood

films Some of them are worse. Some of them are very dull

and some of them are very poorly plotted - like Republic

Pictures' and so on. But they're just film. Actually,

they're not even you - these films.



You stand there as an intent at the beginning of time "to

be," and this intent underlies every other facsimile, and

it is not itself a facsimile.



And then you have these recordings of the physical

universe, And I admit that the film you're carrying around

is very, very good and some of you can even look at it

again sometimes, But it's a smellie, a feelie - completely

aside from being a talkie. And it is very well stored;

doesn't need a can to store it in. It doesn't have any

bulk, no size. You don't have to strain your back shipping

it anyplace, bringing it in. The filing system is very

automatic.



All I'm teaching you how to do is pull out the logjam in

this film storage bank so that all the film can be filed

properly. And this film even has the wonderful

characteristic of filing itself automatically in its proper

sequence the moment you straighten out the cans that won't

let it be filed. Simple



This is so routine that actually, if you were to take a

five -, six year-old child who had no training at all, you

would find that you had no difficulty at all telling him

how to file his film. He would say, "Yup, yup, yup, yup,

yup, yup, yup, yup. That's very interesting." And he'd go

around and you'd see him auditing kids in the neighborhood.



I've trained a ten-year-old boy to audit. I've known

six-year-old boys to audit. One little six-year-old boy one

day walked out in the kitchen and found a visitor. This

little kid had been around Dianetics quite a while, and he

found this visitor with a terrible hangover. Little boy

says, "What's the matter?" and the visitor said, "Aw, huhh?

Just got a awful headache." "Ah," the little boy says, "you

got a hangover. I heard you last night," And the fellow

said, "Well, as a matter of fact I probably do have a

hangover," The little boy says, "Well, let's see, what's

the first drink you took?" And the fellow said, "What are

you going to do?"



The little boy says, "Go on, go on. Where's our first

drink? Go on, pick it up." "All right, let's go all the way

through, let's go all the way through to when you woke up

this morning,"



The little kid sat there and forced this adult who was

about forty-five or so through this incident from beginning

to end, over and over and over, and the adult's headache

was gone. This adult, by the way, didn't know much about

Dianetics and he was very struck, stunned and surprised. I

imagine that was worse than the headache he'd gotten rid

of.



Now in the process of education you have been told there

are a lot of mysterious things. If I were telling you about

these phenomena just straight, it would be very easy to

acquaint you with these phenomena. But as it is, I'm

telling it to you across dams of semantics, telling it to

you across presuppositions absorbed from popular

novels - even those. Across psychology, across philosophy,

across the training and belief of parents, across the

training and beliefs of a race for many thousands of years.

And the only thing I can say about these barriers is that

they were efforts in the past to make human conduct

acceptable to the largest number of people under the

existing circumstances, with attention to the little that

was known about this phenomena. So every one of those is a

stopgap.



Somebody came along one day and he said, "You have a soul.

You have a soul," About maybe four thousand years ago,

something like that, somebody came along and he said, "You

have a soul."



And everybody said, "What's a soul?" They didn't know what

they had. Up to that time, they didn't know they didn't

know they had anything. Yeah, this was complex, you see.

They were living in their primitive ignorance - and very

happy in it too. And this fellow says, "You have a soul."

And - "What's a soul?" "Well, you've got to take good care

of your soul."



Well, everybody has a facsimile saying he has to take care

of something. And he has an overt-act facsimile saying he

definitely has to take care of - that he has violated his

command to take care of something, so right away he says, 

"My soul. I've got to take care of my soul," Didn't occur to 

anybody he was his own soul.



It's something like walking down the street and seeing a

fellow standing on the corner wearing a suit of clothes,

and harassing him and haranguing him until he'll wear a

suit of clothes. And then harassing him and haranguing him

until he's finally convinced he couldn't possibly be

wearing a suit of clothes. And so in his naked shame, fully

clothed with a suit, he creeps off into an alley. It's just

about the same operation.



The phenomena surrounding the filing of facsimiles, so on,

turns out to be very simple. Awfully simple. It's just like

making and filing pictures. Simpler even! In pictures you

have directors and you have that sort of thing. Well,

you're just the whole film company and you just manufacture

film endlessly, that's all! Good film, too!



I'd like to put you in a condition so that you can even

look at it again sometime and find out what kind of film

you've made. You're making film, actually, without a board

of censors to bother you or anything of the sort. Some of

that film is probably very interesting film.



But now you know that filing it and unfiling it only

requires you to understand what it is and how it's labeled

and what kinds there are. That isn't even a big order.

After that you can find out what happens to film, but first

you must understand what film is: It is a substance which

has no existence in time and space on which is engraved the

fifty perceptics of which you are capable of recording.

Fifty some perceptics - there's a terrific list of them. And

all these record simultaneously upon the same film and it

goes on and you make it in short or long units but it's

continuous. People speak of episodes in their lives.

Actually, one life is an episode, a complete episode. It's

a complete play, you might say. Your school days. The

second you say, "Your school days," this is grand catalog

of film, a series of pictures entitled: "School days,

complete. John Doe, early part twentieth century," That's

the way the label would read, actually. "School days,"

That's just a generalized category. Now you say, "Grammar

school," "High school," "Prep school," "College." 

> Theres five films.  Or four films.

Four specific films.



They begin: you say to the old man, "Well, I'11 try to get

along on my allowance," and you go off to college. And you

walk in the front door and the registrar's there and they

say, "Well, you can't take that because you don't have the

prerequisites." And that becomes a little short subject

called "Prerequisites: my struggles with," "My career: why

I couldn't follow it" - would be another short subject.

Another one would be "Are professors human?"



There'd be these little short subjects running all through

the thing. Then you see, the college career is subdivided

into episodes one, two, three and four. Or, in the case of 

a girl, "The Perils of Pauline." Freshman, sophomore, junior, 

senior - each one of those is an episode. And then there's -

oh, this is very interesting. This is just all packages of film.



People do this, for instance, when they write

autobiographies. Somebody comes along and says, "My Life"

and "by John Doe." And then he tries to put down in print

the complete film. Well, actually he's putting down a very

second-rate rendition of it, even if it's beautifully

written, because it's all on his film. And to date

nobody's ever been able to set any John Doe up on a

projector and let it run off on a screen for everybody to

take a look at. That would be a very good invention, But

you see, it isn't done at this time. And as a result people

don't think of their films as films, because other people

don't go look at them and nobody pays a quarter.



As a matter of fact, that's a fib. Over a long period of

time people have been paying lots of quarters to look at my

films. I find out that most of my stories have been

completely autobiographical. My confidence in my own

imagination has just gone by the boards.



Now, if you were to file these, how would you file them?

You would file them according to several things so you

could find them again. The first thing you would file them

in regard to is time. That would be the broad file

classification. And every film or facsimile in your mind

has a time tag on it, and each one of those is carried

along. Everything is on record and all the film is there.



That was another control mechanism telling you you didn't

have all the film. They said, "Somebody else has it" or

"You've lost it," or something of the sort. It isn't true.

You have it all. So you have this time tag on each roll of

film. You have it on each moment of each roll of film. This

is much better than Hollywood. They do not have marked on

the side of the square what frame it is, and you do. Every

frame. You take, with the eyes, about twenty-five to

seventy-five frames a second and you even got marked what

frame and what second it is - very, very good in its index

system. Fine index system, very poor file clerks.



Well anyway, you get a person with nine-tenths,

ten-tenths - not quite ten-tenths of his film thrown over in

the corner apparently completely tangled up, with the cat's

dish in the middle of it, and a couple of old pairs of

overalls thrown over the top of it, and the wrench the

plumber left sort of dropped on it, and that whole room

lost somewhere. The remainder is what you now know as you,

and what you're using-the remainder of the not quite

ten-tenths.



Actually all the other film is there. And what you're

trying to do in this science is simply get ahold of the

rest of the film and put it back in the vaults because it

shouldn't be in there with the cat's dish and so on. It

really is not good care of film.



Fortunately, this film has many other advantages: it does

not deteriorate. You can leave it out in the wind and

weather for a long, long time and it doesn't corrode,

shrink or stain. That's remarkable. It does not corrode or

deteriorate. Once you have taken the picture, the picture

is there.



Now don't make any mistake about this fact. If you've taken

a lot of pictures with a myopic astigmatic lens or a

calcified binaural hearing system, the quality of that film

is not good, but you will have on the film as much as

you've perceived and been capable of perceiving, and that's

a lot more than you think is there. It records all night

long, by the way. Terrific waste of material. It records

all night long and all day long and when you're drunk and

when you're mad and when you think you're not there and

when you're dead, and it records all the time. It doesn't

know the word "stop." Of course, I realize it has this in

connection with some of these long-winded pictures of Bette

Davis. They don't know when to say, "The End." But it has

been going on now for an awful long time, this film has.



Now, it also records when you're unconscious. Somebody

comes along and gives you a shot in the arm, knocks you

out, hits you over the head, runs over you with a truck,

something like that, the film keeps on recording with as

many perceptions as you have turned on. If you're just

drugged, the film keeps on recording.



If you were theoretically drugged and laid down without

touching anything, and you weren't even touching what you

were lying on, you were just drugged, you have a full

recording from beginning to end of the effect of a drug on

the body, which is to say, just a numb feeling. But don't

think for a moment that isn't a record. It's a record.



If somebody came along halfway down the time between your

going to sleep and waking up under the influence of the

drug and hit you, thud! and said, "Boo!" - if an auditor were

running along on this thing, he would eventually hit

"thud!" and "Boo!" and you would pick this up out of the

film.



Many people have tried to prove this. What they do is take

one installed drug engram which is lying on top of eight

million to the eighth-millionth power of drug engrams or

engrams of unconsciousness back through your many lives, and 

they try to take this as the last one and then say, "Well, 

that's very easy, We'll pick this up and knock it out." Oh, 

yeah? Because your late films are really harder to destroy 

than the earlier ones. They have greater durability. It's 

harder to plow through a moment of unconsciousness that's 

late than one that's early. Something you should recognize. 

This has considerable to do, by the way, with Facsimile One 

because the older one gets, the harder it's keyed in, and that's

probably all that age is.



Mixed up with this film you have several particular

facsimiles that have glue on them. Now you take all this,

films thrown over there in the corner, mixed up with the

cat's dish. If you could imagine throwing in an iron

wedge which was thoroughly covered with glue, and kind of

stirring it up amongst this other unfiled film, you'd get

some idea of what Facsimile One will do to the memory bank.



Now fortunately nothing destroys this film. Just because

it's laid in on top of Facsimile One is no great reason why

it is going to be wrecked. You take Facsimile One out from

underneath it again and you've got a recording. You can get

the glue off, in other words. I'I1 tell you how you get the

glue off, That is a process known as auditing. That's how

to get the glue off.



Now, under no circumstances should anyone be bewildered

just because there's lots of film. The film vaults of

Warner Brothers are best inspected on the back of a

motorcycle. They are just vaults, vaults, vaults, vaults,

vaults, vaults, vaults - lots of them. The card-catalog

system pertaining to those films - files, files, files,

files - there's lots of them. Any Home sapiens has lots of

them. Home sapiens is a breed of man who has the remaining

zero-tenths of his ten-tenths visible from his film files.



Now, what you're trying to get is this fellow's films back

for him - as an auditor - and he should not be particularly

bemused or amazed because there's so much film. We've

solved that to a large degree, knowing Facsimile One,

knowing its existence and being able to run it. It

separates the film so that it can be refiled with great

ease.



And so I want to impress upon you that there isn't anything

mysterious about this film - it's just film! It's theta

recording fifty perceptics or fifty viewpoints of the

material universe of matter, energy, space and time,

starring you. That's all there is. And it's got sequences

that say, "Daydreams when I was five!" and you know they're

daydreams. Afters while you pretend you don't or something, 

but you knew they were daydreams when you were five.



And you take this film, straighten it out and put it into

the proper file vaults, and the body, then, is able to

function better because you are able to make your body more

functional. Because you haven't got some of these old

films, say, like "The Adventures of Stick Crazy, the Great

Defective." "The time when he falls off a cliff and bunged

up his head," or something of this sort. This one can get

scrambled up so that you don't have this particular film

available in an uncleared state. Well, clearing it up, you

have all of these bumps in the head and that particular

hair-raiser is all available and you can put it in the

proper files too.



And as long as a film is lost, oddly enough there's

somebody giving you hell for it, so you mustn't lose film.

And that is evidently the one proviso under which you

operate as the manufacturers and takers of theta pictures.

Each one of you is a tremendous production company. And all

I'm trying to teach you how to do is not produce film at

all, I'm just trying to teach you how to file it. 



[At this point there is a gap in the original recording.] 



All you have to know, actually, to audit is the behavior of a

preclear running film. And you as an auditor become, then,

to the degree, a projectionist. But you become a

projectionist only to the degree that you want to unfile

and file film.



You're the kind of a projectionist who is not trying to

amuse the audience, but the kind of a projectionist who is

trying to help this other studio straighten out this awful

mess it got into when the Chase National Bank foreclosed

on it or something.



Now that's very simple. You are making the other company

run off some of its more important pictures to find out

what it had. That's all. And as soon as it finds out what

it really has, this other company is of course able to

become affluent and straightened out in its affairs and

capable of supporting itself.



And as a projectionist - auditor - you even sometimes suffer

from the competition spirit. You realize that putting this

other studio into 100 percent operation may do something to

your pictures. That this new angle you've got on taking

pictures by clerking in a grocery store or something -  that 

might not be so good if grocery stores started hiring for its 

clerks just Clears or something. So you have a tendency - 

nearly everyone has a tendency, whether he admits to it or 

not - to experience this little feeling of competition on 

the line.



It's very interesting in the field of spiritual work to

find out that somebody comes along and they say they're

very humble and they're very this and they're very that,

and they want you to be good and well, and help you out,

and the next thing you know, you get into an awful argument

about who is humblest. And they claim they're much holier

than you are, so there. And they don't show any vanity and

they're completely selfless, so there.



I've seen this develop into a full-fledged slugging fight

over who could pray the hardest. So you have to realize

that you are possibly endangering your own business to some

degree by helping this other company, which is always, no

matter how much a friend, in the guise of a rival company

as long as it's somewhat bankrupt. And by the way, as long

as this other company is desperate, you really are in

danger as an individual, but this other company rich, makes

you richer. That's the way it really works out.



Yes, because there's better pictures on the market, and

your pictures are better too, and maybe you don't have to

worry so much about showing pictures. Maybe you can go out

and make more pictures. And that would be very nice not to

have to sit at a desk from nine till five every day making

pictures - I mean just showing pictures. Showing off reels

one to four "College education," It gets boring. Maybe

you'd rather go out and make - go out on location for a

change. Go down in the desert and pick wild flowers. Well

that might be possible if everybody in the world didn't

require such an eagle eye to keep him from getting out of

line.



Think of the amount of restraint that is put on you as an

individual because there are lots of criminals around.

There's plenty of restraint put on you as an individual.

You may be an honest, upstanding citizen but because

criminals are in the environment you have to toe the mark

to certain laws. And of course as an honest, upright,

understanding citizen, you are the only one who toes the

mark - which is the catch - but the criminal never does,

That's the Sullivan Law: it inhibits the good citizen from

defending his life and makes it possible for the criminal

to be the only one urho can carry firearms. It's not very

sensible. But it's just as sensible as somebody wanting

somebody else insane or reduced in his activities.



Now, in projecting this film you only want to project as

much film as is necessary to process that film. Let's say

this other company made some bad pictures - really bad

pictures. You know, Monograml-type pictures.  Or something

by Rank.  Rankl over from England. And they made these

horrible pictures. They've never been able to recover

since. And if they could just sort of get some more film to

make some more pictures on, they might be able to cover.



Now, what you do is permit this other company to scrape off

some of its recordings, and therefore be able to say

honestly and forthrightly, "I don't have those recordings

anymore." Of course, the public around this person will

keep saying, "But you made these pictures - we know. We know

you made these pictures." This fellow can say with honesty

now, "No, I have no such picture in the files," and he can

recover therefore.



You, by the way, you were to take a criminal and clear him

and make him the most honest fellow in the town, the public

would still insist that the police chief was more honest

than he. The public would still insist, then, that this

crooked police chief - I mean this average police chief - was

far more honest than this cleared criminal. That, of

course, would be contested violently by police chiefs if

they knew I had said such a thing. By the way, I have

nothing against police chiefs. I love cops. Lawyers, that's

something else. Anyway... (laughter) When you process this

film you're sort of getting - we're letting the fellow get

his records straight.



Let's say the whole studio, all this time, was doing

nothing but sit around and worry about that picture he made

about "Forth from Firth of Forth" or something which laid

enough eggs to keep the area supplied in poultry products

for a long while. And they keep worrying about this. And

they say, "Gee, we made this picture 'Forth from Firth of

Forth,' Gee! We made this picture and there it is" and so

on, and they get to the point where they think that's the

only picture they've got. That's how irrational they get.

And they say, "This is all the picture we've got." So they

keep running out and insisting on showing everybody "Forth

from Firth of Forth." They will keep on not making money.

They'll keep dramatizing this engram called "Forth from

Firth of Forth," What you want to do is show them that

"Forth of Firth of Forth" is not a permanent

production. It is, after all, just another picture, and

that they probably have hundreds of thousands or even

millions of better pictures around, and they should show

those.



Well, unfortunately they will give you an argument quite

often and say, "Well, we've got to go on showing this

picture." And you say, "Well, no, you haven't." And they

say, "Well, we have to."



And so you pull an awful stunt on them, you say, "Well,

show it to me. Run it off for me."



Well, when you run it off with auditing, you start him in

at the moment he made it. He thinks he's just projecting

it, perhaps, but you start him in into the first moment of

production on it and you run through the actual production

of this picture - the intention of the company with regard

to this prodyction and everything that was produced - and you

run it through clear to the end. And then you tell him,

"Well, I didn't quite understand this picture. Let's get

that production sequence over again."



By the time you've done this two or three times, the

emulsion is getting kind of - well, the picture is getting

kind of thin. Its density isn't so good and it's getting

spots on it that look like halation spots - bad recording is

going on there - and all of a sudden they got a blank piece

of film in their hands. What you've done is play back this

film and rub it out against the material universe, You've

rubbed it out again.



It might have had an awful influence upon the company at

the time it was made, and have had ever since a bad

influence upon this company, but after you have knocked out

this piece of celluloid it isn't going to trouble anybody

anymore.



Then you sort of have to coax the person along - "Well, let's

look in the files and see what else you've got." And he

finds out all of a sudden that he doesn't have anything

else in the files to worry about; that most of them were

good pictures. So they go out and exhibit some pictures

that are good pictures or they go out on a location and

take some new pictures, and you don't have to worry about

them anymore. And that's approximately what you're doing.



I put it in these terms and it's more comprehensible, but

you possibly think I am oversimplifying it. No. The

manufacture of motion pictures is actually more complicated

than the manufacture of theta recordings which - known to us

as facsimiles. More complicated.



In the first place, you had these processes natively, and

they had to develop films. Films have weight and mass and

they're hard to store and they put cricks in your back

carrying them around, Well, running off a film, a projectionist 

in running off a film, is not likely to get any cricks in his 

back particularly.



But if you were to make him go out on production and pack

around all of the props that he had packed around once

before, he'd get a crick in his back. You get the idea. By

running the production of the film again, why, you will get

all the pains and agonies of the film. The unfortunate part

of it is that you're running just film. You're not running

physical universe energy or effort really You're just

running pictures of it and so the whole thing reduces or

erases and goes. Doesn't trouble anybody anymore.



The entire difficulty with the human mind is that it is in

an unfiled state. Hardly anybody can get to any of his

pictures. Hardly anybody can get to them. And there are

various processes in this science by which an individual

can get to these pictures.



Now what happens, really, is that the top pictures get too

heavy by being old hat, by being something that has been

done a lot of times. And they get boring; they're not very

interesting. They get all sorts of things wrong with them

because of the precedent of prcxluction. One of the

production managers or one of the directors or something of

the stat might be said to have had a fixation on the time

he made this picture when he was very young and the picture

was a terrible failure, so he's been trying to justify

this failure ever since by making pictures just like it.

He's been trying to get people to accept this film that he

made when he was young because this says that he was right

then and that's actually what the mind is trying to do.



It makes a very bad picture and then it keeps on insisting

that it was a good picture. And it keeps on apologizing and

demonstrating it to the body. It keeps on to the world at

large saying, "This is a good picture, this is a good

picture - there's nothing wrong with this. Now you've got to

take a look at this! Nothing wrong with me, wrong with me,

wrong with me, wrong with me. I'm not crazy, crazy, crazy.

Look, perfectly logical and normal. And the reason why I

keep running down the street on one foot and jumping into

the curb on one foot and saying,'Squeeze me' is just - is

just because - is just because - well, I had - I had - I read a

hook once and it said that was the way to get rid of the

pip," and you get some remarkable explanations.



That's exaggerated, but not very much. You have somebody

saying, "Well, the reason you have to punish these little

kids is because you have to make them good." Whereas

obviously if you keep on punishing children you're going

to make them bad.



Now people have been observing the fact that the more they punish

children, the meaner they were to children, the worse the

children got. They've been observing this now for a number

of millennia - and they continue to punish children.



Then they go over, once in a while, completely the

opposite polarity and they say, "Well, there isn't any

reason whatsoever to punish children. We're going to let

the child express itself." So they don't train the kid at

all. They don't ever show the kid what's in this material

universe around him, they just let the kid sort of run off

automatic. And the kid runs off on it, harassed here and

there, and this and that, and rattles around and gets in

trouble and falls down and isn't trained to do anything,

and gets an exaggerated idea of the world around him and

his role in this particular life, and has an awful time.

That's the tendency of modern child psychology.



Actually there's only a couple of things you have to do to

a kid to bring him up along the line. Just when you give

him something - make sure you gave it to them and that they

own it afterwards. Don't keep on controlling it. And don't

contradict a child and keep changing his mind when there's

no need for it. Try to examine his demands as real or

unreal and act accordingly. Because if you keep validating

his unreal demands by punishing them or doing something

else about it you're going to ruin his reality. You can see

how that is.



So here you have irrational practices going along madly.

Well, when did this irrational practice of punishing

children first come along? Well, the fellow made a

production of being punished way back sometime or other,

and he determined that he was going to get even with people

for having punished him, so he started punishing people to

demonstrate to them why you shouldn't punish people. And

then the next thing you know, he was saying, "Well, you

have to punish people" - because he's already punished

somebody, he has to justify his action. This is the way it

works.



Now these films have the strange characteristic of

puppetizing the human body. As long as an individual has

his file in a bad condition, those files can react and act

upon the human body, changing its form and structure.



There's a great deal of argument, perhaps, in the world

concerning whether or not structure monitors function or

function monitors struclure. This is a large bone of

contention.



Any time you start to advance to an individual who is

trained and believes the idea that structure changes the

mind and that the mind does not change structure, you're

going to have an argument on your hands because he's going

to stick to his guns very solidly.



You don't have to work very hard to prove this to him. I

worked in the field of endocrinology until I was satisfied

that function handles structure. Because you could shoot a

person with hormones all over the place and get no results,

but you could pick up a couple of aberrations and then

shoot him with honrwnes, and the hormones now would take

effect. Other words, the brain was inhibiting the

absorption of hormones into the system.



This was proof enough for me, but if you want a better

proof, it lasts in this: Well, most of these new drugs

just work because people think they work. And although

nearly everyone considers this bad, it is a direct proof

that function handles structure. And if you want to hoist

the engineer with his own petard as it says in

Shakespeare, just quote the opinion of people who believe

that structure monitors function. They have been saying

all the time the only reason this has any effect on people

is because they just think it has. If a person can just

think that it has an effect, and it has an effect, he's

certainly using function to modify structure, and it is

proven in that breath.



A doctor actually can issue flour and water pills - lots of

flour and water pills. And when he's issued the flour and

water pills and has told the patient that these are the

newest remedy and they've just come out of Blitz and Blatz

Laboratories; and that they are okayed and thoroughly

tested by the American Medical Association, Good

Housekeeping magazine and other organizations; the

patient goes home, takes them and gets well. That is a

direct proof, as direct as you want, that function monitors

structure.



If you were to take a new drug and shoot eighty people

without telling them it would do anything for them, your

results, let us say, would be 10 percent effectiveness.

Let's just say that's 10 percent effectiveness. But if ytw

were to take eighty people and give them a tremendous sales

talk on this wonderful new concoction and then shoot them

with distilled water, forty of them would get well.



This is a test, by the way, that was used to determine some

cause for ulcers. And they decided that ulcers were therefore 

just attributable to the imagination, and therefore shouldn't 

be treated. What you should then use on them was surgery. I 

didn't follow this "logic" but it was the logic in the article 

which I read on the subject Because they shot a long series of

patients with distilled water - telling them that it was a

new drug that would cure ulcers - and 50 percent recovered

from their ulcers.



In other words you get very positive results handling this

from the viewpoint function handles structure. And you get

rather poor results trying to make structure handle

function.



Now, these films can definitely alter the studio. They

definitely do. If a fellow gets enough bumps on the head

and starts wearing these films, his forehead shape will

modify. The best proof of this is to take some of the films

and reduce or erase them and throw them away or put them

back in their proper files or do something like that to

them, and see that the shape of the forehead will alter.



As a good auditor you should be able to see a change in the

preclear's facial structure after every session. It should

be that marked. It should be marked enough so that you can

detect it.



Now, I hope you have a little bit better understanding of

what yoll're doing. As soon as you introduce the factor

that you are handling a lot of unknowns - a lot of x's, a

lot of Q factors - that you don't know about and you wish

you did, but they aren't something or other, and "they

might if," and all of that sort of thing, you're not going

to do a good job. Because, you see, you're introducing

factors into the machine that aren't there.



You're trying to handle film by assuming that all film,

let us say, is made on lead plates, and it's not. But if

you keep on insisting that - the film is made on lead

plates, you're going to try to handle lead plates and you

won't be filing film. You'll be filing lead plates that

aren't there. And this is difficult to do.



So what you want to do is establish it very clearly in

your mind - forcefully if necessary to yourself - this is film

on which is recorded by fifty or more perceptic channels,

images of the physical universe. And I'm handling images of

the physical universe and the intention of the person about

these images, and that's all you're processing.



There's no other bugbears, You're not suddenly going to

have a preclear divide in half or develop wings and fly

away or something Like that. You're not going to learn

later in this course that all of this, really, was very

interesting, but what you should do to heal the mind is hit

the preclear over che head with a rubber balloon.



And this is not going to change. This has been standard for

a long time now. Actually, this concept of film and its

erasure and so forth in its basic understanding has been in

existence now for over fourteen years and there are an

awful lot of people well through this standpoint and

viewpoint. You're not handling a lot of extras, you're not

handling a lot of Q factors, you're not handling a lot of

bric-a-brac.



Take for instance language. Language is very interesting,

but it's certainly not very important. Language is a code

system. You, as a ship, are capable of hanging up certain

flags which another person, as a ship, could then read and

be informed about. Those flags are words. Your thought

preceded the flags and his thought succeeds the reading of

your flags,



Now these thoughts, by the way, have long since come to a

definite and positive agreement about what these flags

mean. You're both operating out of the same signal book. He

isn't operating out of MERSIGS while you're operating out

of the US Code of the Weather Bureau. You're both

speaking English. You both know what it means. Or you're

both speaking Japanese or something of the sort. And if

words are come into dispute, you have words by which you can

define words to each other. "This is what I mean by ..."



Language has been overstressed in its importance because

it's something like - arguing about language would be

something like two naval officers engaging in a terrific

dispute about the plan of attack of the last battle they

were in, solely and only by discussing the original and

basic meanings of Able, Boy, Cast, Dog, Easy, FoX, as

flags. In other words, they would never get down to talking

about the battle at all, they would be talking about the

signal flags.



Of course, this is a great academic, scholastic mechanism

to keep from talking about anything important. If you talk

about the signal flags and only about the signal flags long

enough, why, you can completely obviate, obfuscate and ruin

anybody who is trying to talk sense.



Did you ever, by the way, talk to anybody who would break

down your conversation in the middle and define a word for

you? You're going along very happily and you said,

"yakety-yakety-yakety-yak" and you were telling them

something or other. And yc,u're trying to tell them about

this concept that you have concerning the driving of a car.

You've just learned the idea that cars have to be sped up

to go round a corner and you say, "So you accelerate..."

And he says, "Now wait - wait - what - what did you say?" You

say, "You accelerate."



Now, you have a picture of accelerating. He could have a

picture of it too if he were not down at 0.6 or below on

the Tone Scale, because that's where he is. And he says,

"Accelerate. Now, what do you mean by accelerate?" And you

say, "Well, go faster."



And he says, "Well, accelerate, you're talking about going

round a curve. Accelerate, accelerate. Now, could you mean

the - uh - um-uh - vernacular acceleration or something like

that?"



And you say, "No, no, just acceleration. You know, go

faster." You're trying to give him another code signal. He

doesn't want that code signal. He's all hung up on the fact

that you flew the wrong flag for him, and that's all he can

think of.



It's like two ships going along.  One ship says to the

other one "William aueen George." In other words,

"You're going aground," And the other ship conies back and

says "'George' is a signal which is only used when you have

a rear admiral or superior rank aboard. Now why have you

used the signal 'George'?" And of course, he goes aground

and actually so does any individual who would play this

trick on you. He'll eventually go aground, very grandly

aground. Not on your shoals, but he'll make himself so

highly antipathetic to everybody around him that he'll

eventually go out of contact and out of sustenance. His

body's in bad shape anyway. He's pretty low Tone Scale

when he does this.



In other words, you'll find lots of people who will stand

around and talk about signals to you. And you can sit down

with those people and you can clarify the whole code of

signals. You can say, "Now look, we're operating out of

this. Basic English if you please. And you use that

dictionary and I'll use the same dictionary and I'll look

up the words before I use them. And you look up the words 

after I've used them and therefore we'll know exactly what 

we're talking about." And the fellow will say, "Well now, 

how do you mean 'accelerate'?" You say, "It means 'go faster.'"



He says, "Well now, accelerate is ..." That is broken

communication, and very, very low on the Tone Scale an

individual will break communications. He will find an excuse

not to read your flags.



All right. Language: a word is no more and no less than a

symbolic sound code of the physical universe in action or

in static, and refers to nothing more than a condition or

lack of condition of beingness for the physical universe.



Words are all physical universe because they are designed

to go on a physical universe system - sound system or eye

system. Visual-sonic signaling should be the classification

for language, because it's all it is.



There are meanings and thoughts behind these and believe

me, we have all lived in the physical universe and we all

know, actually, what this physical universe is composed of.

And so therefore there's no faintest chance of us

describing the wrong universe when we're using the

language, In other words, you'll find language as a barrier

sometimes.



For instance, the only reason why this science is not

easily taught to old psychotherapists is because they have

gotten up a code book which is a useless code book, and I

say that quite bluntly without any intention of insult. By

the way, I quote them about the uselessness of their code

book. The professor of psychology at the University of

Illinois wrote the most damning article on the subject of

psychiatric and psychological classification I've ever read

damning anything. Why, it was gorgeous.



He said: "All we've done is label, label, label, label and

we have not found out the meaning of anything!" So you come

along with the meaning of something and you run into a

barrage of labels. You say, "This preclear." And they say,

"What do you mean 'preclear'?" And you say, "Well

this - this person I'm trying to clear," "Uh, what do you

mean 'clear'?"



"Well, it's a state whereby a person's film is all filed in

the right thing. He's got his marbles on the right rack."



And he said, "Marbles, marbles. I used to play marbles when

I was - what were you talking about?"



And you say, "Well, now the best thing that I can do" you'd

say, "in order to teach you to use this material is to show

you that there's such a thing as a postulate or a lock. Now

a postulate or a lock is a thought and so forth."



"Oh," he says, "you're talking about the libido theory. The

libido super-complex unrelated theory. Oh yes, Freud

thought that up. Yes, we know all about this. Now, as we

were saying, the only thing good for this patient is

electric shock."



And you say, "Just a minute, we're talking about a lock. A

lock. The way you run a lock. An individual is home, he

gets - has an unhappy experience; that is to say, he records

something unhappy. He comes back to see you again and

you're unable to work with him because he's thinking about

this unhappy thing all the time. Now, what you do is send

him back to the beginning of this thing and tell him to

reexperience all the way through."



"Oh," he says, "psychodrama. Yes, well we know all about

psychedrama. We've done that for a long time, but the

trouble is when they ask their mother to represent the

devil or their father to represent the devil, they seldom

cooperate so it doesn't work."



You say, "No." Yes, I know I'm probably being very

insulting, but I'm only talking out of slight exasperation.

I feel like a fellow who is standing out there in a scout

vessel and I've just said, "I have sighted the enemy. They

are traveling at thirty-three knots north northwest and

they are proceeding in a wing formation. Where are your

bombers? Where are your bombers?"



And they keep sending back and they say, "Where is your

requisition for the twelve pairs of dungarees which you

ordered?"



It's an exasperating position to be in. Because actually it

would take practically no time at all to retrain every

psychotherapist in the business so that he could go into

his office in the morning, sit down to his chair, patients

come in - swamp, swamp, swack, swack, bang, bang - guys walk

out the door, good shape, everything's fine. Instead of

that he goes into his office in the morning and says, "I

know what I know doesn't work. These people come in

here - they're crazy, and they leave crazy. And after I work

them for two, three, seven years, they're still crazy. I

know I'm failing." They know this, and as human beings down

deep they suffer from it. You can't keep failing like this

without really suffering. And here we are, all we're saying

is, "Hey look, you don't have to keep on flubbing the

dUb." And they say, "Flubbing the dub. Yes, I know that

word! You mean we're flubbing the dub?" In other words, I

get to a point where I'm willing to use any code system.



> There's actually thousands of people ...



(Recording ends abruptly)
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I want to talk to you tonight about the resolution of

effort and counter-effort.



The only reason an engram will not run, and the only reason

a moment of pain, the only reason a moment of

unconsciousness will not reduce properly or erase properly

is in the matter of effort and counter-effort. Effort and

counter-effort form a heavy enough block on some engrams,

they become very difficult to work out.



Of course, you understand there's another item, and that is

one's own intention or one's own self-determinism with

regard to it. It matters much more what the individual says

than what is said to him. So one's own self-determinism can

be a large factor in auditing out an engram.



But the effort and counter-effort are actually what hold it

down, because they sort of wrap up the self-determinism,

they sort of lie around it. Self-determinism can get

swallowed up by effort and counter-effort. Such a situation

as this: An individual comes out of a door and somebody

else comes in the door and they collide. Well now, each one

has the intention and postulate of progressing forward in

the direction he's going, and they collide. And they stop

for a moment. And to A who is coming out of the door, B is

a sudden counter-effort. And to B going in the door, A is a

sudden counter-effort. The two of them meet, maybe bump

their heads together, both of them would go unconscious.

You see, unconsciousness is actually a manifestation of

one's self-determinism being upset by a countereffort; that

is what unconsciousness is.



The equation one works on, actually, is "If I can't make my

selfdeterminism count, then I must be dead," and he goes

down curve rapidly toward death. Unconsciousness is just

a - light or deep - is merely a slide in toward death.



Now, effort and counter-effort, then, contain a very large

part of the answer of auditing out an engram. Your preclear

can get so bogged down in some postulate, in some statement 

he makes himself, underneath this effort and counter-effort - 

that he's made when he received it or made just before he 

received it - that he will concentrate in such a way on this 

effort and counter-effort that he does not pick it up. Now, 

that may seem to you rather odd that you could concentrate 

on a counter-effort and be then unable to contact it. The 

trick is to concentrate on another point than the point of

impact, and only then will the counter-effort come in.



The reason for this is very simply expressed. One's own

effort is always to some slight degree directed toward the

receipt and expulsion of counter-efforts. Now, the receipt

and expulsion of counter-efforts requires that one fix his

attention upon the counter-effort. And one's attention,

therefore, is fixed on the effort in order to expel it.

What is actualy happening is you are no more and no less

than a complete bundle of counter-efforts. Thought picked up

its first counter-effort way back at the beginning of time,

turned it around, and used it to overcome the physical

universe. And this sequence: picking up a counter-effort

and then using it, picking up a counter-effort and then

using it, picking up a counter-effort and using it, should

demonstrate to you that every effort which you exert has at

one time or another been a counter-effort. A physical-force

effort, then, has at one time or another, always - in every

case - has been a counter-effort.



The only reason a counter-effort in a facsimile becomes

troublesome is because an individual's self-determinism

depends to a large degree upon his right to use any

counter-effort he receives and turn it around and send it

the other way. Now, he thinks of himself as having this as

an inherent right. Therefore, when he receives a

counter-effort and is then inhibited in using it, the

counter-effort will eventually come back against him

because he will go back to the point where he realizes the

counter-effort is dangerous, he'll start examining it and

he'll throw himself back into the first facsimile of its

receipt. This is highly mechanical - very, very mechanical.



Now, a counter-effort, then, let us say, of being hit hard

by a truck, to use a very standardized thing (hitting by a

truck is quite ordinary these days, drivers being what they

are, particularly in Kansas) - so your counter-effort comes

in - bam!



Now, actually, in order to use this, the individual would

have to hit somebody with a truck. Well, he knows he'd

better not hit somebody with a truck because this would be

in violation of the dynamics as well as city ordinances. At

least most cities have ordinances against this sort of

thing; I'm not sure about this particular city.



The point is that one has received a counter-effort which

he cannot employ, and so it's worrisome. Well, there are

two things to do about it: one is not to get hit by a

truck, and the other one is, if hit, be in a high enough

tone so that that facsimile, being in the counter-effort

band, won't ever be contacted by you anymore - or audit it

out. Now, these are several courses that you can take. All

right.



Here is the matter of receiving a counter-effort and not

being able to use it. An individual is killed, let us say.

I hope that doesn't sound particularly amusing to you - he's

killed and later on can't use the counter-effort,  but

that's exactly what happens.  The individual is

killed - let's say he's strangled - and later on somebody

does something to him, and his response is to take his

lily-white hands and strangle the other person.



Now, he may do this several times. He may do it very

successfully several times, and one day, after he gets

through strangling somebody, maybe back in the Stone Age or

something of the sort, he takes another look and it's a

girl, and that was the wrong use of this counter-effort. Or

it was a baby - wrong use of the counter-effort. He's trying

to use this counter-effort and here he's used it wrongly.

What happens to him? Instantaneously and immediately he

gets the somatic of being strangled - because he tries to

regret this matter, he tries to figure it out. He says to

himself, "My goodness, how could I possibly have strangled

this woman?" "How could I possibly have strangled this

baby'" - whatever he did. "Well, how could I have done this?"



Well, when he says to himself, "How could I have done

this?" he starts picking up the facsimiles which gave him

the counter-effort which permitted him to do it. And, of

course, he hangs up with the first time it was done

to him.  And we call this first inciaent, when it was

done to him, the motivator.



The motivator is then employed, and may be employed

relatively successfully: He can go around choking animals,

choking horses, choking anything - it doesn't matter,

choking men. They're all on a parity with him - it just

doesn't matter. He doesn't regret these fellows, And then

one fine day he chokes the wrong person, which is to say,

he chokes somebody that is not a legitimate target - which

is to say, he has no justification for the act.

Insufficient justification creates, then, what we call the

overt act. An overt act is the misemployment of a counter-

effort - the misemployment of a counter-effort. And the

counter-effort thus employed against a target that is not a

legitimate target, backfires on the individual. He'll go

back down the time track and get into the motivator. He gets 

into the motivator immediately. He gets the somatics, plainly 

and simply, that were administered to him. He gets those 

somatics himself.



Thus, you find on the track, a person begins to accumulate

overt acts - many of them. He maybe has one big motivator,

one incident that he can't do anything about. He has

received a counter-effort and every time he tries to use

this counter-effort, which is his perfect right (he

thinks), he finds out that it is such a large offense

against the other dynamics that he pulls back and resigns

his right, and he cannot then be self-determined. So his

self-determinism sinks because he can't use this

counter-effort.



As a result, the accumulated overt acts can get up to a

point where the individual will suffer no matter what he

does to anybody. He begins to believe that he cannot use a

single counter-effort. This is a condition we know as

apathy: All counter-efforts go through, and one puts up no

effort to resist them. That is apathy. That is also

refusing to use one's right to utilize counter-efforts.

That's the bottom of self-determinism, then. One can't use

a counter-effort, therefore one has no self-determinism,

therefore one is in apathy because all efforts go through

him - all counterefforts go through him.



The whole Tone Scale can be derived on these emotions to

this degree: How much overt action has the individual

suffered from? That is to say, how many times has he failed

when he tried to employ a countereffort? The degree to

which he is unable to employ counter-efforts is the degree

or the band he lies in on the Tone Scale. Should be very

simple, very easy to understand.



If a man can't use any counter-efforts at all, he cannot

resent anything that's said to him, he cannot strike hack

at anybody that does anything to him, he is incapable,

then, of defending himself or the other dynamics and as a

result, more or less ceases to exist. That's apathy. The

bottom of apathy is death. One then won't even resist the

counter-effort of sunlight or anything of the sort.



Now, way up the band one is so extensional against

counter-efforts that they really don't even arrive. They

don't arrive. He not only is capable of employing all

counter-efforts, he doesn't need to; he's way up above.

Now, when a person, let us say, is well up the band, let us

say that he begins to use, for some reason or other,

counter-efforts - he uses some old counter-effort against

one of the dynamics. He comes down the band a little bit.

He uses another counter-effort against one of the dynamics

You see, it's nonsurvival to go out against the dynamics;

it's not good sense.



So, he uses these counter-efforts and he uses them and he

uses them. And he uses these motivators, one after the

other, and gradually uses them wrong this time and wrong

that time and comes, eventually, down to the bottom of the

Tone Scale.



In order to audit him back up again, one could, actually,

merely pick up his overt acts. You can locate them on a

psychometer,' His overt acts: What has he killed and when?

When has he misemployed counterefforts? Against what?

Against himself, against children, against women, against

groups, against man, against animals, against the MEST

universe and so forth, right straight on up the line.



Particularly  interesting  is  the  counter-effort  against

seven, theta - the seventh dynamic. The overt act against

seven is very interesting because it results in an

individual believing he has offended to such a degree that

he has to get into the valence of something which is

offended. Now, that unsnarls very easily.



Christ bore the burdens of all man and the world, didn't

he? So, if a person keeps on offending, offending,

offending against the seventh dynamic, he will eventually

offend so wrongly and so widely and broadly that his only

solution to it is to wind up as Christ.



> This isn't saying that's the route that Christ went,

> although some of the lost books of the bible tell you

> how he spent his early youth using his powers to destroy 

> those around him. You may not be aware of these early

> accounts. There's one story, in these lost books of the 

> bible, about his blinding a playmate mearly by telling 

> him to go blind.



Now, as we go up the scale, then, a person commits,

actually, less and less counter-efforts but is capable of

committing more and more. The bottom of the scale, in

apathy, is when a person has committed so many

counter-efforts, so many overt acts - he's done so much

without good justification that he must now do nothing but

justify whatever he's doing. Well, what does he do to

justify? He starts wearing the somatics, starts wearing the

pains and infirmities of his motivator. It has turned on

him at last, and you'll have this ...



You can run, by the way, a great many people through the

Crucifixion. You can actually run them through the

Crucifixion. They'll get it very nicely. They'll take

enough facsimiles and put them together to have one

wonderful crucifixion. They'll get themselves really

crucified. Why? Well, any time you find anybody running a

Crucifixion, you start looking around to find out when they

started offending against the seventh dynamic, and you'll

find plenty of offenses. And instead of running the

Crucifixion, which is, after all, merely satisfying this

person, find their overt acts against it and run those out

and the tone of the individual will come up quite markedly.



That's a symbolical performance in this society, this

society being what it is - running the Crucifixion. You'll

find that as an incident in many people. Don't bother to

run it.



Find out when they cut the throat of the priest, when they

set fire to the nun and other little pastimes in which they

have engaged during a dull day and an idle moment.



Evidently, the volume of overt act against the seventh

dynamic necessary to really aberrate the seventh dynamic is

quite high - it's quite high. I have never run the

Crucifixion, and yet one time I evidently looted the

dickens out of the nicest, prettiest church you ever saw.

Melted down all of its altar plate too. And - well, as far

as the nuns and priests were concerned and so forth, it

took a minimum time - only a few hours on the rack - to get

them to say where it was. (laughter) And I've never run

through this incident. I have no experience with this,

except objectively, in running preclears into it. So I've

never quite plumbed the well of how overt a preclear can be

on the seventh dynamic. There may be some dread, dark and

awful secrets ...



That's why you need a psychometer. They'll never tell you

about an overt act. They just won't tell you about them.

They'll tell you about all the things done to them, but

what they've done to others they won't say.



Now, the overt act is a very important piece of information

for you. The overt act, all by itself, will break cases and

throw them up the Tone Scale with considerable ease.

Furthermore, a case which has never wept, has never been

angry - if you find the overt act, you'll spill tears out of

them by the bucket; you will spill rage and fear and all

the rest of it on an overt act. Whose tears? The person

they've harmed. Whose rage? The person they've hurt. Whose

somatics?



Now, there's a lot of people walking around, by the way,

lots of people walking around that... Well, let's say

somebody has got a bad eye or something of the sort, and

you walk up to him and you say, "Did you ever poke anybody

in the eye?" And he says, "Oh, no!" "Well, what have you

got a bad eye for?" "Well, I just got it, that's all. I

just got it."



"Go through the action of poking somebody in the eye. How

would you poke somebody in the eye?"



And the fellow will say, "Well, I'11 use the right index

finger, I guess." You say, "Well all right, take your right

index finger and poke somebody in the eye. Now, let's poke

them again. All right, let's poke them again. Let's poke

them again. Let's poke them again." And it's very dangerous

for you to try to demonstrate this, by the way, right this

minute, because there's hardly anybody present who hasn't

poked somebody in the eye.



And you make him go through this physical motion a few

times, and he doesn't even know where it is on the

track - it might be back in the Crusades or a thousand years

BC, it doesn't matter. All of a sudden, bong! he has a

very bad eye. And as a matter of fact, you can keep it up

until he's got a black eye. If the incident is not going to

be identified - you're not going to identify the incident in

any way, he's not going to identify it - you can keep him

making an overt act (that is to say, repeating some overt

act he's done) until he gets the somatic very thoroughly.



Now, the only reason anybody is carrying around an

aberration or a somatic, by the way, according to theory,

is that he has used some counter-effort he received

sometime to destroy along one or more of the dynamics.

That's one for you to note in auditing.



The phenomenon of the overt act is very important. You hit

Bill - you hit him, and a few days or weeks later your eye

isn't so good and you can't find out why. It's because you

hit Bill; you regretted hitting Bill.



Now, if you'll take an overt act and run it backwards,

you'll get the regret off of it. Because what is a person

trying to do with an overt act? He's trying to get it

undone. He doesn't want to go forward through it again. He

wants to undo it; he wants to un-enact it. He hit this

fellow - he was in a terrific, tearing rage and he hit this

fellow and the fellow fell down, and the second that fellow

fell, all of a sudden he said, "I've just hit my brother.

Huhhh? No, I didn't do it. That wasn't I," He then

invalidates it all over the place. "I didn't do it, I had ..." 

Then he says,  "I had ample justification," He knows

he doesn't have ample justification. He can't quite

untangle this thing because there that fellow lies on the

ground in bad shape - that's just hitting somebody in the

eye.



You'll find in any man's childhood, he has hit another

child. you can find that. And you will find that hitting

this other child has been an additive factor, just one of the

many factors, which holding in suspension the somatic which

that man in his adulthood is carrying.



Now, that's just hitting a little child in a childish

quarrel. How do you get rid of this? Run through it,

identify it. Put him on a psychometer and find it is the

best way to do, because you can fish around for a long time

on overt acts by just guessing. You can spend a lot of

time, but a psychometer will tell you immediately where

they are.



Run this incident backwards. Have him withdraw the blow,

withdraw the blow, withdraw the blow, and all of a sudden

he'll find he's - impossible to keep withdrawing this blow,

and the film will start to run the other way. And then

it'll run the other way for a few times, and then he starts

withdrawing it again. And in such a way, you work the time

out of the act. Because, you see, the reason it gets into

restimulation is very simple - very simple, the reason the

overt act gets into restimulation. The person has jammed

time on it - he doesn't want it to happen - so having jammed

time on it, time becomes timeless, and so the overt act can

float with him from there on, He has put himself before the

incident happened; therefore, any time he moves forward,

the incident occurs. There, maybe, is one of the reasons he

has sinusitis and so forth.



Any time a person has performed an overt act, he has

suffered from it to some degree or other.



Now, you take - once upon a time, man evidently had fairly

large teeth. You can just make somebody start biting - just

make him start biting, biting anything - and the first thing

you know, he's got a somatic in his mouth. But more

important, he's probably got one in his stomach; he bit

somebody's stomach one time or other. And you make him bite

and bite and bite and the stomach somatic will turn on.



Whose somatic is it? Well, initially it was his; initially

he got bitten in the stomach. But that isn't - he could be

bitten in the stomach forever, practically; every year he

could be bitten in the stomach and not become aberrated

from it until he turned around and bit somebody else in the

stomach.



In other words, the organism, the individual is so

situated, so constructed that at any time it can receive

and take an enormous amount of punishment. It is a sponge

for punishment. And the only reason it holds up a somatic

and says, "I hurt, I hurt" is when it says, "I am

apologizing for having hit Sir Lady Custabula in the

boudoir." It's holding up this somatic as evidence, as

propitiation to the rest of the world. "I'm sorry I did it.

I'm sorry I did it," it's saying.



Now, the counter-effort-effort phenomena is very important

to the auditor. And just because we have a Facsimile One,

just because we have a lot of other things, is no reason

why we should neglect this strange phenomenon of Bill hits

Joe, and Bill gets the hit. You can work that out. You can

take any preclear and start making him punch somebody,

somehow, in the stomach, and you'll get the somatic on that

preclear that is supposedly doing the action.



Now, overt acts, by the way, have become less and less

digestible to man during the last many thousands of years.

He's gotten less and less capable of exerting them, so that

he extends himself. At first he committed overt acts with

his teeth, and then he started overt acts with his fists

and his fingers - choking, hitting. And then he resorted to

daggers - stone daggers and then stone axes and then short

metal daggers - not too short, about the length of a stone

ax, out to a rapier, and then a broadsword. Until now he's

gone from the short-range musket to the long-range rifle,

to the artillery shell (75 millimeter, 155 millimeter,

16-inch railway gun), to the atom bomb delivered by a

human individual, to an atom bomb delivered by a pilotless

plane. You get the idea of how far he's backing off from

his overt acts. And he's just backing off just like that;

he's crawfishing on overt acts.



So do not forget that overt acts may suspend a whole case,

may keep an entire case from running. The overt act may be

the entire well of grief on the case. Therefore, do not

neglect this type of incident, and consider it and evaluate

it at all times as being much more valuable to run than any

incident the individual himself received. 



[At this point there is a gap in the original recording.] 



An auditor has only - to verify this himself, get a good 

subjective experience on it - has only to ask himself what 

he would do to create the somatic which he is wearing, create 

the pain which he's wearing. Just ask him what he would have 

to do to somebody else to create this pain. All right.



As a matter of fact, there's a huge lot of data that is

unnecessary to you on how you identify the overt act

without a psychometer. It's quite a trick; you have to

almost be a swami to do it. But you can actually look

at a person and say, "Why, yes, this person's overt act is

killing a woman." Why? Well, just look at him, that's all;

he'll have some womanly characteristic.



Now, regret that one has killed or maimed or injured

results in another phenomenon: the phenomenon of life

continuum. An auditor must know this phenomenon - life

continuum. When a person has done an overt act to another,

he conceives that he has taken on the responsibility and

responsibilities of this other person, including this other

person's responsibilities in life - his goals, his

physiology, his infirmities, his computations, his methods

of doing business. All of these things, every single one of

them, can form up into the lifecontinuum pattern.



Now, you'll find that this phenomenon also exists: Grandma

dies, and after that Grandma is to be found - in terms of

mannerisms - in the grandchild. This is almost as though

Grandma's soul has transmigrated or reincarnated into the

child, on Grandma's death.



Not so. All this child has done, has looked at the fact:

"Grandma is dead. I don't want Grandma to be dead because

this is nonsurvival on the dynamics. Therefore, how can I

'undead' Grandma? All right, the way I 'undead' Grandma is

to figure out what was done to Grandma and undo that. And

then I can 'undead' Grandma." It's a rather strange

computation but it exists, and it exists just in that

order.



So he says to himself, "Let's start with me." Always - "What

have I done to kill Grandma?" He does the trick, then, of

going into Grandma's valence.



Valence is a very interesting manifestation. An individual

will suddenly turn around and become like another

individual and stay that way. An individual has himself

and then he has valences, and he can go into dozens of

valences. There's all sorts of valences: there's synthetic

valences, there's bedpost valences, there's ... Yeah,

that's right; you'll find people in insane asylums in the

valence of a bedpost or in the valence of a brick wall or

something of the sort.



And then there's composite valences. Then there is

imaginary people valences, like practically every girl in

America at one time or another has gone into the valence of

a movie actress. Sat there, and ... One of the reasons

why people go to see picture shows is to steal the valences

of the actors and use them - go into those valences.



The whole subject of acting is actually bound up in the subject 

of valences. An actor only must be able to go into the valence

of his character - see his character well and then step into

that valence - and thereafter he will act almost automatically.



Now, therefore, this manifestation of valences is something

with which an auditor will have to deal. In addition to

that, he can actually predict the behavior of those around

him by knowing whose valence they're in - if he knew the

characteristics of the other valence.



For instance, they say, "Like father, like son." The

chances are fair that the son is to some degree in father's

valence or to some degree completely out of father's

valence and on opposite polarity. Like "I'm never going to

be like my father if it's the last thing I ever do,

I - rorr-rorr-rorrrorr!" And so he becomes opposite to

everything Father can do. Father happens to be a good

businessman, so the son, of course, becomes a terrible

businessman.



Therefore, a person can stay out of valences perforce and

stay away from everything that is a characteristic of that

valence, or he can be in the valence or he can just leave

it alone.



Best thing to do is for an individual to be in his own

being. That's pretty hard for an individual to do. Most of

the complaints you will get from preclears, as a fact, is,

"I cannot be myself." And the people they hate most are the

people who inhibited them from being themselves - people who

interfered with them being themselves. There is their

principal hatred.



Now, this valence manifestation becomes confirmed - and

actually goes into action and becomes confirmed - by an

overt act. Dear, dear Grandma would never be imitated under

any circumstances by the child unless the child was guilty

of action - punishment or otherwise - against Grandma. That

child has done things to Grandma. Maybe kicked Grandma in

the shins, maybe squalled and hollered and raised the

dickens when Grandma tried to get them dressed - anything.

But don't worry about running the death, so much, of

Grandma - it'll do a lot of good if you can run the death and

get all the tears of it off, but most of the time you

can't. No, if you find a preclear in somebody's valence (this 

is his grandma - he's being his grandma, he's being his aunt,

he's being his uncle, something of the sort), find the time

when he offended against prior to the death, and that time

will exist.



Now, oddly enough, an individual will continue the life of

individuals for many lifetimes. So if you want to find out

why the husband keeps going into his wife's valence, you

may not find the key to that in this lifetime. The

psychometer will find it for you. You can go back century

by century until you pick up the time he injured or

killed the woman who happened to have been a duplicate of

his present or deceased wife. You'll find an overt act

lying ahead of every life continuum.



Do not neglect the life continuum as a phenomenon, because

here the overt act goes into restimulation by the complete

recognition that the individual has suffered, the

individual is dead. And maybe this overt act was very minor

and maybe it occurred in some much earlier lifetime,



All of a sudden Junior walks into the bedroom and there the

undertakers, with paint and powder, have laid out Grandpa.

Walks in, there's Grandpa dead. And he isn't saying, "Oh, I

am going to die, I guess, because Grandpa's dead and I'm

like Grandpa." That's very simple. He wouldn't say that. He

does say to himself, "I'm sorry Grandpa is dead." But more

importantly, much more importantly, he says to himself...

Let's say Junior is only five years of age; he never did

anything to Grandpa, really, to amount to anything. The

first thing he says to himself is, "My God, what did I do

to kill him?" because you're all packing guilty consciences

on overt acts. "What did I do to kill Grandpa?"



You'll find the bulk of the people you question on the

street and in the drawing room have had the sensation, some

time or other in this lifetime, that they've murdered

somebody. This is one of the commonest manifestations

discussed in old-time psychotherapy. Old-time psychetherapy

ran into the post and stubbed its nose very badly simply

because the person obviously, by record, by police blotter,

had not killed anybody in this lifetime - hadn't killed

anybody. Therefore, it was irrational for the person to

suppose that he had killed somebody, and thinking in this

wise and not knowing anything about the continuation of

life through the generations and the continuation of the

individual personality, they assigned it immediately to

delusion. And from this they began to assign the word

delusion, to everything that an individual could think or

do. And that, you see, is mainly - and really only - thing

wrong with the mind. It becomes unable to differentiate

between actuality and delusion. And when it is hammered and

pounded and told that it is`"hallucinating," it becomes

much more unsure, and there we go - there goes sanity.



It is not a delusion that a young child or an adult

remembering back into his childhood believes he's killed

somebody. I well recall, at the age of two, of lying in bed

in the dark and shuddering with horror over the

thought of killing a man. "That is one thing I just must

never do." I just kept telling myself this over and over

and over. "I just mustn't kill anybody; I mustn't take

anybody's life from him; I just mustn't do this, that's

all." I just killed one too many fellows down past - through

the years, as any of you have.



Man used to be a lot wilder than he is now. That's a

strange thing - a little, innocent, sweet child of two is

not sitting around worrying about his teddy bear or

something of this sort; he's worrying about "I must not cut

anybody's throat this life." If you think back for a

moment, you'll recall this yourself - some sensation

that - wondering one time or another, "I wonder if I ever

killed anybody in this lifetime." Spooky notion that sort

of haunts you.



We put somebody on a psychometer and you say, "Did you ever

kill anybody?" "Nope, nope." Machine is still, dead,

unanswering.



"Hmm," you say. "Well, now, that's this lifetime. Let's

take an earlier lifetime: Did you ever kill anybody?" And

the machine trembles a little bit. "Well, how about the

last lifetime?" No action. "How about the life before

that?" No action. "Let's take order of magnitude: let's say

five hundred years ago did you kill somebody? a thousand

years ago?" the machine is kind of dancing so you say

"Let's take it a little shorter.  A hundred years ago did 

you kill anybody?" Bang!



"Let's see, was it a man?" No action. "Was it a woman?" No

action. "Was it a child?" Soong! Well, so the fellow was

driving down the road in a hay wagon going too fast, and a

little boy ran out from underneath the fence and he ran

over him - bang.



When you've lived as long as you've lived, you're apt to

accumulate an awful lot of experiences, and amongst these

is the overt act, and it stands like a beacon.



Now, you take anybody back a few thousand years, or tens of

thousands of years, and you're going to get a bop on them

killing women and everything else because at one time or

another you were cannibals. Sure, otherwise why would you

have such a revulsion against the idea of eating human

flesh? You sit down at any table, any company, and say in a

conversational tone of voice, "Have you ever eaten a roast

thigh?"



And they say, "Mm, well, what do you mean, roast - you mean

roast - a haunch of beef, don't you?"



And you say, "No, no. Human thigh - fileted." You can look

up and down that table, you'll see people getting green.

Well, why do they get green? Human meat is quite edible. Well, 

it is. You haven't eaten anybody for an awful long time, but 

there's hardly anybody present who hasn't dined upon what they 

call in the South Pacific "long pig" - very long pig. And this 

revulsion and so on runs through the race. You can run out one 

of those incidents, but those incidents, by the way, are not

very severe-they're not severe. It is only when an overt

act has hung up in a big maybe that it becomes very severe.



You know, the human mind thinks in terms of yes or no.

These are decisions. A man decides in terms of yes or no.

So long as he can resolve problems in terms of "yes greater

than no" or "no greater than yes," he's quite sane. But let

him run into a problem which won't resolve either way,

which hangs in the middle as maybe: Is it yes? Is it no? Is

it yes? Is it no? No, it's not yes; yes, it's not no. Yes,

no? No, yes?



You could dream up an entire therapy just asking a person

to resolve all their problems this way, and keep knocking

out a little bit of this facsimile and a little bit of that

facsimile until a person comes off all of his maybes. You

can find the maybes on a psychometer.



"Have you got any maybes about women?" Bang! Or in a case

of a girl: "Do you have any maybes about men?" Bang! You

always get a reaction. "Are men good?" Needle tips just a

little bit. "Are men bad?" Needle tips just a little bit.

That's a maybe. "Are men good or bad?" "Maybe."



So, of course, this person could not make up his mind

concerning men - or she couldn't make up her mind completely

concerning men, so she would never be able to go on a

conclusive, decisive course.



A person who has decided thoroughly what to do and is

capable of deciding what to do can accomplish action. A

person who has not decided what he can do cannot accomplish

action. Inaction is maybe. You hang a person up with 50

percent of the factors in yes, and 50 percent of the

factors in no, bring him dead center on an important issue

and he becomes inconclusive and indecisive, his

self-confidence vanishes, his self-determinism goes euay

down.



If you take a little kid, and every time the little kid

says yes you make him say no, every time he says no you

make him say yes - standard training - you get him to a point

finally where you've hung up all of his decisions with a

maybe. He says, "I'm going down to the corner and buy a

comic book." "Oh no, dear, you don't want to go down to the

corner and buy a comic book, now do you?"



"Yeah, well, all right, I'm not going down then."



"Well, on the other hand, perhaps it'd do you good to 

get a little air."



Mama can get into a big argument with him concerning why

one should buy comic books or why one shouldn't buy comic

books. All he knew in the first place was that he wanted to

buy a comic book, and he winds up with a lot of facsimiles

but no data resolved - lots of facsimiles without any one of

them resolved.



A whole education could be put into a person's head on a

maybe. "Maybe?... Maybe?..."



You go into arithmetic: they say, "Now, you have to know 

arithmetic."



The kid says, "Maybe." So he studies all arithmetic, and

all he's figuring after that - every time, he says, "Two

plus two equals four, maybe?"



Anybody who goes into Scientology feeling that nothing can

be done for the human mind will receive his initial

training with a maybe. "Does this phenomena exist? Doesn't

it exist? Well, I don't know, It's all maybe. Maybe - maybe

it does; maybe it doesn't. I don't know I don't know. I

don't know. I don't know," When he gets through to the end,

what you do is let him practice a little bit, find out for

himself, resolve a few of these things, and then make sure

that he's just scanned through all of the instruction, and

his decision on auditing comes straight on up and he

becomes a better auditor, because nearly everybody has a

maybe kicking around on this stuff.



"Is it true that if I hit John Doakes in the eye I will get

a black eye?" Mm-hm. But until you've hit John Doakes in

the eye, it's a little bit of a maybe.



So decision is very important - it's important mechanically.

Facsimiles are made to be resolved and be put in good

order; conclusions are to be drawn on them. Every time an

individual is trying to think, all he is doing is picking

up new facsimiles - in other words, data - and combining them

with old facsimiles to get new conclusions. And he's just

combining and recombining and recombining. And this

combination process - smooth thinking - goes on very nicely

and very prettily, straight on through to the end, until a

person suddenly hits a big maybe. He can't resolve this

problem.



"Should I have killed Agnes or shouldn't I have? Let's see,

Agnes was awfully mean to me and she went out with those

other two boys, and I caught her twice putting poison in my

orange juice. But on the other hand, she was a dear, sweet

girl. And she was very nice and she was very desirable in a

lot of ways. And she was economical and she took care of the 

kids, and the kids miss her. Now, should I have killed Agnes? 

Well, yes. Should I have killed Agnes? No. Yes. No. Yes. No. 

Yes. No."



Well, what's that do? It's an unsolved problem is what it

is, and so it stays in present time and it starts

accumulating facsimiles to it "Should I have done this?

Shouldn't I have done this? Should I have done it?

Shouldn't I have done this?" And finally killing Agnes goes

off into "Should I have eaten cereal this morning for

breakfast or shouldn't I have eaten cereal this morning for

breakfast?"



You see, that connects up very easily, very simply because

breakfast means a table and Agnes often sat at a table. So

that's a big maybe. So the person is indecisive, so then he

gets indecisive about whether or not he has a sick stomach.

And then he decides this is because of some indecision he's

making in business, so he decides that he can't make

decisions about his business.



In other words, obviously he should never have killed

Agnes, but he doesn't decide this. He just hangs it up and

he gets a maybe.



You can take a preclear and process him... - Of course, I'm

using the death of Agnes as an exaggeration. Hardly 100

percent of men have ever killed Agnes. (laughter) If you

don't believe this, go up and down the psychometer life by

life, year by year, thousands of years by thousands of

years, and you'll pick up the girl. People get somewhat

angry in their passion and they get upset sometimes on

infidelity or the wrong baby or something of the sort, and

they fly into a rage and cut somebody's throat, or bite

somebody's throat out as they did back in the days when

they had bigger teeth than they have now. In other words,

here is this strange manifestation: Maybe. Maybe.



Every time one offends against the dynamic, he cannot admit

to himself that he has offended against the dynamic, so he

has to say to himself, "I had good reason." But he knows he

didn't have good reason, but he has to say he doesn't

[does] have good reason, so he can't resolve it yes/no. He

has to resolve it on maybe, maybe, maybe.



Then afterwards he will go around and he will try to get

people to commit overt acts against him. He will go around

and he will say, "Hit me~" "Make me fail," "Shoot me," "Do

something to me." You can't understand why he's doing this.



He's not saying it, by the way. He's knocking you around

until you do - covertly getting on your nerves, breaking

things you have, busting up anything you start. And he just

keeps at this and keeps at it and keeps at it, and sooner

or 1ater you take a Luger out and drill him, And then he's

satisfied, because now he has received an overt act against 

himself which demonstrates clearly and conclusively that he 

is justified.



But this doesn't solve either, because the justification

came after the time - as he wakes up in the next life and

realizes - it comes after the time that he committed the act

against Agnes. In other words, it just doesn't resolve it.

As long as time stays there, it doesn't resolve. Time is

the great unresolver.



The second that a person commits an overt act, he says,

"I've got to get back ahead of it." And so he is - back

ahead of it. And then he starts to say, "The reason I'm

back ahead of it is some other reason." Regret is just

turning back time, that's all. It's as mechanical as

running a motion-picture film backwards. All right.



When you work on any preclear, you will find life continuum

pursuing out from overt acts. He took something that

happened to him - now that's his motivator, and he used it

to harm somebody or something on one of the dynamics. That

was the overt act. These two together and all of their

locks and all incidents appended thereto comprise the

service facsimile. The motivator and the overt plus all of

the incidents and locks equals the service facsimile.



The service facsimile is Facsimile One, plus overt act one,

plus all locks. And it's as easy as that.



This service facsimile is used. It's called a service

facsimile because it was made to serve somebody else - it

was made up to serve somebody else, but you use it

yourself. When you don't want to do something you say, "I

am sick," When people are angry at you, you say, "I want to

be sympathized with," so you turn on this service

facsimile. You use it in countless ways.



You don't think very fast one day, you aren't right there

with the answer, and so you say, "Well, I forget," and of

course that's part of the service facsimile. Actually, you

don't forget, but it has its uses. You realize, after you

get the service facsimile knocked out, you remember

everything.



And this, by the way, might be slightly frightening to some

people. You put them on a psychometer and ask them, "How

would you like, to know?" And the psychometer goes - bong!

Wrong side. No, they don't want to know. But, up to you as

an auditor to make them know. If you need a reason to do

it, is: "It serves them right!"



Now, the effort and counter-effort situation, then, are

quite important in the reduction of incidents. Completely 

aside from the fine little ways of undoing engrams - just 

straight application. A person uses an old counter-effort 

to commit an effort himself. And when he uses a counter-effort, 

he gets wrong if it injures widely on the other dynamics. 

A very simple equation to work with.



Strangely enough, a person will hold down and pin down his

effort and counter-efforts to a point where they can't even

be reached by an auditor or anybody else if he has an overt

act lying on top of them. The reason for this is, is he's

bound up time - he's turned time backwards - to an extent

that he won't march ahead and he won't run through the

incident.



Why won't he run through the incident? Because he's

committed an overt act and the overt act is on that.



So that you've got motivator: here's the counter-effort

being received - that's what's done to him. Then he uses the

counter-effort as his own effort, he commits an overt act,

and then he has to back up from having committed the overt

act and say he didn't commit it and say,  "I'm innocent." 

So the  only way he can do this is to get back of - ahead

of - the first motivator. So you can't get him to run

through the motivator unless you run him through the overt

act first because this effort-counter-effort proposition.



First, he owned the counter-effort. You see, it was done to

him and he owned it. He says, "This is mine to do with as 1

like regardless of what was done to me." He owned it. Then

he used the fact that he owned it to harm a dynamic. And

this is against survival. It's not good survival. So he

recognized that it wasn't and he regretted it. So he says,

"I regret this; therefore, I didn't have any right to do

it." Actually, the fact that it was done to him gives him

every right in the world to do it, but the fact that he

used it wrong tells him that he has no right to do it; he

didn't have a right to do it, obviously, because it harmed

this.



So there is your principal and biggest and only real maybe

on a case: "I had the right to do it but I didn't have the

right to do it. I had the right to do it and I did it and

then I didn't have the right to do it." So this person then

says, "I don't own these somatics I don't own these

counter-efforts; therefore they can hit me at will, they

can punch me around, they can do anything they want to me

because I don't own them. I couldn't possibly own them

because then I'd also have to admit that I used them. So I

just haven't got anything to do with this, and that's why I

have sinusitis, asthma, lung fever, hangnails, why I limp,

am paralyzed in the left side and am generally normal."



So in entering any case it is very, very wise for you to

use a psychometer and to use it very, very well and look

for the individual's overt acts. And you may have to take

several overt acts off the case before you can get down to

the overt act of Facsimile One and then get down to running

Facsimile One itself as a motivator,



You should know this subject very well and be very, very

wise in your diagnosis.



Thank you.



(end of lecture)
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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 



Our purpose is to promote religious freedom and the Scientology

Religion by spreading the Scientology Tech across the internet.



The Cof$ abusively suppresses the practice and use of

Scientology Tech by FreeZone Scientologists.  It misuses the

copyright laws as part of its suppression of religious freedom.



They think that all freezoner's are "squirrels" who should be

stamped out as heritics.  By their standards, all Christians, 

Moslems, Mormons, and even non-Hassidic Jews would be considered

to be squirrels of the Jewish Religion.



The writings of LRH form our Old Testament just as the writings
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0to the definitions of the Cof$ whom we are in protest against.
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the rules of religious freedom allow them to have their old 

testament regardless of any Jewish opinion.  
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as we see fit and to have access to our holy scriptures
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Thank You,
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HCL-12 and HCL-12A (two reels, combined as one long lecture 

in new R&D vol 10 pages 21 to 87)



INDOCTRINATION IN THE USE OF THE EMETER



A lecture and auditing demonstration given on 8 March 1952



(rerecorded 1973)



I want to give you a talk and indoctrination on the use of

a psychogalvanometer.



Anyone who pretends to a knowledge of auditing should also

at least pretend to a knowledge of how to use one of these

machines. This machine is a small edition of those machines

employed by police departments and which they call "lie

detectors," The difference between this machine and a

police department machine is elementary: a police

department machine is just more of it.



A police department machine measures respiration, blood

pressure, normally electronic impulse. They measure maybe

as many as four or five factors. The point is, this machine

measures solely the electrical resistance of the body.



The electrical resistance of the body rises and falls in

direct ratio to the amount of resistance a person is giving

to his facsimiles. In other words, here is the individual.

[marking on blackboard] The mind is acting upon a physical

organism. This physical organism can have piped through it

a very thin current of electricity.



Now, the mind does not have any such current running

through it. This is merely the brain structure, the

switchboard. This would be like measuring what is said over

a telephone by measuring the current going across a

telephone line. You see that an operator would not have the

machine on him - the actual operator would not have the

machine on him. What the operator would be doing would be

talking into, or giving forth speech into a switchboard

system.



Now, you could measure this switchboard system and get some

vague approximation of how this person felt about what he

was talking about because he might talk with heavy stress,

with anger; might talk apathetically and might, in short, 

produce various electrical impulses on the speaker of the

telephone,



In such a way, the mind is monitoring the switchboard

system of the body. And by piping a small current through

the switchboard system of the body, you can find out what

facsimiles are being impressed upon the body and how much

emotional charge or stress there is on these facsimiles. At

no time does this electrical current go through the mind.

It does not pass through the facsimiles. It passes through

the neurons, which are being monitored by the facsimiles,

just as the machine is not attached to the operator talking

through the switchboard, but is attached to the

switchboard. In other words, this is an electrical-response

mechanism for the measurement of the physical body's

reaction to its thoughts.



Now, oddly enough, a person's thoughts alter and shift

below the level of his consciousness because a person has

so constituted his facsimiles or his mind as to produce in

them barriers. There are things which he does not think he

wants to know, things of which he does not want to be

guilty, things of which he wishes no concourse with these

items at all, and so he drops a barrier between what he has

constituted his analytical mind and this bank of data.



Now, actually, every death a person dies is such a barrier.

Death is not unlike an electric shock of great magnitude.

The physical body goes into a convulsion on death - death is

quite a shock and has a tendency to put a barrier in front

of that bank of data and so walls it off. The person

believes that if he remembers anything about the life, he

will get the pain of the death. It's not so. And where it

is so, it's only because of Facsimile One.



Actually, it's no reason why you couldn't remember all the

way back down through all the years that you have ever

lived, And as a matter of fact, with a relatively small

amount of auditing, you will be able to do so.



This machine, however, and the facsimiles themselves do not 

happen to care about the barriers. These facsimiles will shift 

and rearrange and influence the body without the awareness of

the individual, in his mind - without that awareness knowing

what is shifting.



The mind plays a little game with itself. It says, "I'm not

going to let my little right hand know what my left hand is

doing," Well, this machine will tell you, when he has his

right hand out in plain sight, what he's doing with his

left.



The value and virtue of this machine is that it actually

and accurately locates the incidents on a case through all

the spans of generations of the individual by demonstrating

to you which incident is charged and which one is not

charged.



As an auditor, you don't have at this moment the electrical

sensitivity necessary to look at the other organism or

touch the other organism and feel accurately what is going

on back of the barrier. As minds at this time, you do not

have under good usage, most of you - in fact, all of you

here unless you've been very well swamped up - the potential

of suddenly taking ahold of the other person's mind and

examining the facsimiles like you'd sort through a deck of

cards.



Lacking these two abilities, dependence upon an electronic

bit of machinery is definitely indicated. You could

actually audit and audit and audit and audit a preclear

without contacting the item necessary to resolve his case.

You could waste a factor of five to one hours of auditing

if you did not use this machine.



And the reason why is contained in some of the researches

of Mathison, who built this machine. Mathison hooked up

several series of auditor/co-auditor - as co-auditing

teams - hooked each member of the team to one machine.

That's two machines: there's the auditor and there's the

preclear; each one is hooked to a different machine, He

selected, particularly, cases which had bogged down and

which had left Dianetics, and got them back with their

auditor and then tested them to find out why these cases

had stopped therapy. And he found in each and every case it

was because the auditor was trying to audit out of the

preclear what should have been audited out of the auditor.

He would watch these two machines and he would ask the

preclear what had been audited on him, and then turn around

and ask the auditor what should be audited on him.



[footnote in R&D 10 - Mathison: Volney Mathison, an early 

Dianeticist who, after listening to a lecture by L. Ron Hubbard 

outlining the equipment and circuits necessary to detect mental

charge, built the first E-Meter, the Model B, in 1951.

There were various other models of E-Meters built by

Mathison which were used by auditors. The E-Series in 1954

was his last model as his meters had become too complex to

be workable.]



And the auditor every time had been laboriously beating

away at the preclear trying to make the preclear recover

and reduce incidents which should have been reduced in the

auditor. And so these cases left processing. These cases

failed.



Now, that is a mechanism which, in an individual who is not

yet Clear, is certain to take place - certain to take place.

This machine makes it impossible for it to take place. If

you put your preclear on this psychometer and ask him what

should be audited and ask him various questions as

contained on a galvanometric test sheet - as is composed

here at Hubbard College - you will discover what should be

audited.



Now, you will find quite often that you cannot get

Facsimile One for the simple reason that there are too many

overt acts. You'll find out you can't get - even get into

the lock chain of Facsimile One because of present time

situations. And the machine will tell you this quickly, and

it will also tell you the moment that the earliest engram

that you can run will show up.



If you get a very large charge on an overt act, you're not

going to get much charge on an earlier incident such as

Facsimile One. After you've gotten that overt act off the

case, you will then get charge on Facsimile One. That's

because too many barriers have been erected and the machine

is not reading back to the earliest barrier; neither will

the person's mind read back to that earliest barrier or

back of it.



So we get this mechanism: We have a chain of twelve similar

incidents containing heavy effort and counter-effort, And

the first time we look at the case, we only find one

incident, number twelve, unsuspecting that there are eleven

earlier incidents.



We audit out the twelfth, which we think is the only, and

we audit it out thoroughly. And the preclear doesn't

experience any recovery and the incident was very hard to

audit. In the absence of a machine, why, we might never

suspect that there were eleven earlier incidents just like

it.



All you should have done with that incident you first

recovered was to run it through a couple of times so you

could find the eleventh, and find the eleventh and handle

it just long enough to get the eighth, and handle the

eighth just long enough so that you could get the fifth,

and handle the fifth and run it long enough so you can get

back to the second, and run the second enough so that he

drops into the first. And then you audit out the first

thoroughly, and the eleven incidents above the first

incident blow.



Now, that, in short, is an ordinary procedure in auditing,

And this machine tells you what incident is on top at the

moment - at the moment.



And if you get a large charge on an incident that seems to

be relatively irrelevant, believe me, that incident is

borrowing its charge from earlier incidents. And yet those

earlier incidents may not be clearly exposed to view yet.

So you audit off this heavily charged incident and in such

a wise, bare to view the earlier incidents. And so go right

on through the case. This machine will pilot the case for

you. And the piloting of the case is the only reason in the

past why auditors consistently failed.



Many auditors failed consistently and the only reason they

failed was because they were not piloting, assessing,

inventorying properly.



In the medical field this is called diagnosis. Any medical

doctor can tell you that there are many practitioners, but

very, very few diagnosticians. A good diagnostician is

worth all the jewels of the Indies in the medical

profession. And yet a diagnostician has to depend, to a

large degree, upon something like - well, maybe even his

psychic sense.



Old Doc Pottenger, the greatest tuberculosis expert in the

United States, diagnoses by laying on his hands. This man

never fails to locate a case. He doesn't use x-rays, he

doesn't use anything. Somebody walks into his office and

says, "Do I have TB?" And he pats him on the chest, "Hm?"

he says, "No, you've got a long time yet." How does he do

it?



Well, a large assembly of doctors one time had old Doc

Pottenger up on the stage in front of them. And they lined

up twenty-seven patients, I think it was, and these

twenty-seven patients were supposed to be diagnosed by old

Doc Pottenger. And some of them had TB in advanced stages,

and some of them had TB in arrested stages, and some of

them had it in just beginning stages and some of them

didn't have it at all. And an audience of many hundred

doctors sat there and watched old Doc Pottenger go straight

down the line, tap them on the chest, lay on his hands and

say, "This is the condition of this patient," And he was

right, X-ray machines, laborious diagnosis afterwards, said

that he was right.



But you understand that other doctors treating tuberculosis

do not have this facility. Somehow or other they don't have

it. Now, you would not expect a doctor, without this

facility lying to hand, never to use an x-ray machine so

long as x-ray machines were in existence. You wouldn't

expect him to just take a hit-or-miss shot into the blue

and say, "This person has tuberculosis, this person doesn't

have tuberculosis" No. No, he'd send them down to the x-ray

lab - he'd make sure. That x-ray machine in the majority of

cases will show up tuberculosis in its various stages.



Well, this will show you incidents in its various stages.

And as long as you guess, you are liable to this: that you

will diagnose the preclear as you ought to be diagnosed. I

know doctors, by the way, who are treating all of their

patients for their own disease. Don't do that!



This takes it out of the category of guess. Even though it

does, however, a certain expertness - a mechanical expertness - 

has to be learned about this machine. This machine does not

automatically and immediately tell you or tell an operator

who knows nothing about it, what's wrong with a case. You

have to know how to run it. And this machine has

peculiarities.



From machine to machine, as in any electronic equipment,

you have individualities. And for various reasons, when you

get your machine, take very, very good care of it and don't

let other people use it. And use just that machine, and

learn its characteristics and learn to operate it by

experience. There's lots you can do with it. You can bring

in your wife and say, "Dear, I'd like to diagnose your

case. We're going back into earlier lives," and so forth.

And then suddenly say to her, "Uh, were you out with a man

last night?" The machine bops - there you are. (audience

laughter)



This machine is also a "lie detector," completely in

addition to being a diagnostic instrument, But oddly

enough, in spite of the good work that Mathison put in on

this machine to adapt it to Dianetic and Scientological

use, in spite of that, the machine had relatively little

use in comparison to its use now, because huge-charge

incidents were unknown in Scientology and Dianetics. In

Dianetics particularly, there were no hugely charged

incidents.



So this machine, set up very sensitively, would fall maybe

two, three points. A preclear can make it fall two or three

points by breathing fast. He can take a deep breath and

alter the machine to that degree. But with present

incidents and the machine properly set, this machine will

drop dials' worth on the incidents which we are looking for

and which we are running. It will drop the width of the

dial and drop the width of the dial again, and drop the

width of the dial yet again and again and again if an

incident is really there and ready to be run and the

incident you ought to be running.



There are various incidents which show up this way. What we

call the Helper, which is the mitosis at the beginning of

an evolutionary track. Now, this mitosis is a splitting of

the body and is quite ordinarily heavily charged. There's

the Boohoo: a little animal which when it came out of the

sea was having a hard time adjusting itself to an

environment or making the environment adjust to it, and it

had to pump out salt water and so all of your grief blocks

and sobbings and so on of the human being are traced back

to this Boohoo, as you might call it.



Now, their overt acts in particular show up on this

machine. "Did you ever kill a woman?" "Did you ever kill a

man?" "Did you ever kill a child?" "Did you ever kill an

animal?" "Did you ever sin against a group?" "Did you ever 

do this?" "Did you ever do that?" - long series of questions 

will demonstrate an overt act on this machine. Finally you'll 

hit the act that ought to be run and you'll get dials' worth 

of turn on the machine. So that's what you're looking for.



The expertness of asking questions demanded is not very

high. But the care of this machine is something in which

you should interest yourselves. Just as you would not go

out, jump in an automobile, put the gear shift into high,

step off the clutch suddenly with the motor roaring and

expect to leave a clutch in the car and have the car do

anything, so you would never turn on this machine until you

had the preclear with his hands on the cans and settled

down. In other words, leave the machine off until you have

your preclear set up, and then turn the machine on and then

let it warm up and then adjust it. Because your preclear's

liable to knock those cans together. He's liable to knock

two things together and short-circuit the machine and drive

this needle over against a pin. And it's a wonder that

these machines don't blow out more often than they do. And

all of a sudden you'll have a dead machine on your hands,

completely aside from the fact that you will have hurt the

accuracy of the machine thereafter.



So, what you do is fix up your preclear with everything off

here - leave it off. Put the two holders in the preclear's

hands and then turn the machine on slowly from the bottom.

This saves you from shorting the machine out. Just as you

would not put your hand into an electric fan, and about

that order of importance, don't put the cans in a

preclear's hands with the machine on or lighted.



Now, most preclears are fairly calm on this machine, but

you will get a few who are nervous. Instead of getting

machine reaction, when you ask them a question that is

particularly warm they will start to throw their hands

around and scratch their nose and change their position in

the chair - this is almost as good as the machine reading,

because this - they know this machine will tell on them.

That's why they're so nervous.



And so Mathison developed something brand-new with these

machines: he developed a rubber glove. It's a big mitt and

you put the terminals in the preclear's hands and then put

a rubber mitt on one hand. It's a big mitt and it goes over

the electrode and it goes over the wire and everything

else, and you just put this on.



Now he can play patty-cake with the cans and he can wipe

his nose and he can squirm and wave at somebody going by

and reach for cigarettes and do all sorts of things without

changing the needle to such an extent the needle will be

damaged.



By the way, the needle will still change if he keeps waving

around and giving you a semaphore code with these cans

instead of just letting you read it on the needle.



Therefore, you should interest yourself in this mitt,

Because, believe me, about one out of four preclears will

constantly bang these cans together - constantly bang the

electrodes together - and any preclear you put on the

machine, at one time or another, will actually put the

terminals together. He will do it. Anyone will do it. He

picks up the cans, the machine is on. Bang! Over goes your

needle. He tries to pick up the cans with one hand, a

perfectly natural reaction.



So instead of going through these agonies, when your

machine is out of use, have it off. And when he picks up

the terminals and has them apart, and you put on the rubber

mitt, turn the machine on. Then he can't hurt the machine.

And before he lays down the cans, or the terminals, turn

the machine off. Even if it's a pause for a cigarette. Just

turn your machine off, that's all. After all, it's going to

save the tubes, too. Now, this machine is the latest

machine out. I'm going to ask him to put this machine in a

gray case.



I was working with the machine this afternoon - it has an

increased scale. The old machine unfortunately did not have

the capability of reading people who had been shot up the

Tone Scale. As a matter of fact, the old machine read a

"normal" very, very well, and the second that he started to

go up to 0.5 - above normal - of course, the machine went off

the scale. That's exaggerating, but it was a fairly narrow

band.



That machine, by the way, to anybody who has one, can be

adapted rather simply by any electronics man. You just put

a second stage in it - and he'll know what you're talking

about - so the machine will read with even less resistance.



Now, this machine may or may not tell you by numbers the

actual tone of the individual. It'll tell you fairly close

if it's properly set. You, as an auditor, in operating this

machine though, are going to find that you're - will know

pretty well after you've run a few people over it - you'll

know pretty well what you're measuring. You don't have to

read these numbers to find out because an awful lot of

preclears will have the range expander over here way down

to there, and this is way down here, and in order to get

him on the thing at all, you will have the sensitivity

increase barely on, and then you can get him on the meter.

They're off the bottom side that low. That person is in

apathy. From apathy up to about 1.0 - very, very low.



All right. The whole assembly inside there is actually

nothing more than a Wheatstone bridge. It is calibrated to 

measure the relative resistances, or lack of resistances, 

of a very small current of electricity which is passing 

through the body.



Now, actually, a current of electricity - very faint current

of electricity  - comes out and goes into one hand of the

preclear, travels through his body, comes out the other

hand of the preclear and comes back to the machine. And

that trickle of electricity is shut off or unimpeded,

relatively, by what the person is thinking about. In other

words, the facsimile cuts in, affects the physical

organism, that monitors that stream of electricity and here

you read it on a dial - you read this on a dial.



Now, as that dial moves, it will tell you whether a person

enjoys the thought of something or dislikes the thought of

something. And if something gives him a very good feeling,

if he feels very good about something that you ask him, you

will see that you get an increase on the scale. And if he

doesn't feel very good about something, you will get a

decrease on this dial.



Now, it is marked in terms of falling and rising. Some of

the old machines are in reverse to this dial, but you can

see very readily which way it's going, And, furthermore,

you actually don't care too much because nobody gets

remarkable upward surges the way they get downward surges,

particularly for the incidents you're asking for.



We're not interested in what will make the preclear's tone

go up so much as we're interested in what will make it go

down markedly so we can audit that out, because it's

pinning down his whole tone. We use this machine, then, to

measure (I) the tone of the preclear -  relative  -  not

accurately too much on the Tone Scale, but as a check; and

(2) we use it to find out what incident we should audit

next; (3) we can use the machine to straightwire the

preclear - that is, ask him questions and actually break

locks. And you'll see the hot subjects on the case on the

dial, and you'll see the locks break as the needle flashes.

Very simple. And (4) you can use the machine to find out

whether or not he's telling you the truth. Because you'll

get remarkable jumps on the machine when he lies to you. It

takes quite a lot of effort to lie, and as a result the lie

gives you much the same appearance as an emotional charge.



You will notice as a preclear touches the terminals that

the machine can be made to vary. If you were to use flexible

terminals, cans, something of that character, you'll find

out that squeezing them will cause a change in the

needle - a sudden squeeze. If the preclear moves his

thumbs over the surface of the can, you get a sudden

squeeze. Good terminals are to a large degree the solution

of this. There's evidently more conductivity in the fingers

than there is in the palm, so that the machine will vary

more on the variation of fingers than the palm.



The way this machine is turned on is very simple. You reach

over here to the sensitivity increase knob and it should be

pointing to "off," The preclear at this time has the

terminals in his hands and they have been adjusted and

arranged on him before you turn the machine on. Now you

turn the machine on till it clicks - just a click. Now the

machine is on, that is to say, it is warming. It takes a

moment or two for it to warm.



By the way, there is no real saving of time in having the

machine on and then giving it to the preclear - giving the

terminals to the preclear - because the preclear has to warm

the terminals, and the machine reading will change either

by having the machine warmed up or by having the terminals

warmed up. So you could warm up the terminals first or you

could warm up the machine first. Either way is going to

take you the same amount of time, so don't think that

you're saving any time by leaving the machine on, because

the terminals always have to warm up to his body

temperature,



Now, this sensitivity increase knob should be carried about

a quarter of a turn up, so you bring it about a quarter of

a turn up. Now just for experimental sake, because this

machine has to be set different for every preclear you

have, turn that sensitivity increase knob up to horizontal

with - as you face the machine - the needle pointing to the

left. That is to say the pointer on this sensitivity

increase knob pointing to the left.



Now, you look just to the left of the sensitivity increase

knob and you see another knob on the modern machine - this

knob is absent on the earlier machines - and this knob reads

"CORTICAL BLOCKAGE INDICATOR: Use.only when other controls

are fully advanced." Now, you leave that knob off. You just

leave it as it is. I'I1 turn it on for you just to show you

what happens. You just turn it on and you get a red light

there. That puts the machine up on an upper range of

sensitivity.



Now you get over here to the range expander. The range

expander is designed to be carried straight up at neutral.

So you come over here to this range expander and you move

it up to neutral. Now we find out that your range expander

has been moved up and the machine has moved all the way

across the dial. Now you want this needle to carry between

ten and forty on this machine. Set it somewhere between ten

and forty And here it is with your range expander setting

it clear over here to a hundred.



Commentator: As the range expander moved into the neutral

position the needle moved completely to the right.



LRH: Well, that just means that the preclear who is now holding

these cans is good, high Tone Scale. He's well up the Tone

Scale.



So what do you do about this?



We look up here and we find that this tone lever on the

face of the machine up here says tone rising, falling - the

one which has 2,0 at its top, 2,5 all the way over to the

right, 1.5 all the way over to the left. We bring this

thing all the way back to 1.5 and we find that it still

doesn't come off a hundred. The machine, then, is reading

clear up on the top of the dial. Now, what do we do to get

this preclear on the machine? He's above the machine at

this point. Well, there's two or three things that we can

do, but the right thing to do is to reach over here and

pull this tone all the way back to 1.5. He's not on the top

of the dial, the next thing to do is pull back the range

expander, regardless of what it says.



Commentator: The needle is now moving to the left as Mr.

Hubbard moves the range expander to the left.



LRH:  Pull back this range expander back here to its medium

point between minus 2.5 and neutral.



Commentator: Needle is now centered.



LRH: Now this machine, by the way, is not telling anybody at

this moment what his tone is. But you, by experience and by

operation, know that when you've done this you simply have

a preclear who is above scale. Preclear is above scale. All

right. Now, it's necessary, then, somehow or other, to get

him on the Tone Scale. All right, let's take this cortical

blockage indicator and let's swing it on. Now let's see if

we can get him up here.



Commentator: The needle has gone clear to the right.



LRH: Nope, we can't. So let's bring back here, range expander,

neutral. Lets bring it back well over to here and set the 

machine lower with the range expander.



Commentator: With the upper range now on, needle is now

positioned just to the left of center.



LRH: But we still have no latitude here with this upper-tone

indicator so that we bring it over toward center, the

machine goes down again. So we have to bring this range

expander lower to bring this up higher. Range expander

lower, this up higher - we're centering the machine.



Commentator: The needle is now just to the right of center.



LRH: You will operate this machine by alternating between the

range expander and the tone handle. These three lower

things we call knobs. The upper one, let's call it a handle.

And that makes it rather easy to understand.



Now, let's ask this preclear a question. "Do you beat your

wife?"



PC: Not much.



LRH:  Not much.



Commentator: Needle is rising.



LRH: Now, what are we getting a tone rise on there for? Are you

married? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Have you ever been married? 



PC: Twice. 



LRH: Oh, you've been twice married. 



PC: Yeah.



LRH: Did you ever beat either wife, by the way?



Commentator: Needle is full against the right side of the

dial.



PC: Very little.



LRH: Very little, huh? Machine is back up here too high again,

so, as an operator, I have to bring the machine back on.

Now I'm taking this handle up here and I'm bringing it

back. Hereafter, I will locate the point of the needle with

this handle. Now, something might be wrong here, something

might be wrong here. This needle might be fluctuating too

greatly. So I ask him a question like, "Are you a man?"



Well, are you a man?



PC: Well, naturally.



LRH: Naturally. We're getting a little bit of fluctuation there

and the machine is going up a little bit.



Now let me show you something. Let's set this sensitivity

increase up higher - set the sensitivity increase up higher

until it is center, and now let me ask you: Are you a man?



PC: Naturally.



LRH: Now you notice that sensitivity increase is sitting at

what would be, according to a pilot's rating, 10 o'clock on

a dial.



Commentator: Needle event home against the right, almost

against the right side of the dial and then flipped back

and now falling.



LRH: If this was a clock face, this is sitting at

about - sensitivity increase is sitting at about 10 o'clock.



And notice the needle is swinging on this business, "Are

you a man?" It's swinging very widely. Now, there's

obviously very little charge on that. That means that our

sensitivity increase was probably properly set. Now, this

sensitivity increase button is very sensitive. It is very

critical. A little, tiny bit of change on it will make a

very wide and marked change on the scale. So let's pull it

back down here a little bit and let's ask you, "Did you

ever know somebody who wasn't a man?"



Commentator: Needle is now against the left edge of the

dial, rising.



PC: Yeah, I reckon.



LRH: Now, we're getting a little tiny bit of change on that.

Okay? You evidently never lived in Hollywood. Well...



PC: (laugh)



Commentator: Tone has risen, now rising. 



LRH:  Now, let's - this machine is set. Did I amuse you? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: That remark?



Commentator: It is now centered. The tone control is at

about 9 o'clock.



LRH: Pass over the moment you laughed. Pass over the

moment I said it. Now watch this machine dial. Go over the

moment I said it.



Commentator: The range control is full to the left. Center

knob or cortical blockage knob is on. 



LRH: Get the moment of surprise when I said it.



Commentator: Sensitivity is at 9 o'clock. The preclear is

scanning, needle fluctuating, tone falling and then rising

about four points on the dial.



LRH: Go over it again.



PC: Still funny.



LRH: Yeah?



PC: Yeah.



LRH: Still funny. Okay. You finally contacted it. It took you a

moment or two to contact it, didn't it, huh?



PC: (laughing) Yeah, I guess so. 



LRH: Yeah. You notice this machine is now rising. That means his 

tone is up on his contact with it. If I had said something which 

was a shock to him, which shocked him, and he went over it, it'd 

go down.



Commentator: As Mr. Hubbard talks the needle is centered.



LRH: Now I'll demonstrate. That's all right with you if I ... 



PC: Oh, anything. 



LRH: ... if I demonstrate it? Okay? 



Commentator: Preclear is not fluctuating. 



PC: All for science. 



Commentator: Needle is now rising.



LRH:  All right. Now, let's get a - let's get a good, solid

pinch on here-good, solid pinch. 



Commentator: As he is pinched, the needle is now rising. 



LRH: What's the machine doing? 



Audience: Down. Down.



LRH: Now it's going down? 



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: In other words, he wasn't quite sure what I was doing 

there, up and down. Now, you felt that effort I was putting 

in as I pinched your arm? All right, let's run it out. Go 

back to the moment I pinched it.



Commentator: As the preclear runs out the pinch, the needle

is dropping and then rising, fluctuating about three points

on the dial.



LRH:  Going through it? (pause) Can you feel the pinch?

(pause) Get your effort not to be pinched. (pause)



Commentator: As the preclear contacts the effort, the

needle fluctuates about two points. 



LRH: Get it again: not to be pinched. 



Commentator: Needle is now droping as much as five full 

points on the dial.



LRH: What did you hit at that moment?



PC: Passed me by, if I hit something. 



LRH: Well, you got it - the pinch there? 



PC: Mm-hm.



LRH: All right, let's run it - through it again.



Commentator: Immediate fluctuation of about three Points

falling, falling more. Needle remaining stationary at the 

bottom of the drop.. Now it's rising.



LRH: You feel a pinch? Get the fingernail dig I did to

you. There should be a little somatic on that. Is there?



PC: A little worried, now - there it goes.



Commentator: As the preclear contacts the fingernail dig

the needle again drops about four goints. 



LRH: Have you got it? 



PC: (laughing) 



LRH: Okay. 



Commentator: And is now giving a full rise to the top band 

that it rested at at the beginning of this run. 



LRH: Let's go over it again.



Commentator: Again a drop of about three points on the

dial. This fluctuation of the needle is occurring

immediately in the center band - the center band between the

two numbers on the center of the dial.



LRH: I don't figure you mind being pinched too much. Here's an

example of a facsimile. And by the way, this is a very

excellent method of demonstrating to people the reality of

these things called facsimiles. Set up this machine and put

the terminals in the hands of the preclear, have the

machine set up the way it's supposed to be set up and then

paste him one.



Commentator: As Mr. Hubbard said, "paste him one" the

needle dropped about ten points, and is now rising pretty

rapidly.



LRH: People to whom you're demonstrating this machine will

see it immediately - I'm not going to.



PC: I don't care. Go ahead.



LRH: They will see immediately that the machine does a dive. 

It changes. As a matter of fact, if you were to strike him

suddenly - let's say in the pit of the stomach with a couple

of fingers or something like that - you'd see the machine do

quite a change. People have seen the machine change once,

so now the next time you ask the preclear to run through

the moment he was hit and then finally make him contact the

moment he was hit, contact his own thought when he was hit,

contact his emotion the moment he was being hit, and in

short, run it out. And they will see that he has pulled

back the facsimile and is actually running it through. Of

course, they may believe it's still contained in the cells

or some such thing, but when you ask him this question,

"Have you ever lived before?"



PC: No.



Commentator: Needle did a drop of about two points and now

coming up very rapidly, approaching the right side of the

dial.



LRH: See? You get a shift on it. Obviously the cells couldn't

contain charge across life spans, which is, by the way, one

of the proofs on the non-wavelength, non-energy content of 

theta. All right.



> [Ed note: non-wavelength is on the tape but edited out of

the R&D transcript]



Be sure you get what I mean when I tell you about this

sensitivity increase button. That button can be set so low

that the machine doesn't even wobble. The needle doesn't

even wobble. It can be set so low. Now, it can be set so

high that anything will make the needle wobble. It's up to

you to establish for the preclear the point on the machine

where you get optimum needle reaction. In other words, 

where you only get a big show of charge where there is 

charge. You don't want a whole-dial drop on the machine

when you say, "Do you remember the last time you lost your

wallet?" 



PC: Hm. Been quite a spell. 



LRH: Been quite a spell. 



PC: Didn't have much money in it anyway.



LRH: Didn't, huh?



Commentator: There's a rise in tone here, approaching

twenty points.



LRH: Well now, you see, that's quite a drop. So obviously

setting this needle at this sensitivity level, is set just

a little bit too high. So I ought to trim it off just a

hair, maybe half an hour if that were a clock face. 



PC: One thing. 



LRH: What? 



PC: One thing. When you started asking me if I remembered 

something, it wasn't a wallet I remembered, but I don't 

know what it was. 



LRH: What was it? 



PC: Ah-ha, that's it - what was it? 



LRH: What was it that you didn't remember? Is this Facsimile 

One? 



PC: Doubt it. 



LRH: You're not supposed to remember? 



PC: Well, it's different than that. I'm not afraid of Facsimile 

One. At least I don't think I am. 



LRH: Are you afraid of Facsimile One? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Were you afraid at the time? 



PC: Yes.



LRH: Mm-hm. Have you run the fear out of it?



PC: I run some terror out of something.



LRH: Yeah?



PC: Buckets full. 



LRH: Buckets full? 



PC: Yeah. Buckets full. 



LRH: Feel good since? 



PC: Yeah.



LRH: I notice you're pretty well up on this dial here.

Well, that's good - that's good. Have you ever used

Facsimile One on anyone?



Commentator: The needle reads tension, and not tone.



PC: I wouldn't use it...



LRH: Have you ever used it on anyone? Would you shut off the

information from yourself if you've used it on someone?



PC: If I used it on someone, I did shut off the information

from myself.



LRH: Yeah. How many times did you use it? Order of magnitude.

Tens? Hundreds?



PC: I got fifteen the first time you said anything.



LRH: Fifteen, huh? Used it about fifteen times on people?



PC: Uh-huh.



LRH: Who died? Did anybody die when you used Facsimile One 

on them?



PC: I almost said everyone I used it on died.



LRH: Everyone. Oh, eventually.



PC: Yeah, eventually (laugh).



LRH: They all died. All right. 



[to audience] I notice this needle here, by the way, is swinging 

just a little bit too little, So I'11 bring back the sensitivity 

indicator to 9 o'clock, horizontal. Now, you'll sometimes find 

preclears very anxious to invalidate this machine. They come up 

and they take a look at the machine, and they say, "Mmmmm-mmm,

that thing can tell on me!" And so they go away and they

say all sorts of things: "Well, it didn't register." And I had 

somebody up at the house the other night that was working with 

this machine, and his wife promptly took the cans away from him 

and said, "Look dear, the machine varies every time

you move your thumbs." So she moved her thumbs all over the

surface of the machine. He was not moving his thumbs. But

what he was doing was crossing and uncrossing his hands and

arms, and every time he did this you'd get a quiver on the

machine. 



She was very anxious that this machine would not

show up something about him, or something about her with

regard to him. And she was very anxious for the machine to

be wrong. What she overlooked was this fact: A good

operator on this machine knows very well whether his

preclear is moving his thumbs, moving his fingers, shifting

his feet, yawning and so on. And when the preclear does

these things, it makes a certain kind of a motion on the

machine, an agitated quiver of one sort or another, which

he reads as such. He doesn't pay any attention to these

shifted thumbs and that sort of thing. They register on the

machine. So they register. He doesn't say anything about

them, except it tells him every time he asks a question and

gets a sudden shift, it says this preclear is agitated

about that subject, or is agitated about some related

subject. All right, now let's go into this a little more

deeply. 



[to pc] Did you ever eat any women?



PC: No.



LRH: No?



PC: No.



LRH: Never, huh?



PC: Never.



LRH: Thought doesn't even make you quiver?



Commentator: Preclear's tone is now falling.



PC: Sure it does. 



LRH: It does? 



PC: Sure. 



LRH: Well then, did you ever eat any? 



PC: Well, I don't think so. 



LRH: Well, did you ever see one eaten? 



PC: Yeah.



LRH: Yeah?



Commentator: Falling more rapidly.



LRH: Yeah, so you did.



Commentator: Needle is now about four points from the 

right side of the dial. 



LRH: Okay. How long ago was this? 



PC: Quite a spell. 



LRH: Million years? (pause) Two million years? Million and

a half? 



PC: I got "yes". 



LRH: On what?



A million and a half.



LRH: Million and a half 



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: Well, the reason I said million and a half is because

you quivered both on a million and two million. 



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: And changed on a million and a half. 



PC: Changed? 



LRH: I mean, the needle ...



PC: Oh. 



LRH: ... that's the needle action. 



PC: Oh. 



LRH: All right. Now, that sounds like a silly question,

but I wonder why everyone has this feeling about

cannibalism. 



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: There must have been something in the racial line

sometime or other that gives them this jolt about

cannibalism. All right.

    

You ever been up in an airplane? 



PC: Yeah.



LRH: Scare you?



PC: Yeah.



LRH: So it did. 



PC: Still does. 



LRH: Still does, huh? 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: Okay. 



Commentator: Needle is rising almost to the pin on the right 

side of the dial. 



LRH: You don't like these airplanes.



PC: I like them, but I - and I'd like to ...



LRH: Well, is this falling sensation fixed on an earlier

incident? 



PC: It's not the falling. 



LRH: What is it? Fear of falling? What is it?



PC: No, it seems like the engine is going to explode.



LRH: Oh, the engine is going to explode!



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: Uh-huh. Would you say the motor - the motor noise?



Commentator: Mr. Hubbard has now moved the needle into the

center of the dial by adjusting the tone control, and it is

now at about 8 o'clock.



PC: Well, it seems like the engine is laboring too hard.



LRH: Laboring too hard... 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: ... and it's liable to explode? 



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: Is this in Facsimile One?



PC: I've wondered about that. Is it? I don't know.



LRH: You don't know. 



PC: Probably is. 



LRH: Is it in Facsimile One?



PC: Well, there's noise in Facsimile One.



Commentator: Preclear's tone is dropping. Moving - needle

moving to the right as this gentleman discusses Facsimile

One.



LRH: That's right. Is it like an engine noise?



PC: Well, I figure there's some kind ... 



LRH: Did you ever have an engine explode on you? 



PC: Not lately. 



LRH: Some past life, did an engine explode on you? 



PC: Well, maybe. Yeah, I guess so. 



LRH: Some kind of a steam engine, maybe? 



PC: Nah. Steam? About have to be, wouldn't it? 



LRH: Oh, I don't know. Might have been a rocket engine. 



PC: Yeah, it might have been.



LRH: Might have been. 



Commentator: Needle is moving to the left, indicating a rising 

tone. 



LRH:  Okay. I don't think you're very worried about it,

though, are you?



PC: Well, I'd like to solve it, that's all ... 



LRH: You would?



PC: ... so I wouldn't be afraid up in an airplane.



LRH: Mm-hm. That's very bad. Has the fear of falling got

anything to do with it? 



PC: Oh, slightly I wouldn't - if the engines exploded that's 

what would happen - l'd fall. 



LRH: Mm-hm.



PC: Wouldn't like that. 



LRH: Did you ever run the Boohoo? 



PC: Some, yeah. 



LRH: This little gimmick that comes out of the waves. Was

there any charge on it?



PC: Well, I got quite a line charge on it. 



LRH: Got a line charge on it, did you? 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: How about the Helper? 



PC: Well, I didn't get through it somehow or other.



Commentator: The needle moved towards the left, a rising

tone on the discussion of Boohoo.



LRH:  Didn't get through it? What's the matter with this

splitting?



PC: Well, it wouldn't resolve for some reason or other.



Commentator: Dropped about two points on the discussion of

Helper.



LRH: By the way, were you ever rejected from some society

or other and sent down to earth?



PC: I expect so. Weren't we all?



Commentator: Needle is waving and starting to move towards

the right as they talk about rejection.



LRH: Yeah, but do you recall anything about this?



PC: Offhand, no. 



LRH: Offhand, no. How do you feel about being rejected from 

groups? 



PC: Well, I - up until I got in Dianetics, I never cared. 



LRH: Never cared. 



PC: At least, I thought I didn't.



LRH: How about being rejected by mankind? 



PC: Oh, I wouldn't like that, I wouldn't like that.



LRH:  Wouldn't like that at all.



Commentator: Needle has now moved towards the right, and

dropped in tone, approximately four points on the dial.



LRH:  Did you ever get court-martialed for anything?



PC: Well, I got in the jug, all right.



LRH: Yeah? And you didn't like that?



PC: No sir!



Commentator: A very rapid drop in tone.



PC: I didn't like that.



LRH: Has this got anything to do with Facsimile One?



Commentator: The needle has moved past the center of the

dial towards the right. 



PC: No. 



LRH: No?



PC: No. It couldn't have.



Commentator: A couple toeuards the left, about five points.



LRH: It just - it had something to do with just it. 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: Have you ever been in jail in any past life? 



PC: Don't know. 



LRH: You don't know. Have you been? 



Commentator: Needle rising. 



PC: No. 



LRH: No? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Never have been? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Did you ever put anybody in jail? 



Commentator: Moving towards the left or rising in tone. 



PC: No. 



LRH: You ever put anybody in jail and have them die?



PC: No.



LRH:  A little needle quiver here. Did you ever put anybody

in jail? Who did you lock in a dark closet? Did you ever

get locked in a dark closet?



PC: I don't like to be locked in a dark closet.



LRH: You don't, huh? 



PC: No. 



LRH: You don't not like it too much, though.



PC: Well, I can get out, Probably.



LRH: All right. What about - is there a particular incident

ought to be hit next in your case? 



PC: I reckon. 



LRH: What is it? 



PC: Overt act. 



LRH: Overt act against what? 



Commentator: The needle has now moved rapidly towards the right. 



PC: Another guy. 



LRH: Another man? 



PC: I think. 



LRH: What'd you do to him? 



Commentator: Still dropping.



PC: Well, that's it, what'd I do to him?



LRH: Hit him? 



PC: Maybe. 



LRH: Kick him? 



PC: Maybe. 



LRH:  Bite him?



PC: Maybe. I got a little somatic in my left arm.



Commentator: Needle moved back to the left on "Kick him?"



LRH: Bite him?



PC: I-I had ...



LRH: Did you bite his arm off'



Commentator: Slight drop on "bite."



PC: Well, hardly. 



LRH: Well, not "hardly." Did you ever look at any

pictures of anybody on the anthropoid line? They're mostly

teeth.



PC: Yeah, yeah. 



LRH: You know, go get an Encyclopaedia Britannica

sometime and just look at those teeth, 



PC: Well, I read a couple of stories on evolution, too. 



LRH: Mm-hm. 



PC: Yes.



Commentator: Needle has now moved back towards its original

position on the left before the discussion of overt acts

started.



LRH:  All right. Did you bite him?



PC: Aw...(laugh) 



LRH: Come on. How did you bite him? 



PC: You want me to show you, huh?



LRH: Yeah, just bite at him,



Commentator: Needle is moving to the right. Now moved past

the center of the dial.



LRH:  All right let's bite at him.



PC: What do you think I'm doing?



Commentator: Preclear is biting.



PC: Hold your arm out here. (laughter) 



LRH: Oh, you want to do it again, huh? How does it feel biting him? 



PC: Hard-hard to bite him and chew my gum, too.



Commentator: Preclear continues to bite.



LRH:  What about biting him? Do you bite his arm off?



Commentator: Needle is slight ... 



LRH: Bite his throat out? 



PC: That's more like it. 



Commentator: ... starting to move towards the left indicating 

rising tone. 



LRH: Oh, bit his throat out? 



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: Well, you'd have to turn your head on the side to

bite his throat out. 



PC: Oh, okay. Whew!



LRH: Oh, you don't like to do that?



PC: Well, I got a little tiny twinge.



LRH: Oh, you did, didn't you? Well, go ahead and bite his

throat out.



PC: Let's see ... (pause)



LRH: Well, bite his throat out good now. Do esophaguses

and jugular veins bleed much when you bite them out?



Commentator: Needle moves towards the right, tone falling.



PC: Pretty good tastin. 



LRH: You got a twinge?



PC: Wait - l'll get it on the other side, maybe I bit him the

other way.



LRH: Okay.



PC: Guess I didn't bite him.



LRH: Why? 



PC: No somatics. 



LRH: No somatics? 



PC: No somatic. 



LRH: Maybe you didn't regret it?



PC: I didn't.



Commentator: Needle fluctuated on that question.



LRH: Did you ever kick him?



PC: No.



LRH: Stab him?



PC: No. Probably - let's see, what could I have done to him?



LRH: Choke him? Claw his eyes out? 



PC: Nah.



Commentator: Tone rise on "choke him" and on "clawing his

eyes out" 



LRH: You steal something from him, too? 



Commentator: ... about three points rise on the needle. 



LRH: Was it in the cave period?



PC: You got me. 



LRH: Oh yeah, yeah, yeah. Hit him in the teeth with

a stone ax? 



PC: I'd - I don't like that. Nah, I don't like that.



LRH: Don't like that one, huh? Needle says you don't mind it.



PC: Well, I must be a big liar then. (laughs)



LRH: All right. What about stabbing him with a stone

knife? 



Commentator: Needle now moving toevards the right,

tone falling. 



PC: That'd be all right. 



LRH: How about bashing his brains out with a rock?



Commentator: There's a rise on that question of about three

points.



PC: That'd be all right. 



LRH: Oh, you did that once, but that isn't it, huh? 



PC: I just got a little tiny somatic on that. 



LRH: Tiny somatic. 



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: Well, what about stamping on him with both feet?



PC: Well, I got another somatic in the arm.



Commentator: Little fluctuation.



LRH: Is this all the same incident? 



PC: Is it? 



LRH: Is it? 



PC: I don't know.



LRH: Might be, but this isn't the principal overt-act

incident. Did you ever duel with anybody?



PC: Well, don't recollect it.



LRH: You don't recollect it? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Did you - oh, you have, huh? 



PC: (laughs) 



LRH: Gun? 



Commentator: Needle now moving to the right and  getting a 

dropping tone. 



LRH: Oh, a gun. 



PC: Hard to believe. 



LRH: Pistols at dawn? Or was it in back of him?



Commentator: Slight rise. 



LRH: Or did you shoot him from ambush?



PC: Oh, I wouldn't do that.



LRH: Did you shoot him from ambush? 



PC: No.



LRH: Did you duel with him? 



PC: Sounds better.



Commentator: Needle now moving towards the left, about

three points. 



LRH: Did you back to back and walk off so many paces, and

you turned first?



PC: I'd say that I turned first.



LRH: Oh, yes, so you did. You turned before you were

supposed to turn, didn't you? 



PC: Ah, I got him. 



LRH: You got him. 



Commentator: Tone now dropping very ragidly to the right. 



LRH: So you did. What did your friends say? 



Commentator: Remaining stationary about the center dial. 



PC: Oh, they didn't like it. 



LRH: They didn't like him? 



PC: No, they didn't like that. 



Commentator: Moving to the left now, three points, four points. 



LRH: They didn't like that. 



PC: Mm. 



LRH: Said you weren't a gentlemen. 



PC: Yeah, something like that. Said I was a stinker, and ... 



LRH: Uh-huh. Would they associate with you afterward? 



PC: That - sure, sure. 



LRH: Oh, they did, huh? 



PC: Oh, yeah. 



LRH: It all wore off in a ... 



PC: Oho!



LRH: ... few gallons of - what? What country was this in?



PC: I don't know I got too many answers here all at once.



LRH:  Well, what were the too many answers?



PC: I got Asia, New York and At-- and ...



LRH: Are they all correct?



PC: Oh-ho, they might be!



LRH: Uh-uh. You make a habit of doing this?



Commentator: The needle is moving-moving to~uards the right

indicating a drop in tone. 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: You walk away from the guy and turn around and shoot, huh? 



PC: Do I? Do I do that? 



LRH: Well, is that the way you do it? 



PC: If you say so. 



LRH: Well, did you ever shoot a guy the morning before you

were supposed to duel?



PC: That would be a good deal. That'd get him, wouldn't it?

And then bury him.



Commentator: A drop in tone of about five points. 



LRH: And then bury him? 



PC: And then bury him. 



LRH: And he never reported for the duel and that cost him

his honor. He must have been a coward, because he didn't

show up. 



PC: Ah-ha!



LRH: What about that? 



PC: Well, I ...



LRH: So help me God!



PC: That - that's it. 



LRH: That's awful hot, isn't it? 



Commentator: Needle is now moving towards the right, dropping 

tone.



PC: That's it. I shot him and then buried him and that son of a

gun's still trying to get out of the ground.



LRH: Uh-huh. Does that kind of haunt you sometimes?



PC: Yeah, lots.



LRH: Was this in Asia? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Europe? 



PC: Probably not. 



Commentator: Needle rising on these questions. 



LRH: England? 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: England? 



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: America? 



PC: America? 



Commentator: Slight drop to the right on that question. 



LRH: America? 



PC: Maybe. 



LRH: An Englishman in America? 



PC: Yeah. Could be. 



Commentator: A rise in tone on that question. 



LRH: England? England? 



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: Which is it? England?



PC: Well, it seems like England.



LRH: Seems like England. 



Commentator: Slight drop on England. 



LRH: Maybe Scotland. 



PC: Oh, boy!



LRH: Scotland. Okay. 



Commentator: A drop on Scotland.



LRH: Yep, that's fine, What part of Scotland?



Commentator: Needle is continuing to move to the right or

dropping in tone as the discussion of Scotland continues.



LRH: "In lone Glenartney's hazel shade" or some such thing?



PC: No. Edinburgh? 



LRH: Edinburgh? 



PC: Mm, that's one I thought of.



LRH: Were you a medical student in Edinburgh? 



PC: Oh, no! 



LRH: No? 



PC: Don't bring that out. 



LRH: Why? 



PC: Oh, I wouldn't want to be a medical student in Edinburgh. 



LRH: Why not?



PC: ... think much of that outfit.



LRH: A medical student in Edinburgh, huh? Well, what else are

you thinking of? Are you thinking of anything else than

just being a medical student in Edinburgh? 



PC: Well, I thought of a story I read about it.



Commentator: Needle has now moved about ten points to the

right.



LRH: Oh. Bad, huh?



PC: Well, it wasn't a very pretty story. 



Robert Louis Stevenson? 



PC: No.



LRH: "The Body Snatchers."



PC: No. I never read that.



LRH: You never did?



PC: I have read a lot of junk about these guys, you know, and

muggers and so forth in Scotland and England.



LRH: Well, what's the matter with going to school in

Edinburgh?



PC: Well, I don't think they got much of a school there.



LRH: Is it medical? 



PC: Yeah, that's one thing. 



LRH: Mm-hm. You don't like that school. 



PC: Nah. 



LRH: You ever stop to wonder why you didn't like it? 



PC: Nope. 



LRH: Did you ever go there? 



PC: No!



LRH:  Ha-ha, I guess you did. Well...  Oh, I wouldn't argue

with that. Is the overt act that we're looking for

associated with killing a guy the night before the duel,

burying him, in Edinburgh? 



PC: Yeah.



LRH: Is there any wrong datum there anyplace? Where did

you shoot him? 



PC: In the head, I guess. 



LRH: Which side of the head? 



PC: Right side. 



LRH: Right side of the head?



PC: Maybe. Maybe the left side.



Commentator: Fluctuation to the right on "the right side of

the head."



LRH: Left side of the head?



PC: Maybe. That's where I get the most somatic running this

B.T. - B.E. all the time. 



LRH: Oh, yeah? What did you shoot him with? A pistol? 



PC: I guess. 



LRH: Which side of the head? 



PC: Left side's where I get the somatic. When I have a headache the

rest Of the ... 



LRH: Well, did you shoot him in the ... What did

you think of then? 



PC: Well, when I have a headache the rest of the time, it's on 

the right side. 



[At this point there is a gap in the original recording.]



LRH:  Lock on an earlier incident. The earlier incident

very similar to this ?



Commentator: Tone's gone down to the right about ten points.



PC: No. 



LRH: No? 



PC: No. 



LRH: It was killing somebody, though. 



PC: I wouldn't never kill anybody. 



LRH: You wouldn't, You were the guy that brought it up. I 

didn't bring it up. 



PC: Did I? 



LRH: Yeah. 



PC: But you were asking me questions. 



LRH: Yeah. 



PC: Yeah.



LRH: You confessed to it, you know



Commentator: Tone is falling, needle moving to the right as

this discussion continues.



PC: That's all right. If I did it, I'd take responsibility.



LRH: Now, what did they do to people that killed people? 



PC: Hang them. 



LRH: Hang them? Bad stuff, huh? 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: Doesn't seem to bother you much. 



PC: Well ... Got over this idea you only live once.



LRH: Oh, got over it, huh? Nearly everybody has.



Commentator: Needle has now returned to its original

position.



LRH: Okay. This gives you some sort of an idea of needle

reaction. Now that needle, by the way, has not acted very

wildly. We haven't gotten really down to it yet. Why don't

you break down and tell me what the girl's name was that

you shot? 



PC: Girl? I want to because I want to run this out. So I 

want to locate it. 



LRH: Yeah. What was her name? 



PC: Ethel. 



LRH: You shot a girl named Ethel? 



PC: Oh, yeah. 



LRH: Where did you shoot her? Left side? 



PC: Where'd I shoot her? 



LRH: Or did you cut her head off? 



PC: Shot her in the throat, maybe. 



LRH: Think you shot her in the throat - by accident, maybe? 



PC: Maybe.



LRH: You got a somatic? By accident?



Commentator: Needle has dropped very rapidly to the right

about twelve points.



PC: Oh, maybe.



LRH: Was it by accident? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Did you think she was a man? Do it on purpose?



PC: Think she was a man?



LRH: Mm-hm. I mean, she walk around the corner of the

house all of a sudden?



PC: Oh. Oh, I see. Think she was a man.



LRH: The incident we're looking for - the year of that

incident will flash when I count from one to five.

One-two-three-four-five (snap). 



PC: 1640, I get. 



LRH: You get 1640. Is this right? 



Commentator: Needle moved to the right. 



LRH:  All right. What's the happenstance in 1640? No use

pacing around, just tell me.



PC: Well, I'm trying to figure it out.



LRH: Well, you don't have to figure it out. Were you

trying to figure it out in the incident? 



PC: Probably. 



LRH: All right. What were you trying to figure out in the

incident?



PC: What'd I do it for, I expect.



LRH: Try to figure out why you did it? 



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: What did you do in this year? Yes or no, were you

killed in this year? (snap) 



PC: No. 



LRH: Did you kill somebody in this year? 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: You knew I was going to ask that next, didn't you?

Huh?



PC: (laughing)



LRH: Anticipated it. 



Commentator: Needle drops very ragidly, and is still dropping. 



LRH: Was it a man? (snap) 



PC: No. 



LRH: Was it a woman? (snag) 



PC: I got no. 



LRH: Was it a kid? (snap) 



PC: Yeah. 



Commentator: A drop on the question about a kid. 



LRH: Was it a boy? (snap) 



PC: No. 



LRH: Was it a girl? (snap) 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: Was it an accident? (snag) 



PC: No. 



LRH: On purpose? (snap) 



PC: Yeah. 



Commentator: Tone now rising, needle moving left. 



LRH: Uh-huh. Her age will flash: One-two-three-four-five.

(snag)



PC: That's it - five.



LRH: Five, huh? 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: Five.



PC: I thought of twelve, but it was five.



LRH: Was she your child?



PC: No.



LRH: Somebody else's child? 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: Did she know something? 



PC: No. 



LRH: She didn't? 



PC: Well, I got a no. 



LRH: Well, why did you kill her? What's the motive?



PC: She wouldn't understand me. I got this kind of a phrase or

something.



Commentator: Needle's dropping.



LRH: Are you still trying to understand the death? Do you

have to do a life continuum on her now?



PC: Well, I hope not.



LRH: Mm-hm,



Commentator: Slight drop.



LRH: All right. Now, that incident isn't hot enough. That

incident isn't anywhere near hot enough. Let's find a

hotter incident. Now, when I count to - one to five, an

earlier incident, overt act on this chain, a serious one,

the date of it will flash: one-two-three-four-five. (snap)

No flash.



PC: Got 2031. That ain't come around yet.



LRH: 2031. 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: B.C.? (snap)



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: All right. 



PC: I forgot about that. 



Commentator: Needle is dropping.



LRH: You forgot about that. What happened in 2031 B.C.?



PC: Killed my mother.



LRH: Okay. Killed your mother? 



PC: Mm-hm. 



Commentator: Needle dropped, then moored again to the left. 



LRH: She a nice lady? 



PC: Yeah, I reckon. 



LRH: Did you regret it? 



PC: Nah. 



LRH: Was she old? 



PC: Yeah, she ouas getting pretty old anyway ... 



LRH: Getting pretty old anyway. What was it, a tribal

custom or something? 



Commentator: Needle is rising 



LRH: Was it a tribal custom? 



Commentator: Slight drop here. 



PC: Well, if it had been a tribal custom, I wouldn't regret

it at all. 



LRH: Mm-hm. All right. Yes or no, is the overt act

earlier? (snap) 



PC: No. 



LRH: Is it later? (snap)



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: All right, the date of the later one will flash:

one-two-three-four-five. (snap) 



PC: 1624 this time. 



LRH:1624. A.D.? (snap) 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: Okay, what happened in 1624?



PC: Paralyzed somebody.



LRH: How?



PC: My hands.



LRH: Which side did you paralyze them on? 



PC: Left. 



LRH: Is that the side you're paralyzed on? 



PC: If I'm paralyzed, that's where I'm paralyzed. 



LRH: Well, you say you always get the somatic on the

left side. 



PC: Well, that little one. It's not a very big one.



LRH: You see, when you face somebody that you knock off, you get

a mirror image of them on the somatic. 



PC: Well, the big somatic I have is on the right side. 



LRH: Big somatic is on the right side. So therefore the left 

tunes down further than the right. Is this a woman? 



PC: I get a yeah. 



LRH: Yeah? 



PC: Mm-hm.



LRH: All right. Now that we got that one into view, let's get

the real one. 



PC: Oh-ho, no! More? 



LRH: Yeah, yeah. The date of the overt act, regardless of what it 

is - oh, yes or no, is it against Christ? (snap) 



PC: No. 



LRH: Did you ever do anything against Christ? 



PC: No.



Commentator: Needle is dropping, to the right.



LRH: You always been a good Christian?



PC: No.



LRH: You ever been otherwise than a good Christian? 



PC: Indifferent one.



LRH: Indifferent.



Commentator: Tone rise on this.



LRH: All right. Let's get this - the date of the real

honest-to-goodness overt act. You know what we're doing here. 

We're unstacking. Trying to scrape, more or less, just bring off

enough charge so we get this thing into view to save

auditing. Because this thing is - very minor charges have

shown up on this machine at this time. We want a nice big

one. When I count to one to five, the date of the overt act

will flash: one-two-three-four-five. (snap)



PC: 1234.



LRH: 1234. A.D.?(snap) 



PC: No. 



LRH: B.C.? (snap) 



PC: Yeah.



LRH: 1234 B.c. You like snakes? 



Commentator: Drop to the right. 



PC: Not very much. 



Commentator: Further drop.



LRH: Mm. Where was this? What continent? The continent

will flash. (snap)



PC: Asia.



Commentator: Drop to the right.



LRH: Asia. How about India?



PC: No.



LRH: What part of Asia? 



PC: Persia.



LRH: Persia. Okay, Persia, 1234. 



Commentator: Rise in tone on Persia. 



LRH: What calendar?



PC: Khayyam's calendar.



[R&D footnote: Khayyam's calendar: a calendar used in Persia 

(now called Iran) starting in the year 1079. It was called

"Khayyams calendar" because it was created based on the

work of a group of scientists including Omar Khayyam, a

famous Persian mathematician and royal astronomer.]



LRH: Khayyam's calendar. Okay. Would that compare to 1216

on another calendar? (snap) 



PC: Yeah. 



Commentator: Drop here. 



LRH: Yeah. Guess it would. Now, did you ever hear of a cult 

of the snake? 



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: Were you one? 



Commentator: Drop in tone. 



PC: just a moment: I have been yuestioned on this before. 



LRH: You've been questioned on it? 



PC: Uh-huh. 



LRH: You've been questioned on it? 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: How did you register?



PC: I didn't see the machine. But if it was anything like I

felt I must have fell through the bottom.



LRH: Yeah? 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: You don't feel as bad about 1216 now? 



Conmmentutor: Tone is dropping now. 



PC: Got a little charge off of it, I suppose. 



LRH: Yeah? You don't feel as bad about it? 



Commentator: About three points. 



PC: No. 



LRH: Well, as a matter of fact it isn't registering very

much, Gee-whiz. I guess we'll just have to swamp you up the

rest of the line. Let's see what happens now when we turn

this cortical blockage off on the level.



Commentator: Clicking the switch off; needle is now

centered. 



LRH: All right, should we just stop running your case

entirely? 



Commentator: It's the cortical blockage switch.



PC: No. 



LRH: How would you feel if we did? 



Commentator: Slight rise in tone. 



PC: I'd run it myself. 



LRH: Oh, you would, huh? You want to get rid of this stuff? 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: You're really guilty. 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: Mm-hm. Are you guilty? 



PC: I reckon I am. 



LRH: Should you be hanged? 



PC: No. 



LRH: No.



PC: No. 



LRH: Burned? 



PC: No. 



LRH: What did you think of? 



Commentator: Starting to rise - a nice rise in tone here.



PC: I figure I'll own up to it, that's all.



LRH: You going to own up to it? 



PC: Yeah. 



LRH: Okay. You're going to confess, in other words.



PC: Yeah, to myself. That's the guy I want to confess to.



LRH: Okay. Your other name will now flash: one-two-three-four-five. 

(snap) 



PC: I got John. I always get John. 



LRH: John what? (snap) 



PC: John Paul Jones, I guess. (laughs)



Commentator: Ten-point drop.



LRH: What about John Paul Jones?



PC: Nothing, I guess. Nothing very much. I got - I got John 

Paul, is what I got. 



LRH: John Paul was the proper name of John Paul Jones. Were you 

aware of that? 



PC: Yes, sir. 



LRH: Yeah. Was he your captain once? 



PC: Uh...



Commentator: Tone rising.



LRH: Were you ever John Paul Jones?



PC: Nah, couldn't be.



Commentator: Needle stabilized very close to left-hand edge

of the dial.



LRH: Did you ever fight him?



PC: No.



LRH: Were you on the Serapis? 



PC: Yeah, whatever that was. 



LRH: It says yes, huh? 



PC: Uh-huh.



[R&D footnote: John PaulJones: (1747-1792) original full name 

John Paul, Scottish-born American naval officer in the American

Revolution. In a celebrated battle in 1779, Jones, in

command of the American flagship Bonhomne Richard defeated

the British warship Serapis.]



LRH: He shot you to pieces. Did you get killed? (snap) 



PC: Nah. 



Were you a limey at the time? (snap)



PC: Who me? No.



Commentator: Needle is now moving toeuards the right.



LRH:  Well, we won't worry about it. We won't worry about

it. What we've got here is a case that's remarkably well

swamped...



PC: Uh-huh.



LRH: ... at the time. You've got a lot of charge to come up, a

lot to go, but we haven't got any hot incidents.



PC: Whew!



LRH: Very interesting, very interesting. Now you...



PC: Do you want me to hold on to them?



LRH: Before you let go of these cans, we'll turn off the

machine - swing all knobs down to - all the way over

counter-clockwise. Just turn all knobs counter-clockwise

and we're off the machine on this.



Okay. Let's take another demonstration on this.



[end of HCL-12 reel]



[At this point there is a gap in the original recording.]
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These are the second 10 lectures in the HUBBARD COLLEGE

LECTURES (HCL) Series of early 1952.  This is based
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reel-to-reel set of the tapes.



The lectures cover Fac One and some discussion of
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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 



Our purpose is to promote religious freedom and the Scientology

Religion by spreading the Scientology Tech across the internet.



The Cof$ abusively suppresses the practice and use of

Scientology Tech by FreeZone Scientologists.  It misuses the

copyright laws as part of its suppression of religious freedom.



They think that all freezoner's are "squirrels" who should be
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We might not be good and obedient Scientologists according

to the definitions of the Cof$ whom we are in protest against.



But even though the Christians are not good and obedient Jews,

the rules of religious freedom allow them to have their old 

testament regardless of any Jewish opinion.  



We ask for the same rights, namely to practice our religion

as we see fit and to have access to our holy scriptures

without fear of the Cof$ copyright terrorists.



We ask for others to help in our fight.  Even if you do

not believe in Scientology or the Scientology Tech, we hope

that you do believe in religious freedom and will choose

to aid us for that reason.



Thank You,



The FZ Bible Association



**************************************************



CONTINUED FROM POST 6A/10





[beginning of HCL-12A reel, new R&D Vol 10 page 66]



You will notice, with this machine, that a person in apathy

is almost 100 percent charge. That's why they're in apathy.

Don't mistake the fact, because they're low on the Tone

Scale to the degree that the needle registers charge on

everything. It registers charge on everything so

consistently that it just doesn't move. So the person on

apathy has to have the sensitivity increase needle there

turned up as far as possible. And, in that wise, turned up

as far as you can get it and still have a needle read. So

you pull everything back down counter-clockwise about as

far as it will go except the sensitivity increase, and then

bring it up about as high as you can get it and still keep

him on the dial. And you'll get a read with him.



The trouble with an apathy case is there's just too much

charge on it.  You start taking the charge off the case and

his tone starts coming up. It's very elementary.



But the person who is very high in tone, you have to start

tuning that sensitivity increase down in order to decrease

the magnitude of your reading. Otherwise, you just start

reading on everything. The needle just starts going around

all over the place, because what you're getting there is

his mental activity.



He can change around his facsimiles very rapidly. And as he

shifts them around, you're actually getting the mirror of

his changing facsimiles. So you have to bring that

sensitivity needle down on a high-toned case until you have

somebody reading fairly closely.



Now, want to call your attention to something on this dial.

The initial dial installed in the machine originally has,

on its left, falling; top is tension and over on the right

is rising. This refers to tension, not to tone. The

machines, as they are distributed from Hubbard College,

have a banner pasted across the top that says "Tone Up,

Tone Down." If you have a machine that does not have this

pasted across the top, you should realize that this tension

rising and falling is just exactly the opposite of tone.



So actually your needle, as tone drops, goes up toward a

hundred in scale. In other words, your needle goes to the

right when tone is falling, and goes to the left.



Originally the machine was designed for general use in

psychotherapy and then was particularly designed for use in

Dianetics and again designed for use in Scientology. So this

small little sign hasn't come off of it yet. Later models

will have this sign off of it.



I want to go over it again with you - these facts Now, we

put the preclear in the chair; we hand him the cans. Now,

you want to be sure that he has his hands wrapped around

these cans if you're using cans; you want to be sure that

he is very closely connected on the terminals if you're

using sponges. If you don't find this machine operating too

well on the sponges provided, just go out and get a common

ordinary pair of tin cans and wrap the bare wire around the

lids as you bend them in and you've got two very excellent

terminals. The only slight disadvantage is - on those

terminals - is that they squeeze a little more easily. But

actually we have our best luck with this machine just using

a couple of ordinary large-size tin cans. And when I say

large size, I don't know what the number of the can is:

number eight can, is it, or number ten can? 



Audience: Number two. 



Number two can, This shows you I don't know my can numbers.



Anyway, here we have number two cans. And they simply have

a piece of plain ordinary light-cord wire - that is, half of

the light-cord wire - the kind of rubber light cord that you 

take ahold of the two wires which are more or less joined 

together and you just pull on them and they come off into two 

insulated wires. And one of them is to this top button and one 

of them is to the lower button. They're just hooked on to the

cans.



Now, it doesn't matter whether or not this light cord is

twisted or which hand he's holding which can in - that

doesn't matter - he can swap them over. He can even cross

his arms as he's holding the cans.



Now, you make sure that he has the cans, that he's holding

them in such a way that he has maximum contact of his hands

on the cans, he's holding them fairly relaxedly, that his

arms are fairly relaxed.



Now, as he takes hold of the cans - it takes a moment or two

for the cans to warm up, so it doesn't matter what you give

to him first - your machine is off and all the dials on the

machine are counter-clockwise as far as it can go.



Reach over here - sensitivity increase button - that turns

the machine on. Now, it takes a moment or two for the cans

to warm up. Takes a moment or two, then, for the machine to

warm up.



We notice here that our preclear, just as the machine is

turned on, doesn't yet cause a tremor on the needle. Needle

is still at zero. Now, let's move up this sensitivity knob

to a horizontal position or about 9 o'clock, and we see

that this preclear - with all other knobs all the way

counter-clockwise  -  is reading with this knob horizontal.

Now we're getting a pretty good read out of it.



Now, we take this range expander over here and we move it

up from minus .05 up the scale a little bit until we've got

this needle about center on the dial. Now, probably this

preclear will read right there with that setting.



LRH: Will you read right there with that setting?



PC: Yes.



LRH: All right. Did you ever have a girl touch you on the back

of the neck?



PC: Yes.



LRH: I guess you did. Okay. I have to reset now the range

expander over here and get the needle back on the dial. I

can actually slack off this sensitivity increase needle

about to 8:30 in order to give myself a little more needle

latitude and bring this range expander up a trifle. Okay,

now we've got it settled again.



LRH: Have you ever had any auditing? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: How long has it been since you were audited? 



PC: Three months. 



LRH: About three months? Anybody leave you stuck in any

engrams? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: What engram did they leave you stuck in? 



PC: Facs One. 



LRH: Oh, they did? Right back there, huh? Gee. Service

Facsimile One. Okay. That feel comfortable? 



PC: No. 



LRH: You like your auditor for doing it? 



PC: No. 



LRH: What did you think of when I said to you "Does it

feel comfortable?" What is it? What are you thinking of? 



PC: Stomach somatic. 



LRH: Stomach somatic turned on? Did he leave you parked in

the stomach somatic? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Is there terror on that? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Mm-hm. Is this what we have to get off the case in

order to resolve it next? 



PC: Maybe. 



LRH: You got an overt act sitting on top of that stomach

somatic? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: What kind of an overt act is it? 



PC: This life, I guess.



LRH: This life? Did you hit somebody in the stomach? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Would you rather I wouldn't ask you about this? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Have to do with a girl? 



PC: No. 



LRH: No? Guy? 



PC: Maybe. 



LRH: Baby? 



PC: Maybe. 



LRH: Maybe. Mm-hm. What's this tone rise? Is this a

realization you're getting out of it? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Yeah. Well, what if you had to answer anyhow?



PC: That wouldn't be good.



LRH: That wouldn't be good. You ever been drugged? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Operations? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Ohhh, you had some operation or other.



PC: Don't remember it.



LRH: Don't remember it. Tonsillectomy?



PC: I've been told that, yes.



LRH: Oh, you've been told there's a tonsillectomy? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Uh-huh. Yeah, there's been a tonsillectomy, Didn't

bother you too much though, did it?



PC: No.



LRH: Well, all right. What do we find on other kinds of

drugging? Did you ever get awfully drunk? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Mm-hm. You just thought of what you did when you got

drunk. A little lag there on the needle. 



PC: Hm. 



LRH: Do something pretty bad?



PC: T don't remember.



LRH: Don't remember. Have you ever been drugged? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: How did it affect your stomach? 



PC: Badly. 



LRH: Very badly? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Mm-hm. Does it have anything to do with Fac One? 



PC: No. 



LRH: It doesn't? How long ago were you drugged?



PC: Three thousand.



LRH: Three thousand years ago? Three thousand B.C.? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Three thousand B.C.



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: Who drugged you? Come on, a name will flash. (snap)

Woman? 



PC: Priest. 



LRH: A priest? Priest drugged you three thousand years

ago? Is that locked on top of Fac One?



LRH: Mm-hm. Some different kind of a drug. Were you told

you'd have dreams? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Mm-hm. As long as we were asking questions here about

1216 B.C., what did you have to do with twelve

something-or-other B.C? Have anything to do with it? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Mm-hm. Your nickname is Snake, isn't it? 



PC: Right. 



LRH: Mm-hm. You don't like that. You don't like the

nickname? 



PC: I believe I do. 



LRH: You believe you like the nickname? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Mm-hm. You ever kill a snake? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Are you out of valence? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Whose valence are you in? Whose valence are you in?

[to audience] I'm shifting this needle here - sensitivity

increase - up to horizontal and bringing back the range

expander a little bit to give the needle a little more

action.



[to pc] Whose valence are you in? 



PC: I got Father.



LRH: Your father's valence? 



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: Is he pretty mean? 



PC: Maybe. 



LRH: No. He wasn't that mean. Your mother mean?



PC: Yes.



LRH: Mm-hm. You in her valence? 



PC: I got "no". 



LRH: Are you determined not to be in her valence? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Mm-hm. What if you found you were in her valence? 



PC: Whew! 



Commentator: The needle is now acting up, playing back and 

forth rapidly. 



> LRH: [to commentator] We got a wisper mike going in on

> this tape? [unintelligible response]



LRH: Okay. You ever been drugged in this life? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Oh-oh-oh-oh-oh-oh-oh! Have you been drugged within

the last five years ? 



PC: No. 



LRH: The last four years? 



PC: Still no. 



LRH: The last three years? 



PC: Still no. 



LRH: More than five? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: The last two years? 



PC: No. 



LRH: The last year? 



PC: No. 



LRH: The last eleven months? 



PC: No. 



LRH: The last ten months? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Nine months?



LRH: Seven? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Six? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Six months ago? Five months ago? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Four months ago? 



PC: Still no. 



LRH: Oh, you suddenly realized I went out of the band.

It's ten months, isn't it? Nine months? Ten months? Eleven

months? All right, eleven months.



What happened to you eleven months ago?



PC: I was in school. Or was I?



LRH: You've been told to forget this? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Who did it? Student? Professor? Psychology class?

What did you think of? 



Commentator: Preclear - twenty-four-year-old male ... 



LRH: I said, "Student? Professor?" then what did you think

of? 



Commentator:... very agitated. 



PC: I'm not thinking.



LRH: You're not supposed to think about this? 



PC: Right. 



LRH: What would happen if you thought about this?



Commentator: Ten-point dial drop. 



PC: Probably die. 



LRH: Mm-hm. You supposed to forget about it?



LRH: Hm. What if I dug it up? Eleven months ago was what

month? 



PC: February '51. 



LRH: Is it February '51 when this happened? Did it happen

two or three times ? 



PC: I got "yes." 



LRH: In a row? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Over a period of about six weeks maybe? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: That carry it through into April? 



PC: No. 



LRH: What did they want you to do? 



PC: I don't know. 



LRH: Who wanted you to do it? (pause) Give me a flash

answer on this Was it a man? (snap) 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Was it more than one man? (snap) 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Was it two men? (snap) 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Were they men who belonged to the university? (snap)



PC: Yes! 



LRH: Mm-hm. Did they belong to the university, or did they

belong to another university?



PC: I get "yes" on that.



LRH: Did they belong to a group? (snap) 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: What kind of a group?



Commentator: Teventy-point tone drop.



LRH: A word will flash. What kind of a group? (snap)



PC: Rosicrucian. (sigh) 



LRH: Rosicrucians. Okay, boy. Did they belong to Rosicrucians? 

Did they belong to another group in addition to Rosicrucians? (snap) 



PC: Yes.



Commentator: Three-point tone drop.



LRH: What's the name of that group? (snap) It'll flash. (snap) 



PC: I got theosoghy. 



LRH: Theosophy? 



PC: But that's impossible. 



LRH: Why?



PC: They're so fine. 



LRH: Oh, they're so fine. 



PC: They're sweetness-and-light boys. 



LRH: Is this part of it? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Is this part of the PDH, how fine they are? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: How good they are? Do you want to be a part of them? 



PC: No!



LRH: "No" is right. Okay. What did they drug you with? 



> PC: Nopal.

> 

> LRH: Nopal?

> 

> PC: What is that?

> 

> LRH: In coffee?

> 

> PC: Yes.

> 

> LRH: Nopal in coffee.  Mm-hm.

> 

> LRH: In a drink?

> 

> PC: Yes and no.



LRH: Did they knock you out with a Mickey Finn? (snap) 



PC: No.



LRH:  Did they simply shoot you in the arm when you were

asleep? (snap)



PC: Yes.



LRH: Mm-hm. Is there an emotional shut-off in it? (snap)



PC: Yes. 



LRH: I notice you're quivering. Which arm is it? 



PC: Left. 



LRH: The left arm. Left arm. Needle go in the left arm? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Mm-hm. Did it go in intravenously? 



PC: Muscular. 



Commentator: Three-point drop. 



LRH: Intramuscular. Did you just sit there and submit to it? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: You recall it now? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Come on, let's plow it out. What do the men look

like? (pause) Would something bad happen to you if you told? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: No. It's not part of the incident. Come on, it's wide

open. Let's remember it, Snake. Let's remember it. Was it

in your rooms? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Was it in their rooms? 



PC: Yes, I guess. 



LRH: Mm-hm. Was it in a laboratory? 



PC: No. 



LRH: There's several of them. Their rooms? Their apartment? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Their dormitory?



PC: No.



LRH: Their office? 



PC: No. 



LRH: What's first cousin to an office with regard to such

people?



PC: Meeting place.



LRH: Hm?



PC: A meeting place.



LRH: A meeting place. Was it in front of several people?



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Mm-hm. Do you remember walking in there? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Was the weather cold? 



PC: I get "yes".



LRH: Was it good and cold? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Was it warm? 



PC: No. 



LRH: What were you wearing when you went in?



PC: Leather jacket.



LRH: You had a jacket on. Okay. And who was the first

person that spoke to you? His first name will flash.

One-two-three-four-five. (snap)



PC: I don't want to answer.



LRH: Why?



PC: I just don't want to. (laugh)



LRH: You don't want to? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Would it embarrass you to answer?



PC: Yes.



LRH: Why? Yes or no: Is the person present? (snap) 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Person is present. Now do you remember? 



PC: No. 



Commentator: Teuenty-point tone drop. 



LRH: You're sure, though, the person is present. 



PC: No, I'm not sure. 



LRH: You're not sure. But a name flashed, didn't it? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Mm-hm. Got the name? 



PC: I get "no." 



LRH: No, that's not the name. 



Commentator: The needle is moving erratically. 



LRH: Is there a later incident? (pause) How is this person

associated with this earlier incident? (pause) Is this

person connected with it? Was this person there? (snag) 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: This person was present? (pause) Was he? 



PC: I got "yes." 



LRH: Mm-hm. Is there a later incident on this? (snag) 



PC: No. 



LRH: Any use been made of this incident? 



PC: No. 



LRH: What is this, just an experiment? (snap) 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: It's very easy to audit out PDH. Nothing to it. You

just audit it out with Effort Processing - there's nothing

to it, see? Boil it off. Don't try to pick up the phrases,

just audit it out with Effort Processing. Well, that's a

fine arm quiver if I ever saw one. Good. Are you supposed

to be a Rosicrucian now?



PC: No.



LRH: Rosicrucian ninth class or eighteenth class?



PC: No. 



[R&D Note: Rosicrucian ninth class or eighteenth class: reference

to the system of degrees in the Rosicrucian Order, an

international organization devoted to the study of ancient

mystical, philosophical and religious doctrines, and

concerned with the application of these doctrines to modern

life. Members of the order pass through different courses

of training, and the ninth degree is one of the higher

levels. The degrees are numbered through the twelfth; more

advanced levels of training above the twelfth degree do

exist, but are not designated by number.]



LRH: You knew a lot of Rosicrucians? 



PC: No. 



LRH: The name of the person who held the needle will flash. 

One-two-three-four-five. (snap) 



PC: Bill.



LRH: Bill. Bill hold the needle? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: All right. What did he do with it? What did he say? 

How did he persuade you? Did he persuade you before he put 

it in? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Were you standing?



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Were you on a platform? Oh, you were stood and then

sat down in a chair? Stood and sat down on a bed? Which was

it? You got the somatic in that arm? 



PC: No. 



LRH: How would you like to get the resistance to a needle 

penetrating? 



PC: All right.



LRH: Get the resistance now of the point - needle penetration.

Get what your arm did the moment it penetrated. Get it

again. Get your resistance to that penetration. That's a

boy. Get it again. Get it again. Get it again. Get it

again. You getting the pain?



PC: No.



LRH: Hah? Yes or no: Is there a somatic shut-off here? (snap)



PC: Yes.



LRH: All right. The shut-off will flash when I count from one 

to five. One-two-three-four-five. (snap) What flashed? Is it

"You won't feel this?" Some such thing? 



PC: I didn't get it.



LRH: Get the counter-thought of somebody saying - reassuring 

you. Get their feeling, their emotion - reassuring you, "Oh, 

this isn't going to hurt, Snake." Go on. Get that feeling. Can

you get it? 



PC: Vaguely. 



LRH:  All right. What is the emotion? Are they being mean when 

they do it? Disinterested? What are they being? 



PC: Stupid. 



LRH: They're being stupid. They feel stupid to you? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Uh-huh. All right. The somatic shut-off - the phrase will 

flash when I count from one to five: one-two-three-four-five. 

(snap) 



PC: Don't get it. 



LRH: You're not supposed to get a single word of this? 



PC: That's right. 



LRH: Hm? Kick back against the effort again - of the needle

penetration. Get it again. Get it again. Get it again. Get

it again. There you are. Getting a somatic? Get it again.

And again. And again. What does your right ear do at the

moment the needle goes in? What's your left ear do at the

moment the needle goes in? 



PC: It's burning.



LRH:  What do your knees do at the moment the needle goes

in? How's the nerve in the insides of your legs feel when

the needle goes in?



PC: That's pain.



LRH: All right. Let's feel that again. Let's get it again.

Let's get it again. I Have you felt the needle penetrate

yet?



PC: No.



LRH: What's the small of your back do when the needle

penetrates? 



PC: Cringes. 



LRH: All right. Let's feel that cringe. Now let's get your

own postulate. What do you want this needle to do? Do you

want it to hurt you? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Do you make a postulate that you don't want it to

hurt you?



PC: Yes. 



LRH: What do you say to yourself? 



PC: It won't hurt. 



LRH:  Okay. Where do you agree with them that you won't

remember it afterwards?



Commentator: Preclear seems very fixed on the incident. 



LRH:  Where do you agree with them that you won't remember

it? Where do you say, "That was pretty good but I won't

remember it?" 



PC: I get that it was at the - toward the last. 



LRH: Toward the last? 



PC: Mm-hm. 



LRH: And you agreed with them not to remember it? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Mm-hm. All right. Were you ever told somebody had

hypnotized you? 



PC: No. 



LRH: Oh, yeah? Have you ever been told that you shouldn't

be audited? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Mm-hm. Who told you you shouldn't be audited? 



PC: Don't get it. 



Commentator: A teuenty-point tone drop.



LRH: Supposed to forget it?



PC: Yes.



LRH: Who told you you'd been hypnotized?



PC: Still nothing there.



LRH: Mm-hm. Well? You get nothing there? 



PC: That's right. 



LRH: Would you feel good if this were run out? 



PC: Yes, I would. 



LRH: Are you satisfied that - yeah - are you satisfied that

there's something there? 



Commentator: Tone rise on it...



PC: Yes. 



Commentator:... on that question. 



LRH: Good. Do you want it audited? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Is the word Dianetics in the incident? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Dianetics is good? 



PC: Maybe. 



LRH: Dianetics is bad? (pause) Dianetics can't help you?



PC: I get "no". 



LRH: You're supposed to leave it alone? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Mm-hm. Does that make you leave the whole incident

alone? 



PC: Yes. 



LRH: Do you yourself believe Dianetics is good?



PC: Yes.



LRH: Yeah. And you don't believe it's bad?



PC: No!



LRH: Therefore, you'd be in cross-purposes with such an

incident?



PC: Yes.



LRH: Uh-huh. Well, get it audited out. Okay. 



[to audience] Now, just on procedure, we will turn the machine 

off and turn its knobs all the way back counter-clockwise again. 

Turn the machine off, and now take the cans, or terminals, away

from the preclear. Otherwise you're liable to knock them

together and short the machine out. 



[to preclear] Thank you very much.



PC: Thank you, Ron. 



LRH: You're quite welcome. I've been waiting to get to you 

for some time.



Quite aside (which I guess you'll have to cut off the

tape), I can always spot a guy who looks spooked on a PDH,

and Snake looked that way.



This is, by the way, above and beyond the performance and

activities of the machine. But if you can't get to

something, you go in, you ask questions about hypnotism,

you ask questions about drugs, you ask questions about

something or other.



The reason I started asking is because when this preclear

sat down in the chair his arm started quivering. I called

attention to it partly through the session and said his arm

started quivering. But his arm started quivering almost

immediately. The first thing that was alerting up or that

he was offering forth to be found about himself was

something about his arm. So I hit a couple of things and

then wanted to know if somebody had drugged him - stuck a

needle in him. I just thought maybe it was a tonsillectomy

or something of the sort. We got very, very little reaction

to account for a shaking arm on a tonsillectomy, So the

next thing up the line, of course, to ask for is

pain-drug-hypnosis. Pain-drug-hypnosis is quite common. It's

a political weapon; it's used in Russia. It's used by many,

many cults in the United States and over the world. It's

used by various cults, and has actually been in use, to my

actual knowledge through historical research, for at least

thirty-two hundred years. It is very strange that something

could be as common in practice as this without being more

thoroughly understood by the public at large.



In Dianetics, for instance, it was - people were very fond

in the old days of invalidating Dianetics by saying a

person cannot remember during unconsciousness. And these

same people, by the way, were using drugs on preclears to

make them remember. They were using drugs on patients - 

narcosynthesis and so forth, Dianetics was just exposing

the mechanism of a pain-drug-hypnosis, actually, when it

talked about this, and people objected very wildly. As I

say, many cults have used this. The Greeks, the

Aesculapians used pain-drug-hypnosis in order to bring

"dream therapy" into existence. And it's still being used 

in much that same form today by some other cults which

you'll find in universities and so forth - narcosynthesis

and so forth.



Now, he said Rosicrucians. Now, I don't know that this is a

standard practice of Rosicrucianism, and certainly no order

or group of people can be particularly held accountable for

the actions of its particular members.



> But this is well known in Rosicrucianism.  A drug is

> administered to the person and the person is put into

> a trance and is told things.



You noticed that we got this thing showing up on the

machine. Undoubtedly that incident has in it a forgetter.

The reason he's forgotten it is because it says, "You will

not remember this; you will agree to forget this," and so

forth. And so, to his analytical mind, he has agreed to

blank it out. But it's not blanked out on the machine.



Now, there's one thing that should be noticed in detecting

PDH - as you call pain-drug-hypnosis - one thing should be

noticed in detecting it, that the actual command "This will

not display itself on a lie detector or with electronic

devices," can shut off all parts of the incident except

"This will not display itself on a lie detector." You ask

that question and the machine reacts immediately.



"Has this incident been specifically shut off so as not to

record on a lie detector?" Bop. So you see, you can't even

close one out that way. And by the way, the way you audit

this stuff is relatively simple. You simply get it up into

recovery as fast as you can. And it should not, however, be

solidly and thoroughly tackled. It shouldn't be solidly and

thoroughly tackled on a phrase by phrase, play-by-play,

play-by-play account, because a preclear may be too low on

the Tone Scale to stand up to it, So what you do is

unburden all of its locks. Get any time he had an impulse

to do it to somebody else - any time he had an impulse to do

it to somebody else. Now, that's quite important, because

you'll unburden the locks and the incident itself will blow

clear. Furthermore, there's a basic on this incident. He 

says he had a stomach somatic and a stomach somatic is in 

Facsimile One.



All right. I've given you a rundown on this machine. It

will show you up most anything. If you have a local police

department that you want to look into, you will be able to

make the lie detector expert a little bit goggle-eyed. The

lie detector expert has complete faith in his machine. It

has shown him criminals where criminals exist. It does not

make mistakes for him. The mistake that it makes,

ordinarily, is not registering for some reason or

other - sometimes somebody gets by. Very rarely, they don't

register on the particular crime they're being asked for.

The reason why this happens, normally is.because they are

in apathy. They are too low The whole case is charge from

one end to the other, and as a result they don't register.

Now, that's very rare, by the way. And there's about

nineteen out of a hundred people who don't react out of the

machine. Those are the statistics according to lie

detectors. But you vary this machine around, you ask the

right question, it'll react on it.



"Is there an emotional shut-off here?" Wham? The machine

will go on although it is reading zero on emotion.



All right. I want to tell you very specifically that many

criminals are brought up on this machine, undoubtedly, and

register for crimes committed long before this life. "Did

you kill him?" And the machine goes bop! (snap) And the

police officer is not saying "Did you kill him during this

life?" Because no matter how many criminals he has going by

there, every one of them has a series of past lives and

every one of them has crimes. And every one of them will

register on these crimes on that machine. And if you want

to make a police officer in your local department, who is

in charge of this machine, goggle-eyed, say, "Bring me in

the most honest cop you have." And set the cop down, rig

the machine on him, and then you ask this honest cop - you

say, "Did you ever steal anything?" "No. No." "In any

former life, did you ever steal anything?" Bap! That's why

he's a cop.



You can show him that by asking for incidents in past lives

that everybody from the chief down to the janitor has

committed crime. That's why they're in the police

department.



And so, I recommend to you, if you really want to spin the

local police force, just walk in and start talking to the

boy in charge of the lie detector machine and start asking

him, has he ever asked anybody this question: "Did you ever

live before this life?"



And he'll tell you, "Oh, that's nonsense. You're crazy. What

do you mean? You belong to some religious cult or something

of the sort?" "No. No. Have you ever asked anybody this?

Well, I tell you, on your next test on anyone, please ask

them that question" - because he'll get a yes, you see? And

make him promise that he will ask that question and put it

down on his desk - "Because" you say, "it's very peculiar

about this machine, the way it responds on that question."



And you come back in a few days and ask him if he's asked

it and he will probably be very anxious to talk to you:

"What are we doing?" Here was this enormous field of this

machine which was being completely unexplored -  completely

unexplored.



Now, I've given you, relatively, a quick rundown on what

you locate on this machine and how you locate it. There is

a check sheet, a galvanometer check sheet, which is issued

with the machine, which gives you a standard set of

questions to ask which will show things up for you.



I hope you understand how to use this machine and I hope it

will give you some good service, because if you want to do

a good job of auditing or if you're bogged down right now

with your preclear, you better put a preclear on the

machine up here at school and find out why. But mind you,

this machine has to be cared for. You have to take good

care of the machine. And if you get one of your own, for

heaven's sakes, don't let anybody else use it. It'll get so

temperamental you won't even be able to talk to it.



Thank you very, very much for your kind attention to those

who came up here and volunteered to be quizzed.



Thank you and good night.



(end of lecture)



*******************
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The actual running of an incident is accomplished by using

a relatively few factors of what you know. And these

factors are thought, emotion and effort. And, of course,

if there's thought, emotion and effort, there must of

necessity be counter-thought, counter-emotion and

counter-effort.



Now, we know about counter-effort. Counter-effort's very

simple. One individual hits another; the individual who is

doing the striking is putting out the effort, the

individual who is receiving it receives that blow as a

counter-effort.



Counter-emotion is a little less tangible, but nonetheless

real. You have many times walked into a room where you knew

people had been talking about you, where you knew something

was not well, where a quarrel had been occurring. You know

the emotion or atmosphere of a sickroom, for instance, or

of a sick person. You receive these things as

counter-emotion.



Counter-emotion is relatii·ely indefinite. Actually

counter-emotion to some degree contains perceptics - 

counter-perceptics. You pick up somebody getting

counter-emotion, and the first thing you know, he's also

picking up the perceptions of things.



If you ask anyone who  is rather apathetic who  around him

was angry, and then try to persuade him to feel that anger

as a counter-emotion, this person will tell you immediately

the anger doesn't exist - the counter-anger does not exist.

They're doing a terrific dive. But if you persuade them a

little bit, they'll be able to find out the counter-emotion

of somebody who is enduring - that's close to their tone

band. And if you persuade them to do this, then they can

find out what the feeling is of counter-emotion of fear.

They can find incidents in their lives when people have

been afraid, and they feel that fear themselves It is the

fear of the other person against them, like a wave. And

then you can build them up to the anger. And they will find

that the anger, as a counter-emotion, sort of hangs against

them rather heavily like a dark cloud.



In such a wise, people who are very happy emanate, and

people around them feel this emanation. That's

counter-emdtion in action.



Now, counter-emotion is, of course, accompanied by a

counter-emotional curve. You can feel the emotional curve of

another person.



If you've ever walked up to anyone and told him some bad

news, you have felt his emotion drop. A pc should be aware

of this fact, and the auditor particularly should know it,

so that this drop can be picked up from other people by the

preclear.



Counter-thought is very nebulous, but is nevertheless

there. If you just start to pick up the concepts of those

around you - not their words, not expressed thoughts, not

pictures or anything - you go back through your life and

pick up the concepts of others around you, you'll find

where they were in conflict with your concepts And there

you will find a cross-up which tends to hang these

facsimiles up and make them less usable to you.



For instance, you've come in and you've said - expressed,

more or less, the fact that you would like to do something,

and somebody else has said to you that you shouldn't do

this. Well now, the perceptics would be one thing; they're

very physical universe, and as a matter of fact belong in

the counter-effort category because they are nothing more

nor less than physical-universe forces. They are efforts,

perceptions are. But because they have an emotional

connotation, they go up a little bit into the

counter-emotion band.



But here are your efforts. Sound, for instance, is a wave.

Sight is a sight wave. Sound travels through air. If there

were no air, there'd be no sound. Light can travel through

a vacuum, but is nevertheless - is a wave action; it's a

particle flow.



And you take thermal: thermal is a vibration of

material - air, so on. If one material is vibrating fast, we

say it's hot, and if another one is vibrating slowly - more

slowly, we say it's cold. If the air around you is

vibrating at a certain - molecules are flying or flowing at

a certain speed, you say that it is warm, and if they're

flying around you much more slowly, you say that it's cold,



Actually, the reason a gas expands a balloon is because its

molecules are traveling fast - faster than the air around

it - and therefore expanding the bag more. All you have to

do, actually, is merely heat up air and put it in a

balloon - as long as the air is hot, that balloon will rise.



In other words, motion decreases the mass and increases the

thermal agitation and so on.



Actually, the reason you get warm and the reason you feel

thermal, inside and outside, is a faster rate of strike on

the part of molecules of gases and solids - a faster rate of 

strike, that's all. They hit you. Molecules in this air are 

hitting you at a terrific rate right now and it keeps you warm. 

That's aliveness. It isn't that anything else happens in the

molecules at all, They don't expand or contract

particularly, they just travel faster. Well, all that is

something for a physicist, but I'm just demonstrating to

you that all these categories of perceptions are

counter-efforts. Now, a noise: a noise can hit you so

violently that it is painful - physically painful. If you

have ever been in a New York subway, you know why people in

New York are all crazy. I don't say they're all crazy,

there are some people who aren't ... (laughter)

But - physically painful noise. Actually, a person's

eardrums hurt; actually he can feel the noise against his

skin. And there's no reason why he shouldn't, because he's

being hit with a wave action. Were you ever down at the

beach and walked into the water and had some big, towering

wave come along and hit you in the face, knock you appetite

over tin cup and wash you up on the sand? Well, it's

exactly really, the same kind of a wave that sound has. It

transfers itself from particle to particle in the air and

hits you with the transferred force.



For instance, if you take up and line up five billiard

balls, put them close together, and you hit the first

billiard ball, the fifth billiard ball will fly off. Well

now, if those were five air molecules, motion hits number

one and the others vibrate, transmit the motion and number

five hits you. So it's an actual physical blow. Sound is a

blow.



And people who have their sonic off, who are occluded, have

simply been hit by too much sound. People who have their

visio off have been hit by too much light. They've gotten

to a point where they're afraid to look, that's all. Now,

it didn't matter whether that was in one incident or in a

dozen incidents, or whether or not they're confused about

what is sound and what is light and what is actual physical

blows - they can be confused about these things - the point

is, their recalls go off.



Now, one can recall visually, recall in sound, recall in 

thermal and so on.



If a person has been roasted a few times too many, you'll

find him reluctant to pick up thermal out of facsimiles - 

understandably. The Spanish have a proverb: they say, "Un

gate escaldado de agua fria huye" - a scalded cat from cold

water flees. And most preclears have been scalded cats And

you ask them to remember a sunny day and they refuse to

remember the sunny day for the good reason that they had a

day that was red-, white-hot. And they're afraid they'll

remember this other day, so they flee from the actually cool 

water of a bright spring day. So you ask them, "Recall a pleasure

moment," They're afraid to.



There's a whole technique can be built around this. Merely

by coaxing the individual to feel the perceptics lightly,

to feel pleasant perceptics, perceptics that haven't hurt

him, you will gradually get him up to the point where he'll

not only feel perceptics but he will feel efforts. And if

you wanted to work on this hard, for a long period of time,

you could artificially turn on somebody's perceptions.



I used to do this early in this research. That was the only

way I used to turn on perceptions. I would just make people

first get their big toe wet, and then get their foot wet

and then get it up to the knee and then get it up to the

hips and then all of a sudden throw them in. And they would

receive full perception on some engram or other and they

would run it. They'd come out at the other end with a

heightened feeling of confidence. They would say, "Gee, I

can feel them." They would say, "I actually can feel a

vibration without dying."



This is encouragement of differentiation, Encouragement of

differentiation as a technique is something which can be

played into many lines of processing.



For instance, you take straight memory. Somebody comes up

to you and he says - this is in the field of thought - he

says to you, "Oh, I just can't remember anything. I can't

remember people." You say to him, "What's my name?" And he

says, "Well, George."



"Well," you say, "there's one person. Now, let's see if we

can't remember another one."



The reason why he can't remember people is there are some

people there that he doesn't dare remember. And if you

persuade him to remember a few people, all of a sudden he

becomes differentiative. The only basic difference between

aberration and sanity is the difference between

identification and differentiation. If a person identifies

everything with everything, of course he's quite mad. And

if a person differentiates rather easily, he can have

terrific experiences and yet not go mad.



The difference between identification and differentiation

is simply a difference of time. Everything filed nicely

according to time makes good differentiation. Everything

filed on one moment or everything with one moment assigned

to it, such as "Grandpa is dead. Grandpa is a man. All men

are liable to die. I daren't make friends with a man

because he's liable to die because Grandpa is dead" - this

is the sort of thing that'll drive people off from human

relationship.





This identification runs on an equation. It says, "A equals

A equals A equals A: everything is everything is everything

is everything." It does not differentiate. This

differentiation can go into language, can go into

perception. You can get people who cannot tell the

difference between sight and sound. And actually, there

are veterans around in hospitals who have been shot up in

the war to such an extent that they hear sight and see

sound.



So these things can not only be crossed up, but they can be

completely identified. A person who has identified

everything with everything, of course, is completely

insane.



What has a dead man done? Actually he's identified

everything with everything. How wrong can you get? Dead.

How identified can you get? Dead. Works the same way,

That's not too hard to assimilate when you realize that the

complete MEST form of a being would be a dead body - no mind

attached to it at all, everything physical force.



And actually, the reason identification between everything

takes place is wholly in the field of physical force.

There's too much force; it packs things up too tightly.

There's too much motion packed too tightly. That means that

nothing can be differentiated in terms of time. You're all

set People could be said to be aberrated in direct ratio to

how much they weigh. That's right - because gravity itself

is a physical force. It's a very simple problem.



Now, we take - in the field of emotion, the same thing

obtains. You ask your preclear to feel a counter-emotion or

to feel an emotion on his own part, and he's unwilling to

feel this emotion himself, he's unwilling to feel the

counter-emotion, so on.



Pick some light, easy emotion. If he's in apathy, you'll

find he's most likely to feel himself the emotion of apathy

and he is most likely to feel the counter-emotion of either 

apathy or grief - something close to his own Tone Scale.



If he is in anger, if he's a 1,5, if he's chunky, beefy,

holds on to everything and won't let go of anything, why,

you can be fairly sure that this individual will not feel

much of anything but anger.



Anger, by the way, is simply the process of trying to hold

everything still. TEiat's all anger is in its essence. If

you can make a man hold something still long enough and

struggle to hold it still long enough, he'll get angry. You

could make, some sort of a little box that he was supposed

hold the lid down on. And you could make this box so that

the lid kept popping up and it took a lot of physical force

to hold it down. And then you made it so forceful that he

couldn't quite overcome it, and you just make him hold that

box shut.



Now, he'll hold that box shut just about so long and then

he'll get angry. It's mechanical, very mechanical. If he

succeeds in holding the box shut but has to keep an eye on

it to keep it shut, he'll merely feel resentment.



But if he can't hold the box shut at all and it plays

numerous random tricks on him - for instance, not only the

top comes up, but the sides start to fall out and the

bottom falls off and the table sort of goes to pieces and

then it reassembles itself a few times - he will feel fear.

He can't quite overcome it, but he's got to keep an eye on

it and so on.



And if the box just flies all to pieces, he'll feel grief.

He's lost it. It's gone - supposing it disintegrated.



And if every time that box came apart, he felt the tremor

all the way through him, and he couldn't resist feeling

this tremor all the way through him, and even though he

walked across the room and found the door locked, he could

still feel this box going to pieces, and if the box

insisted on going to pieces and then the floor started

going to pieces and then the columns in the ceiling started

going to pieces - believe me, he'd go right down the Tone

Scale and he'd hit apathy. He'd finally give up. He'd also

say, "I'm not here." He would negate against himself and so

on.



Each one of these emotions has its own attitude. But you

enter it lightly. Don't ask somebody who is in apathy to

feel the counter-emotion of happiness. Not likely to - too

high on the band.



All right. As far as thought is concerned, when you audit

somebody just on concepts alone (you can audit them on

concepts all by themselves; that is, thoughts or

computations) you will find out that the only time thought

has become aberrative is when it has been contradicted,

that's all. A person has data that tells him he's 50

percent right and data that tells him he's 50 percent

wrong, and the data on the right side and the data on the

wrong side will add up to a datum, "maybe." And it's only

euhen this is hung up.



A person can live with the fact that he's really wrong and

he knows he's wrong. He could actually live with it, but he

will seldom try. He tries to figure it out so that he's

right. That's why you get these vast arguments.



You ask any little kid, "Why did you do that?" And he's

obviously done it and he knew he did it. He put - picked the

jam pot off and he threw it on the floor. And there it is

on the floor. And you ask him, "Why did you throw the jam

pot on the floor? Look-a-there, they've got jam all over the 

floor and it's all full of broken glass and so forth, and now 

you can't have any jam." And he said, "I didn't do it. It fell 

off the table." But yOu said, "But I - I saw you!" "But it 

fell right off the table." "But I saw you throw it on the floor!"

"Yeah, but that was the dog, Well, the dog came in the door

and so forth and he brushed against me and that's why it

fell off. It was the dog's fault, it isn't my fault. I

couldn't possibly be wrong." How wrong can you get? Dead.

And so he avoids dying in this fashion.



Cross-computation winding up in a maybe is all that is

wrong in the field of thought, You can think anything

without getting upset so long as it doesn't wind up with a

maybe.



Now, you can take a preclear and you can just start what we

call Straightwire and you can start asking him questions:

"When did you fail to make a decision?" "When were you

unable to decide something in the past?" "What aren't you

able to decide in the present?" and "What aren't you able

to figure out about the future or decide about the future?"

And you'll find out each time that he has overweighting

data which prevents him from throwing it away. The problems

are not serious. What happens to be serious is the fact

that he's got a maybe.



A psychotic is only trying to solve a maybe in the past, a

neurotic is trying to solve a maybe in the present and

somebody who is merely slightly worried, but carrying on,

is trying to solve something about the future. A person who

thinks only about the past is, really psychotic. A person

who thinks only about the present and cannot think into the

future is neurotic. A person who thinks about the future

and plans for the future and acts to make the future work

out is sane. This is a very simple classification. Now, you

can handle preclears just on this classification.



You can handle thought and counter-thought, Ask them for a

time when they made up their mind to do something and

somebody had - made them change their mind. Ask them when

they decided to do something and found out it was

impossible to do it. And you'll eventually find things

which they are still trying to resolve back in the

past - they're still trying to figure out. Something they've

forgotten all about that's completely covered up will lie

there underneath one of these computations - one of these

curtains, so to speak.



Here the fellow - somebody walks in and asks him if he wants

to buy stock in a company which builds tables - very good

stock, very affluent company, a very good buy; nothing

wrong with this at all, And he'll say, "No!" and he'll become 

very angry. Why is he becoming very angry? Somebody just added 

a new maybe about tables.



When he was ten years of age he had a manual training

teacher, and every time he started to build this table the

manual training teacher came around and told him to do it

some other way. And he, at first, believed that he could

build a table, but after a while he wondered whether or not

he could build a table, and then he decided he couldn't

build a table, but he knew he could build a table, but he

didn't want to build a table, but he wanted to build a

table ...



In other words, if he'd simply quit and said, "All right, I

can't build a table" and made up his mind like that, he

wouldn't get later reactions. But as it is, he's got "maybe

I could, maybe I couldn't." He's still back there - ten

years old, trying to build a table.



He's got this data about tables. You walk in and you talk

to him about buying stock in a company that has to do with

tables, and he's going to get mad. Why is he going to get

mad? He's got a big maybe. And tables all up the line,

including the dinner table every night, is sitting on top

of this maybe, until it is an enormous globe of

miscomputations. If you were to solve this for him, he

would get much better very swiftly.



Take the business of death. Here was a big maybe. "Do I

live after death? Don't I live after death? All right, they

tell me to have faith. What would happen if I didn't have

faith? Well, if I have faith, then I will live after death;

but if I don't have faith, then I can't live after death.

Well now, what do I have to do? 1 have to be good in order

to live after death, I am told, and live comfortably after

death. But if I am not good, I won't. What is good? Well,

good is following out this particular code. But I can't

follow out that code."



The second that a fellow gets on this maybe, he'll float

with this maybe for just years and years and years. And he

actually begins to believe that he's worrying continually

about death, whereas the maybe may be somewhere else or on

something else. He worries and he worries and he worries

and he worries about death, about death, about death, about

death.



And one of the biggest releases you can get on an

individual is to prove to him, in himself, subjectively and

on a meter, that he just goes on and on and on and on and

on. Not because it's particularly beneticial to him for

any other reason that - it takes him off of a big maybe. Now

he knows He knows he lives.



For anybody who gets this subjectively, you take him down

to a funeral and he's liable to stand there very bored - very

puzzled, as a matter of fact.



First time this ever hit me I saw a funeral going up the 

road and here was a great big herse and flowers all over

the place and people in the cars and so on and I said to

myself "Boy what a spot for a Dianetic auditor. He could go 

out there to the cemetery and run out all these grief charges 

and he could probably do a lot of good, do a lot of good." 

And then all of a sudden I realized this corpse is probably - 

Oh, was all duded up" probably and in a casket and so on and 

they were taking it out and burying it in a nice - so on, and 

all these people crying and so on. Well, what a bunch of 

materialistic unbelievers they were! And that was the first 

thought that struck me. And then the next thought that struck 

me - what a big joke on them: this fellow was probably right 

now going through the sperm-ovum sequence!



Well anyway, it seemed to me ... And all of a sudden, boom!

And nobody's been able to worry me about dying since.

Nobody. I wasn't particularly worried about it before, but

I used to - used to once in a while think that - failure as

being very tough. Failure was something rough; failure was

something horrible,



Failure is merely the gradient scale of death. If a person

fails too many times, he's going to die, that's

certain - because this society will deny him food, clothing

and shelter. If he fails too many times, he will die. It's

all right to cut your finger, but don't cut your throat,

Cutting the finger is a little bit of dying. If you cut

your finger too hard and too solidly, you could kill

yourself. In other words, this is the way people look at

this. That's their gradient scale of failure, the gradient

scale of defeat. And they regard life seriously just to the

degree that they regard death seriously and they regard

failure and defeat seriously just to the degree that they

will regard the whole computation of survival.



How serious is it that you live? Well, if you're going to

die, it becomes very serious that you live - becomes serious

business. And a person, actually, is situated on the Tone

Scale to the degree that they are serious about living.

They are also effective in inverse ratio to their

seriousness. You can show me any person who is taking

it very, very, very seriously and I'll show you a long

chain of failures. A person gets most serious about living

when he is dying.



Now, an index of sanity is not only a future index but a

"serious" index - the serious button.



Now, on an overt act problem - and here we get back into

thought, the handling of thought - the people who have tried

to convince you of this and that have to some degree

aberrated you, if the convictions were cross-grained to what 

your convictions were. But, you see, because of prior overt 

acts, it was what you did to others that was much more 

aberrative.



So, in thought and counter-thought, let's not worry so much

about what was countered to you or countered to the

preclear, as what the preclear countered to others.



Now, we have a whole Chart of Attitudes. This is an - a

chart of concepts, and if you take this Chart of Attitudes

and run the preclear in this one life on those attitudes,

finding every time when he tried to foist off this attitude

on somebody else against their wishes, or just tried to

foist this attitude off on somebody else,  we will find an

aberration stronger than what was done to the preclear,



It was when he countered his thoughts. And particularly

when he countered the thought of another and then failed to

counter the thought of another, he got himself into a bad

state, because then he had to be hung with the

thought/counter-thought. He tried to palm this thought off

on somebody else - this attitude off on somebody else:

"You've got to obey me!" And he keeps trying to tell people

this and trying to tell people this, "You've got to obey

me, you've got to obey me." And he will eventually get into

the serious state where he is obeying himself implicitly.

Oh, that can be grim. One takes one's postulates, one's

conclusions, one's predictions terrifically seriously. One

starts driving oneself with an iron rod and a brass-knobbed

whip. Yeah, because he's tried to make others obey him.

He's tried to make others obey. "They've got to obey.

They've got to obey." And eventually he handles himself

Like he handles others and that's what you're up to there

on the Chart of Attitudes. That is a little equation

there - you want to call it an equation or a formula - of: an

individual tends to handle himself as others have handled

him; an individual tends to handle himself as he has tried

to handle others.



You want to know what a person thinks of himself, why, look

at what he thinks of others. And that's what he'll think of

himself, too, because, after all, he's just one of the

eight dynamics.



So, you take this Chart of Attitudes ...  And by the way,

this is in advance of the Handbook of Preclears, and the

Handbook of Preclears is made valuable to you to this

additional degree: you as an auditor can take the chart all

by itself and, with a technique known as Lock Scanning,

make your preclear go over - for each line on that chart,

including the emotion column - the time when he tried to

foist off this attitude on others. In other words, you've

got his thought concept as he tries to direct them to

others - to children, to women, to men, to the family, 

to groups, or to all mankind, or to animals, or to the 

MEST universe, or into the spiritual realm, or actually

against God.



And you take that as a chart of overt attitudes. And you

could call it that: a chart of overt attitudes. And you

just run the preclear - every time he's had this attitude

toward those around him. And you'll find out the case will

swamp up very swiftly - uery swiftly, because that is the

hottest Straightwire there is on the bank. it's lying right

on top of the chain of overt acts. Every one of those

attitudes lies on the top of overt acts.



Now, I give you this as an optimum Straightwire - an optimum

Straightwire. And let me not only recommend it to you, but

ask you to make this your main Straightwire, because the

person will start coming off of his maybes. And you let him

come off of his maybes.



He gives this attitude, he gives this attitude, he gives

this attitude, and all of a sudden he'll tell you a

computation. You don't even have to ask him for a

computation. He'll say, "Well, all my life I have been

worried about ..." And then he'll tell you what he's been

worried about, and you go back, and then is when you chime

in. You say, "Well, did you ever feel indecisive about

this?" and he'll say, "Yes." Actually, if you could get the

indecision or what was made indecisive by any incident or

engram, that incident or engram would blow, because the

only reason any incident stays in present time is because

it has a maybe on it. It has not been decided.



Computation is keeping facsimiles in present time to think

with them. So all maybes -  undecides - are still being

thought with. Therefore, your preclear can't be sane. 



[At this point there is a gap in the original recording.] 



Now, you are using, then, the Chart of Attitudes as contained in

the Handbook for Preclears, as counter-thought, The

preclear is being counter-thought to somebody else's

thoughts to some degree. In other words, he is interfering

with their self-determinism, But more about that in a

moment.



You've got the preclear, then, as counter-thought to other

people's thoughts. And you will find out that this

influenced his aberration more than when he was thought to

somebody else's counter-thought. Now, you understand that?



When his own thoughts and self-determinism were

interrupted, the only reason he could take this was because

he had been counter-thought to somebody else's thoughts. In

other words, you've got a play both ways! And you actually

can take the Chart of Attitudes and run it as the preclear's

thoughts being interrupted by counter-thoughts.



In other words, you take the preclear as the thought and

you run him up and down throughout his life, picking up the

times when Mama, Papa, Grandma, the family, schoolteachers

and others countered his thoughts and ambitions. He can be

made to feel very sorry for himself when you do this, but

you'll blow quite a bit of locks and do quite a bit of

things.



Now, you turn around and you pose him as counter-thought to

other people's tkoughts. You can work it both ways~ What I'm

trying to show you is there's thought and counter-thought.

The preclear, however, interrupts his own self-determinism

faster by countering the thoughts of others. Now, we'd run

this into emotion. The preclear, in countering the emotions

of others, shuts himself down much more thoroughly than

when his own emotions are countered.



Let's say - let's take all the times he came romping into

the house and said, "Here's something very pretty and I'm

very happy," and somebody said to him, "Nyaevevr. Go away.

Go along and play" - something of that sort. "Don't bother

Mama now. Mama's busy." These are really not as important

as the times when somebody romped up to him saying, "I'm

happy and here is something beautiful," and he said

"Errrarreu." Because you see what he's done? He's done a

very detestable thing. He has made himself like a person he

detested. The second he counters a thought, the second he

counters an emotion, he has likened himself to the person

who did it to him. And here is where you have valence

difficulties.



If a person does this enough to somebody else, he will go

into their valence. If he counters their thought and

emotion enough, he will go over into their valence. It's a

very simple mechanism. He will become them rather than stay

himself.



And the reason he won't stay himself is because he's

likened himself to too many detestable people and he can't

be himself anymore because he says, "Myself is like too

many people I dislike. And therefore I will be like

somebody I have hurt, and this will do a life continuum for

them and will repay with repentance, sackcloth and ashes,

for all the horrible things I have done."



The second that he uses the mechanism which has been used

on him, he therefore pronounces judgment upon himself that

he is like the person who used it on him.



If a man acts enough like his father, he will eventually

not only do a life continuum on his father but start doing

life continuums on those to whom he is acting like his

father. If he didn't like his father, he then becomes

detestable to himself. That's very simple.



It's the same way with counter-effort and effort. You take

the times that an individual has acted as counter-effort - 

these times are much more aberrative than the times when

the individual was acted upon by counter-effort.



In other words, here is a person making an effort to

survive and your individual comes along - your preclear has

come along and said, "Bow! Don't survive!" Now, here again

you get the life-continuum mechanism and you get it because

the preclear dramatizes or uses the counter-efforts which

were used against him. You get this mechanism - this is a

very important mechanism. He has used the counter-efforts

which were used against him, against somebody else or

against another dynamic.



Naturally when your preclear was hit in the jaw, he did not

like the person who hit him in the jaw. And yet he has

received a motion, a counter-effort of a hit in the jaw.

Now, to be fully self-determined, he feels he ought to be

able to hit somebody in the jaw. So he goes and he hits

somebody in the jaw. The second he does this, he recognizes

that he has done an act which was done to him by a person

he doesn't like. So the moment he does this, he likens

himself, then, to the person who hit him first that he

doesn't like. So therefore, he can't go on being himself.

So he'll switch over to some degree into the valence of the

person he's just hit, and he'll wear the somatic himself as

a life continuum or as an effort to arrest that somatic and

keep himself from being like somebody he doesn't like.



This is not very complicated. It's something that you

should sort of lay down on a piece of paper and look at it

until you see it very thoroughly, because it's quite

important.



Now, in the field of emotion ... This covers overt acts,

it covers life continuum, it covers all of the buttons that

you find in the handbook - all of them - explains it very

well. And if you look over any preclear, you can ask him

this question and get the central computation or the

central snarl in his memory bank or his thought - his

computer. You ask him what he would defend above all things.

Just ask him that, and he will say - think for a moment and

he would say "my family" or he will say "oh, babies" or he

will say "cats" or he will say "governments" or "God" or

something of the sort.



Well, you've got him in a bear trap right that moment, Why?

Why would he defend this above all other things? He has to

defend this or become the thing that attacks it! Why does

he have to do this? He has to defend these things because

he has offended against them and is doing a life continuum

for them. Very simple. He has - is doing a life continuum

for cats or babies or something of the sort, and at one

time or another he injured the entity he is defending. He

has done an overt act against this thing.



You'll get some preclear, and you'll find this preclear

says, "Oh, these horrible brutal men - these brutal men that

torture these poor little cats!" And you just stick your

tongue a little bit in your cheek and say, "All right, now

let's go back down the time track and let's find the

time - let's find a time, now, when you killed a cat."



"Oh! I'd never do such a thing! Poor little pussycats I - I

love pussycats and they're much better than men," and so

on. "I'd ne~er do such a thing; I just never would."



So, the poor little pussycat we find at the age of four,

being most wonderfully strangled by our pussycat defender.



One case, for instance, had dressed a kitty up in baby

clothes and had put it innocently in a box and had come

back and the cat was dead, having strangled to death on the

baby clothes. And this person ever afterwards starts to

defend cats, but then sees somebody punishing a

cat - namely, some men punishing a cat one way or the other

or doing something to a cat - so she hates the men. She has

to hate the men and defend the cat or she becomes the men

because she killed a pussycat too, you see. This is very

simple. Very simple. You can draw that. You can draw that

with ease. And, as a matter of fact, I had better draw it

for you. Now, here, [marking on blackboard] here we have a

time track. We will just take one life. We'll take a very,

very microscopic view of a person's existence and take one

life.



And, by the way, has anybody present got any doubts in

themselves that you - by now in Scientology - that you live

only once? Do you think you live only once? Who around here

chinks you live only once? (pause) Ah, you're

scared - there's somebody around here thinks you live only

once. (laughter)



Male uoice: Sure, you never stop living; you're only living 

once. (laughter)



Ha-ha-ha-ha! Very good, you never stop living; you're only

living once. That's correct, that's correct. Okay, I was

just hoping for somebody to bite on that. I have a lot of

very interesting experiments I like to perform, because I

love to see somebody's jaw drop.



I'm going up to the organization that makes most of the lie

detectors for police departments in the United States and

I'm going to feed them this, and on Hubbard College stationery 

have them interchange some correspondence with me about it - 

after I've proven it to them. So that they can write to all the

police departments, showing this letter, which says

"Hubbard College," and advise all their machine operators

everywhere as to what's happening, having proved it

conclusively in that institute, you see? And so then all

police departments will be apprised of past lives, and they

have to know about past lives, and after that we've got the

ball rolling.



All right, [marking on blackboard] here's conception and

here's present time and here's birth. Now, let me show you

the mechanism of a standard overt act which really isn't an

overt act.



The overt act of birth. Very, very many people believe that

their being born was an overt act. That's nothing, by the

way; some people believe simply that their being alive is

an overt act against the society. And not only that, very

many people being alive is an overt act against the

society! (laughter)



Now, here you have birth, and this child was unaware of

birth being an overt act for some years. About the age of

four, why, there's a lot of old ladies sitting around with

Mama, and Mama's saying, "Oh, what a horrible time I had,"

and "Oh, it was terrible. The labor pains lasted for eight

weeks, and I was under constant sedation for about three

months afterwards, and they had to operate seven times, and

they had to transplant the whole Mayo Clinic down here,

and I couldn't even be moved and the doctor said it was the

most difficult birth he had ever attended," she says very

proudly.



Well, the little kid listens to all of this and finds out

how much trouble he was. And being soft-hearted and

sympathetic and not keyed in badly yet, and not yet being

human, the little kid says, "Poor Mama. Poor Mama," and

begins to feel sorry for Mama and realizes what he did to

Mama. Now, that - just that can be an overt act. He can

conceive, then, that he's done an overt act.



But most of the time it happens much more flagrantly. The

child is born and about the first words he hears is "How I

have suffered for you. What I have gone through for you.

How much I have suffered," and "All I have done for you,

and then you do this to me."



And this can go on and on and on. It could go on - I've seen

men and women, forty, fifty years of age, that still had

live mamas who were pulling this one.



I don't know what Mama did to the kid they have to pay for

in this regard, but it must have been horrendous. Probably

AAs or probably the child was illegitimate or there's

something there. Mother, in order to pull this thing, feels

she has done something which she has to justify. Well,

we'll just leave it up in the air what that something is,

but the second you find a child on whom this is being

pulled, you have found immediately a mother who is

justifying some bad intention toward the child. Invariably,

you have found the other thing. Because you - here you see

she's declaring that an overt act. Now, this is a medium

stage. This is the stage of justifying.



All right, birth is an overt act. Now, [marking on

blackboard] we find here at the age of twenty-eight, this

individual does nothing but defend clubs. He is very, very

defensive about the Royal Order of Meese (that's the

plural of moose). And the Royal Order of Meese has to be

defended - has to be defended at all costs.



You say, "That's - that's fine, that's fine." You got this

preclear, you've asked him this "What do you defend above

all costs?" and he tells you "The Royal Order of Meese."

Now, when did he try to destroy this or another

organization? And you'll find right away, one of his

favorite indoor sports was trying to break up a club of

boys or a sewing society of girls or something of the sort,

earlier. He has actually been responsible for breakups of

groups in this life, in his youth. He has knocked them

apart one way or the other, and now he comes around and

starts to defend them.



Well, if you put him on the machine, you will find a real

overt act against groups in some earlier life. Big one.

Like he took thirty pieces of silver from somebody or other

and says, "You know that crowd of people over there, hm?

They're getting ready to overthrow the whole state and

here's state's evidence." And he gets them all turned in or

beheaded or something of the sort.



I ran into these one day - I ran into one of the government

agents who had had to do with the Guy Fawkes plot. It sounds 

weird, but the machine just started flashing all over the 

place on governments. So I thought of all the revolutionaries 

that had failed or been turned in or been informed on, and I

found out that Guy Fawkes... This boy, by the way, by this

time was a violent revolutionary. This fellow - this

preclear - in this present life, was violently revolutionary

against governments. In other words, he'd changed valence,



[R&D Note - Guy Fawkes: (1570-1606) one of the conspirators 

who, in November 1605, tried to avenge the persecution of Roman

Catholics in England by blowing up the king and the

Parliament. Barrels of gunpowder had been hidden under the

Houses of Parliament, and the plan, called the Gunpowder

Plot, was to set off an explosion at the opening of

Parliament on 5 November. Guy Fawkes was to execute the

plan and light the gunpowder. One of the conspirators,

however, warned a relative ahead of time, who revealed the

plot to the authorities, leading to the arrest and

execution of most of the members of the group, including

Fawkes.]



In the time when he committed this overt act, he was

violently in favor of governments, you see? Nobody should

overthrow a government. But he turned in some of the

plotters on the Gunpowder Plot and they were accordingly

jailed, tortured, hanged, drawn, quartered -  whatever was

done to them - and this sat on there as an overt act with

exclamation points. So I ran it out. And - tears and mopes

and groans and so forth about it all - lots of regret. And

got a change of attitude to something a little saner.



Now, this works out - you say, "This person is being very

defensive of women - very, very defensive of women. What's

he done to women?" See, it just works just like that.



Well now, oddly enough, what he's done to women was also

done to him - earlier, much earlier, Because you have to

have a motivator in order to get an overt act. So it's a

sort of a dizzy little circle.



And so, your plot here [marking on blackboard] looks like

this. Let's take a number of lives, now. These are

lives - births and deaths. Here we have A defending the

second dynamic - oh, violently defensive. Now, back here,

maybe two lives ago, we find A offending against the second

dynamic violently - A offending, [marking on blackboard]

second dynamic.



And now we go back here and we find, numbers of lives ago

(let's put another life - we'll say a thousand lives

intervened here), and we find a second dynamic offense

against A. And before that moment, we find no aberration.

Somebody did a second dynamic offense against A. Somebody

offended A on the second dynamic. A didn't dramatize it for

an awful long time, but one day really dramatized it, felt

sorry for it, regretted it, tried to turn it back, got the

aberration, actually picked up this first facsimile down

here on the second dynamic, wore its somatics, and is now

busily defending the second dynamic.



Now, that is the map, And that map applies to every

dynamic, every emotion, every effort, every thought or

attitude of thought, because, you see, there is overt

effort, overt emotion and overt thought.



Now, for instance, you find somebody feeling badly after a short

period of time - yes, you could scan the whole thing out of

them, you could pick up all the locks of what had happened

to them at this moment. But it's much better to find the

overt thought and their inhibition of it. Because they'll

think the overt thought and then they say, "I can't do it,"

or something of the sort. And it'll restimulate them.



They go in to this basketball game, and they come out of

the basketball game and they just don't feel well. They're

sick at their stomach or something of the sort. You ask

them what player they had an urge to kick in the stomach or

to hit in the stomach. And the fellow will look at you like

you're a mystic or something of the sort, because he was

clear out there on the floor and, yes, he did have that

urge. He had an urge to drive an elbow into one of the

boys' stomachs that was getting in his road. And he didn't

do it? Why didn't he do it? It's because he's already done

that overt act one time too many and felt too much regret

on it. So he checks himself from doing it. And the second

he checks himself from going through the action, it's

merely an overt thought, then, isn't it? And it's an overt

thought, and the overt thought is what backfires on him. So

he walks out of the basketball game with a sick stomach.



If you merely scan out the moment he thought this and why

he thought this (and by the way, "why" is always important

on these things because it's an evaluation) - if you ask

him why he thought it and when he thought it, and to get

the sensation of checking it, you get the emotion of

holding back the thought, you see? Thought is translated

into effort by emotion or inhibited from going into effort

by emotion. Ask him - get the emotion change as he didn't do

it, and you'll get the moment he got the sick stomach. And

the sick stomach will go away - boom! Now, knowing this

makes it very easy to pick up these things.



I was quite amused one day - an auditor said, "I will never

again process anybody who has not been indoctrinated a

little bit in overt acts, because this girl next door had

been having a bad stomach for a long time and I finally got

her to recall a time when she postulated she would like to

kick another girl in the stomach, and immediately her

stomachache went away. She just got this time - she

remembered it - but she came immediately to present time and

she said, 'And if she was here I'd love to do it again!'

and got her sick stomach back immediately." That's overt

thought.



Now, you should know all of this when you look at the whole

problem of self-determinism, Self-determinism is modified

by what happens to the individual and what the individual

does with what happens to him.



> Actually, determination is ...



Male voice: On that particular case you just explained, she

converted the overt thought through emotion into effort

against herself. Is that correct? 



You could say that she did, yes. It'd be a circular problem.



You see, an individual is a portion of the MEST universe.

And when they start to strike out against the MEST

universe - they start an action going - if the environment

cannot receive the action, then they do, because they are

part of the MEST universe. Their body is part of the MEST

universe; their mind is not. But their body is part of the

MEST universe and so they receive the action back - thud!



Now, self-determinism is thus modified. And

self-determinism can be measured directly by how many

dynamics a person is willing to take responsibility for - 

or in other words, the size of the person's sphere of

influence. What sphere of influence is a person willing to

take over? That will tell you immediately where he is on

the Tone Scale. It will tell you immediately how many overt

acts he's performed and it'll give you some sort of an

estimate on what has been done to him. The sphere of

influence is a modification of self-determinism. Sounds

complicated, but it isn't.



If a person has injured the galaxy at large, you might say,

believe me, he will have no thought of being able to

control that galaxy. If he has injured something - now, this

is just analogy - if he's injured something the area of the

solar system, he's no longer willing to take responsibility

for his act, he is also no longer able to take responsibility 

for the solar system. If he's injured earth - his sphere of 

influence as earth - he's willing to take responsibility 

less than that, but if he's injured earth, he won't take 

responsibility for earth because he has to take responsibility 

for his own act.



In each case, the individual sees that he has offended

against the dynamics, and if he took that responsibility he

would have to declare himself wrong. If he declared himself

wrong, he would also be declaring himself dead. And so what

he does is just pull back his sphere of influence.



Now, let's say he has offended against the United States

widely, and he doesn't have a sphere of influence against

this part of the continent. He won't include that.



And let's pull it in - and I'm just putting it in in terms

of space and time right now - it gets much more complicated,

but just showing you a contracting sphere.



Now, the individual, let us say, has offended against

groups - he doesn't want to take responsibility for those

groups anymore - and so the dynamic of groups is something

he is not going to touch.



And let's say he's offended against children, so he's not

willing to take responsibility for children, and he's

missing on that dynamic. He's offended against women - he's

not willing to be responsible for women, therefore his

second dynamic is all the way out. This leaves him dynamic

one. He still owns his body pretty well as long as he's

alive. And so his sphere of influence could then be his

body or the first dynamic only. And when he has offended

against this often enough, he won't even take responsibility 

for the first dynamic.



And so he contracts his sphere of responsibility. And when

he has contracted his sphere of responsibility to this

regard, then all the dynamics, all the counter-efforts, all

the counter-emotions, all the counter-thoughts of all the

dynamics can hit him. And most people, by the way, are

riding on this very little, thin margin between not quite

being able to stop all these efforts and barely being able

to sidestep them enough to keep alive in their own body.

This is just a concept that they have.



Your body is not your mind. Your facsimiles are not your

body, even though those facsimiles contain that blueprint.

The size of your mind is not the size of your brain. The

size of your mind is not the size of your body. Your mind

is as big as the galaxies or as big as the island universes

or as big as all the universes there ever are - it doesn't

matter how big it is, but it will be as big as, and will

influence as much as, you want it to influence. That's very

blunt. You could conceive your mind - it could be withdrawn

in its periphery to something the size of a head of a pin,

as in politicians. (laughter) Or you could expand it out so

that you were able to command your own body, as will do an

athlete: he is at least in command of his own body. Or you

could expand it out to the size of a group where you are

trying to handle or manage a group. You can expand your

mind that far.



And by the way, you won't handle that group unless you do

conceive your mind to be as big as that group.



You've got to be able to conceive your mind to be as big as

whatever you're trying to influence, because it means that

you've got to take the responsibility of whatever you are

trying to influence. So therefore, you've got to conceive

yourself that size.



You see, the trick in this is the mind doesn't have any

size. It doesn't have space or time. It merely has

recordings of space or time.



Most people looking at themselves in the mirror, looking at

space and time around them, looking at themselves, conceive

their mind to be merely as big as themselves. Now, most

people do not believe that they handle much of a periphery

of influence. Most people are actually having trouble with 

themselves. They have trouble with themselves.



If you can't sit down to a typewriter and learn how to type

on it in fifteen or twenty minutes, you're having trouble

with yourself. If you can't grow a better-looking nose,

you're having trouble with yourself. That's really blunt!

That's compared to an optimum - an optimum situation.



Therefore, in order to secure any freedom, or to call

yourself to any degree self-determined, you have to have a

concept of yourself to the size, to the sphere of influence

that you are trying to determine. What's self-determinism?

"Self-determinism" could be called something much better,

but most people couldn't take the bridge that fast. It

should be called something like "pan-determinism"  - pan

meaning all the way across or around or over.

Pan-determinism: determinism on all dynamics. And if you

were in 100 percent possession of your mind, of your

actions and so on, you would have 100 percent sphere of

influence over all the dynamics.



Pan-determinism. You're just as responsible for Russia

going to war at this moment, or trying to threaten the rest

of civilization with war, as Russia is. And in view of the

fact that Russia is not even vaguely responsible for what

it does, having contracted in each and every mind within it

to bare-necessity control of self, and having to think in

terms of "We're collectively something, but individually

nothing" - pretty badly off. If you knoeu - if you know that

you can be determined all the way across the line, just

potentially determined across all the dynamics - then, you

see, you have to accept the responsibility for Russia being

in the state of mind that it's in, as well as the United

States being in the state of mind it's in.



And if you were to just broadly accept responsibility for

the atomic situation in the world today, you would, of

course, do a great deal about it.  But as long as your

concept is that you can barely take care of yourself,

you'll not be able to do anything about the war.



Okay.



(end of lecture)
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If you were to take a person you were training as an

auditor at a moment before they had put their hands on a

single case, you were to cross-question this person with

the relationship to how he felt, you would probably discover

that he had a certain antipathy toward doing anything else 

about another mind.



The mind, after all, has been granted supernatural tendencies, 

it back through all of his lives has been very definitely

connected with the supernatural, He has many things against

touching the mind of somebody else. Quite in addition to

that, Service Facsimile One, plus its overt acts, 

practically prohibits touching somebody else's  mind,

Service Facsimile One says, "Touch them," And then its

overt acts finally pile up and says, "Don't touch anybody

else's mind."



Well, this is something which you as a - an instructor

would have to overcome, You would have to demonstrate to 

this student that it was possible for him to do something 

to somebody else's mind without himself blowing up or 

inverting or having somebody come along and issue him a 

summons to appear before the great temple priest or 

something of the sort.



Now, it is perfectly true that a person beginning to audit

is subject to, to some degree, restimulation. It's not very

dangerous. Actually is overrated in the amount an auditor

becomes restimulated and gets somatics, But do you know, I

don't know of any auditors going off the pin because they

were auditing. So that theory and danger isn't there.



You'll find them superstitious to this degree: You will

find that when they audit somebody, they think if they

audit somebody, then they're going to have to take over the

facsimiles they're taking out of that other person. Well,

the way this really works out is quite simple.



The student starting to audit, or the auditor starting to

audit somebody else, suddenly clips some overt act of his

own and he thinks - at the moment, he fails to differeratiate, 

and he thinks he's actually rendering these pains to the 

preclear, and it merely turns on his motivator against 

himself. You see how that would be?



So he'd pick up the somatics the preclear is picking up

because anybody has literally billions and billions of

incidents which they can turn on, and so they would just

match up an incident. They'll say, "Look what I'm doing to

this preclear, I'm sorry I did to this preclear," and so

on. So he gets the somatics himself in an effort not to get

the preclear to get the somatics.



Actually if you want to play around with it, you can move

over into the body of the preclear. You can move the

preclear's body into yours. You can do all sorts of weird,

weird things that are quite valid, but you don't have to. 

And just routine auditing doesn't contain these things.



All right. The best way, I would say, to get over this would

be to demonstrate to your student, as an instructor, the 

existence of a facsimile and the storage of pain.  Remember 

you're probably dealing with somebody who has no indoctrination 

in the mind at all. Or if he does have any indoctrination, 

it has been in some other direction.



Let's take an indoctrination that a psychoanalyst has had.

He's had a pretty good medical background and so on, and he

still tends to treat with structure. He still tends to

dramatize overt acts against his patient. He evaluates.

There's one of the main differences. Your psychoanalyst, in

his attitude, evaluates for the preclear. He tries to own

the preclear. He tries to get the preclear, his patient, to

transfer to him. He wants to be boss instead of letting

this person free, whereas an auditor is trying to set this

preclear free - give him his own self-determinism back. See,

that's an entirely different viewpoint than your

psychoanalyst has.



Now, it's interesting to note that if your student is

grounded in some old-time psychotherapy, he will still tend

to try to translate everything which you tell him into the

terminology in which he was trained. This is something like

taking MERSIGS [Merchant ship signal flags] and translating

them into Japanese, and Japanese  - translating them back

into English, in order to get a signal through. You don't

need the Japanese as a step. If you could just translate it

straight through, just as what it is, Scientology, and the

application thereof, you find it much easier.



Your Jungian, your Adlerian, and your Freudian - classic

Freudian - are doing a wonderful thing. They have taken

Facsimile One without recognizing what it is - Freud did

this right out of the blue. He must have keyed in

Facsimile One in 1894, the second he started to work on

somebody else's mind and burst forth with his libido

theory. Because Facsimile One has a lot of sexual shut-off

in it; it has a lot to do with sex. And Lord, it's got a

censor in it - the censor that keeps you from doing anything

else. All of these various conflicts and complexes in it

are just set up as a routine.



In other words, he did have a map of Facsimile One, but he

was trying to say that Facsimile One is the human mind, and

it's not, The human mind doesn't operate that way;

Facsimile OIle operates that way.



So you'd have this trouble with a person grounded in

psychoanalysis. He would try to tell you all the time, as

you tried to instruct him, how this translated itself into

the censor, the libido, the thisa, the thata, and he'd

keep on restimulating for himself, and try to restimulate

for you, Facsimile One. That's why their people don't get

well. They come in and they have all this stuff pointed out

to them and they - just getting Facsimile One, Facsimile

One, Facsimile One - restimulate yourself, boy; restimulate

yourself, boy. This is the way to get well, this is the way

to get well. Restimulate yourself. They might as well be

standing there with a machine and cranking it.



So, training this student, it is absolutely necessary for

you as an instructor to demonstrate to him the existence of

a facsimile and the extreme simplicity of this facsimile - 

the very, very simple thing this facsimile is. And that's 

what you should do immediately and right off the bat.



The best way to do it is with an electropsychometer. Set

him down, put the cans in his hands. Pinch him - good and

hard so he can feel the pinch - and show him the needle of

the machine, Watch it dip the second he's pinched. He

watches that thing dip. And pinch him hard enough till it

dips. And then say, "All right, go back to the moment I was

pinching you" - well, he can do this easily. "Now run

through and feel again this pinch." He does and the machine

dips. Well, that's very, very peculiar - the machine dips.



"Now run through - run through your resistance to this

effort I'm putting into your arm. This effort I am putting

into your arm, run through your resistance to it." And

he'll watch the machine dip, dip, dip, dip. Many times

you'll have to go through it a lot more times than you'd

have to through a real incident. And shift his attention,

if you have to, to get that up, shift his attention to the

top of his shoulder, whereas you pinched him on the arm.

And get that effort. And get that effort to register on the

machine. All of a sudden, he says, "That's very strange.

The pinch that went into my arm was stored or recorded

somehow."



Now get his emotion as he was pinched, and you'll see that

there's a little emotional curve bob. Particularly - you

want to pay attention to this - do it suddenly. Pinch him

suddenly Just reach out suddenly and pinch him, without

telling him you're going to pinch him, and you've got a

nice emotional curve to show him on the machine.



Now, he knows he's got the somatic out, Now show him this

curve bobbing. Very often they'll run the somatic and the

curve. You see the effort - somatic is part of the effort.



Sometimes they'll just run the pain without running the

effort. But you direct them through on this, time after

time, and get their thoughts when they were pinched. And

then have them try to get some feeling of your emotion

while they were pinched. And they'll see all of this

registering on the machine, and all of a sudden they will

see the machine settled back to where it was before you did

this to them. And you see - "Now, you see, you recorded a

facsimile, and I rubbed it out. And it was on record."



Actually, as simple as this may seem to you, it is quite

revelatory to some people. It would knock a psychoanalyst

practically off of his chair. He would try to say, "Well

now, let's see, you got a delusion or a hallucination or

something of the sort that this was taking place,

and that hallucination deluded it?" or something of the

sort. He would not care to look at a real recording unless

you were to show him a picture and you were to say, "Now

look, that's a picture. It's got a house in it. And I take

this eraser and I erase the house. I've still got the sheet

of paper. Now, that's all we're doing. Simple. Nothing to

it. But let's not try to make it complicated, because it's

easy." All right, The next thing that you could do, still

showing him the machine, would show him that his thoughts

had recording value. You say, "Do you remember your

father?" The machine does a little bob, rather, "Did your

father ever punish you?" The machine does a bigger bob.

"Let's recall a time when your father punished you." The

machine does a big bob. "Now let's remember it, remember

it, remember it." Bing. All of a sudden the machine isn't

bobbing, and he is not bothered. And he realizes suddenly

he isn't quite as bothered about this.



Now, that's straight memory. That demonstrates that he can

be in present time without very - any close contact with

this facsimile and pick things out of it.



That's memory: picking things out of a facsimile which isn't 

even brought up.



Or, as in the case of being pinched in the arm, you can

take the euhole picture - the whole facsimile - and hold it

up and run it across him again. This demonstration will

demonstrate to him that this exists and that something

happens. You demonstrate  phenomena to him.



That's the first thing your student has to know. The

phenomena exists. And you show it to him with a psychometer

and with pinching him and a few other things - just the

basic phenomena.



All right. The next thing, if you're teaching him to audit,

is not to ask him to try his skill 100 percent on a

preclear the first time. Actually, he'll be scared to

death. This is something he mustn't touch. He's

superstitious about it. He has gained the idea that the

phenomena exists, You can even show him that past lives

exist by the machine behavior. You can account for various

things for him. But this still has not gotten across this

one bridge - he hasn't touched a preclear's mind yet.



Now, he expects the preclear to blow up or something

strange to happen if he does something to this mind. So

what you do is take a - old copy of Self Analysis or the

Handbook for Preclears, even better, and you put it in his

hands and you give him a preclear. And you make him read

this thing to the preclear, Make him make the preclear

recall these things. And give him a little indoctrination 

along in this line and his confidence will come up the line.



Then have him run what you might call emotional curves on

the preclear a little bit: feeling this emotion, feeling

that emotion, getting it here, getting it there. He'll find

out the emotional curve exists. And then you can assign to

him running a secondary.



Now the running of the secondary, as you know, is not very

complex, but many secondaries are badly shut down. You have

him run a secondary: have him go from the beginning to the

end, get the exact moment and all the perceptions on the

preclear when the preclear received some bad news, and run

those through to the end of the incident - maybe ten minutes

later, maybe an hour later or a day later - and keep running

that through, over and over and over and over. But

remembering that if it doesn't spill, it has overt acts

before it, so have him go find the overt act again. But

again, this is just emotional. Just emotion - that's all you

want out of these incidents. That is running a secondary.



You could even permit him to run an engram and validate for

himself, either in himself or on a preclear - particularly

on a preclear - the fact that things are recorded during

periods of unconsciousness.



Now, oddly enough, this is not hard to demonstrate. Your

psychologist, whenever he moved in on this science, tried

to give somebody a PDH and then run it out. And, of course,

the PDH would lie on... That is to say, he would drug him

and say things to him and so forth, and then say,

"Well - well, this - this science doesn't work, you see,

because we can't get it back."



Well, every time you PDH somebody, it's liable to lie

right on top of Facsimile One, and it's impossible to pull

the thing off. So therefore they say he can't record during

unconsciousness. Great.



Now, you see, it isn't necessary to do that. If you want to

prove this, just shut off somebody's blood flow. There's a

jugular vein here - their blood flowing on either side of

the esophagus. And you just press those with your thumb and

forefinger a little bit and the guy will get a little bit

dizzy. And then you say, "Run back through it again," Ask

the fellow, "Now, did you perceive anything in the room

while you were feeling that dizziness?"



He'll say, "No." Or "Yeah, I know everything that was going

on," One way or the other.



Run him through this little period of uncon- you don't have

to hurt him. He goes through it a few times, and all of a

sudden he becomes aware of the fact that there was an

automobile that went past when he did that, there was this

that went past, there was this or that that happened, the

sensation of him sitting on the chair. All of these things

were there. But to straight memory they were covered up.



Now, better than this, take him down the track to an

incident where he hurt himself - the preclear hurt himself.

And take him back to a time - maybe he hit his thumb with a

hammer. Crash! Well, obviously he knows everything that was

there. But after you've run him through it a few times, all

of a sudden the incident gets wider and wider and wider and

wider. There was more and more data concealed in that

hammer blow. And this demonstrates to him that effort and

emotion do cover up perceptions - effort and emotion cover

up perceptions. And that there was data buried in a moment

of unconsciousness, because there was a moment of

unconscious when he hit his finger with a hammer. You see?

So you can demonstrate this phenomena to him. Very simple.



If you want the student to get a further reality on this

subject, make him be masochistic to this extent: have him

take his right foot and stamp on his left toes. And then

take his left foot and stamp on his right toes. And then

run out the right foot only. Run out the right foot only.

And he will be able to see that his left foot keeps on

hurting, but his right foot isn't hurting now. That's a

very simple experiment, but it demonstrates to him that a

facsimile was what kept his right foot hurting, and it

demonstrates to him that you can do something about it. And

that that's what auditing does. These are little proofs,

easy ones.



But his first address to the other mind, as I say, ought to

be the handbook. Let him take it easy. He will get up to a

point where, if he hit a terror charge, he would run it out

instead of run away from it. Let him become accustomed to

his tools, little by little, each time gaining reality on

what he is doing.



He has to have subjective reality, furthermore. An auditor

who does not have subjective reality on this subject finds

it very difficult to understand what is happening to the

preclear. He can study until he is the best-read person in

Scientology, and he still will not be a good auditor if he

has never touched physical pain in himself, if he's never

experienced an emotion out of a facsimile. If he doesn't

have any reality on this, he is not a good auditor. And he

will actually cut down the preclear.



Now, I have seen somebody trained in an old psychotherapy

doing a jobs of auditing when auditing had never been done

on them, And I stress this "an old psychotherapy" for this

reason: there you're going to have the most trouble. A

medical doctor with a terrific, terrific fund of

information, with enormous backlog of skill, with obviously

a basic purpose of making people well, would apparently be

the most valuable student that you could get. And so he is

the most valuable student that you could get. But

unfortunately, when you try to train him, you're training

up against preconcept that structure monitors function,

not the reverse.



And you're going to have to scan him through practically

his whole medical education. Because he will do this to a

preclear: He will run the preclear to find some reality for

himself. And he'll keep asking the preclear, "Now, how do

you know? Are you sure this wasn't just this right hip's

calcification?" or something of the sort, And his unreality

to a preclear who is a bit foggy with anaten will knock the

preclear right straight on down the Tone Scale.



So when you're training a person who has been in

psychotherapy or in medicine, you take particular pains

with the establishment of subjective reality to that

auditor; otherwise you will be losing a potentially very

valuable auditor, because he'll be a bad auditor when he

ought to be a good one.



Now, you pay attention, then, to establishing subjective

reality in him, knocking out preconcepts, his old

postulates - not so much what he has been taught, but what

he himself concluded during his boyhood and during his

medical training with regard to the body. It doesn't take

much time to swamp this up. And he can then reevaluate an

enormous amount of data, which immediately becomes

available to Scientology and to his preclears.



There is one doctor in New York City who was taught

Straightwire. I taught him Straightwire. He learned it

crudely. He hobson-jobsoned it; that is to say - the reason I

use this word hobson-jobson is because when the British

soldier went to India he learned how to speak Hindu, or

something of the sort - at least he thought he did. And the

Hindus had a word they call - that sounded like hobsen-jobsen.

And so the British Tommy went in there and he said that

that word after that was Hobson-Jobson. That's what you

call hobson-jobsoning something.



You will find these people will hobson-jobson, They'll take

a word... All of a sudden you say, "Now, this machine

goes whirrr, whirr, whirr and bap, bap, bap, and this guy is

told that he will no longer be able to experience sexual

pleasure," or something of the sort.



And the psychotherapist is liable to say to himself - 

without telling you - he's liable to say, "Oh, yes,

yes In other words, that machine restimulated his libido

theory and gave him this concept." "Oh, no. The machine

installed the libido theory."



"Well, how did it install it? I mean, after all the human

mind works in this fashion and ..." You see, you'd be off

to the races immediately.



So you must be careful when you're training students to

know that they know what you're talking about. Don't leave

anything hanging up in the air with them.



All right. Now, all the training in the world is not going

to overcome a lack of this subjective reality. And all the

training in the world is - that's only education, after

all - is not going to make an optimum individual or a Clear.

Your best auditor is euay up the Tone Scale. He has been

completely swamped up himself. Then he can commit all the

"overt acts" he wants to against this preclear. In other

words, he can make him get well, and that might be an overt

act to the preclear, you see?



And he can do most anything in this. Furthermore, he can

think faster. And furthermore, he doesn't have any

difficulty with the realities of the thing, because his own

sense of reality is very, very high.



So any time you're training auditors, you better encourage

them, by this process of taking it a little bit at a time

and a little bit at a time and a little bit at a time, to

get their hands wet, you might say, and dirty up to the

wrist in other people's engrams. And get them to work on

each other and get your advanced students to work on the

earlier students up to a point - with good auditing - so that

you wind up with students who are cleared.



Now there's - you got all the tools, there aren't any bugs

left in this. There are no bygs left in it. There's

nothing left hangincg out. You've got the tools, you learn

the tools, you apply them with good reality, with good

confidence, well learned - you get Clears. All right, then

you've really got auditors. Then you've really got

auditors.



If you could, for instance, clear a medical doctor, you

would have somebody that could go around creating more

miracles in less time...



Now, as I was saying, this medical doctor in New York City

was doing very, very bad Straightwire. He was unable to

give more than about fifteen minutes, at the outside, to a

patient.



Patients come into their office just in streams, you see,

one after the other. And they have to do a short stopgap

something or other for them. The patient wants something

done for them; they're not going to stay around there for

hours and audit and be audited. One of the ways a doctor

can do this is have some auditors around to handle his

patients - but, beside the point.



This doctor was a specialist in Parkinson's disease. And

people would come in there with Parkinson's disease just

on assembly lines. And i this doctor knew enough about

Straightwire to knock out some maybes... And, by George,

he was turning off Parkinson's disease something like

three out of five.



And how much time was he giving on the thing? It was just

patient after patient. And he called me up one day and he

said, "Someday I'm going to learn some more about your

subject." He says, "It must be able to do better than

this," And I went over and talked to him for a little while

over in New York one day and found out that he was using

the lowest possible order of Straighnvire and was getting

results like this. Why?



He was a doctor; people went there to get well. He would

knock out a maybe; it gave them an excuse to get well.

Bang! So their Parkinson's disease would turn off. He was

completely unaware of how long it would stay turned off,

but, mind you, he'd never been able to get anybody turned

off on Parkinson's disease with regularity before. So he

was quite interested. But the odd part of it was, he was

taking it as routine. Nobody said to him, "Well, there's

times when this can't be done and times when it can be

done, and so forth." He just happened to come over one day

and heard a talk by me, and he said, "That's a very

interesting idea." And he went back to his office and went

to work and never talked to anybody else about it.



By the time he was talked to and told "Well, this can't be

any good," and "Really you should do all of this with a

globe of the world hanging as a pendant from the left

chandelier," or something - when he was told that "all this

other stuff ..." and "it was a modification of something 

else" - he had so much reality on it that he just looked 

at these people and he said, "You're crazy! This works," 

And went on collecting twenty-five dollars, twenty-five 

dollars, twenty-five dollars, twenty-five dollars. It was 

a wonderful business he was generating over there. I think 

he's still very, very much in business. I haven't heard 

from him from [for] ages. He never did learn any more about 

this subject than that.



You get the person out of the maybes, and then he gets

well. He went away with this thought firmly fixed in his

head. He didn't even know some good smart ways to get them

out of the maybes. He just sort Of said, "Are you in a

maybe?" and "What was the last time you felt indecisive?"



And the fellow said, "Well, I guess I was on the train

going in from Long Island," "And what were you doing?"

"Well, I was reading a paper." "What were you reading in

the paper?"



"Well, about a stock market crash. I remember the incident

very well. As a matter of fact, that was about four days

before I got sick," "Oh, yeah? Stock market crash. How did

that influence you? What did you have in the air at that

time?" so on.



And the guy says so-and-so and so-and-so. "And I didn't

trust my partner," "Well, has your partner worked out

since?" "Oh, he turned out to be an awful crook."



"Oh, well, then you found out that he was crooked and the

stock market crash was imminent and so forth, and this..."

And the doctor doesn't even know what the fellow's business

concern is, you see? And the fellow says, "Yeah?" and

laughs suddenly and stops shaking. Well, so he said, "This

is fine."



Now, you understand that if you give an auditor just the

conviction on one tool - like your Chart of Attitudes There

are auditors out all over the country now, they have the

Hundbook for Preclears. It gives them a chart of attitudes.

They're not even working overt acts with that chart, by the

way. They don't know about it, most of them. They're

working it as counter-attitude. "When was this done to

you?" And they take this chart and they take this book,

and they're giving a few hours this way and that. They're

using it. Sometimes they don't even give this book to the

preclear, They just work with those techniques.



And the next thing you know, you have a preclear who is way

up the Tone Scale, And they call these people swamped-up,

optimum, super, something of the sort, merely because they 

never saw anybody up that high before. It's somebody - like 

saying, "Look at that fellow standing up there on the Empire 

State Building." Look at him, clear up in the stratosphere!" 

Oh no, he's not in the stratosphere.



But what I'm telling you is that a broad, foggy, unreal

knowledge of this subject is nowhere near as valuable as

one scrap of real information which you have seen produce a

result. The techniques in the Handbook for Preclear will

produce that result.



If you were to take these students and train them to

deliver Straightwire processing - just straight memory on

all the attitudes in the charts as overt acts by themselves

against the other dynamics ... If you were just to teach

them to use this chart, to ask the questions column by

column, and you were to tell them - by the way, there's two

additional charts on that. There's two additional

columns - there's fourteen buttons, not twelve.



The top of the column is "win" and the bottom of it is

"lose." A preclear who's low on the Tone Scale can't

win - he won't win - and up at the top he will win. And the

next button: He's completely free at the top of the scale

and at the bottom he's completely restrained; he's dead. So

what you do is run "restraint" and "degrees of restraint."

When he's tried to put restraint on the world around him,

he has restrained himself. Now, you just run these, then,

as a Straightwire process.



If you trained a student to do nothing but that and sent

him out to the old soldiers' home to practice, he would

come back saying, "Well, what do you know, what do you

know. Gee! There's a couple old fellows out there in the

Spanish-American War, and one of them had lumbago so bad he

couldn't walk, and you know, I worked on him for about a

half an hour this morning, and he's walking!" Sure, we know

he's walking, It works.



But that is a lot better than to give him a whole bunch of

odds and ends of technique which he unclearly understands - 

willfully misunderstanding -  and he has no subjective

reality himself.



In other words, introduce the subject to him step by step

with all the reality which you can give him on the

subject - not by telling him he has to believe, because he

natively, inherently, is himself belief.



Not by telling him he has to have faith, because he

natively is faith, but by telling him that "Here is data,

phenomena which you can understand, which can be

understood, which is real. We're only asking you to find

out for yourself that it is real and then apply what you

know out of it is real to others and get results."



(Recording ends abruptly)
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FREEZONE BIBLE ASSOCIATION TECH POST



FZ BIBLE 0/10 HCL TAPES PART 2 (1952) - CONTENTS



We are posting separately to ARS & ACT, if a post is missing,

please check the other newsgroup.



**************************************************



These are the second 10 lectures in the HUBBARD COLLEGE

LECTURES (HCL) Series of early 1952.  This is based

both on the transcripts in R&D volume 10 and an old

reel-to-reel set of the tapes.



The lectures cover Fac One and some discussion of

Entites.



We posted the first part of this lecture series last December

as FZ BIBLE 1/10 HCL TAPES of 1952, FIRST SECTION.



The Time Track of Theta tapes that we posted earlier last year 

are also from this lecture series.  They fit right after the 

tapes in this current set of postings.



We will do the final third of the HCL lectures later this

year including the battle of the universes tape which has

been labled confidential and is not in the R&D volumes.

Note that this lecture series (mainly the final third) is 

the research line for NOTS.



Coming Soon: The 5th ACC (The "Universes" cassettes).





**************************************************



CONTENTS:



1.  HCL-7   6 MAR 52 EFFORT AND COUNTER-EFFORT

2.  HCL-8   6 MAR 52 ATTACK ON THE PRECLEAR

3.  HCL-9   7 MAR 52 FACSIMILES: HOW TO HANDLE RECORDINGS

4.  HCL-10  7 MAR 52 INDOCTRINATION OF THE PRECLEAR

5.  HCL-11  8 MAR 52 RESOLUTION OF EFFORT_AND COUNTER-EBFORT: OVERT ACTS

6.  HCL-12  8 MAR 52 INDOCTRINATION IN THE USE OF THE EMETER

7.  HCL-13  9 MAR 52 THOUGHT, EMOTION, & EFFORT AND COUNTER-EFFORT

8.  HCL-14  9 MAR 52 DEMO: EFFORT, COUNTER-EFFORT, STRAIGHTWIRE

9.  HCL-15 10 MAR 52 TRAINING AUDITORS: THE ANATOMY OF FAC ONE

10. HCL-17 10 MAR 52 RUNNING EFFORT AND COUNTER-EFFORT



Note that the first set of 10 HCL lectures ended with

HCL-6A of 5 MAR 52.



Note that HCL-12 consists of HCL-12 and HCL-12A on the reels.



Note that HCL-16 was not part of the reels nor is it in the

R&D volumes.  If anyone has a copy, please post it.



Note that HCL-18 was combined with HCL-27 in the R&D volumes

and we will post it in part 3 of this series.  The Time Track

of Theta tapes are HCL-19 and 20.



In cases where the reels include material that is not in

the R&D volumes, the text is marked with ">".





**************************************************



STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 



Our purpose is to promote religious freedom and the Scientology

Religion by spreading the Scientology Tech across the internet.



The Cof$ abusively suppresses the practice and use of

Scientology Tech by FreeZone Scientologists.  It misuses the

copyright laws as part of its suppression of religious freedom.



They think that all freezoner's are "squirrels" who should be

stamped out as heritics.  By their standards, all Christians, 

Moslems, Mormons, and even non-Hassidic Jews would be considered

to be squirrels of the Jewish Religion.



The writings of LRH form our Old Testament just as the writings

of Judiasm form the Old Testament of Christianity.



We might not be good and obedient Scientologists according

to the definitions of the Cof$ whom we are in protest against.



But even though the Christians are not good and obedient Jews,

the rules of religious freedom allow them to have their old 

testament regardless of any Jewish opinion.  



We ask for the same rights, namely to practice our religion

as we see fit and to have access to our holy scriptures

without fear of the Cof$ copyright terrorists.



We ask for others to help in our fight.  Even if you do

not believe in Scientology or the Scientology Tech, we hope

that you do believe in religious freedom and will choose

to aid us for that reason.



Thank You,



The FZ Bible Association
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FREEZONE BIBLE ASSOCIATION TECH POST



FZ BIBLE 5/10 HCL TAPES PART 2 (1952)



We are posting separately to ARS & ACT, if a post is missing,

please check the other newsgroup.



**************************************************



These are the second 10 lectures in the HUBBARD COLLEGE

LECTURES (HCL) Series of early 1952.  This is based

both on the transcripts in R&D volume 10 and an old

reel-to-reel set of the tapes.



The lectures cover Fac One and some discussion of

Entites.



We posted the first part of this lecture series last December

as FZ BIBLE 1/10 HCL TAPES of 1952, FIRST SECTION.



The Time Track of Theta tapes that we posted earlier last year 

are also from this lecture series.  They fit right after the 

tapes in this current set of postings.



We will do the final third of the HCL lectures later this

year including the battle of the universes tape which has

been labled confidential and is not in the R&D volumes.

Note that this lecture series (mainly the final third) is 

the research line for NOTS.



Coming Soon: The 5th ACC (The "Universes" cassettes).





**************************************************



CONTENTS:



1.  HCL-7   6 MAR 52 EFFORT AND COUNTER-EFFORT

2.  HCL-8   6 MAR 52 ATTACK ON THE PRECLEAR

3.  HCL-9   7 MAR 52 FACSIMILES: HOW TO HANDLE RECORDINGS

4.  HCL-10  7 MAR 52 INDOCTRINATION OF THE PRECLEAR

5.  HCL-11  8 MAR 52 RESOLUTION OF EFFORT_AND COUNTER-EBFORT: OVERT ACTS

6.  HCL-12  8 MAR 52 INDOCTRINATION IN THE USE OF THE EMETER

7.  HCL-13  9 MAR 52 THOUGHT, EMOTION, & EFFORT AND COUNTER-EFFORT

8.  HCL-14  9 MAR 52 DEMO: EFFORT, COUNTER-EFFORT, STRAIGHTWIRE

9.  HCL-15 10 MAR 52 TRAINING AUDITORS: THE ANATOMY OF FAC ONE

10. HCL-17 10 MAR 52 RUNNING EFFORT AND COUNTER-EFFORT



Note that the first set of 10 HCL lectures ended with

HCL-6A of 5 MAR 52.



Note that HCL-12 consists of HCL-12 and HCL-12A on the reels.



Note that HCL-16 was not part of the reels nor is it in the

R&D volumes.  If anyone has a copy, please post it.



Note that HCL-18 was combined with HCL-27 in the R&D volumes

and we will post it in part 3 of this series.  The Time Track

of Theta tapes are HCL-19 and 20.



In cases where the reels include material that is not in

the R&D volumes, the text is marked with ">".





**************************************************



STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 



Our purpose is to promote religious freedom and the Scientology

Religion by spreading the Scientology Tech across the internet.



The Cof$ abusively suppresses the practice and use of

Scientology Tech by FreeZone Scientologists.  It misuses the

copyright laws as part of its suppression of religious freedom.



They think that all freezoner's are "squirrels" who should be

stamped out as heritics.  By their standards, all Christians, 

Moslems, Mormons, and even non-Hassidic Jews would be considered

to be squirrels of the Jewish Religion.



The writings of LRH form our Old Testament just as the writings

of Judiasm form the Old Testament of Christianity.



We might not be good and obedient Scientologists according

to the definitions of the Cof$ whom we are in protest against.



But even though the Christians are not good and obedient Jews,

the rules of religious freedom allow them to have their old 

testament regardless of any Jewish opinion.  



We ask for the same rights, namely to practice our religion

as we see fit and to have access to our holy scriptures

without fear of the Cof$ copyright terrorists.



We ask for others to help in our fight.  Even if you do

not believe in Scientology or the Scientology Tech, we hope

that you do believe in religious freedom and will choose

to aid us for that reason.



Thank You,



The FZ Bible Association
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