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Thank you.

Now, Scientology has something that is dif​ferent than any other Earth organization of information or knowledge to date. There is a difference. The word science, as you know, is a simple word meaning merely truth. Scientology means „knowing“ – ido. But scio means some​thing quite interesting. It doesn’t just mean „knowing,“ it means „knowing in the fullest sense of the word.“ Now, Scientology is an aim at a total know.

Now, people have a great deal of difficulty describing Scientology to other people for the excellent reason that they try to fit it into a frame of reference with other knows. And Scientology is different than that because it’s an aim at a total know. And there aren’t any other total knows. Hence, you have difficulty describ​ing it sometimes and giving it data of comparable magnitude. And therefore in trying to talk about it, people say, „Oh, you mean just like psychology!“ Don’t kill them! They meant well. They don’t understand what psychology was or is – that it’s not even a science but an op​eration. They say, „Well then, it’s like…“ something or other. Nah.

Well, there have not been any other total knows. As far as the basic attempt is concerned, there has only been one organization of knowl​edge on Earth which has been… Had a similar goal – which is the goal of freedom, being able to get out of the trap and confusion, being able to back up and take a look at it all – and that was Buddhism, which was developed in a very formal state, but existed long before, by Gautama Siddhartha, who was known as „the Buddha,“ and most of the Western world refer to him as „Buddha,“ quite incorrectly. A Buddha is somebody who has attained a total knowingness or total freedom.

Well now, that was 625 B.C. When that oc​curred. Buddhism squirreled when it went up into Tibet and became Lamaism, and many other branches and sects spread from that par​ticular information. But it’s interesting that the information itself was not a cult or a sect; it simply had to do with a great many people who wanted to know more about where they were and what they were doing. It had the idea of freedom; it attempted to answer the question of the hereafter; it did a great many things, and at​tempted to do them.

Now, we actually don’t know at this time what Gautama Siddhartha said. His work was very, very poorly preserved. It’s quite interest​ing, however, that we know something about it.

It’s quite interesting that we know the same age and period as developing an enormous number of very vital things. At the same time as Buddhism – almost the same period… It’s like that ancient age in Greece that gave us so many things – the Golden Age of Greece all happened in the lifetime of one man. Well, it’s practically the same thing back there around 625. Within seventy-five years either way of Buddhism, we have Taoism – that’s the work of Lao-tse – and at the same time we have the work of Con​fucius. It’s all there in a pile. Bang!

Well now, there hasn’t actually been any de​clared effort in the direction of total infor​mation and intelligence on the subject of man, regarding his whereabouts, which was an ana​lytical, knowing, reasoning approach, having nothing to do with faith or belief, on the basis of take it or leave it – if it’s true to you, it’s true, and if it isn’t true to you it isn’t true – since that time. And that is practically twenty-five hundred years ago.

Now, it’s all very well for somebody to come along and say „Oh, you mean Buddhism.“ Well, unfortunately that isn’t adequate either as a comparable datum to Scientology because the Western world hasn’t a clue as to what Bud​dhism is all about. Buddha was a fat-bellied god that sat upon a throne and, I don’t know, for all of them, that he ate small babies. See, they time and place, to have failed. And what do I mean by the humanities? I mean that group of information which is apparently covered, or is supposed to be covered, by the university.

Now, what are those things? They’re psychol​ogy, sociology, the various branching studies of the social sciences in general. Do you under​stand that? That’s just – there’s a whole group of things called the humanities. Now, why didn’t these develop anything? Why haven’t these lived? They haven’t lived; they’re a matter of changing fad every few minutes – beyond psychology, which was the work of a single man named Wundt in Leipzig Germany in 1879, who be​lieved that all men were animals and has con​vinced everybody since. But he hasn’t convinced us. This was hardly a human study, since it spe​cialized from the beginning in animal studies. But it’s included in the modem humanities.

Now, why haven’t these humanities developed something? Why haven’t these humanities made something out of all of the opportunity, the funds and so on that were available to them? – since enormous funds have been available to these people over the last century. Why haven’t they made something out of this? Because they were all used as control mechanisms. Each one of them was given a pitch in some sort of effort to push man further into the mire. And their goal was south, not north. Their pitch was down, not up. They study man to learn how to control him by duress. They study man to find out how to take advantage of him. Psychology at this moment, defined by the United States government, is „a deceitful procedure to trick one’s enemies.“ Let me assure you that in this atomic age we can’t afford to have enemies and therefore cannot have something which deceit​fully attempts to trick one’s enemies.

Here… Here is the single point of difference between the humanities and what we are doing. We have found this to be the case, and if any Scientologist does not at some time achieve an understanding of this, then he has never under​stood the subject as a whole. And that is to say that the only way you can better man is to bet​ter him. You cannot better man by worsening him.

The only way you can get an IQ gain on a person is to improve his ability to communi​cate, to live.

The only way that you can make his person​ality change is for the better. So this is just a little worse than change.

The reason the psychologist believes, at this very instant of my talking to you, that man can​not be changed – we have also discovered here in Scientology: We cannot push him down. That is very hard to do. It is rather easy to pick him up, because you have his assistance. But you don’t have his assistance when you try to push him down. So therefore, if you tried to re​duce somebody’s IQ you would have a hard time of it.

 Now, when it comes to personality changes it is very difficult to worsen these things. Now, life itself, with all of its mechanisms, its duresses of all kinds, is able over a period of half a lifetime to suppress personality changes, characteristics, talents and abilities. About half a lifetime, something like that, it manages it. It takes some fellow who was an enthusiastic artist when he was twenty. Well, he gets to be about forty, and he isn't quite as enthusiastic as an artist and doesn't respond, and his willingness to be an artist is not as great. See, you understand that. But it took twenty years to suppress this. In other words, only by turning and facing down any​thing alive and saying "kill it," can we at length suppress the ability of man. It is hard to do.
Well, this is the awfulest condemnation that was ever handed out against any activity or era – that it is terribly easy to improve him. It doesn't require anything at all to change him upward. You have his assistance. It takes some good communication, it takes some good reality, and it takes some affinity, and the fellow improves!

Why do you suppose anybody can come into a PE Course, sit down and communicate with one's fellows and wind up improved in IQ? Look, he's only been there for ten hours at the absolute outside, and his IQ has improved? Well, let me show you that these students of the mind that are studying out of the animalistic philosophy developed in Leipzig tell you that man cannot be changed – his IQ cannot be changed; his personality cannot be altered. Which tells you what at once? That they’ve only tried to worsen him. Now, do I make my point?

The road was wide open for any pair of eyes. All one had to do was desire to better his fellow man. That’s all one had to do. What is as rare as a June day in January?

And so it tells us that the humanities were far less interested. But they had withdrawn so far or were a part of the universe that they never con​ceived any future for themselves in exact obser​vation or in other actual scientific principles.

One had to separate himself from the trap in order to look at it, to some degree. He had to look at his fellow men and find out what they were and what they were doing. He had to ob​serve. And the second he started looking, a great many simplicities fell into his lap; he couldn’t help it. So you will pardon me if I doubt the sincerity of the forebears of this sub​ject. I believe that there has been a total gap between 1625 B.C. And 1957 A.D. I believe that because it’s too easy.

Now, that’s the first thing we must know about Scientology is that by the attainment of a simplicity we accomplish a benefit. By the attainment of a simplicity we accomplish a benefit.

By the invitation of or involvement in a com​plexity, we accomplish the unfathomable and create a mystery – we sink man into a priest​hood; we sink him into a cult. Instead of, as they said in the Middle Ages, „What mona​stery do you come from. Father?“ (as they stood on the crossroads telling their beads one at an​other), why, they say, „Now, what university are you teaching at. Brother?“ in 1950 and ‘57, you see? Same breed of cat. It’s a sort of a priest​hood: All knowledge is sacrosanct and it must all be uttered in a certain apathetic tone or it isn’t.

Well, tone and emotion have nothing to do with knowledge. Authority has nothing to do with knowledge. Those things I tell you are true are not true because I tell you they are true. And if anything I tell you, or have ever told you, is discovered to differ from the indi​vidual observation (be it a good observation), then it isn’t true! It doesn’t matter whether I said it was true or not. Do you understand?

And you, in handling people, can tell them to look at certain things, and if they can see them and if they’re true for them, they’re true. But only if they can see them. So just carry this same observation another stage. To some fellow who is terribly debased, some fellow who has actually, just… Aw, just gone all out – he’s just been in nothing but hog wallows all of his life, you know? Drunk all the time, dragged out of bars, graduated from the University of Chicago, you know… This fellow who has gone the limit can’t see. And what is true for him? Blind​ness. That is true for him.

Now, I can tell you how to show that fellow a truth which would shake him. Put your hand across his eyes and say, „You cannot see, can you?“ He would agree with you like he’d never agreed before, because he can’t see, whether your hands are across his eyes or not.

Now, that is the first thing that he would have to find out in terms of his own observational power. He’d have to find out that there was a condition where he couldn’t see before he would begin to look. And for this individual-all swelled up on significances of one kind or another, all taught eighteenth hand – a very re​markable thing is observable. He’ll never learn until he finds out that he hasn’t.

And the curse of these intervening twenty-five hundred years has been a pretense of knowledge – inventednesses which never were, which are passed along and people are flunked upon just as though they existed. And we’ve had a worship of the fable. And man hasn’t been looking at all.

It’s a terrible thing for somebody who has struggled through a tremendous amount of upset – let’s say he has been… This person has been married to somebody and just tried for years to make somebody see their point of view one way or the other – or for some child who has struggled up into manhood or womanhood with all of his efforts devoted to getting his par​ents to see something, to take his point of view one way or the other… It’s an horrible shock to this person to find out someday that the reason he could never get a reasonability in his family, late in life or early in life, was totally based on blindness which in itself was so ob​fuscated, overiarded, that nobody even noticed the blindness. And he himself never noticed the blindness of his parents, never noticed the blind​ness of his wife. Fantastic isn’t it?

One does a terrific amount of living and ap​parent looking and an awful lot of thinking, and then finds out somebody was stone blind. Isn’t that fantastic? Well, that is the entrance point of any case. In other words, there are conditions worse than being unable to see, and that is imagining one sees.

The humanities imagined too many things to see; they never cared to look, and so they failed.

But we must not ourselves fail in this same track. It would be easy for us to do this. We have a complicated nomenclature in Scientology. There are about 475 or ‘80 words, all of which have special meaning. Fortunately, over 50 percent of these are merely clarifications of their actual English equivalents. But we have a vocabulary of specialized meaning. It’s just as good as it explains things. That’s all the good it is.

But don’t let your specialized use of words throw you out of communication with your fel​low man. Know these words well enough so that you can use their alternate phrases – because it usually takes a phrase or a sentence to describe one of these words in English. Be able to do that well enough to go out of nomen​clature and into nomenclature again, depending on who you’re talking to, and you will not be encouraging blindness. Because a label is just a label: The thing in the jam jar is jam, regardless of whether it says „pickles“ on the front of it.

Now, we have certain, definite, positive pro​cedures. As valuable as these things are, if they incline us in the direction of looking at them, not the thing they help us look at, if they in​cline us (these procedures and activities) to believe that they are a thing, not a means to​ward doing another thing, then we ourselves will be in the same condition. And we will con​sider ourselves to be the wisest people on Earth and have to discover all over again that we have to achieve blindness on the way up.
Many a philosopher has been blinded to the truth by the brilliance of his own syllabilization. Now, wherever we develop an area of special knowledge, such as training drills and processes (as valuable as they are), we must also at the same time understand that these things are a means to an end and are not in themselves the end.

But when we look this over on a broad view we find ourselves articulate on the subject of where man is going, what man is doing, what the end product could be; and we for certain have sorted out factors that none of the humani​ties ever sorted out or ever dreamed of sorting out, and didn’t even know they would ever have to be sorted out – that’s more important.

In order for a man to see when he can’t, he would first have to understand that he was blind!

Therefore I pity you when someday you find in your midst – thrown to you in a government project or something of the sort – the fact that the old base psychiatrist or psychologist or something or other is going to be put into your particular project, and you’re going to be called upon to train this man. Now, there are certain portions of a horse’s anatomy which are never mentioned – particularly amongst ladies – but this fellow, this fellow would be best described.

Now, what’s wrong with him? And why is he untrainable? Because he’s on this terrific pre​tense. He is staring at fancied information which has never benefited him or any other human being, yet it sounds so wise. It’s so im​pressive to have 18,000 names, not 472. He’ll think you’re a dog because you don’t know these 18,000 names, and he will tell the people around him that you are a charlatan and a cheat because you don’t know these 18,000 names. But you know something he doesn’t know. You know he’s blind. There is a condi​tion worse than blindness, and that is thinking you see something that isn’t there.

Now, when we are asked to train such a man, we can do so only if we ourselves know that we, too, have risen from the unseeingness.

 It’s a very funny thing for a fellow sometime in processing: He sits down, and he says, „You know… You know, I think I’ve got things wrong.“ Boy, you said it. He’s not just had them wrong, he’s had them upside down. But this sneaking suspicion comes through to him. He sat down there so that you would thereby prove that he was always right and he was simply put upon by the rest of the world. And he finds out in the course of it, somewhere along the line, that he was dead wrong and, to modify English, couldn’t have been wronger.

He sits there and he says, „You know, maybe I wasn’t right. Maybe ya-uuh… Maybe some of this responsibility was mine. Maybe… Maybe life… Uh-huh-huh-huh-huh… I wonder. Say, you don’t suppose I’ve never taken a straight look at that girl, do you? Or I wonder if I have ever really been part of my job at all.“ Or, as I did to one fortunate individual – he’s fortunate because he found this out – he said, „I wonder if I have any right at all to wear these five stripes on my sleeve.“

Now, we weren’t asking him to dive into humility, we were trying to build him up. But humility was north! He was on a swollen, pathetic egotism which wouldn’t admit his ad​mission of truth that he didn’t think he was up to his job. And this he had hidden even from himself. And he had to discover this all over again before he got out of the morass.

We’re not trying to pound the truth into somebody’s head. We’re not trying to beat them down so that they will get any lower. No, we do our best to make them communicate, to look, to cheer up. We’re friendly, we’re kind, and everything’s fine. The guy improves and im​proves and improves and finds himself on the bottom! And only then can he go up.

I processed a man one time and he’d dope off all the time. And he told me one day, „You know, I dope off all the time!“ Well, he’d always said this. He’d always said, „You know, I get doped off. I just get dopey. I get dopey. I get dopey.“ And one day he looked at me very intelligently and he said, „You know, I dope off all the time.“ And I said „Yes,“ and I was about to pass it up because the most obvious thing about the case would have been the fact that he was doping off! And what do you know, it made a big difference to him. It isn’t that he didn’t dope off anymore, because he did – every now and then. But he had found out about it. And he would go tok! and knock himself back into awakeness again. These are the fabulous things about Scientology.

Now, it tells you quite adequately that there is an enormous zone, an enormous wonderland, below blindness. It tells you that there is an enormous Valhalla mixed up with Pluto’s realm, mixed up with fairy tales, mixed up with Menninger’s works, lying all over below the level of truth. And the truth is a simple thing that anybody could see. And why don’t they see it? Because they live in this gorgeous wonder​land, which isn’t and never will be.

But here is this circumstance – all this imag​ined knowledge. Somebody commits to memory a sixty-thousand word treatise on childcare – just commits it to memory from one end to the other. Doesn’t understand any part of it. Sees a child coughing and whooping and coughing and just having a terrible time, and turns around very learnedly to the mother and says, „Bronchitis – acute,“ and walks away. Bronchitis. Now, wait a minute. We don’t care how many broncos are around there. A child is coughing!

It actually would require the observation that the child was coughing in order to do anything about it. Now, the wrong thing to do about it is give it a new name! That just takes you one step away from looking at it. And you realize that if you were in good shape, the child was coughing and his throat was raw and you looked at his throat and so on, his throat would get well.

Now, let’s go into wonderland – the wonder​land of syllables; the wonderland beneath the earth of never-never. What is all this? We know it as a dispersal. An individual looks at some​thing, and it flashes back, and he can no longer look in that direction. It kicks him in the teeth. He thinks it will continue to kick him in the teeth. So he mustn’t look that way. He must look somewhere else. And he eventually learns very well never to observe anything, but if he catches sight of something, to go on a via at once and look the other direction. Do you see that? And that is the exact mechanic of how a wonderland of pretended information which be​came the social sciences was created. Individual couldn’t confront man, so he turned around and developed a theory about man. He said man was something that was made by the devil in the image of God or something – some such myth. All savage races, all savage races, even the American, has had myths concerning man’s origin – the Aleut, Tlingits. You see, he’s had all sorts of things.

And then he invented the „functions of the brain,“ which is the wildest thing I ever heard of. I don’t know that the brain has a single function. I know I stopped depending on mine years ago. Someday I will will my brain – I just thought of this – I’ll will my brain to science, and they can put it in a pickle jar, and it will have served its first useful purpose. I don’t even enjoy it as head padding because every once in a while you put on a helmet – have to put a hel​met around it to ride motorcycles, and it’s already too heavy. You know? It doesn’t work well.

Now, what is this additive, make-it-more-complex thing? Well, we try to look at some​thing, and then, because we don’t want to look at it anymore, we turn around and look another way and tell somebody all about not looking at it. We tell somebody how dangerous it is to look in that direction. Or maybe we’re just feel​ing puckish one day, and we invent a direction not to look in. We say, „Everybody who looks northeast by north, up through that pass up there, is apt to see the jub-jub monster,“ and nobody could tolerate that, and so nobody ever looks in that direction. And when you’ve got all points of the compass sorted out, somebody is totally blind. After that he really does have theories.

There are no theories quite as towering as the theories of one who has spent his life in an ivory tower. These theories are gorgeous. They have the beautiful charm of having no possible bearing on reality – which is of course the ne plus ultra.

Well, we should understand this across the whole of knowledge. We should understand in​vented knowledge. We ourselves are sometimes accused of it. Perhaps there are some things in Scientology which were unwittingly invented. I myself don’t know what they are. There were a few things that we discarded. I wouldn’t say what percentage because I don’t think it would be a statable percentage. It’s such a tiny little amount of data that we’ve picked up and then had to discard, as incorrect or wrong or a mis​conception, that it doesn’t amount to very much. Most of our data is on the firm founda​tion of having looked.

And your ability to know the subject is your ability to look. No more, no less than that.

 Now, the only thing, actually, that anyone can do for you is to provide you with an example of having looked, and perhaps to furnish you a lit​tle road map saying „If you travel up this way, there’s some scenery.“ Got it? „And if you look at this scenery real hard, it won’t bite you.“ Some reassurances can be offered. Some drills can be offered that show an individual that he can observe, look and confront, exchange com​munication with or communicate to. These things can be done. Observation can occur.

And all the observation in the world being done at this moment – all the observation in the world – actual real observation in the field of the humanities, if put totally together into a thimble, would get lost.

Now, I don’t say that maliciously. I’m trying to show you something. I’m merely trying to show you that wherever we have succeeded it has been in the direction of a straight commu​nication. And where training and processing processes are successful, they lead toward a straighter communication.

And therefore, the road out is marked by simplicity and direct observation. And the road in is more and more and more and more vias, vias, vias, complexity, complexity, complexity.

Man – before he gets up and looks to find where he is, before he starts to look in a proper direction, discovers he’s blind and then says, „Hey, wait a minute,“ takes the veil off of his eyes and does take a look – has a tendency to keep diving into complexities.

So there is only one continuing stress in Scientology. That stress, until now, has been added to this subject, I am afraid to say, mainly by myself. And that stress is just this: Greater simplicity means greater communication. And I’ve been bucking my shoulder, in the organiza​tions, up against any tendency to complicate a simple observation. And it has been necessary always to take the drill and simplify it, to take the subject and simplify it, to take the organiza​tion, articulate it better and simplify it.

Now listen. That it can be done is obvious. I mean, I have the absolute proof that it can be done. We have simplified the organization in Washington, DC to such an extent that we rec​ognize fully there is none here! We know there’s no organization in Washington, DC. We do know that there are several people in Wash​ington, DC who are in communication with certain other people with certain ends and pur​poses, and this is the first time we’ve had a running show that didn’t cause anybody head​aches twenty-four hours a day.

We dropped the Alice in Wonderland myth called organization. We found out that organi​zation was an agreement. All right, we’ll agree. But in agreeing, let’s not die the death. Let’s not create an all-devouring, Alice in Wonderland monster. You understand this?

It isn’t possible for the organization to carry a ball independent of an individual. And if an individual in that organization is carrying the ball well, dthuh, he’s liable to run square onto somebody who isn’t. And the organization can never help him out. Now, maybe he can take refuge of one kind or another in the public be​lief that there is an organization there. You understand that? But because he’s taking such refuge, he should not be so untruthful and so blind himself as to believe that there is actually a somethingness there, where there is truly nothing – nothing at all.

Organizations do not bleed, they do not breathe. They do behave, oddly enough, like a single organism – oddly enough. But when the individuals in it cease to behave as individuals, cease to have their own thoughts, cease to be capable of their own initiative, cease to be able to take their own action, then the whole organi​zation boils down to just one man. And he’s the only one that could make a decision, the only one who could do anything, the only one who could act. Now, we don’t care whether this is a beneficent monarchy or a fascism, or anything else. We’re merely saying that in the end it boils down to one man.

If we believe implicitly in an organization, we have a situation whereby every agent of fascism in Italy had to phone Mussolini in Rome to make a decision. And when our military gov​ernments went into Sicily and Italy, they found out that the only people who were there who could do anything about the government were these former Nazis. They did try to put in other people in government to run the towns and so forth and found out that they’d put in the Ma​fia. They kicked them out in a hurry, a few thousand deaths later. And what did we dis​cover? What did we discover? They couldn’t act or operate because Mussolini was no longer there! In other words, they’d lost their indi​vidualism.

So the first thing I must tell you about this subject is that it is a subject, that it depends upon organization only to the degree that com​munication is assisted, that it is composed of individuals who observe and who look. And if the organization is ever asked on to look, we’d have to recognize something right there or we would be telling ourselves fairy tales; and that is that the organization, not being there at all, must therefore be totally blind. Thus we get the conduct of governments which are totally blind.

All right. The whole subject opens up at its inception with just this: That the simplicity of observation, the simplicity of communication it​self, and only itself, is functional and will take man from the bottom to the top.

And the only thing I am trying to teach you is look.
Thank you.

Thank you.

