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TO THE READER

These are the private and personal briefing course notes of Gerald D. French, Frank A. Gerbode,
M.D., and Julie B. Gerbode, compiled, edited, and indexed by Frank A. Gerbode, M.D. They are not
to be read by anyone else, without express permission from one of these persons.

Anyone who reads these notes must do so in the realization that thisis not source data, and these notes
are not to be quoted as source data, nor used for technical purposes. They contain many personal
observations, references, and cognition’s, as well as many points of editing and interpretations of
LRH data.

Whatever | was aware of as non-LRH data or possibly non-LRH data, | put in brackets: -- [ ].
Furthermore, all tables and illustrations, being to a variable extent my own origination’s or
interpretations, may be considered to be in brackets. However, while | have tried to be as careful and
accurate as possible in putting together these notes, and while they contain no errors that are known to
me, there are bound to be many inaccuracies in them, smply because alter-is has away of seeping into
any such endeavor, to agreater or lesser extent: hopefully lesser.

The notes are mainly intended to give an idea of what was said in the tapes. All the actual LRH data
must be found in the tapes themselves. However, this set of notes may be helpful in finding the
proper tape in which to look for the source data.

Frank A. Gerbode, M.D.
2 Nov 76

EDITORSNOTE

These transcripts were originally recorded on IBM format. 1n converting the datato Macintosh format,
certain features such as diagrams, indexs' and page references, could not be preserved. When ever a
page reference is given in the text, eg. [see aso pp 123] this should be ignored other than to denote
that there are other references to that data contained elsewhere.
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5008C30 LECT Preventive Dianetics

Schizophreniais caused by a superabundance of control circuitry. Itis contained in the phrase, “I'm
all alone.” Paranoia hasthe phrase, “they’re al against me.”

The repeater phrase, “I love you,” gets the PC into a sympathy engram.

Prevent aberration by keeping calm around a child. Don’'t quarrel, Pull attention unitsto PT by
creating a necessity level, even if it hasto be an artificial one. E.g. a person who is drowning and
seeing hiswhole life flashing before himis coming up to PT If you can do thisto akidinearly life,
nothing will bother him later. Cultural patterns such as an extended period of mourning are just
cultural patterns; in the absence of engramsyou don’t get long term misemotion.

It should be made part of the social mores not to talk or even say, “Shh!” around injured or anaten
persons.

In industry, you get the situation where an individual who has worked in one place gets a chain of
injuries with the same perceptics and lots of words. Therefore, heis out of PT at work and may cause
industrial accidents. 100% of auto accidents are caused by engramic restimulation (whether of the
driver, mechanic, or manufacturers).

Accident pronenessistelepathic. One finds that engrams are the best telepathic broadcasters. Thisis
analogous to an alarm system for the herd. Thus, of two persons who have never met, one will act out
the other valencein the other’ s engram.

At high tones, affinity is raw cohesiveness; at lower tones, itisasif thereisaherd that must be
alerted and needs shock (e.g. fear, grief, anger) to be broadcast to cohere the herd into fight or flight.
Y ou can notice this telepathic alarm system when you enter a room where people have been
guarreling. So when you are in the society of others, you runinto thisall thetime. Similarly, inthe
vicinity of accidents, other accidents occur. Engrams are keyed in and then acted out. Thus * accidents
comeinthrees’. If you took driver'slicenses away from the 8% of people who have been involved
in car accidents involving injury, you could eliminate 90% of the accidents.

If you audit grief charges in pregnant women, with sobbing or self-beating, etc., you may get
transmission of engrams to the child. Then, when later you try to audit the child, you may get
oddities, or restimulation, from dianetic patter, which is part of the child’sincident. Therefore,
probably dianetic patter will have to be changed in 15 to 20 years. So auditing a pregnant woman has
to be adjudicated. Y ou should go ahead if there isathreat of attempted abortion or difficult birth.
Also, you should observe how the mother behaves during auditing. By the way, girdles, etc., cause
more or less continuous engrams for the child, so watch out for young kids or unwed mothers, or
anyone who would try to hide pregnancy.

Social aberrations are fragments of old morals whose practical origin is forgotten. Morals, in their
turn, are asocially agreed upon attempt to handle a problem for which no rational answer exists. It's
ajury-rigged solution. [Thus some morals may be unethical].

5009C23-1 LECT General Dianetics, Part 1

Mental therapy is at least as old as the Aesculepian School, who used hellebore to cause chemically
convulsive therapy.

Perception during surgical anesthesia-- old reference: American Journal of Neurology? 1914.

The reactive mind and the analytical one are biochemically independent. Thusit is possible to inhibit
one or the other independently by chemical means.

The reactive mind is the sole source of error. [Cf. Freud, The Psychopathology of Everyday Life]

Society, as akind of organism, can have engrams.
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When acdll divides, it givesall its progeny its memory. Thiscan be proven by conditioning cells. So
the cell brings hair color, instinctive behavior patterns, and the genetic personality, but along with this
comes any moment of injury. The cells have held back full power from the analytical mind in
moments of danger, to enforce fight, flight, etc. Thereisalso a somatic mind containing training
patterns that can easily be changed by the analytical mind, and organic responses, which can also be
controlled analytically [Cf. Yogis] But the engram bank can bypass the analytical mind and seize
control of the somatic mind.

The common cold comes from the birth engram.

5009C23-2 LECT General Dianetics, Part 2

If you want to test unconscious recall, use a subject with full sonic recall and inflict alittle painto give
an anchor point. Use pentothal and nonsense syllables.

The best dianetic auditors are writers.
Y ou can do straightwire from age 3 on, and perhaps run grief engrams, but nothing heavier.
Generaly, a person can run standard auditing from age 8 on.

[In this tape, Hubbard gives alot of information on early attempts at objective validation of dianetics
by means of psychological testing.]

5203C03 HCL -1 Introduction to Scientology: Milestone One Wichita HPC-1

“Science” has gotten to the point where it isjust a study of piles of data. It has drawn away from
being a body of knowledge and consists now of unevaluated facts. The “natura history” of science
is:

1. A push out into the unknown.
2. Collecting data.
3. Align data around a few theories.

4. At the end, it becomes stultified. It is capable of producing an effect in the physical universe, but
that’ s about all.

Dianetics was mainly interested in aberration. It was not intended to be all-embracive. Scientology is
astudy of knowledge, not therapy. However, we must now get back into the mind again. Although
the goa isnot atherapy, how can you teach knowledge to an imperfect computer?

The mind would come close to perfection except for certain things which prevent perfection. The
mind can know without letting itself know. Thetask of the processor isto get better working
methods for others, then let them help him. The blind leading the blind, however, may fail when the
blind are too blind. Therefore, scientology could only be applied by the very sane; it is concerned
with the able. Sanity is an absolute perfection in reason that would resolve problems to the optimum
good of all those concerned. Absolutes are not obtainable. Even if you were absolutely sane, you
would still lack data. Milestone 1 iscomplete ability. Thisisanecessary conditionto handling the
world. Rehabilitation of the insane will be accomplished as an automatic spin-off from self-
improvement and improving the able.

Scientology could be defined as knowledge and its application in conquering the physical universe.
Theiron cover is off what we already know; we have the complete anatomy of the iron cover: Fac
One. Everything elseisalock. You can start any processes off thisfirst engram, using the E-meter.

We have avery careful map of Target One. It isbooby-trapped, but when you know the booby trap,
you can walk right throughit.
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Scientology is exact; there are no maybe’ s up to the point of thought creating physical motion.

There isvery little self-determinism up to the point of milestone one. When you do get there you will
be free of LRH and scientology too. Even what we call aclear is not there yet.

When you have arguments with yourself, you have different personalities in yourself arguing. These
may exist in different areas, e.g. the stomach area. Anyone will show up on the meter as having at
least three different personalities. If you see two arguing, thereisathird which iskind of noble; it’'s
adjudicating or it’s sound asleep. Then there may be afourth one. These are circuits, but they are
personalities; they are alwaysin the same place in the same people. If you shift from the left side to
theright to the center, you get a somatic in the center of the forehead. Could thisbe the third eye?
You asan individual? An engram? The proper thingto dois torunit. The point isto become one
person. You haveto run thisthing before you can be you. It was done by supersonic waves. The
engram thus created says not to know.

A basic problem with anyone' s understanding of scientology is not knowing the words. A word is
just acode. The semanticists ran off the road by saying that there was such athing as an undefinable.
Thisisnot the casein the realm of the knowable.

5203C03 HCL -2 Introduction to Scientology: Outline of Therapy HPC-2

Use light tech to get to a heavy incident, then run it out using thought, emotion, and effort processing.
The goal isto be able to run Fac One.

Themind isan entity. Soisthe physical universe. Thought is beingness. It has no wavelength; it is
atrue static. Thereisno limit of capacity; no limit of time. It can record the physical universe and use
it against itself. It can animate and control the physical universe. Itisnot inthe physical universe
since it has not the properties of the physical universe. Itislikeamirror in which aroom is reflected:
thereis no real room there. Thought can pick up energy and matter in space and time and mobilize it.
Thought takes the laws it has learned and turns it against the physical universe, like amirror. The
brain isto trandate thought into action. The mind looks at this. The brain does not contain purpose.
Thusthe mind is necessary. It stores past recordings of the physical universe. Itisthe purpose or
beingness that can exist without a body to handle the physical universe. It ishard to accomplish
thingsin the physical universe without a body. The mind stores pictures of energy. It can project an
image into the physical universe and cause an effect. Pictures have effort in them in addition to
perceptions. The mind continuously makes conclusions from old pictures to estimate the future,
according to its purposes. It tells answers and puts them into action. It also stores conclusions --
another bundle of old pictures. On top of thisis the purpose and beingness of the person that is
making him do this.

Steps the mind takes:

1. It has athought to be.

2. Takes pictures.

3. Combinesthese.

4. Records efforts.

5. It takes pieces of the physical universe and combines these to make a body.
6. The body can then do things in the physical universe.

The mind’ s purposes.
1.tobe

2. to conquer the physical universe.

Thus we have three echelons:
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1. The physical universe
2. Thought
3. Who told you to survive?

The physical universe is characterized by motion, which is matter changing in space, this being the
definition of time. Thisgivesyou MEST. Physics has a problem with a circular definition of space
and time, in that these are defined against each other. Physics' view of the universeisthat it consists
mainly of motion. Thisisan incomplete view.

Thought is a static of unlimited capabilities that has no wavelength, no space or time. It isimpinged
upon aphysical universe that has matter, energy, space, and time. The mission of thought is survival
in the physical universe, and in order to do this, it is effecting a conquest of the physical universe.
Mysticism isin the second echelon. The fundamental of physicsis not complex, but the use of it can
be complex. Similarly with the human mind. The mind is neither in nor out of the MEST universe.
At any rate, it isnot in the physical universe. The mind has an effect on the body: one reason the
body is sub-optimal is because of the mind’s considerations about it. The E-meter, while it does not
measure the mind, measures the physiological effect of the mind’ s operation.

The third echelon is anything and everything that might lie north of the above. It would answer the
guestion, “Who told you to survive? You get into questions like, “Why is nothing nothing? If
nothing is nothing, then it's motion.”

In handling these echelons, one must go on a gradient, getting to the top of one problem before
starting on the next one. We must finish one before two and two before we get into three. People
effectively commit suicide by starting on echelon three from the bottom of one. Y ou have to handle
your aberrationsfirst; otherwise you lose your marbles.

In scientology, we try to find an effective way to handle facsimilesand memory. You can eliminate
them or you can file them accurately. A truly self-determined person is unlikely to be affected by
facsimiles. Infact, only oneincident was strong enough to do this: Fac One. A personisassane as
he can handle memories and plan for the future.

5212C01 PDC-1 Scientology -- How to Understand and Study It
Homo Sapiensisafour part entity:

1. thetan

2. body

3. thetan machinery

4. reactive/somatic mind

The PC iswhat you are working with, and he is a non-dimensional point in space who is an energy
production unit.

Definition: Spacation is a process having to do with the rehabilitation of the creation of space. A
second meaning is that spacation isthe subject of space. Thisis above the subject of energy.

It isadirty trick to make a person into atheta clear without giving him data about it. He knows this
data potentially, but is not aware of it. If he knew about it, he wouldn’t be in the MEST universe.
This subject isthe anatomy of universes. the construction, maintenance, and destruction of universes
of different kinds and dimensions. The study of the basic structure and experience called the MEST
universeisabasic one. Thelaws of the MEST universe, or “natural laws’, are the inevitable average
of agreement. Starting with the study of natural law, we get to the study of that which made natural
law: that thing capable of making agreements which become natural law. In auditing a PC, you are
undoing the agreement that makes him a part of the natural law. E=MC squared probably wasn’t true
30 or 40 trillion years ago in Arslycus, where the PC spent 10,000 lives working at the same job.
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Ardlycus got bigger and bigger. It wasjust built out in space. One day, people got the idea of mass,
agreed to it, and got careful about it. Arslycus blew up and everybody was glad to see it go. At this
point, the law of gravity was widely agreed upon.

Thereisanatural tendency to push out of the group those individuals who don’'t agree with the group.
Thus a person who thinks that the MEST universe is his universe gets sent to the spin bin. In
scientology, we are not trying to disagree with the MEST universe; we are just taking it and making it
appear and disappear at will for any individual. Every now and then a PC in processing gets an
uneasy feeling that there’s some thought he doesn’t dare think. He's coming up against agreement
and doesn’t want the responsibility of undoing it because he can’t handle that much energy. If you
could get him to where he could handle the energy, he'll face the thought. Probably all that would
happen is that the MEST universe would momentarily disappear for him. Then he’'d fish around to
get an orientation point to get back intoit. You just have to know how to handle space to get into and
out of the MEST universe.

People use the old energy of the MEST universe instead of creating stuff from scratch. They hang
onto being identities, using bodies like ID cards, instead of being individuals. This does furnish
randomity and provides emotions that one can pretend to be the effect and not the cause of. The
identification card permits the individual to make aliving so he can feed the 1D card!

The Tarot is aphilosophical machine, preserved as playing cards. These cards represent concepts of
human experience. Thus, for instance, the Fool could represent a person at 45 on the tone scale.
Such a person would have passed out of agreement by knowing all agreement.

The sequence of events relating to agreement with the MEST universeis:

1. Agreement.

2. Agree or else

3. Wedon't careif you agree; we are going to punish you anyway.

4. Below agreement: a not-is of agreement.

MEST isin complete confusion of having agreed to everything, owning and controlling nothing.
Saociety buildsinto people a conditioned socia tone. One hasthetone level of one’' s society as abeing
+ body combination. That’sthe tone level a PC’s bank will have, the tone of his facsimiles and
ridges. Asabeing one hasadifferent tonelevel.

One cannot study scientology from the point of view of any other system. One can only study it by
looking at you or the other people you know, applying the definitions and seeing what isor isn’t
there.

scientology consists in the study of:

1. Progressive examination of the agreements that came to bring about the MEST universe.

2. The science of how agreements are made.

3. What are the beings that make these agreements?

5406C04 6ACC-37 The Know-to-Sex Scale -- The Mind and the Tone Scale

There' saline breaking existence in half, above and below whichisa know to sex scale. The upper of
the two scales has something good about each level; the lower one has something bad about each level
[SeeFig. 1]. E.g. a person who knows sex is bad is at the bottom. Next they will know eating, then
symbols, etc. isbad. Thetone scaleisa[logarithmically] dwindling scale; it has wide spaces at the
top and narrow ones at the bottom. The know to sex scale has adistance factor to it. The particlesare
progressively further apart as you ascend the scale, until you reach know, where you don't have any
particles. For instance, at emotion, the particles are twice as many and half asfar apart as at 10ok.
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Thus, according to this gradient scale, you can’t go straight from bad sex to good sex, so you have to
go some to convince a person who thinks sex is bad, that it’s good, or vice versa. Suppress =
condense. That'swhy auditing appears to produce gradual results. A PCis fixed or dispersed about
life, and life isdivisible into these factors. Before you can get an individual to change his mind about
some subject, you have to get him to change across alot of categories. Also, al parts of the scale
except the knowingness band contain particles. Aslong asthe individual is allergic to space and
particles he'll tend to cross-connect the different bands of the scale [as per restimulation] whenever he
runsinto space or particles. So our procedureisto get him to change his mind about various kinds of
particles (gradiently) until we can get him to change his mind about al particles.

Below sex ismystery, which islike alower level knowingness. In his study of dreams, Freud started
with mystery, then proceeded to sex. If you could reveal to a patient that a mystery was not
unsolvable, he would improve, but sometimes Freud would take too many mysteries from someone
who had a scarcity, And he’d go down to lower level looking. With most people, Freud would get
them through sex up to eat. Theorists got stuck trying to figure whether eat or sex was the basis of
everything. None of them was up to effort themselves; they were in awe of anyone who could
indulge in sports. Psychologists with their intelligence tests were at the level of symbols. At
thinkingness, a man figure-figures to avoid effort. Engineering isthe study of how to make effort use
effort. Thisisvery covert and isnot aconfront of effort. Psychoanalysis never got above the area of
stimulus-response, with their theory of association. They didn’t believe in independent thinking.

A person who reacts to Op Pro by Dup is way down the know-sex scale. He will, in the course of
processing, go up and down the scale, only hitting prominent points on hisway up. Thisis crossing
barriers which the individual has put up to protect himself in the business of livingness. The names
of these barriers are Looking, emoting, etc. The barrier of looking is space. Next comes abarrier of
a barrage of emotional states, for instance of serenity or enthusiasm. Each lower emotion could be
considered a protection against the upper ones. He uses boredom to protect himself from enthusiasm.
Antagonism is a barrage of particles used to fend something off; anger isa ridge. Fear is adefense:
who wants to close terminals with someonewho isin fear? E.g. animalsin fear taste bad. Peoplein
fear smell bad. Grief goes likethis: “I’'m solid here; | can’'t move: take care of me.” It'sabarrier you
mustn’t do certain things to a person in grief. The upper edge of apathy isthe barrier, “I don’t care’;
the lower edgeis, “Eat me.” Being sick to one’s stomach is an apathy of eating: vomiting. Thisis
evidence that below the band of emoting you get increasingly deeper emotions connected with each
step down. Hence the apathy of eating = vomiting; the apathy of effort would be wanting to be less
than inert. Thisiswhat people experience who are having arough time with the mind.

Efforting is observably a barrier: force used to protect. Thinkingness isfiguring out where he will be
when something else is elsewhere or where he will put something when he himself is not there. He's
placing thingsin terms of force. So at thislevel, you can’t carry arevolver; you have to figure out
where money is safe, how to keep people from tripping you up, predict their intentions, etc. If you
had a weapon, you could protect yourself at the efforting band and you wouldn’t have to think.

At symbols we get, “Don’t look in here -- it might be dangerous. 1I'm really not here; I'm elsewhere.
Attack this symbol if you like, becauseit isn't I.” Eating isaway of getting attention [and admiration]
from what one eats and as such may be very satisfying. Sex protects one from the present by
providing an escape into the future. A symbol that can’t be in the present can appear on the future
track. Y ou could process someone with, “Get the idea of putting something there; now [get the idea
of] moving out; now [get the idea of] coming back and finding what you have put there.” That isthe
action of sex; it isvery satisfying to the PC. Sex also says, “Don’t eat me.” It's something else to
do.

The individual felt unsafe without these barriers. When he put something out as a barrier to protect
him, he made it senior to him. Henceit'sa dwindling spiral.

So far, we have discussed each of these levels as a defense against motivators. But we can also use
each of these barriers as an overt level. Here, we get dispersal manifestations down theline. Tears, as
adefense, are aflow. But thereisan unnamed dispersal at grief that is offensive. Similarly, thereis
an unnamed dispersal at apathy.

Actually, what you have is a series of know to sex scales (Fig. 2). You can seethisin running Op

Pro by Dup. Someone might start at effort, then go to emotion, to knowing it’s silly, to a sex
impulse, then afigure-figure, then anew know, then eat, emote, a new look, etc. He s hitting high
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points going upscale through ridges. He will linger in the upper ones longer, with more
manifestations as he differentiates better and better. At the bottom, everything identifies with
everything: effort = sex = the way you look, etc.

One could draw the scale to indicate a dropping dominance.

At the highest level, each band has about the same emphasis. At the first harmonic down, the
emphasis will be on knowingness; at the next harmonic down, what you do with all the levelsislook
(ahigh-tones thetan loves to do this); at the next harmonic down, the whole scale is colored by
emotion; at the next lower, it is colored by effort (asin German society, as opposed to Italian society,
which is colored by emotion); next we get the figure-figure that is characteristic of Latin American
societies, southern California, or universities; next we get the whole scale colored by symbols (here
you get erudition, e.g. the idea that mathematicians have done it all for you; there’ s no need to think);
similarly with eating, then sex. Below that level, it gets undifferentiated into an identification of
everything with everything.

It all gets very compressed -- effort issex. If heisbelow thislevel, heisnuts. Thisscale providesa
method of predicting how long it will take the PC to recover and how long it will take him to
differentiate.

5410C20 8ACC-14 The Parts of Man

Thisisadiscussion of the parts of Man as understood through R2-61 and R2-62. The parts of Man
arerelated to overts and motivators. [Thisis be cause athetan as such cannot be harmed and therefore
cannot receive amotivator. So he would have to have a confusion of identity to receive a motivator.]

Man consists of four distinct, separate, though related, parts:
1. Thetan

2. Body

3. Thetan machinery

4. Reactive/somatic mind.

Dianetics coversthe first four dynamics. Even the first dynamic can be split into these four parts.
When you thought you were treating the first dynamic, you were actually treating the third. The
absolute Book 1 clear would be the awareness of awareness unit.

Around the end of 1951, LRH mentions that erasure of all facsimileswould result in demolishment of
the body (See Advanced Procedures and Axioms). In Book 1, we were talking about engrams of this
lifetime. Erasing these would give arelative clear. The only trouble was that the awareness of
awareness unit, after afew years of this research, kept insisting on exteriorizing, and it turned out to
be the person himself. If he felt bad when he was out -- sort of with no character -- he is not
stabilized.

So the first dynamic is the awareness of awareness unit, as modified by various things. Pieces of
thetan machinery are his creations, hidden and forgotten by him. All the energy used by the machines
really comes from the thetan, though, for randomity, he may consider that he needs to eat to keep on
going. He can also understand something from someone else, add it to hisown machinery, and
blame someone for giving him amachine.

The thetan invests the body with characteristics, then heis afraid of losing these characteristics. But
thisisreally no problem. He caninvest himself with these characterigtics.

The thetan can also duplicate himself. He can create a new, different life unit with full determinism,
power, personality, etc. It could have more power than heif it isset up that way. Sex isthe super-
condensed, many-times-via d activity of creating other lifeforms. It isonly more complex because it
isconsidered to be. The Thetan actually needs no system to create aliving being.
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Thetan machinery is not intended to have alife of its own, but sometimes the thetan endows
machinery with life. In DMSMH, LRH talks of the possibility of setting the mind alongside the body.
This was misinterpreted worst in E-therapy. One can do this and get himself haunted by living
beings. He can create them, then go off and leave them. Thisisbasic life multiplication-- a1D
creating a 3D through a2D. So mankind could have one common ancestor. It would not make that
one superior, however, since the offspring could just aswell be the superior ones. Furthermore, an
individual could just repostulate himself back into his creative unit and thus disappear, especially
since, inreality, thereisno time. All one could lose would be the knowingness that he had doneit.
One would have to shut that off for oneself. Now do you think you understand valence allittle better?

Having multiplied himself often, an individual had laid aside this ability, begun to hang on to the
“only one” computation, and is holding his ability to be himself closely to himself. Hetries hard to
maintain an identity asalD. He becomes too involved in his own agreements and thinks he needs
sex to create a being, but even that creates only a body, which isthe granted beingness of many
individualities, based upon one individuality that started that genetic line. The thetan got so complex,
with all his machinery, and so interlocked with so many other individualities; he granted so much
beingnessin all directions that he forgot who and what he was and just knew he was supposed to be
thisidentity and repeat the manufactured creation of thisidentity. Thiswould make him solid, and his
machinery would have composited. At this point, he would be a body, and his machinery would
become the reactive/somatic mind. The thetan gets so solid as a body that he can be taken over and
controlled by another thetan and his machines. The reactive mind that goes along with a body cannot
be controlled unless another thetan comes along and takes over the body. However, the body can
control the reactive mind. Thereisno difference between the reactive and the somatic mind.

A thetan can create another thetan. From this, we can get a species, which implies other species,
hence a 5th dynamic. Thetans are generally not as anxious to control animal bodies as human bodies,
since men's affairsare complex enough to be interesting to control. So animals are generally body +
reactive mind: a condensed thetan + machinery.

By addressing the alter-ised complexity, as in psychotherapy, we would never get an as-is-ness, but
just more mass. The auditor thus must address the right part: the thetan. Otherwise he might as well
try to process arock as a body: the rock is more complex, being denser (therefore it has more vias on
the comm lines). The distance from cause to effect in arock has so many vias and complexitiesin it
that it loses both cause and effect for the rock. The impulse towards religion in most peopleisto
discover basic cause; however, it leads them to go through vias, which getsthem lost. The way to
find cause isto find the highest level of freedom, assume it, and then know, because you will be
cause and will therefore be capable of being an effect.

As processing improves, we find that the better we understand something, the better we can control it,
and the less need to processit so that it can be controlled. So, in modern scientology and dianetics, it
isonly necessary to knock out the factors you don’t want to process because you understand them
well enough to control them. The first of these isthe reactive mind. There isno sensein processing it
since we know how to control it. Also, there’s no use in processing the body -- medicine will take
care of that. Machinery isinteresting, but it’s not necessary. So we're left with only the thetan to
process, and we process the thetan just enough so that he can take control of his other parts, having
recognized them. “Right thought”, asin Christian Science, would work fine if you had a clear to
begin with. The Christian Scientists have limits on what “right thought” is. But actually, right
thought is optimum survival on all dynamics.

So, in processing, we can start with “Be three feet back of your head.” For those who don’t respond
to that, the overt-motivator sequenceisagood placeto start; it's the mechanical process by which a
thetan becomes solid enough to be abody, surrounded by his machinery, which has become the bank.
Behind the overt-motivator sequence lies the consideration that matches the overt and motivator. You
must be downstairs from pan-determinism to self-determinism for thisto happen.

A justifier is the mockup or overt act demanded by a person guilty of an unmotivated act. Itis
something nonexistent, as an effort to justify the unmotivated act. It's afalse motivator. There's
nothing really wrong with the motivator-overt sequence; it balances out; no one gets insane or even
hurt by it. But the unmotivated act - justifier sequence is the villain! thus the thetan is doomed,
because he can never really receive amotivator. That's the whole reason for the dwindling spiral. A
thetan can never be harmed, but he can consider he’s been harmed, act harmed, and dwindle.
Everything the PC tellsyou isasearch for ajustifier. His search through his bank quickly as-is-es
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his few true motivators. So he has too many overts and must get himself sick, downtrodden and
betrayed [motivator hunger]. He gives justifiers and pretends they’ re motivators.

The way you could get him into this dwindling spiral isto define harm for him. This getsinto good
and evil: R2-61 and R2-62. It only requiresthe consideration that harm can take place to set off the
unmotivated act/justifier sequence. You just get this consideration from yourself. A person must
have intended harmful destruction and succeeded to define the concept, “harmful” for himself. Only
when someone destroys something he’'s created does he define harm for the other fellow. He had to
doit first himself, because he had to communicate first to be communicated to, since otherwise he
couldn’t have been located.

Any solidity or departure from the static isalie. The way we depart from the absolute truth of staticis
viathelies of judtifiers. Thisisthe source of al inability’s and deficiencies.

The thetan also has an anxiety about creating an effect. Another thetan can never get amotivator; a
thetan knows he can never receive an effect except as he considersit and agrees, so he knows he can
never create an effect on another thetan. So he must consider life units as solids. He gets upset when
he considers them thetans. Hence people turn away from scientology because they are afraid of
exterior beings. The thetan wantsto create an effect but can’t without being guilty of an unmotivated
act. All he had to do to get messed up was to discover he could harm others; he then tried to justify
his unmotivated acts and got solid, and hiswhole past track would be nearly all hallucination. The
insane pack along an enormous number of mocked up facsimiles = justifiers = pictures of things that
never occurred.

A good violent fast way to handle this state of affairsisto have the PC mock up things that anything
on the seventh dynamic could do to him. This remedies his havingness [motivator hunger]. You can
actually use al dynamics. Another process: the PC spots al the spots where he or anyone considered
that harm could be or had been done. [R2-61 and R2-62, in Creation of Human Ability, pp. 153-
154].

5506C03 ASM C-3 History of Research and Investigation

One good thing about a hellfire and brimstone type of religion isthat it at least acknowledges the
existence of the spirit. The Scopestrial wasa turning point, in which the theory that man is merely a
machine became fashionable.

In past years, there was great spiritual awareness and perception Even as recently as the sixteenth
century, duelist’s used to have an embarrassing thing happen: when they killed the opponent, he’ d
exteriorize and zap them and pester them afterwards. As mechanical knowledge increased, spiritual
awareness decreased; people thought this was progress, despite the increase in amount of madness. If
there' s no spiritual liability to destroying other people and their possessions, one would expect crime
to become more prevaent, and so it does.

5506C06 ASM C-15 What Scientology is Doing

We need a better social order. When an organization saysit’s above reproach or an individual claims
he' s untouchable, chaos ensues. The control and direction of man depends upon the good will and
good state of man, not upon iron bars, cells, shock machines. A society is as sick asit has sick
members. The way to make a society well, however, isn't just to cure the sick only. If the members
of the society were sufficiently well, they’d have no problem pulling the fallen out of the mud. This
depends on the condition of man, not on afew specialists. When it becomes a specialty, man is dead,
because the best of man comes into being when he can aid his needy fellows. When men are made to
feel they have no right to assist their fellows, the society issick.

In creating an organization, LRH doesn’t want to merely replace one despotic system with another
one, using the existing comm lines: Thisis what happensin arevolution. No nation is ever
overthrown; they are just substituted for. If scientology did this, they could probably create an
organization powerful enough to overrun all in its path. But then this would just have to be
overthrown.
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Scientology possesses great potential for good or evil, depending on how it isrelayed. Poorly
relayed, used just for gain, it could be very destructive. LRH has already had three offers by persons
in places of power to hand over agreat deal of information and stop talking.

Helping the insane is usually an effort to reverse whatever self-determinism they have left. A person
who is psychotic has at one time decided to die; he has not subsequently decided to live. They
abandon the body, unable to let go and unwilling to reassume responsibility. The longer you stop a
being that wants to die from dying, the worse off he gets. The truly insane should not have therapy,
but space, sunlight, minimal restraints, quiet, food. This givestheindividual a chance to change his
mind and decide to live again. Exhaustion and insanity are almost synonymous. A person who is
sane, who wants to live, who is willing to take responsibility for doing something about his
condition, can be in much worse shape than an insane person, but he will be auditable and will get
better because he wantsto live. Insanity is adeath wish of great magnitude; sanity returns when a
person decidesto live.

Psychosomatic illness is overrated, being universally present as unwanted sensation or absence of
sensation; it’snot illness. It comes about when someone is called upon to prove something and fails.
Some processes for this:

1. What have you got that would proveit? (not about anything specific) or

1.a. What will (disability) get you into? b. What will (disability) get you out of ?

then, when flat:

2. What can you prove with it? [the disability].

Here we run into the computation that any sensation is better than no sensation and that he should
have something to get sympathy and avoid guilt. But the thetan is to be able to invent awhole new
category of ills before he'll give up one he'sgot. [Hence, “Invent something worse than (illness).”]
Death was invented on the whole track as a substitute for insanity, which was being so irresponsible
that punishment was pointless. You could get anyone to change his mind about wanting to dieif you
could get into comm with him.

“1 want you to come into possession of all that you know, and | want you to use that knowledge with

security. And any mission | have here on this planet at thistime will be successful at that time when
what | have just said has been accomplished.”

5510C03 4LACC-1 The Fundamentals of Scientology. The Rudiments of Auditing
(Part One)

While Book One has a place close to the top in scientology, the most fundamental fundamental was
invented later. It appears on page 23 of the Ability issue called The HCA Manual:

The rudiments:

1. Awareness of the auditor, that an auditing room is present, and that a session isin progress.
2. Two way comm on a casual basis.

3. Ddlivery of the question

4. The comm lag

5. The acknowledgment

6. Duplication of the exact question by the auditor.

In order to make any auditing work, these fundamentals must be observed. If the session is not
precisely conducted, the processes can fail to work. This even explains why one might not have a
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practice: if the public couldn’t find the auditor, there would be no practice. This also explains one
difficulty in auditing one’s parents. you need awareness of an auditor, not achild. To start the
session, the PC must first find out he's a PC, and he must find the auditor. In the auditing situation,
students must learn to assume the beingness of auditors and PCs, not students. If you exist as a
auditor, there will be PC’s; this depends upon an ability to be. The relationship between auditor and
PC isnot so much one of atitude as one of ARC; you must keep the R in. When you are auditing an
auditor, for instance, it doesn’t inspire confidence to have to stop and ook up the process.

(There’' s aprocess that makes a PC into a PC: “What are you doing?’ run until he cognites he's being
audited.)

A PC goes out of comm with an auditor before he observes that there’'s something wrong with the
session, like a code break. An auditor’s code break only occurs when the PC thinks the auditor has
bad intentions, and where the auditor does not repair the out comm with alittle two way comm. The
auditor may, if the out ARC is severe, have to use another process on alower gradient until ARC is
restored.

A gradient scale in auditing need not take along time for each type of processing. For instance, to get
the PC to remedy havingness need not take 5 hours; if you stay in two way comm and see what is
really happening when the PC throws away mockups so asto really get rid of them, this could take
only 6 to 8 minutes, if you've actually got an auditor and a PC.

Y ou must continually be aware of these rudiments, since the PC can stop being a PC at any time.
Then two way comm gives out. Whenever two way comm gives out, the session stops, as far as the
PC isconcerned. What startsthis istoo little two way comm and too little acknowledgment in the first
place. The PC will get stuck on the time track at the point where he has not been acknowledged, and
the session at that point isin fact over; it'sal now in the past for the PC. When he gets restuck later
on in session, he'll blow, or threaten to. Sometimes this can be handled merely by the auditor’s
starting all over with the session, thus subtly calling the PC’s attention to the fact that he’sin a
session. A PC may blow 28 minutes after failure to ack.

The auditor must learn to differentiate between a PC’s dropped willingness and an increased comm
lag. Where willingnessis not there, no auditing can occur. The only thing there in thefirst placeisa
willingness to play the game. Nationstopple if they forget this fact. Willingnessto work, if taxed
too heavily, can become awillingness to succumb. A whip extracts the last atoms of willingness, but
this can easily be turned around.

“The only thing that any nation can tax, that any group can exist on, is the willingness to play the
game: to do, to survive, to continue.” If you decrease a PC’s willingness to play the game of
auditing, you can hardly expect to increase his willingness to play the game of life. He must always
audit better than he can live, or he’ll never live better than he can be audited. In session he should
observably be getting brighter and more alert. PC’'s aways sag abit when session is over, so don’t
be disappointed when life seems harder than the session.

Helpful hints: Y ou must duplicate the question time and time again, without killing the PC’s
willingness to answer it. This can be done by adding some dunnage, but don’t vary the question.
The dunnage consists of casual two-way communication before and after the question.

“Two-way comm islight, ... airy.... It haslifein it and can be terribly casual and fantastically
therapeutic.”

“To remedy havingnessis to remedy the need to have.”

Regret isrunning the time track backwards.

5510C03 4LACC-2 The Fundamentals of Scientology -- The Rudiments of Auditing
(Part 2)

Here are the reasons why the human mind has not been solved:

1.1 don’t know.
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2. No idea.

To know about something, is necessary to not-know it first. Thiswas an incomprehensibility to
philosophers of all ages. To understand the source of ideas, you had to understand “no idea”. One
has to be able to not-know something in order to know something about it. Dialectical Materiaismis
a dramatization of “no idea’. “Noidea’ is aworkable concept, but aslong as the Dialectical
Materialists are only dramatizing it and don’t know it, it is unworkable. Dialectical Materialism says
that all new ideas are the result of two old forces. Hence no idea can be really new. So thereisno
possibility of getting anew idea. If someone dramatizes something, as with the Dialectical
Materialists, it must have existed earlier as a postulate that went solid. Things begin with a
consideration and end with a solidity, e.g. a dramatization or asolid reality. So anideaissenior to all
matter and conditions. Above that isthe thetan in his native state. If athetan wishes to return to his
native state, he often bunglesit by assuming that heisin native state, when heis actually in very bad
shape. Thisleadstotheidiocy that everything that istrue of athetan’s native state is what continues
to be dramatized, clear down to the bottom of the barrel, and that every aberration is areflection of
native state and the first and second postulate theory [Axioms 36 and 37].

Native state is having no idea. The thetan knows all about al. He has no ideas, because he has all the
ideas there are. Now he saysthat he will have anidea. Here, we get Axiom 36: the first postulate
givesthe second postulate power. So the thetan in native state knows all. He then makes a first
postulate: that he has no idea. From here, as per Axiom 36, he can make the second postulate: that he
can have anidea. Thisisan harmonic on native state, but it is alter-ised, so it persists and we get
time. Theforceof having anideais the statement that he didn’t have an idea before. Anidea isa
barrier, a stop on the track. Even amanic ideaor awin can beastop. So we get:

0. Native State: The thetan knows all but has no specific idea.

1. First Postulate: No idea. | don’t know.

2. Second postulate: A specificidea. Thisisan harmonic on Native State: “I know something.”
3. Third Postulate: Forget.

4. Fourth Postulate: Remember.

For thefirst timein the history of mankind it has become safe for man to know something. It was not
safe before because you' d stick to it, because every mystery could then pull you into it. The more you
knew about it, the more you were enveloped by it. This gives the manifestations of athetan’s
blackness, dropped havingness, illness, etc. Things known on asecond postulate basis are solid and
persist. Studying anything will produce this phenomenon. Scientology has been a safe subject
because it has progressed toward simplicity and has never pretended to contain all knowledge.
There’s a limited amount of knowingness and unknowingness available. What gets scarceis
unknowingness. We let “unknow” go on an automatic basis, we don’'t take responsibility for it [so it
gets pulled in on an unknowing basis.] You d never get into trouble in processing if you kept on
supplying lots of no-idea instead of using old no-ideas. When you keep on using old no-ideas to get
new ideas, [eventually] the new ideas jam into the existing no-ideas which have become so precious
that we interiorize into them. Here, we' ve ignored the first postulate which provided the power for
the second postulate. One gets stuck in dramatizing no-idea and loses the volitiona ability to postulate
an ideainto existence. People who get stuck in “know about” are in the second postulate. If they
exteriorize, it’ sinto the blackness of the third postulate, which is the harmonic of the first, not-is-ing
the knowingness; thus: “1I’ve forgotten it. “ The fourth postulate is“remember”: an alter-isness of a
not-isness. Thisis getting to be very persistent stuff. From this sequence, we get most solidities and
spaces, except for directly postulated solids and spaces. [Perhaps the fifth postulate would be
“occlude’ ]

All you need to get space is lookingness, which is a dramatization of knowing. Inlookingness, space
ison an automaticity. That’s why space continuesto exist. This automatic space, because it’s
automatic, tendsto fold up on people, producing condensed spaces and figure-figure at lower levels.

The above was discovered by the fact of the relative effectiveness of running “something you
wouldn’t mind forgetting” compared with the bogginess of “Something you wouldn’t mind
remembering.” Not-knowingness evidently isthe only solution to prevent interiorization into bodies
of knowledge or solid objects. Per Axiom 36, if you take out the first postulate, you can knock out
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the second one. For instance, “Y ou realize that over there there’sabus running.” It doesn’t affect
you, doesit? Until you knew there was abus over there, and then you probably got a picture of it or
something. Get the trick? Probably a counter-trick would be saying, “1 don’t know what’s standing
right here,” inventing something to stand here, then remembering you said you didn’t know what was
there. So there’ s automatic “1 don’t know” before the knowingness. Running an “I don’t know”
process for two hours gives more gain than 50 hours of “1 know”.

The unworkability of “remember” processes shows that psychoanalysis never gave stable gains. It
gives solid ridges if you keep remembering. You can as-isit by having him recall all the times he
remembered, or better still, use forgetting to dissolve the ridge.

Take any troublesome engram, ask the PC what he doesn’t know about it, and it will blow in minutes.
It upsets the PC to have him make a perfect duplicate. But thisway only causes fogginessif you
don’'t acknowledge well and stay in two way comm. This also solves the case with the stuck picture.
It's also safe to use

“What don’t you know about it?”  on chronic somatics.

Not-knowingness is not the goal of humanity or scientology; it’s just the barrier that has to be
crossed.
5510C08 LPLS-1 The Goals of Dianetics and Scientology

Hubbard concluded that the problem of the mind was soluble in 1938. At thistime, the USSR offered
him $100,000 and a lab outside of Moscow, for his manuscripts. [Later, the Russians stole the
manuscript for DMSMH.]

Structure can only modify the mind, but the mind monitors structure.

Sometimes one decides to die, then changes his mind without unmaking the first decision. This can
produce chronic somaticsif the person’s decision to die gets restimulated. He won'’t be conscious of
thefirst decision at this point; he thinks he wantsto live, but has to do some irrational thing, like bea
professional invalid. [Succumb postulate?] The basic datum isthe Q and A of survive/destroy, neither
fully decided. When one gets audited and decides to survive, hisQ can go up and he can become
happy and able.

It's mathematically impossible that accidents could account for evolution. Darwinian theory suggests
that there isreincarnation, although it doesn’t state this.

5702C28 17ACC-4 The Parts of Man

One can get so wound up in the significance of the study of man that one gets an ideathat the subject
has a breadth exceeding human understanding -- which it did for 50,000 years, because people
couldn’t tolerate that much simplicity.

The thetan can’t be perceived or measured because it’ s the source of perception and measuring. But
an individual can exteriorize and experience being athetan. Not being able to perceive other thetans,
it'seasy tofeel likethe only one. Now, for the first time, by various manifestations and by reason of
what we know, we can observe this in others. There are many ways of experiencing the idea of
someone el se exteriorizing: in thefirst place, voice tones change. Another thing he'sliableto doisto
pull his head back into his neck. He’s liable to do various things, all of which manifest
exteriorization. He' sliableto say alot of things, none of which manifest exteriorization but a sort of
mystic, buttered-all-over-the-universe. The thetan who is over there, ain't.

Exteriorization is not a stable fact. It isthe phenomenon of being in a position or space dependent
only on one’s consideration, able to view from that space the body and the room asit is. One can
view or control the body from adistance. If one has trouble controlling the body from close up, he
won't get out of his head, because he for sure can’t control it at a distance. “Therefore, it’s only
necessary for you to assume the abilities of controlling something from a distance to be able to
exteriorize willingly, since al willingness to exteriorize is merely suppressed by this factor of control.
“One of the early methods of exteriorizing someone was getting him to change his considerations by
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running him on, “1 can control thisbody. | cannot control this body.” People who have never been
out of their headswill go out on that one.

“The task in scientology today, however, is not getting people out of their heads. You could
exteriorize yourself ssmply by grabbing your head with your two hands and keeping your head from
going away.” Or you could grab your head and your knees and keep each alternatively from going
away, shifting attention so you won't get too fixated. How good your perception would be is
another question -- it's a matter of your willingnesstoo. If you can’t see your body, there is a scarcity
of bodies. If you can’t see the universe, thereisascarcity of universes. “Any phenomenon which
occurs beyond the point of willingness to be out of the head or control the body from a distance is
regulated by the scarcity and abundance of bodies and universes.” The earliest trick still works: “Try
not to be three feet back of your head.” About 50% will go out on, “Be three feet back of your head,”
because they have been other-determined alot.

Vision depends on scarcity and abundance. Experience depends on willingness to experience, which
is monitored by the amount of things available to experience. A culture is a composite of things of
which thereis neither too much nor too little. E.g. we have alot (but not too many) automobiles
because they can bereal. Mow this country is approaching an India-like idea of human beings: the
ideathat there are too many of them. In afrontier society there are too few. Asyou get too many
people, they tend to become invisible. On afrontier, until there are almost enough people, they
dramatize getting rid of people. In between, you can have a progressive society, and the U.S. was
such a society with 25 to 100 million people. Now there are too many people to observe them all.
Even important people get overlooked.

A person could just go out of his head without outside help if he has space and universe to get out
into. He must not have a scarcity of spacesas aresult of being out of comm with them. Hisidea of
scarcity of spaces depends on hiswillingnessto view them. The auditor must get him to recognize
the is-ness of the room around him. Hisidea that rooms are scarce or too numerous gives him the
ideathat he can’t seethisroom. Likewise, if he hastoo few bodies, he will be unwilling to get out of
theone he’'sin. It isthe same with an overabundance of bodies. So remedying his havingness on
the body heisinis necessary for stable exteriorization.

A scarcity of experience brings about a retention of the mental image pictures. So the mind gets
overcrowded or goes black. The pictures can even penetrate the blackness, producing the wide-open
case wherethemind isin control of the thetan. Thisis acondition of overwhelm, not health. When
the thetan obeys the records of the mind, we have behavior patterns, etc. The mind is the record, but
the thetan isthe needle. A scarcity of experience causes a manufacture of pictures. People that play
their minds closer in haven’'t been living an exciting enough life.

The workings of this mechanism depend on association and differentiation, or identification and
differentiation. When the reactive mind can exert its influence on a person better than the thetan
himself, he has become too associative to conceive differences He can disassociate on an inverted
level, where he differentiates incorrectly. He gets misidentification and disassociation when insane.
When the mind is working optimally, it never identifies, but only conceives asimilarity. Lack of
objects, incidents, and experience causes the mind to identify, rather than associating. Itisnot stress
or overwork that causesthis. That iswhy problems of comparable magnitude or “Mock up something
to confront,” will work, relieve somatics, etc.

Things that happen to you are automatic, in that you all too of ten have no say in their occurrence.
When you run problems of comparable magnitude, you not only measure up incident and add incident
to the bank, but you also take over the automaticity of shocking incidents that occurred to you. When
you have gone al the way up the line, theidea of “too few” becomestheidea of, “I didn't doit.” Then
thisruns out, and it all becomes a pan-determinism of incidents, where you become convinced you
can create incidents and lose scarcity of incidents. InaTV screen world, you' re apt to bein trouble.
The TV pictures are patterns of light and shadows, a restimulative mechanism to shove your bank
around and give you again some segment of that which you’ ve already experienced.

It can only give you experience you've already (if distantly) had. People will refuse to read about
certain periods in history because of experience in those periods. A thetan will refuse to look at
certain parts of his past and the bank, but they can be gotten at if necessary. Only people who have
had heavy problemsin apast life refuse to look at it, but if they had no scarcity of horrible incidents,
they could confront them better.
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The restimulated incident is held in place for two reasons. It was automatic, i.e. the PC left large
sections of it done by somebody else, plus there wasn’t enough of it. Those incidents that are most
scarce tend to stick hardest. Anything that stands by itself doesn’'t get aterminal against which to
discharge and fly apart.

Any old incident could react physiologically against the PC if the auditor wanted to restimulate it fully,
not letting the PC ever be a cause on it, evaluating it, invalidating, etc. Y ou should know how to do
this, as long as doing something bad to PCs doesn’t become a habit with you. [Cf. Gestalt,
encounter, and primal scream therapies that cause an effect.]

So the mind is a mechanism for overcoming the lack of incident and experience in present time by
storing pictures of the past. If you restore the PC’s ability to make the pictures solid, you've really
done something. He has some optimum randomity that would be the right amount of pictures. So
you have to change hisidea of how much motion he needs before you can change the PC. Thisis
done with scarcity and abundance, i.e. havingness.

The body is a solid appendage that makes a person recognizable. The mind modifies the body, which
isamockup. To change abody, you have to change mental structure and also the thetan’ s willingness
to haveitinits present condition. The body surrendersfirst to its own electronic structure, i.e. the
anchor points. It issolid only within these spaces and will aberrate its shape in their absence. So the
easiest way to modify the body isto put the thetan into awillingness to handle anchor points, then
remedy scarcity and abundance of anchor points, and put the actual anchor pointsin optimal position.
Mental image pictures also influence the body by influencing the anchor points. A facsimile imposes
itself by magnetic fields and currents upon the anchor point system, causing the body to change shape
and size. The anchor points are golden balls. If aperson isin good shape, he'll have his wing
anchor points out about 75 feet. Y ou can hold one -- pull it out of line, and the person will walk in a
circle. Tofix abroken arm, you haveto remedy the havingness of the messed up anchor points. You
could band an arm in the wrong place by moving its anchor points.

To influence the mind by influencing the body is only possible by influencing the havingness of a
thetan. Y ou can only influence athetan in thisway to the degree that it influences abundance’ s and
scarcitiesof bodies. If you keep on taking things away from people, they’ |l eventually die of loss of
havingness. The being livesin a universe which is another monitoring influence on the mind and
body -- not necessarily on the being. When an incident happens to a person’s body, he makes a
picture of it and uses it when asimilar situation occurs. He also uses it when he has a scarcity of
incidents. The thetan’s ability doesn’t change; only his willingness to live increases or decreases in
direct ratio to the scarcity or abundance of thingsin which they are interested. These scarcities and
abundance’ s influence them and their culture. The curefor it isto put theindividual in communication
with the isness of asituation or object and let him reacquaint himself with that. Heisthen able to
conceive himself able to experience new experiences, viewing something directly, etc., and so hislife
can berighted.

We can adjust a person’s havingness, his ability to conceive of anisness and communicate with it, by
adjusting the number or scarcity of things.

5707C15 18ACC-1 What is Scientology

Scientology is aimed at a total know. Since no other “know” istotal, it is hard to describe
scientology, since there is no other datum of comparable magnitude. Only one other organization of
knowledge on earth has had a similar goal: Buddhism. It squirreled when it went into Tibet as
Lamaism. But there was no faith in Buddhism. It was analytical. The best refuge to take, when
asked what scientology is, would be a refuge into incomprehensibility, by saying that it is
epistemology. Buddhism and scientology both try to select out the importance’s of life and fill Man's
void of knowledge with accurate observation. Buddha could be called thefirst scientist. “Authority
has nothing to do with knowledge. Thosethings| tell you are true, are not true because | tell you they
aretrue. Andif anything | tell you, or have ever told you, is discovered to differ from the individual
observation, be it agood observation, then it isn’t true.”

We have certain positive procedures. Asvauable asthey are, if they incline usto lock at them, not at
what they help usto look at; if they lead usto believe that they are athing, not a means to doing
another thing, we will be in the same blind condition as present-day religions and social sciences, and
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we will have to rediscover our blindness on the way up. Wherever we develop an area of special
knowledge, such as TR’s and processes, we must understand that they are a means to an end, not an
end in themselves. Someone who forgot what TR’s were could, in theory, do them all beautifully but
be unable to use them in session, because he had forgotten what they were for: to create the proper
communication atmosphere for the session.

There is an enormous wonderland below blindness. This keeps people from seeing their blindness.
Using Alicein Wonderland in TR’ sisajoke based on thisimagined knowledge. The wonderland is
the dispersal that results from the individual’s reaction to being kicked in the teeth when he looks at
something. Hewon’t look again. Eventually he decides not to look at anything. But if he catches
sight of something, he will go on avia and look at something else instead. Thisis how the
wonderland of the social sciences was created. Someone couldn’t confront Man, so he turned around
and created a myth about Man. He must have been blind never to have noticed exteriorization or to
have recorded the existence of the phenomenon somewhere. A thetan has the ability to create form, to
create universes. When the ability dims out, when heisnot doing it very intelligently, he begins to
seethingsinthe universethat he doesn’t want to look at. Then he disperses and combines his ability
to create and to not-is. The universe he then builds is below the level of the universe heisin. You
have to bring him up North for him to discover that heisin atrap.

5707C17 18ACC-3 Theory and Definitions of Auditing

The PC islessthan or equal to the bank and the auditor islessthan or equal to the bank, but the PC +
auditor is greater than the bank. A person cannot audit himself because the basic ingredient of all
auditing is communication, and a person cannot really talk to himself, especially in P.T., because
talking to oneself puts half the cycle out of PT. Someone could mock up acircuit that talks back or
assume a valence that feeds the past back to him, where he thinks something is feeding him an effect
from the past or talking to him. When a person self-audits, he uses these circuitsto feed stuff back to
him; it gets him nowhere. The best he could do would beto handle a mental image picture which was
seeking to handle him, or to handle the environment.

The only thingsin the bank that give the PC trouble are the moments he didn’t handle, the worst
moments. When he gets pictures of these moments, he tends to go out of control and backs off or
boils off. An auditor would acknowledge; get him to confront it. Only communication got him into
his mess; only communication can get him out. Therefore, there has to be another terminal for him to
communicate to.

In 1952, we got scientology, a different approach to the problem of the bank. Instead of erasing the
bank, we put the person himself in good enough condition, so that he can handle anything. That’'sa
real clear, not someone with ablank bank. The things that are right with a person are the things that
are wrong with the person. What iswrong with abeing is what the being can do, and what the being
is. Any scalein scientology could be drawn asa “V”-actualy as aflare [exponential, perhaps?):

Distance tolerance is the key to the affinity scales. Distance narrows asa person gets into worse
condition. He has to be closer and closer to thingsto know they are real. High on the scale,
tremendous distances can be tolerated; herethereisalso lots of trust. At the bottom, no distanceis
tolerable. A person’sability to handle things depends on his ability to handle distance; he interiorizes
into those things that he can’t trust, until he is the thing he distrusts. A person can control at a
distance with comm; as control diminishes, he loses reach, can’t project intention, can’t trust, etc.
Tone goes down with competence going down. Auditing is an expansion of distance. A PC starts
with inverted distance (trying to escape), or with close distance (solid comm line, asin CCH-1).
However, running away from thingstendsto make them stay with them. A body of soldiers running
away from the enemy goes to pieces. They don’t reform, regroup; can’'t sustain discipline. When
you run away, part of you stays there. Also, when running away, or being unable to tolerate
proximity, a being has no concept of distance: there’s “no place to hide. “Anyhow, the part that stay
thereisthe M.I.P. If one can’t occupy some part of the universe, the only recourse is dispersal,
which closes actua distance. [The thetan never gives up.] Running, “What part of that incident could
you confront?’ loosens it up; unsticks the person fromit. People never have trouble with situations
they have confronted, only with those from which they ran away. Thisisan example of “That which
you resist, you become.” The sub-zero tone scale shows the distance going inverted asonetriesto
run.
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One thing establishes distance: communication. But it hasto be real communication, not inval and
eval. It hasto be to the person. Spaceisa viewpoint of dimension, i.e. lookingness, i.e.
communication. Communication can have aclosure factor if it isjust looking; but two thetansin real
two way communication can hold their distance and go upscale. If you find that when two people
talk, the longer they talk, the closer they get smashed together, then one of them isn’t communicating.

When people don’'t know what something is, they have trouble communicating with it.

When someone tries to communicate with the bank, it kicks back and thus gives the thetan the idea
that he is punished for communicating. But his facsimilesaren’t real. In dianetics, we thought a
person somehow took and stored all these pictures. But there is not really a mechanism, like the file
clerk, of taking and storing these pictures. No. The object is still there, grown thin. That’s a picture!
Every consecutive moment of the universe from its beginning until now is potentially as solid as it
wasthen. Theonly reasonitisn’'t assolidisthat you don’t to confront it, so you thinned it down.
The only serious reactive pictures are the “thinnies’ one made before or as one way from something
unconfrontable. This sounds complex, but it's only a problem in change of space. You don’t carry
the pictures. You left a viewpoint there when you didn’t totally confront something, and it is still
looking. All you need to do is to get someone to be willing to confront old universes he wouldn’t
confront before, and you will have aclear.

Summary: Auditing isto raise the ability of another person so that he can handle the bank, the body,
others, etc. It isacommunication process.

5901C22 21ACC-1 How a Process Works

“[The auditor] has to find out what the PC did with the auditing command and what he did when he
executed the command.

In the absence of communication, nothing ever happens, which iswhy people who are out the bottom
don’t communicate, hoping to be safe. This doesn’t work if you are trying to do other things. You
must get the process communicated across to the PC and you must get the PC to communicate.

The first thing to know about pictures is that anything the PC islooking at is apicture. A bank
doesn’t do anything except be there, and whatever strange thing is happening in the bank is a picture
of whatever strange thing is happening in the bank. That’s all you have to know to unocclude an
occluded case. Black fives ook sane sometimes, because they haven’t got anything to dramatize
except looking at blackness -- not that they wouldn’'t dramatize if they were looking at something el se.

When a PC is stuck in too heavy apicture, it isimpossible to turn on other pictures on thetrack. The
basic process for occlusion is, “Come up to present time.” If that doesn’t work, there are seven other
processes.

1. There are several things a person can do with pictures. He may use not-isness to make them
disappear as soon as they show up. Other obsessive doingnesses can be used to get rid of one’s
pictures (a“solution” to pictures). This case can be approached using O/W Selected people, because
if he' s not-ising pictures, he's not-ising people too. In so doing, he finds himself surrounded by
“ghosts’. First run, “What have you done to [withheld from?] ?’, using the person you've
sel ected.

2. Then run general O/W to catch some more of the automaticity of this outflow.

3. ARC break straightwire is used to knock out the cause of not-isness. “All locks on the Rock are
ARC breaks.”

4. Next, we would use not-is straightwire (Recall atime you thought something was unimportant;
Recall a time someone else thought something was important). If you run it reverse-wise, it takes
away the PC’ s havingness and spins him in. Thisworks on not-ising other’s importance’s. [l.e. it
as-ises timeshedid this]

5. Factual havingness (also called “third rail”), the “vanish” command of this. Thisalso handles not-
isness.
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6. “What can you confront?’: This because at this stage, the person doesn’t wipe something out
before helooks at it.

7. “You make a mockup for which you can be totally responsible.” Thisis atop of the line process.
Any of these processes turn on pictures. These processes, plus CCH’ s handle all occluded cases.

5911C26 IMACC-27 The Constancy and Fundamentals of Dianetics and Scientology

“What could you confront?” is one of the first principles of dianetics, as expounded in 1938.
Foreshadowing of the 1952 principle of dichotomiesis in the 1950 treatment of survive-succumb. As
far as the thetan is concerned, surviving is bound up with confronting, in that “if something is
surviving, he can confront it; if it doesn’t survive, he can’t confront it. And sometimes something
survives too damn well, and he sits there confronting it for thousands of years saying, ‘| am a black

You're right in the middle of the cycle of action. The dynamic principle of existence of scientology is
Create! Thisisthe common denominator of all thetans, even if they don’'t know it. Create + counter-
creation = destruction. Survive is a continuous confronting. “Your license to surviveisalicense to
confront. You have the right to look at the environment in which you are, and if you don’t survive,
you don’t have the right, and if someone destroys your possessions, so you can’t confront them, so
they’re not surviving, so you feel you're not surviving.”

Theword, “survive” can’t be translated smoothly into several languages. “Suicidal races’ like the
Russians and the Japanese have such languages. They do confront, however. Confronting isthe
action; survive is the state of mind, so confront gives an action process. Y ou can run confront on
small children as, “What would you liketo look at?” It’ s better to run the action.

“Kids are always trying to make people confront things -- showing you things.” Y ou can run the
process nonverbally. Just point questioningly. This lets you out of the symbol band nicely.

The communication process kicksin Axiom 10; it vividly takes in cause and effect. 1t'sbest to run an
assist with “From where could you communicate to a ?" If massis present in the room, that
helps his havingness. If he’stoo injured, you could have him look at (confront) the injured part, using
atouch assist. You could also run, “What (body part) could you confront / would you dislike
confronting?’ Y ou could also use, “From where could you confront e

Confront - not confront = Reach - withdraw = Make comm lines - break comm lines.

The confront process produces a different engram chain than the communication process.
Communication intends to produce an effect; confront |ets anything happen.

To finish off aperson’s victim button, use “What victim could you confront / would you rather not
confront?” Use “rather not” instead of “dislike” because, for instance, the phrase, “dislike
confronting” could implant the person with a dislike of confronting. Y ou could also use “What part
of avictim could you confront?’ for afurther-south case. Thesevictim processes tend to put a person
continually in awinning valence. It may throw him out of his normal valence if heis stuck
aberratedly in alosing valence, but then it eases him back into his own valence. “What could you
confront?’ runsthe PC into valence.

Probably the lowest level thinkingness process there is “Recall a communication,” or “Recall
communicating.,

On apsychoatic, it is best to mimic his orderly actions only, not his disorderly ones. Anyone who can
successfully do athinkingness processisnot apsychotic. If aperson can at least be responsible for
himself and hisown environment, heis not crazy. These people are out of the realm of psychiatry.
“Normal people’ are not sane on all dynamics and cannot be trusted with all of them.

The idea of total responsibility, as expounded in Advanced Procedures and Axioms, was not and is
not a popular one, although it formed the basis of many axioms. The idea of being irresponsible, as
in Book 1, where people were all victims, was what was popular. A person who is not responsible
on adynamic has no choice but to be a victim on that dynamic. Absolute irresponsibility -- and

28



absolute insanity -- could be defined asinability to take responsibility on any dynamic. Such aperson
would beavictimon al dynamics.

Survive -- succumb = willing to look at -- not willing to look at. It you had someone who was willing
to look at anything on all the dynamics, who could escape from looking at them if he didn’t want to,
you' d have asane man. It would have nothing to do with whether he was intelligent about it. He's
hel ping to put the dynamics there, so he has some control over them. Since he iswilling to ook, he
would be intelligent about them as well. Intelligence is non-restimulated stupidity. One can
restimulate not-knowingness by educating kids to only look at things and never to take their attention
off them. Thusyou get mystery restimulated. It'san unbalanced thing; it makes them wonder and go
into mystery. For instance, “Keep your shirt clean,” repeated at him, is the same as, “ Confront your
shirt so asto prevent something.” Thislocks him into confronting his shirt. Fixed and unfixed
attention, as mentioned in Elizabeth, New Jersey, can be run with, “What would you like to confront /
rather not confront?” Thisisnot as good as, “What could you confront?’ etc.

So the fundamentals of dianetics and scientology do not change. The only thing that changesis
relative importance's.

People believe they are obsessively separate, so they believe that if they ran this out, they would be
obsessively the same person, and we' d get obsessive togetherness, as in Communism.

But actually, obsessive togetherness comes about from aterror of the separateness that comes about
from committing overts and becoming more and more individuated. A person becomes more and
more individuated until he finds himself doing aflip and getting drawn into a mass which for him
doesn’'t exist. Soyou get a back and forth movements between these two points. Thus obsessive
individuation and obsessive togetherness are much the same thing. The world isin these conditions so
much that it’s become [almost] impossible to prove that everyoneis a separate individual. Thisis
scientology’s unsolved question: Is everyone separate or all one? We suspect that people are
separate, but there’ s no proof. Experimental attempts to prove this are obscured by the obsessive
states people arein.

6012C31 AHMC-1 The Genus of Dianetics and Scientology

The genus of scientology and dianetics wasin the 20's, when LRH was a kid in the orient, seeing all
kinds of oddities. While a George Washington University, he conducted tests and found that poetry
gives the same wavelengthsin all languages. He went to the psychology department with this
discovery, got rebuffed, and found that none of them understood the mind. He calculated that there
cannot be enough bits of information carried on the protein moleculesin the brain to store all the
memories that men have. In Austriathis got published as “ Thisis how man remembers.” LRH was
well known at the Explorers Club for his ethnological studies. 1n 1938, he got to “survival” asthe
common denominator to all races and possibly al life. At this point in his studies, he met Commissar
Golinski from Amtorg (adiplomatic trade channel with Russia). He offered LRH ajobin Pavliov’s
lab, $200,000, plus expenses for research. etc. LRH refused. “About two years later they broke
into my quarters -- or some unknown people did -- and stole the original manuscripts. | have aflimsy
copy of the research, but it’s not complete.”

In 1946 and 1947, LRH did the research that culminated in DMSMH. At this time, a high-ranking
naval officer offered him ajob with the Office of Naval Research. He wasto find waysto use his
knowledge of the mind to make people more suggestible. When he was refused, he was threatened
with being pulled back into military service. He figured out a way to resign from the service. This
was the end of a beautiful friendship with the American government. They didn’t make up their
minds that we were con men until LRH said no. Any government isinterested in how the mind
works, but against anyone that knows more about it than they do.

This has | eft us the only free organization on the earth.

6012C31 AHMC-2 The Things of Scientology

Scientology has succeeded in bringing the predictability of the natural sciences into the humanities.
Practically every natural scientist before LRH has attempted this, but none has succeeded before now.
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“There are 20 separate itemsin scientology and dianetics that are as solid as one of these test tubes.”
This has nothing to do with ivory tower figure figure. Scientology is a practical subject that has
nothing to do with anyone's beliefs.

Policing of behavior isthe rule today. It isbased on what no one knows about. People become
slavesto their ignorance of right and wrong. In such a time, one needs a practical wisdom. Whole
countries have gone by the boards because their wisdom wasn't practical. For instance, India and
China. Their “wisdom” always went with poverty and degradation. People’ swoes, difficulties, and
failures stem from their ignorance, their darkness about the mind. They had no knowledge of the
rules. The world needs a practical science, the parts of which are clearly visible. Having this, one
can see into men's hearts, know them, and live.

One of the twenty thingsisthe brain. It isashock absorber which prevents electronic currents from
injuring the beingness of the person. It haslessto do with controlling motor actions than commonly
believed. People with brain damage have had function restored with dianetics. Another of the
“things’ is the human nervous system. The nervous system also serves for warning, control, and
arrest of pain, or absorption of pain. Another couple of things are the human body and the physical
universe. Also, lock, secondary, and engram. Real things.

Another thing is the overt-motivator sequence. Itisavery low-order sequence. Thisfalls out when a
person ceases to be reactive, becauseitis based on andisaQ and A with Newton’s law of interaction
(Second Law of Motion). Itismore serious than, “If you do something to Joe, he will do something
toyou.” Itisused by people who are into abig Q and A with MEST. It justifies stockpiling A-bombs,
etc. There’'smoreto the overt-motivator sequence than Newton’'slaw. If Joe hits Bill, he will believe
he should be or has been hit by Bill and gets a somatic to proveit. So if someone doesan overt, he
will get or believe he has already gotten the motivator.

The scales and cycles of dianetics and scientology are things, not figure-figure. There'sthe cycle of
action (create, survive, and destroy, in its most crude form). It isan apparency, but demonstrable.

“The human mind is the bag of tricks the thetan invented to keep himself from getting bored to death
in this universe and has then considered too complex to understand and has gotten himself into serious
trouble with.”

6102C14 3SAACC-14 Fundamentals of Auditing (Jo’burg)

The fundamentals of auditing are designed to handle fixations and changes of attention. Attentionis
fixated or in a constant state of flux to the degree that a person is creating and counter-creating. That's
what athetan’s attention gets fixed on: the creates or the counter-creates. All other things (ruds,
havingness processes, etc.) fall into line on that understanding. The case isfixed on or fluctuating
amongst the masses and energiesit has created. the things that put them out of existence or make
them unreal are of course created by the case. The person is at war with himself. That’swhy an
“attack” processworks. It’'sacounter-create. Most cases, especially downscale, are more dedicated
to counter-creation than creation. The caseis in a state of unreality about the fact that he’'sdoing it
(mocking up things on which he is then fixing his attention). Sometimes a person may know he's
doing it or not doing it. But often thetans don’t know that they are creating what they are fighting. So
you could have alevel of processing of doingness on creating, e.g. “What wouldn’t you mind
creating / would you rather not create?’

WEe're dealing strongly with havingness these days, with success. The axiom of aberration is, “All
doingness harms self.” Doingness processes address thisfact. Y ou could ask, “What liability would
there be to doing something?’ or “What could you do which wouldn’'t be harmful to you?’ This could
fall flat because the person is doing so many more complicated things that he hasto come up to these
basics. Thisprocessistoo high for most cases.

Beingness processes are relatively easy to run. You could run an engram with, “What, in that incident
would you be willing to be?” The PC must have the ability to be something before this would be a
workable process. Some people can’'t be anything, so you have to test for this with, “Look around
here and find something you could be.”

Y ou could develop the whole rationale of processing at the level of beingness or doingness or
havingness, though they must eventually merge; all three are needed.
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If a PC doesn’t move just with elementary rudiments. no TA; no change of case, it’s probable that the
PC is withholding some big recent overt. Or the PC may have some unusual or secret goal not
imparted to the auditor, or the trouble may be abig PTP. So in going over a case on the basis of
rudiments, onetakesit easy until one finds out that the havingness scale, as you have been taught to
useit, doesn’'t move the TA. Why ask for trouble before you' ve got it? You go over the ruds pretty
well -- no wild drops, go on in search of the prehav level, find where the PC lives, get one of his
principal goals aligned, convert it into aterminal which drops as well as the goal dropped, assessthe
prehav scale with that terminal, then run anything that fitsthat level. The commands are, “What was

?" for positive and, “What failed?’ for negative. For aterminal it’s, e.g., “What
(terminal) was ?” and “What (terminal) failed to ?” or “What (terminal) was not?’
These are the all-bracket commands. They could be repeated for each level. You could run 15
brackets against the prehav scale “When has (terminal)(action)(terminal)?’ There are possibilities of
32-way brackets, but five-way is enough.

[More details on prehav running]

If aPC isn’t interested in the process, the ruds are out, asit’s an interesting process. So beat the ruds
to death. If you can’t solve it with ruds, run CCH’s. The PC needs this when he can’t control
attention and your command isn’'t reaching him, a no-effect case on whom no command has anything
to do with him, etc.: totally on automatic, etc. So use CCH’sto give them an example that control and
duplication can exist, and to increase their aertness, havingness, and effectiveness. Ten to twenty-
five hours of CCH’s must be done, with good auditor control and presence. If the auditor can’t
impinge on the PC, however, and has no auditor presence, even CCH’ swon’t work, since they
depend on impingement. LRH impinges more than most auditors because of his certainty that
something will happen and his not being scared to confront the PC. To LRH, it'sapersonal affront if
the PC isn’t moving. He can even get bad research results because even when using a process that
shouldn’t work, his postulate that the case should change and his wanting to do something for the PC
will cause the process to work. So he depends on HGC results, etc., to test processes. Just asking
the PC questions can do a tremendous amount for the PC. Don’t underestimate what auditor
presence, confidence, and interest can do.

CCH’s depend on auditor presence more than any other process. Maybe 6 percent won't get gains,
because of needing CCH’s. Therest have ruds out, if they don’t win on goals and prehav.

[More data on goals and prehav running]

The havingness processes are arranged in order of their frequency of effectiveness. A command that
works on cases that have relatively uncontrolled banks and can’'t run engramsis, “Whereis
?" Frequently a person with low havingnessisin a universe of objects that are mad at him, etc. As
you run, “What is the emotion of that (object)?’, the object goes downscale and the PC cutsin across
the bottom and goes upscale. When he’s upscale about the object, the processis flat. This
havingness process can change, when emotion disappears out of the physical universe, to “What is
the condition of that (object)?’ If the havingness process stops |oosening the needle, first check to see
if thereisan ARCB about the command, and then, if not, find a new havingness process.

Other processes. are TR-10: “Notice that (indicated object). What aren’t you putting into it?” A good
outside processis, “What is the condition of that person?’

When you get arise on a can squeeze, the PC may have heavy withholds, maybe inverted interest,
and won't lie-check. Perhaps the havingnesstest would be how much less does the needlerise in this
case. If the case ARCB’s all the time, you can run, “Who would | haveto beto audit you?’

The prehav scale running runs subjective havingness; the hav processes run objective havingness.
The objective havingness determines his havingness of the physical universe; the prehav scale
determines his havingness of the subjective universe. Y ou only run enough objective havingness to
keep the PC in PT and loosen his needle.

END OF PRE-SHSBC TAPES
THE SAINT HILL SPECIAL BRIEFING COURSE TAPES
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6105C07 SHSpec-1 E-meter Talk and Demo

SOP Goals running: Assess for all the goals the PC ever had. When all are out and no longer give a
fall on the meter, the list is complete. When the list is complete, the meter no longer registers.
Reassess the list until only one goal continuesto read. Now list all the terminals for the goa -- all the
terminals which would represent that goal -- until the meter goesflat. Null the list until only one
terminal reads (falls) on the meter.

SOP Goalsisthe entirety of data needed to clear all cases. Thisis unlike the situation earlier when
LRH would develop aregimen to handle one PC’s case, then devel op the theory which matched it.
Sometimes thiswas picked up by others and a whole school of therapy was based on it, For instance,
the dianetic tech used to handle one individud -- Altman -- later became Gestalt Therapy.

The E-meter is a tension machine: the more tense the individual, the more off-beat is the read.
Clearing is taking the tension off the meter. At the lowest level of tension, there’ s no point in doing
anything about anything; you’'ve got a dead thetan, totally incapable of influencing the machine. He
reads as a clear, but thiskind of case can still be detected because the needleistense; it doesn’t react
favorably at all; the person cannot answer to his satisfaction or yours any questions about help. The
needle also shows no reaction to anything, even akick. The sensitivity hasto be way up to get a
third of adial drop on can squeeze. The guy can be machine-motivated, feels he had “bad luck”,
doesn’t believe anything can be done, so he can get no help, etc. He'savery obvious “can’t do”
case. Doingnessisthe common denominator of the prehav scale. Someone who can’t doisn’t even
on the scale. The best case detector isthe sensitivity knob, not the TA or needle. Theworst caseis
where a person is super tense but doesn’t know it. Thisguy would be along job to sec check.

A rock am isastronger indication than afall. It showsthat you are on the chain of the first time the
person ever decided to be another valence. The theta bop is diagnostic; it has to do with leaving and
death, the thetan moving in and out like ayo-yo. It can be dial wide or small. It can be repetitive or
even, at an extreme, one cycle (thisis not very useful). “Returning” will also give you a theta bop.
The rise means the PC isn’t confronting. We used to be concerned about what stopped the rise,
which was what was producing it, or rather the PC’s non-confront of that thing caused it. Stage four
needle is an indicator of atotal no-effect case. It can be very tiny. It always hasastick at the top of
the rise, unlike the theta bop. The bottom of it isvery relaxed. It just means lousy case shape.
Sometimes, you see the needle vibrate. This means that the PC hasan alternating current ridge. 4.5
means a crowd; if he’s stuck there, he’'s afraid of people or stuck with people. Stuck at 2.5 meansa
robot, a machine. There’'s a seven on the TA dial that can’'t be read on the meter. As a person
develops responsibility (say he's a dead thetan at 2.0), he'll go down to 1.5, then “go out the bottom”
through 7 t0 6.5, 5, 4, etc., to in range.

A PC can have a consistent pattern; he can even repeat the same fall. In this case, a change of
characteristic is diagnostic. When the PC has a charged question in hislevel of reality, you get a
change of pattern.

The meter that would be used above clear would be an oscilloscope meter, an O-meter or theta meter,
which registers flows. Thisisnot comfortable to audit with. The meter has to be very sensitive.
Someone could be clear and still have “bugs’ -- because he’s still using a body. The E-meter
measures the games condition called the physical universe. Y ou need something which shades the
tiniest things from 20.0 up.

We have theoretically transcended MEST weapons. As someone goes theta clear, his tolerance of
motion is so great that he wouldn’t be hurt by a bullet. He probably couldn’t even be hit by it.

6105C12 SHSpec-2 Assessment

“You, intrying to equate arelatively simple fundamental in scientology, are of course picking up a
fundamental which sitsright in the middle of anyone’s case. And you tend to blow off alittle
confusion in trying to get ahold of it. It would be easy to teach you to run a Diesel engine, but the
data we're teaching goes straight into the middle of a reactive computation. SOP Goals does this exact
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thing, exactly reversing how the mind got aberrated.” The most hidden factors of a mind were the
things that aberrated a mind, because no one’s ever freed amind before, so they must have been the
most concealed or they would have as-ised. SOP goals undoes all the things that plowed someonein;
it consists of all the solutions a person adopted to fix all the oddball circumstances he got into, ever,
that no longer apply. Who wouldn’t want to have the kind of mind that could be happy doing
something simple? Basically, what you' re afraid of is getting bored. This happens because what you
are doing is somehow inadequate to the demands of the environment. If one’s simple game gets
invalidated, one looks for a more complicated one. This could only happen if one had invalidated
someone else already. To get kicked in the butt, you must have kicked someone in the butt and
postulated that it’s bad to get kicked in the buitt.

If the way to do a perfect assessment were put on paper, there’sahigh probability that it wouldn’t be
followed, because we're dealing with the basic stuff of which the reactive mind is composed. And on
this subject more than any other, you'll find more confusion, more silly questions. The datum
restimulates the whole confounded bank. What happens is that the guy does something which
eventually recoils on him in away which gives him anew problem. He gets his motivator and gets a
new beingness to have a new game. But he’s now not being himself, he’'s being a solution to the
problem of livingness. The solution eventually ends him up with a new problem which he solves
with some new beingness, some new game. Every time he gets overwhelmed in some game, he
shifts beingness to the new game which solves the old one. If you clear someone without clearing up
his be/do/have condition, he'll realize he has no game and he'll recreate his old condition or be bored
or worried. He'll go unclear. Hethinksit'sless dangerous to be aberrated than to have no game. If
you clear (erase) his games conditions, across the boards, he'll do this.

The essence of all games is beingness and doingness towards havingness. The problem is that they
get jammed into a can’'t have / must have situation. In a games condition, the person “has to be
something, but he can’t beit. Thereis something wrong with being what heis being, so he can’'t beiit,
and he dare not be it, and yet he must be it, and this emerges when you are auditing SOP Goals. A
game or goal is abandoned because it was invalidated too many times. A guy goesinto anew game
and valence and ends up not being himself. 1n assessment, you are backtracking these valences,
expressed as goals. Since by thistime, the PC's comm with the world is very poor, you have to
handle what’ s real to the PC, so that’s what you handle. What's odd is that there’ s only one valence
that’'s real to the PC at onetime. In life, asthe valence goes up, the PC comes down. This ends up
with a serene valence and the PC out the bottom. So the individual goes around acting psychoticin a
serenevaence. Thisisthe theetie weetie case. Asyou audit the person, the valence comes down and
the PC startstaking over handling the game and the environment on hisown determinism. Asthe PC
gets out of fixed games, he can look around and find he’'s got more games. If he's got more games,
he'll go more clear; if less, he'll go unclear. The act of finishing off clearing (doing more and more
SOP Goals) iswhat stabilizes the clear. Having to play the gameiswhat prevents one from playing
the game; one can play the game as long as one doesn’'t have to.

[Details on running of SOP Goalg|

Any goal which isto put up amockup isliable to be afalse one and is a dangerous one to audit. Itis
perishable, because the result of failureisto create a mockup, so that you get into an arts goal.
Always be suspicious of an arts goal, because there' s always the thing you can do when all elsefails,
and that’ s usually the arts. When actual masses don’t work to overwhelm the opposition, they turn to
aesthetic masses, which are closer to the thought band. If you go just alittle further with assessment,
the case will likely get into a better goals channel. Y ou can ask, “What did you want to do before you
went into the arts?” This also appliesto professionsin the thought band, like philosophy and law. A
featherweight goal denotes ahell of afailure just ahead of it.

6105C19 SHSpec-3 E-meter

When the E-meter is reading sporadically on something, chances are what you are talking about is
quite close to what it’s reading on. When you ask just the right question, it reads hard and
consistently. Y ou must then get an answer to every auditing question, or the read will persist forever.
If you don't audit the hidden standard, the PC will seem to progressin the session and then say he

didn’t make any of hisgoalsfor the session. He'll be putting aviaon every command answer to slant
it through the hidden standard. Y ou can ask the PC if there’s some goal there he hasn’t told you. It's
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necessary to getting case progressto get it out of theway. The E-meter won't be reading well either,
asit’snot the question if you don’t ask for the hidden standard.

A PC will not improve if he has withholds or undisclosed overts on his auditor or scientology. In
fact, he'll pull in motivators and get no case gain. You can’t accept help from quarters you have
overts on because it seems like betrayal, since you’' ve betrayed and the overt motivator sequenceisin
force. A person who has specialized in teaching by implant dawn the track will develop an identity
which gives themselves implants. They amount to perhaps 5% of the human race.

6105C26 SHSpec-4 On Auditing

Before you can change people, you have to increase their tolerance for change. Changeis pain,
because its fundamental is a shift of location in space. On amechanical level, changeistime. Timeis
atemperature, the hotter the faster. Thisisadiscovery in physics. It goes along with the discovery
that the speed of light is not a constant but depends on the velocity of emission, and that zero isa
variable, not an absolute zero. Time is change on amechanical level. Rate of changeis measured by
rate of change, not by time, but one pretends that it is measured by time. If you find the right
temperature, you can speed time up or make something timeless. For instance, after the atomic bomb
exploded, nothing moved for twenty minutes, not even the twenty minutes. Temperature alteration
caused this. Thereisazero. Thereis nothing, but a nothing of what? Thisisvariable.

Society at present doesn’t know that it doesn’t know. Thisis dangerous. Scientology points this out
to society, which is painful to society. The best approach to study is always to find out what you
don’t know and then to remedy the situation. One should not start out study by finding out
something new. The gradient approachis:

1. Not knowing that one doesn’t know.
2. Knowing one doesn’'t know, but not knowing what one doesn’t know.
3. Finding out what one doesn’t know.

4. Remedying the situation. The only thing wrong with one’s case is the vast area of one’s
beingnessthat one doesn’t know one doesn’t know about.

Things you do reactively produce the opposite result from what you intend.
Gradient of states of case:

1. Release. A releaseis aperson who knows he won't get any worse. He has alow state of case, but
he is better than a non-release, since he knows heisn’t there yet. On a meter, he would give awhole
dial drop on alow-sensitivity can squeeze, and the TA would be fairly near clear read. He would also
have reality on scientology as away to improve. The communication, help, and control buttonsarein
good shape. He can as-is certain things by inspection.

2. Stablerelease. Thisis atested release. He has no adverse needle reactions on help,
communication, or control. Life can still mess him up, but he will come through better.

3. MEST clear. Thisindividual has an F/N at sensitivity One and doesn’t react to routine questions.
He reads at the clear read for his sex.

4. Stableclear. ThisisaMEST clear who has run lots more SOP goals, where they start blowing by
inspection. For thisindividual, engrams have no persistence. He can erase engrams or mock them up
at will. Hishealing rateisfantastic. Thinkingness can have an effect on the bank before clear, but a
clear has more effect on the bank.

In all case states up to clear, thinkingness has a varied effect on the bank. The lower the case state,
the less effect one’' s thought has on the bank. A psycho istotal effect of the bank and can produce no
effect on the bank. Then we go up to more and more effect of person on the bank, up to no bank.

Memory trouble is withholdingness. Withholding from people resultsin withholding from self. The
PC lessens the overt and pushesit out of sight. If you increase his responsibility, he becomes aware
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of more overts. The overts“unlessen” and one starts to feel bad, for instance when you discover that
you have been committing overts against the Org that has been so niceto you. Thisiswhat happens
when you process a person towards greater responsibility without pulling withholds: the person will
cavein again. Therefore you must pull these overts and withholds and get the charge off them asthey
become available. Thisisthe rationale behind interspersing sec checks with other auditing.
Otherwise the PC becomes unwilling to make case gain and islikely to blow.

6106C01 SHSpec-5 Flattening Process and E-meter

On running a prehav level, be sure that you run the process long enough to get it to bite. When the
PC needs a high sensitivity for athird of adial drop, you may not get much TA in the first three
hours. This can happen on a sticky level at any time. Itisnot flat, or it wouldn’t read in the first
place. SoruntheTA in, thenout. If itisgetting alittle TA and never did get much, you are getting
some TA, and you want to continue to increase it.

The goal becomes less intense when you find the terminal. Thisis because the goal is the significance
that surrounds the terminal, and the PC’s attention has been yanked off the goal over to the terminal,
where it was fixed anyway. So the goal, after you have found the terminal, will read less than the
terminal. There s nothing in the goal for his attention to be fixed on, since the goal is just something
he achieved reactively to solve a problem given him by aterminal that overwhelmed him. The goal is
the tag hanging out from the bank and can be used to get in there and handle the bank. This
phenomenon of tags was first noticed in 1949 with engrams. For instance, with aboy who is always
worried about red caps, it turns out that red caps werein an engram about which he knows nothing.
Goals work the same way. The goal that won't null is the toughest one, the one attached to the
terminal that most overwhelmed the PC -- that he can till confront.

6106C02 SHSpec-6 Flows, Prehav Scale, Primary Scale

A person that has flowed in one direction too long, e.g. awriter who has written too much, a shipping
clerk who keeps shipping, etc. One day hewill want to stop. It isan electrical phenomenon. People
who are affected by gravity are affected to a degree by Newton’s Laws of Motion: action and
reaction. When athetan pushes a particle out, there’s arecoil effect. The law really only appliesto
masses of comparable magnitude. The stuck flow occurs when one neglects the return flows oneisin
fact receiving; onefailsto as-isit, and creates aridge from the resistance. If there’s been too much
inflow, aridge may be formed from not-ised out-pushes. Newton’s second law is thus the reason for
solidification of flows. The facsimiles of back pushes are neglected. Therefore they stick. The stuck
flow isreacted to with unconsciousness, which is dope-off.

If you have someone run a flow in one direction (in mockup), he can either get afield in front of his
face going black, or an avalanche will be triggered where all the “things’ come at him at once, or a
reverse flow avalanche, an avalanche of resistance, an inversion. A flow too long in one direction
produces areverse flow, not just astuck flow. Thisreverseflow is:

1. Not as-ised, because not noticed.

2. Resisted. [Then you get aflow in the original direction, but on aninversion.]

On running O/W, we can only do this when the PC is below the ability to tolerate change. O/W is
reach and withdraw, but only from one terminal, and it doesn’t account for al the possible motions.
Aslong as theindividual is below change, O/W only runs well on F-2 (See “O/W -- a Limited
Theory” HCOB 5Jan61). O/W is 100% effective below change but not effective aboveit. [Cf. the
later order of the grades.] Below the level of tolerating change, the individua’sinflow and outflow get
locked up, and change produces ridges on various flow lines. Therefore, the person isindividuated,
can’'t change his viewpoint. Resisting change, he gets left on some individuated point of the bracket.
[E.g. he hasastuck outflow, so he can’t relate to people.] If he was so bad off asto be psycho, he'd
maybe get upset with flow three, and maybe get up to obsessive cause. If oneisfluid on change, and
doesn’t resist it, hewon't resist the flows and therefore, he won’t create the ridge. When he sets up
Newton’s Second Law of Motion, he knows there’ Il be a consequence of every thing he does, so he
knows better than to cause or experience much. The consequences of change is change; when he
can't stand change, he'll go into O/W. That’s why running brackets is a safety factor. When aridge
isset up, it has to be taken apart on both sides alternately. If a person goes unconscious on running a
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bracket, it may be that one flow is overloaded, or maybe heisn’t really doing one leg of the bracket.
So you have to check and see about that by asking once on each leg, “Did you answer that to your
satisfaction?” The flow three on bracketsisto handle his dispersal.

In connection with stuck flows, the concept of God isinteresting. What kind of shape would you
think God would bein, if he’'d just been creating things and causing everything? Y ou could never
reach him or say anything to him. What kind of duress must he be under to propitiate to us all that
much? He must be quite spun in. Anyone who’s on such an obsessive cause must be practically
nuts! We should have a society for the resurrection of God. He ploughed himself in for us, so we
should help him out.

The Prehav Scale is areactive bank scale. When a person is eventually able to have, he doesn’t have
to have a bank, so the bank disappears, at the point of Have. The bank wouldn’t be there to measure
on an analytical scale. The best description of the analytical Have scale would be Axioms One and
Two. All other truths are the result of postulates, agreements, and considerations, so the scale would
depend on what a bunch of thetans agreed on. It could change.

The Prehav scaleis fixed, a*“now-I’m-supposed-to,” “Thisisit -- why we're here” scale. It'sthe
order of the value of postulatesthat are fixed and not changeable in the absence of

scientology. At some time early on the time track, this scale must have been dreamed up. Recovering
itisquiteatrick. All levels may not be there. Also some levelsrepeat in changed wording, and there
are harmonics.

6106C05 SHSpec-8 Routine One, Two and Three
An auditing result is determined by:

1. The adequacy of the tool being applied.

Modified by:

2. What auditor’ swill use.

Which is modified by:

3. What they can use.

A good process is one that can be widely applied. A good procedureisto ask an auditor what he's
had gain on himself. Let him run that until he gets reality (with training) on something else. He'll get
aresult where he himself believes he can get aresullt.

If you increase a person’s potential responsibility without letting them be responsible for what they’ ve
done, itisvicious. The personwill feel miserable, which is better than being irresponsible, but they’ ||
stop getting case gain because they feel it’s not deserved or safe. AsaPC gets processed, hisreality
level on hislife and overts comes up. That’swhy sec check reads change as the person gets new
auditing. The point of doing O/W is to bring responsibility up, but thisis only possible where thereis
some responsibility. The “dead thetan” case won't read on O/W. Hehastotal irresponsibility. But a
person can’t take responsibility for his acts unless you let him do it and communicate them.

6106C06 SHSpec-7 Routine One, Two and Three

Always check for what happened between sessionsif the PC has adifferent TA read from the end of
one to the beginning of the next session, even after just abreak. The definition of rudimentsiswhat’'s
needed to get the PC in session. They are nothing more than that. Don’t use ruds to waste auditing.
Ruds processes are weak. Let the PC as-isit by telling you about it, but don’t two way commit. If
the PC is still dramatizing something, it’stoo deep-seated for ruds anyway. If needed, you can ask in
several waysto find what itis. Thisis not the same as two way comm. Y ou can run a rudiments
processif it doesn’t clean up when he spotsiit.
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With CCH’s you are auditing out a valence end bringing the PC up. The valence will fight for
survival, you will get comm lags, etc. The CCH’sare not run in model session. You don’t pick up
ARC breaks, etc., because the person doesn’t easily blow them and can get quite involved in them.

Routine One: CCH'’s and Sec checks
Routine Two: General run of the Prehav scale, Joburg, and havingness -- all in model session.
PTP sof LD are assessed for the terminal, which is run on the Prehav scale.

Routine Three: SOP Goals assessment, assess for terminals, run flat on Prehav, with Joburgs
interspersed.

6106C07 SHSpec-9 Pointsin Assessing

The problem with communicating scientology is that there are no agreed-upon redlities ready-madein
words. If you give aperson one of these concepts and its name and definition, he will recognize the
truth of it, but it will take awhile for him to really grasp it. and he hasto get the concept first. Thisis
almost like processing. People read DMSMH and got an understanding that changed their physical
condition. But theideas of dianetics and scientology haven't been familiar to Man, so it takes awhile,
or it takes familiarity with them, to grasp them. Y ou could teach someone the principles of
scientology by teaching him the vocabulary.

Y ou've got to get the PTP of long duration off the PC’s case if he has one, before you can go on with
goals processing, because the PTP LD is more real to the PC than anything else on his case. His
attention isfixed on it. If the PC has his attention fixed on the hidden standard, you' ve practically got
acomputation right there. It has to be gotten out of the way to get case gain. It isawaysright on the
goalschain, or it wouldn’t be a PTP of long duration, so when you get it out of the way, you’ ve got
the case flying. It has been a mistake not to assess the hidden standard, finding out who had it,
when, and what. [Thisis Presession 38 -- adianetic assist. See HCOB 23Feb61 “PT Problem and
Goals’.] Or amore certain method would be to run the hidden standard with aterminals assessment
by elimination (Whose might it be? What might it be?, etc.) Thisline of questioning isinteresting,
both to the PC and casewise, because the hidden standard is the primary source of individuation for
the PC. It iswhat makes him different from everyone else. It isthe least well duplicated part of the
bank, so it will fire off asan automaticity, becauseit isthe areathat is most out of communication and
most out of control. The PC could get lots of terminals from this.

The hidden standard is a substitute for the case of the PC. It ismore real to him than any case or life
difficultiesthe PC may have. Itisaform of individuation. The PC isthe one with the earache. This
distinguishes him from others.

6106C08 SHSpec-10 Q and A Period and Ending an Intensive
[A lot of specific data about running SOP Goals.]

6106C09 SHSpec-11 Reading E-meter Reactions

Auditing latent reads is auditing the analytical mind. It isthe reactive mind that we are interested in
auditing. Thereactive mindisamind that acts without inspection on the basis of stimulus. It puts
into action solutions to problemsit fancies must exist, which may never have existed, or which
haven't existed for billions of years. Put in any part of the problem, and the reactive mind goesinto
forming the solution. A thetan istrying to survive, who has no necessity for trying to survive at all,
whichisthefirst idiocy. Sothe mind istrying to solve a nonexistent problem. Then it addresses
itself to the survival of form, the perpetuation of an existing state, which would take out all the MEST
in asensible state and “garbleize” it. Thereactive mind isthe individual’s accumulated goals for the
survival of forms. Thereason it destroysisto get something to survive. It creates to get aform to
survive. Thereactive mind isthe part of the cycle of action that will never move, because its keynote
issurvival of aform. Soit istrying to make something survive that is already dead: old bodies,
identities, etc.
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Y ou could remember it if you weren’t trying so hard to make it survive, but because of the survival
effort, when you try to remember it, you get a restimulation asif you were still in the period, because
al theimpulseto survive has been trapped and rides up to PT. All of these forms have nothing to do
with PT, but here they are. So the reactive mind has a starvation for the other parts of his old games,
e.g. the opponents, and it acts without inspection and very fast. To get aform to survive, you can’t
take timefor inspection. Thisleadsto such idiocies as people attacking their own planes or shipsin
war when they’ d gotten used to attacking enemy ones. The “safe thing to do” is not to inspect, under
battle conditions. The jam of the time, not taking time to inspect, results in no-inspection. When you
speed up thingsin the physical universe to too great a degree, on the false basisthat you are prone to
non-survival, but in the interest of keeping something surviving, you'll run into the timeless reactivity
of action without inspection.

So therefore, what you are after isinstant reads. Y our auditing target is the reactive mind, not the PC.
The only thing wrong with the PC isthe reactive mind, and there is no inspection involved there, so
he can’'t see what iswrong with him. If he could seeit, it wouldn’t be wrong. Thisisalso why the
reactive mind ismorein control of the auditor than the PC: the no-inspection factor. He can't think on
the reactive subjects; you can. So if you take hisinstructions on what to do or handle, you'll always
do the wrong things. One of the PC’s goalsisto make his reactive mind survive, so hewon't let you
near any part that should be audited. It dictatesto you that it must survive; it throws you red herrings.
“When you turn around and look; when you’re running from a [battle that you're losing], you
normally get speared. Thereforeit’ svery very bad to look at the things that are pursuing you ..., SO
you mustn’t ... so you had better prevent the auditor from ... looking at the things that are pursuing
you.

There is another obscuring element: withholdingness is the comm bridge between the PC and the
reactive mind. When awithhold comes out of the reactive mind, the PC will do what the reactive
mind tells him to do, which is to withhold it. Withholdingnessis part and parcel of survival; itis
protection of forms from attacks and destruction. It's a non-duplication too: you withhold your form
from duplicating the form of someone you've killed. This sets the mechanics going for survival: it's
actually prior to the actual idea of survival. So the PC gets into withholding thought. The
withholding of form is super-basic to all sorts of other things, e.g. individuating. The PC also
withholds his body from destruction.

When the PC gives up awithhold, he's conquered a dictate of the reactive mind by being controlled
by abeing (the auditor), rather than by his bank. Thisisthe mechanics by which he feels better when
he gets the withholds off. Because withholds add up to keeping him separated from the human race.
He can always be counted upon to dramatize the withhold when it comes up. On the meter, there’s
first atick, then afal asthe PC spotsit. The secondary action is not to get the withhold off the PC,
but to keep the PC from dramatizing his reactive bank. So we say, “What was that?” When
withholding, the PC isreactive -- heis dramatizing -- otherwise, he's talking to you analytically or at
the dictates of the reactive mind. Early in the case, auditing the PC islike auditing the light bulb to fix
the generatorsin the power plant. The E-meter helpsyou locate all the partsin the generator.

If the PC isleft with awithhold in session, he'll ARC break half an hour later. What you're trying to
do isto keep the PC from being fooled about himself. If you avoid the reactive mind, you're just
doingaQ and A with the PC.

6106C12 SHSpec-12 E-meter Actions, Errorsin Auditing

The E-meter only reacts on those things that the PC is aware of or capable of becoming responsible
for. Thisresponsibility factor becomes a reality factor, so you can audit what appears on the meter.
Things that don’t appear are beyond the PC’s zone of responsibility. Getting new reads on sec
checksisthus atest of the PC’'s advance in responsibility. If no change, thereis some gross outness
countering the auditing. Don’t get trapped by all thelittle minor errors. These gross efforts come
from the impulse to make nothing out of something, which goes back to productivity. The effort to
produce is one half of the dichotomy. All strikes are on the other half: the effort not to produce.
Many people are dedicated to non-production -- no-survival. This comes about as a reaction to a stuck
flow on “Must Survive” Many operations would go better if just left alone. Today’s “planned
balanced economies’, reminiscent of Markab, which specialized in this, generally result in
unbalanced messed up economics. Produce and Non-Produce should be on the Secondary Prehav
scale. The goal could also be “No Results’.
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Here we are talking about continually recurring gross errors, not just occasional errors. Anyone will
dothat. Don't attempt total perfection or you'll never complete or accomplish anything. People get so
tense about doing it right that they’ll never get anything done. A good exerciseto cure perfectionism
isto deliberately decide something is finished without the finishing touches. When you can do perfect
TR’s, metering, etc., you can relax and just audit with no anxiety communicating to the PC. You
must exude confidence in order to give people hope, which is afundamental necessity to making
someone well or better. Mainly, it hasto appear that you are trying to do something for the PC, not
that you are trying to be perfect.

Using instant reads, one gets at al the held down fivesin the bank; using latent reads, one is handling
all the PC’s concerns about why the fives were held down. Thisisalonger road to clear.

6106C13 SHSpec-13 Seminar -- Q and A Period

There are people with stuck valence serenity who aren’t clear, like the Buddhist definition -- no effect
types. Clearsarein fact responsive and active, volatile, alive, responsible and not that-all serene.
They want things to happen and make them happen.

Note that there is no single button one shot thought process which producesaclear. Thefellow hasto
walk out of the labyrinth the same way he got in, which is by overwhelming and being overwhelmed.
Scientology isthe first mechanism which allows someone to erase the effects of having overwhelmed
others. If there were any such one-shot process, LRH would have found it, but the fact that flows
exist defeats the single button. People have thought that “What would you be pleased to accept?’
would be aclearing process. It'sbeen run to its ragged bottom in 1954, but didn’t clear anyone. The
flows at least would stick. It could produce arapid result for afew minutes. Another rapid result-
getter is“Look around here and find something you could go out of ARC with.” It makes him feel
great for awhile, then spinshim. You could find a button for every cult. They’'re formed on a
monomania on a single button, and if you make areverse process on that button, you could make that
kind of person out of the PC. You find what the button isthat a would be monomaniac
about and run it as out of ARC with a stuck flow and the guy will become that . [Cf. EST
processing.] This has been done on the whole track. Universities do it. For instance, they tell
engineering students that engineers aren’t wanted anymore; then the student will try very hard to be a
good engineer to be wanted. In churches they use the blasphemy button to make people feel unsafe
communicating with God. This makes them religious fanatics. You can restimulate whole track
fixations selectively and produce momentary resurgencesin certain goals directions.

When a person can no longer be a beingness, he may introvert into and permanently permeate some
object or familiar thing around the old beingness. (E.g. a headsman gets hanged, then becomes the
headsman’s axe) On a case that has trouble with SOP Goals, trouble finding aterminal, be sure the
listing question is“Who or what...” to include 5th and 6th dynamic terminals.

Repeater technique is repeated inspection.

6106C14 SHSpec-14 Seminar: Withholds

Y ou don’t destroy records when you are pulling withholds, and you don’t agree with the PC to do
this. If you do, it isas much asif you were telling him you’ll withhold for him, and he won’t get
much gain.

The only liability to getting the PC to where he can’'t be influenced by the reactive mind isthat, in a
sense, you are auditing him towards a state of no-effect: total serenity, total no-effect, the way the
Lamaist did it. The individual must be able to experienceto live. Itispossibleto plough someonein
on alevel and make them look good, but not clear. Thisis education by fixation [see p. 37]. One
should be able to do anything on the Prehav scale. Repairing his ethics will eradicate hisimpulse to
do hasty things and get action on arational basis, as aresult of inspection, not based on inhibition.
Thisisanew thing on earth in human behavior.

There’ s nothing wrong, in theory, with native state processing, as practiced in 1957 and 1958 --
knowingness deteriorating by postulate to not-know, to must know, to can’t know (forget), to
remember. This processing was too simple and of too much generality to be functional. An OT
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process, “Tell me an intention that failed,” “Tell me an intention that succeeded,” would be a one-
button clear process if that could be run (since it's Axiom 10, Factor 2). But it’stoo simple to plumb
the reactive mind with. A certain level of complexity is necessary to resolve cases. The worse off a
personis, or the clearer they are, the more you need to run the secondary scale (greater complexity).
How many buttons are there? There are all the beingnesses ever, all the doingnesses ever, all the
things anyone ever had or could have. You can’t force a person to grasp reactively things which are
analytically obvious because it’s reactive and nutty. A process must have some complexity to be
effective at areactive level and some simplicity to makeit easy to administer.

If one invalidates the basic agreements and identifications of the MEST universe, MEST changes
characteristics. For instance, if you stop agreeing that water runs downhill, and challenge that, it’ll go
all gelatinous and globby.

A security check isrunning all the not-know off the case that it has run on everyone and everything
for God knows how long. You are actually running the native state cycle of sequences, not withholds
at all. Overts consist of putting not-knows into the third dynamic. For instance, someone robs a
store: the storekeeper comesin and doesn’'t know who did it or when, or when it might happen again.
[Also not-knowing where the stuff is that was taken.] Then the storekeeper runs the not-know on the
police. Now the area has a not-know that accumulates in the society, until people can’t trust each
other and can’t produce and the society is aberrated. Someone feels better when he gets off the overt
of creating ignorance. Eventually he'll realize that this overt worried people. That’s another overt.
Then, eventually, he cognites on the not-know overt, and he'll notice his memory improving, his|Q
going up, as he runs out overts of making people not-know (or be stupid, in other words).
Sometimes a case will recover totally by getting off one big overt. Auditors don’t effectively run
Presession (“What question shouldn’t | ask you?’, etc. See HCOB 15Dec60) because they aren’t
imaginative enough about all the evil in the world. It also requires the auditor to create not-knows
about the PC. It works better to give the auditor alist of mean, nasty, vicious not-knows someone
might have run on the world. Thisdoesn’t run a not-know on the auditor. Thisis the sec check.
Different sec checks should be devised for different routines. Routine three cases need whole-track
lists, otherwise, their whole track memory will get occluded. Whole track memory depends on some
kind of whole track sec check. Thisalso answers the question of why PC’ s feel better after giving up
same withholds but not others. And what isawithhold? It’'s running adon’t know or can’t know on
self or others. When the overt is on someone elsg, it givesabig resurge when it comes off.

Messing up time [by lying?] isadifferent breed of cat. It’screating, for onething. All of lifeisan
invented episode. Writing fiction is done with the intention to amuse and inform. The only not-know
initisto keep the reader from knowing the end before he gets there. The only aberrating thing about
it, for the writer, isthat it’s a creative effort, which can wind someone up in the soup [Cf. the effect
on some people of Step six.] If you tell alie to obscure your own guilt, that’ s another not-know or
false knowingness, which eventually makes the person feel that all lifeisa pretense [Cf. the
sociopath.]. Auditing then becomesjust aliterary criticism of life, as aromantic episode.

6106C15 SHSpec-15X Not-Know

There' s amechanical side and athought side of boil-off. oneis prone to worry when the PC boils
off, but it is only a matter of concern if the auditor ceases to audit because of it. The mechanical
definition of boil-off isastuck flow. A lot of stuck flows got parked on the track, and when the PC
hits them, he boils off. Most of the time, when the PC goes unconscious, if you kept giving the
auditing command, the PC would keep on doing it at about the same speed or a bit slower as when he
was awake, because the PC isn't really unconscious. If he didn’t hear you, there’ s no harm done -- it
S not an implant situation. He comesright through it. The thought definition of boil off isthat it is
the accumulated not-know the PC has run on everybody. Unconsciousness is merely the
intensification of not-knowingness. (Y ou could even run a not-know in the course of being “kind” by
not telling people that they’ re upsetting or bugging people. They will make enemieswho eventually
hit them, surprising them because no one told them they were messing people up.) Immanuel Kant
introduced not-know into philosophy with his transcendentalism. This killed philosophy until
scientology came around. The Greek philosophies amounted to this: if you couldn’t lick them,
confuse them with entertainment and philosophy. This out-creation with philosophy and
entertainment was a very effective means of conquest. Many philosophies have been mere
dramatizations of Prehav levels, relying for their force on bank agreement. By observing what people
underline in books you can see that what people go for iswhat agrees with their banks.
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One gets into this frame of mind as aresult of thinking, “ Truth is merely subjective; thereis no broad
truth.” Thisisthe philosophy of the only one [solipsism] . Also General Semantics. Then there's
Dae Carnegie's “1.1-ism”, which tries to communicate with an unreality. They run a not-know on
people by being nice, and the people sense it, too. Where areality isnot present, a not-know is
substituted for it. An unreality is created whenever you substitute an unknown for a known.
Communism does this well with theiron curtain. Or take someone who always says, “1’'m fine,”
when you ask, “How are you?’ They’re substituting a non-fact for an observable fact, giving you an
unreality that eventually makes then disappear. Curious phenomenawill occur around someone who
is doing this: they eventually do disappear. But if there’s aterrific not-know about someone, he
persists like mad. For instance, the monk, Dharma, who lived 10,000 years ago in India formed the
basis for most Indian religions, but nothing is known about him or what he said. The least-known
philosopher is someone whose name we don’'t even know. He'sinfluential in the background of Lao-
tse, Confucius, and Buddha. Heis held in place by the not-know. Thisis Dharma, who is not even
thought of now as a person, but as fate.

On apersona level, not-know shows up as boil-off. An extreme manifestation is unconsciousness; at
alesser level, it'sdeath. Not-know, at its most extreme, iswhen a person cannot go unconscious.
We call that insanity. Death isastate of beingness, not an action. Unconsciousnessis lower, well
below death. One can get knocked off and go on knowing what is happening. Insanity is where a
person cannot not-know the fifteenth substitute for reality -- a delusory state. They worry about these
things laying in wait for them. They’re in a state of combat with the unknowable. This can go on the
tone scale, on alevel of not-know, from serenity about the unknowable on down. They may seem
fairly sane at the top, but they don’t know what it isthey don’t know about and are looking for. They
get down to grief about not having found out what it isthey don’t know about. The guy will also be
utterly fixed on the track. If you know what you are unhappy or bugged about, you are not insane.
Merely wondering -- the fact that you can wonder why -- demonstrates that you are not insane.
Knowing this, one won’t be baffled about insanity, for bafflement isjust aQ and A with not-
knowingness. The reason one gets worried about the insane caseisaQ and A of trying to find out
what the case doesn’t know. What he doesn’t know isa not-know. If you can speculate about what
you don’t know, you will be OK. Y ou can introduce some sanity into someone who is spinning by
getting him to think of one person who doesn’t think he is insane, because you have introduced a
knowingness into his unknowingness. Or you could use one command, “L ook around here and find
something which isreally real to you.”

6106C16 SHSpec-16X Confront and Havingness

Havingness gets eaten up by valences and consumption circuits until the PC is clear, or nearly so.
Then it orients him and stays with him stably. As long as he has a dominant valence or dominant
machinery, havingness gets eaten up. Any gain it givesisin ten to twelve commands. Any more than
that isa waste of time. ARC straightwire does alot [for havingness] at first also. Havingness works
by shifting attention but doesn’t as-is the bank’ s masses; it just moves them around.

[Details on running Routines One and Two, and havingness and confront processes.]

If acase with alot of auditing hasn’t had significant change, the policy isthat, regardless of graph,
meter read, or anyone’s opinion, you run Routine One [CCH’s and sec checks]. Thisisthe most
rapid way to make the case change. It'sjust the effective thing to do. This prevents you from
making a mistake on the case. The only reason someone gets upset about being run on CCH’sisthat
pride enters into processing, whichisinitself asign of some nuttiness.

6106C19 SHSpec-15 Q and A Period: Auditing Slowdowns

Test for arelease: The person should not be reading weirdly on ameter; the sensitivity knob should be
down -- you should get a good drop with sensitivity zero. Y ou should get no reaction on the
guestions, “Do you think you'll get any worse? Does scientology work for you? How do you feel
about help? How do you feel about control 7’

Every time you find something in the PC struggling for survival, it isn’t the PC, because he can’'t do
anything but survive. It'savalence. Every valence fights for survival. It can be such aclever
valencethat it can fool the auditor. The Auditor’s Codeisthere so the valencewon't feel challenged,
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so it won't kick back before you can jump it. The PC gets most upset by the auditor’ s failure to
handle his case. The valence says, “See the red herring?’ If the auditor complies, the PC will get
unmanageable because he’slost confidence in the auditor’s control. The auditor needn’t apologize
for positive, certain control. That’s how to make valenceslose and PC’'s win. Kindness validates
valences, not PCs. Valences aren’t hard to handleif you are certain and let it come across. Auditing
weakly gives power to the PC’s circuits and valences; auditing with certainty validates the PC.

Instant read is within atenth of a second.

[The “death of the Ego” is the death of the valence.]

6106C20 SHSpec-16 Sec Check Questions. Mutual Rudiments

The perfect answer to any question is the exact question. When it is correctly asked, it is answered.
Say you are trying to lay out serving equipment in a hotel kitchen. When you finally spot exactly
what you're doing, you perceive that you are not arranging machinery but trying to accomplish some
exact result, like trying to get food from A to B. In asking the person who's going to use it what he
needs, you are getting a more precise phrasing of the real question you wanted to ask. When you
have all the data to define the exact question, you will have the answer.

The borderline between the Reactive Mind and the analytical mind isthe broad Savannah of “1 don’t
know.” Things get foggy on it; the PC knows something is there, but sees nothing very clearly. The
auditor’ s action in compartmenting and clarifying the question helps to pinpoint the source of fog for
the PC. [The exact answer to a problem is the exact problem, when correctly phrased, or as-ised.
Thisiswhy arepetitive look at aproblem and rephrasing of it will cause aresolution.]

We have made arecent discovery of magnitude. We've known that co-audit teams tended to make
less progress than HGC Auditing, but not why. The answer isnow known. Thefirst clue wasthe D
of P'sfinding auditors’ ruds on PC’s out even when the auditor found them in. It turns out that the
rudsweren’t out with the auditor.

It was mutual ruds of the team that were out with others but not the team. For instance, the pair agree
the PC’s family are swine, so it won't read on ruds, but someone else who isn’t in on the agreement
will find the PC’s out ruds. The meter registers on disagreements. One way to solveit is Formula
13 [failed help and O/W on terminals, alternated. See HCOB 1Dec60.], cleaning up all the people
who read, or on ruds, substituting “we” for “you”. Even CCH’s can doit.

6106C21 SHSpec-17 Seminar at Saint Hill

[Details on running Prehav 13. It’s a process which combines overt running with prehav assessment
and running of brackets, relativeto alist of charged terminals]

At upper level strata, beingnessis higher than doingness, and doingness is higher than havingness.

To do a can sgueeze, get hands relaxedly in your lap, then squeeze them gently with the hand itself,
not clear on up to the shoulders.

6106C22 SHSpec-18 Running CCH’s

Theway the CCH’sarerunis 1, 2, 3, 4 over and over and over. Itisa breach of the auditor’s code,
clause 13, to run a process beyond the point where it is producing change or to stop running one
which isproducing change. The words in the process have very little to do with the process; they’'re
run with meat and motion. They are all done by compulsion if necessary. The PC never has an
opportunity not to execute the command. The consequences of letting a PC out of doing the command
are grave. The CCH’s run out surgery, shock, etc., as the PC dramatizes. Y ou should run the
process flat, which means the PC has the same aspect for twenty minutes, no matter what the aspect
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is, and no matter how nutty or unconscious (as long as the PC is doing the command). Change
means such things as somatics, etc. It may be necessary to run CCH’sfor afew hours before they
bite. Youdon't pay attention to what the PC says; it’s what he does, though if he communicates to
you that something is happening, that’s a change. Running CCH’s permissively will also screw up
the PC; you must apply control to get communication and communication to get control.
Irresponsibility denies havingness, so sec checks also raise havingness. All O/W running, since it
raises responsibility, resultsin havingness. “Prehav” really means “prevent havingness’ scale. It
consists of those things that prevent havingness. This is gotten off in Routine 2 [see p. 34 or HCOB
5Jun61]: the fixed reactive buttons that prevent the PC from having things are gotten out of the road.
On Routine 3, the PC gets out of the road all those unrealized goals, each of which has been a defeat,
hence adenia of havingness. So havingnessisthe end product of al this.

O/W raises havingness because the individual individuates from things because he can’'t have them.
So he develops overts only on those things he can’'t have. So when you get the overts off, he can
have. If you could have the whole universe, it gives you no trouble. It’s only the things you can’t
have that you have trouble with. Next time you have a PTP, seewhat’sin it and what prevents you
from having them. Individuation from the thing, the dynamic, the universe, iswhat brings trouble,
because you get into an obsessive games condition, which adds up to -- you can’t have it and it can’t
have anything to do with you.

The CCH’s knock out individuation from the physical beingness which has been caused from the PC
to hisbody and (apparently) his body to him. That’s why they run out electric shocks, etc. Andyou
have to let him take more responsibility or he won’t improve his havingness. Y ou have to maintain
control, or you'll show him the body can’'t be controlled, so it can continue to overwhelm the PC.
Also, the PC will become practically unauditable. Misguided kindnessis all that could let you allow
the PC to control the session. It'sactually aviciousthingto do. Evenif the PCisright in his advice,
don’t follow it. He'll gain more from being run wrong, but under your control, than right under his
own. If you're going to err, err on the side of control and toughness, not sweetness and light. It’s
better to end the process wrongly on the auditor’s determinism than to end it rightly on the PC’s. If
you let the PC take control, you're very liable to get an ARC break a half hour later. Y ou may not
notice that it’s because you lost control, because of the lag. But the way to handle it isto spot the
point where you lost control and reassert it. If the auditor isin control of the session, auditing takes
place; if the auditor is not in control of the session, reactivity takes place. If you flinch from auditing,
it'sfrom those times when you didn’t control the session and came under attack as aresult.

6106C23 SHSpec-19 Q and A Period; CCH’s; Auditing

Many people don’'t see objects -- they’ ve been looking at facsimiles of the objects. When the facsimile
as-ises, thewall looks bright. Such people tend to have bad depth perception because they never see
anything. They are easily invalidated because the reason he' s making and looking at facsmilesis that
the physical universeisn’'t safe for him. The auditor beginsto bereal asthe PC sees that he can
duplicate him, so if the auditor indicates [e.g. on CCH’s3 or 4] “You didn’t doit,” the auditor ceases
to bereal, and the PC will put pictures of him up instead. Overrunning the processtells the PC that
he was wrong to think he’d got it. This makes auditing unsafe. The purpose of the CCH’sisto make
the auditor, the physical universe, and present time real to the PC, to show him he can observe the
auditor, theroom, And PT. His havingness on other-determinism isvery low. The CCH’s remedy
it; he sees somebody else exists and the universeis here. Y ou can run CCH’s wrong by making the
PC aware that the auditor and the room arereal but dangerous. When running a child, take account of
the child’ s shorter attention span. If it’sbiting, run it at least an hour before you’ d expect it to flatten.

Exteriorization, as done in 1952-5 was unstable. LRH found that before a thetan could get along
without a body, he had to be able to have a body, and people who exteriorize easily generally want
nothing to do with one.

Philosophies that strive for peace are a covert operation towards making people succumb. Spots of
sudden change of pace are spots which brake a person’slife. They’ve got upsetsin them and advice
totakeit easy, and from then on, it goeswrong. They were asked to confront motionlessness, which
ismost difficult to do. Medicine and psychiatry gave drugs, etc., to make a person be quiet. Unlessa
person can confront motion, he' sdead; he can’t confront life, can’t work, and will become acriminal.
The natural consequence of adopting a motionless philosophy isto get religion -- a peaceful one. If
you enforce no-motion on someone and make him think motion is bad, he'll get Buddhistic. Road
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safety campaigns make no sense because they emphasize going slowly, less motion, not keeping
unsafe drivers off the roads or putting freight on trains. The more you make a population motionless,
the higher the crimerate. T.V. corrupts the youth because it pins a child motionless, not because of
the T.V. material.

The theory that people get seasick because of motion led LRH to think one should have pictures of
very still scenesto counteract this. He chose some, thought about it, and started to feel seasick. He
realized that what’s needed is pictures of motion to accustom them to motion, not motionlessness.
The cure for motion is motion, not stillness. Philosophies of motion don’t necessarily mean no
criminality -- e.g. space opera. If you could keep it up with no rest, you might manage to be OK.
When you become incapable of handling the motion of life, you can then start to experience pain. The
experience of pain comes about because of intolerance of motion. Y ou can run motion or no-motion
to handle this situation. Predictable motion is better, from the PC’s viewpoint, than unpredictable
motion, because with unpredictable motion, he doesn’t know what to confront. When he gets the idea
that it'sbad not to be able to confront everything at once, he startsto butter all over the universe, stick
on the track, etc.

Also, whenever a person gets hit hard by life, or as soon as he beginsa program to coerce people into
working harder, that person will obsessively start producing. Production follows defeat (asin
Germany, Japan, etc.). Someone who's been defeated will produce more bank than someone who’s
doing well. So in eradicating, on the one hand, a person’ s intolerance of motion and, on the other
hand, his failures or defeats, you are causing his bank to disappear. [The first can be done by
CCH’ g, the second, by goals running. Everything becomes a cure for past failures; every goal isa
consequence of not having done.

We don'’t erase the bank; the person gets accustomed to not needing one. The person himself takes
over the automaticities of beingness (identities), doingness (creation), and havingness. Most
havingness is the result of a defeat and the whole cure sequence, where nearly everything in the
universeis acure for past failures. Every goal also isthe result of not having done. So we get
intolerance of motion, feelings of defeat, ability to have without having defeated anything. 1f you can
remedy those things for someone, you've produced a new being, who is not the same as an old being
who'’s never had the experience. His knowingness of what’s happened doesn’t leave him, but his
knowledge of the consequences of what he’s done lets him emerge as a veteran of campaigns
unscarred by his battles -- tough and capable. That which strips all games from the universe would
normally result in motionlessness. But how about ending certain games for somebody who doesn’t
have the consequence of ending in motionlessness? Y ou’ ve broadened the person’s view of games he
can play. Thisgives him more games, not less. Play is delusory motion, about which you' re not
supposed to be serious, so you' re not supposed to as-isit. So a person getstrapped in it becauseit’s
not real. Play isadishonest doingness; work is not a serious activity. A person can work at a sport
and havefunashisjob. Also, if you don't just do what you are doing but put an “I should be doing
something else” in, you'll stick init. If onejust did what he did when he did it, he wouldn’t get stuck
init. Morality isa now-I"m-supposed-to which makes people not willing to do what they’ re doing
when they do wrong, so they never as-istheir wrong acts, so they continueto do them.

It's a certainty, then, that one gets a persistence of the things he doesn’t want, or a tanglement of the
things he does want. Then he wonders why he feelsodd. So auditing is straightening someone out
so he has tolerance for motion and motionlessness and can have what he should have, or not, as the
case might be, as he wishes. To do that, you have to erase all the oddities of doingness, all the pain
and boredom of motion or no-motion.

The Prehav scale disentangles all the doingnesses. But if you make the PC intolerant of motion or be
motionless when he can’t, or give him failures in auditing, or don’t make it duplicative so he can’t
have, then you reverse the process.

Goals are, to alarge extent, a“do something else” or a “Now-I’m-supposed-to”. If the individual

isn’'t doing anything, he simply isn’t doing anything. There should be no “Now-1"m-supposed-to”
superimposed upon the situation.

6106C26 SHSpec-20 Dealing with Attacks on Scientology



Scientology doesn’t have an Achilles heel, so it'sin agood position to defend itself. People do get
upset when confronted with a new idea, but new theories get accepted fairly quickly, e.g. Harvey on
blood circulation, Socrates on the nature of man. Proponents of new theories don’t necessarily get
martyred. The onesthat do generally are getting motivators for their overtsastyrants. Also, if one
continually fails to advance an idea, one may get suicidal and die for it, e.g. Christ (and Socrates).
LRH believesin making an idea effective, not to fail at it and make everybody feel guilty because they
kill you. It'snot necessary to sacrifice oneself for anew idea. That'sjust away to protect old ideas.
Man is agreat believer in no-change, while he obsessively changes everything. So new ideas are
rejected. Scientology is over the top, but it is still being fought, because to the degree that oneis
right, to that degree he is dangerous. We threaten to upset alot of beliefs and customs. It'sonly safe
for usto do it because we can undo what we do. For instance, we can run out bad auditing.

The reason there is a question on sec checks about overts on LRH isthat, if one had alot of overtson
Ron and scientology, one could acquire a forceful, overwhelming valence called scientology. So this
isthefirst time anyone has said, “Try it and see.” In the early days, people said we should go big on
aesthetics. LRH said no. Y ou can aways overwhelm athetan with aesthetics, but it’s not desirable to
overwhelm athetan. If it'strue far you, it’s true, not because we've overwhelmed you. We're
attacked because we have no evil motives. People get frantic because they can’t figure out, “What's
the Ditch?’ If you can make athetan commit overts against you or set him up where he can commit the
overts and remove any possibility of running the overts, you can overwhelm him and get him so
stamped dawn with avalence that he can’t even wiggle. [In other words, you set a person up where
he can’t receive an overt from you (you won’'t commit one), and on the other hand, you set him up
where he can commit overts on you and cannot get them run out, then you’ve done him in good and
proper.] Former efforts at thiswere entrapments. Itisn’t really an effort towards total freedom either,
sinceit alowsfor games. Man becomes alarmed at the fact of there being this selfless philosophy
that doesn’t demand that one become subjugated and enslaved by it, and that it doesn’t say that the
originator of it must be carried on an imperishable valence that everyone should bow down to.

When attacked all one needsto do isto take effective actions, not get frantic. Just keep up effective
pressure, investigate loudly, and don’'t feel rushed about it, let it coast. When people arein terror,
they make mistakes. So let them make the mistakes. For instance, a man called Ettleman had been
hired by the AMA and the APA to attack scientology. In thiscase, which went on for three years,
when it finally came to trial, his attorney didn’t show, so the case was dismissed. All that can be
Zoneto an organization or aperson is to harass them to the point where they’re too worried to do
their job. So keep the reaction to attack to the minimal effective actions. Don’t waste time, and keep
the show on the road. The more you worry about the attacks, the more motion you waste and the less
scientology you get done. So all the enemy can do isto get negative gain by reducing your effect.
Seeif it’syour game before playing it.

(Nothing wastes as much time as the law, because the law has overts against time.)

If no one anywhere fought scientology, it would be as nothing, unimportant. Think of all the
philosophies that must have been developed in the past eleven years. None of them have been fought.
A sure sign that we have ignorance and aberration on the run is that there are attacks and fights. [The
processisbiting.] Start worrying when there are no more attacks. Also note that our comm lines are
far more rapid and effective than the enemy’s, and must be kept up. This alone discourages the
enemy.

6106C27 SHSpec-21 CCH’s-- Circuits

The way to bust up machinery on CCH-1 isto vary the pace. H€E' Il jump the command if amachineis
doingit.

One effect of the CCH’sisto help the PC find the auditor. If he goes on automatic, he doesn’t have
an auditor. Just running the CCH’swill run it out; varying one’s pace will prevent it from starting.

If you just use intention on the PC and no verbal commands, your intention may be good, but the
PC’s command circuits may be goofed up, and you may not get the response you expected. He may
not be hooked up the way he should. Y ou can have fun with a meter talking to the entitiesin a body.
You could start talking to the PC’ s circuit, but it hooks in harder and harder. It hooksin on adrop of
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havingness, and you are making acomm linetalk acrossto hiscircuit. Y ou’'re validating the circuit
and lowering [the PC’'s] havingness.

If the PC has a problem and you try to run, “Think of asolution,” repetitively, the PC cavesin. You
are running off the core of an Area of motion, leaving the motion on automatic. The PC is not
confronting the actuality of the thing; he's not confronting what’s going on at all; he’s confronting a
solutiontoit. That is, he' strying to not-iswhat it is, and the problem mass movesin on him. If you
get him to spot the mass connected with the problem, then describe the problem, then spot the mass, it
moves further away. If you get him to think of solutions, the mass will move in. Problems of
comparable magnitude will also move the problem out. Thisoccurs because of confront. If the PC
avoidsit, it movesin. You can aso move the mass out with havingness. A solution is a stable, no-
motion datum amidst a confusion.

Circuits can be used to get data, to verify answersto calculations, confirm if they are right or wrong,
or to give you tomorrow’ s weather. The latter takes the increment of time that istomorrow and
inspectsit. Thisis possibleif you can look with equanimity at tomorrow, at least its insignificant
aspects. You can predict to the degree that you can confront. People who can’t confront PT
obsessively try to confront tomorrow or yesterday, but it’s not areal tomorrow, and probably not a
real yesterday either. The way you go nutson circuitsisto ask yourself, “Who put that there?” or
“Who else put that there and what does it mean?’ This givesyou a mystery. PC’swho don’'t control
their circuits and haven't inspected them for many years or eons have things popping up all the time
when you audit them. Some get auditing answers from their circuits. The circuits were put up as a
substitute for confronting and are so old and forgotten that now nothing about them is confronted.
When the PC nears one of them, it tells him what to do or say. Since acircuit is just a no-confront,
running havingness and confront improves circuits. The PC may have originally put a circuit there for
convenience and then come to believe that it was unconfrontable because there was a circuit there,

Y ou could say to the PC, “We're going to handle your primary aberration, so make apicture of it and
look at it. Tell mewhat you see.” You'd get amazing answers. The action of taking a picture of it,
then looking is, of course, an alter-is of confront. In auditing, you want people to look directly at
things. Circuits encourage them not to because they think they can’t confront something. Asyou
audit a PC, these things go live. As havingness drops, the PC gets anxious, keys in circuits to
predict, or confront drops. Or, asthe PC improves, and circuits can be activated asthe PC comes up
through them. So everything goeson avia. Auditing walks him up to less and less vias; more and
more confidence. The reason confront isn’t on the prehav scaleisthat it isn’t a doingness; it’s an
ability. [Cf p. 22, where confront is described as an action.] [Also Cf. p. 40, where confront is
defined as subjective havingness, or at least the process is defined as a subjective havingness
process.]

That explains oddities you get running CCH’s. You're activating and knocking out circuits because
direct control and communication brings about continuous shift of circuitry in terms of havingness.
Then, since he’s been gotten to PT, confronting the auditor, this brings his havingness up. If you
talked to those circuits, they might well say anything, which is aso true of the PC on CCH’s. Sothe
less attention you Day to what the PC is saying or thinking, the better. Dope off and comm lag
indicate things happening to the PC’s confront and havingness.

Circuits go haywire when they contain the postul ate that the thetan is unable to confront. Apart from
that, they can be useful.

6106C28 SHSpec-22 Raw Meat -- Troubleshooting Cases

[Details on handling raw meat cases -- tests, etc.]

If a PC has persistent out ruds, check for continuous PT overts, at least at the level of unkind thoughts
on automatic. Thisisvery common. You can handle thiswith Prehav 13.

6106C29 SH Spec-23 Wrong Target -- Sec Check

Herbie Parkhouse telexes from London: Auditors aren’t getting sec checks done because it takes two
to three hours to get rudsin. He wantsto scrap model session for processing checks. Thisisan
unusual solution. People are now in the same position about auditing that Ron was in when he started
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researching life. There' sbeen so much alter-is and counter-create, the truth is obscured. Naturally in
relaying comm about the simplicities of life, these things get restimulated and people start |ooking
around corners, when the cop is right on the sidewalk. Thereis no secret about life; it is just
surrounded by alter-is and obfuscation’s.

People aren’t doing their jobs because they are so busy doing other things. For instance, government
is so busy doing the work or charitable organizations that it has no time to administer justice, protect
citizensfrom criminals, etc. In agood government, production rises, people prosper; a welfare state
government attacks producers with taxes. It'sal off post. Everything istrying to make you wear its
hat. So in scientology, the person who is on the ground observes. Parkhouse, by not observing,
caused Ron to interiorize into his hat.

The analytical mind isn’t really a computing machine; it isthe PC. When he, or the analytical mind, is
attacked by the auditor, you' I get no auditing done. Y our target in the reactive mind. Thisiswhy
LRH candoin 5 hours what it took other auditors 25 hoursto do. The differenceisn’t that LRH is
good and others are lousy; it is that the other auditors' reactive minds were apparently choosing the
PC as their randomity, attacking the PC because he was aberrated. No. The target isthe reactive
mind.

Y ou sit down; you take the E-meter; you say, “Have you ever stolen anything?’ What you really want
isfor him to recall, ventilate, air the reactive mind. Y ou shouldn’t assume he already knows and
purposely won't tell you. When you do a sec check, because of the specific question he remembers it
and will ordinarily tell you. If you get heavy reads and he say’s, “No,” have him keep looking; let
him know there’ s something there, but maintain ARC. The proper attitudeis, “Y ou couldn’t possibly
remember this and not tell me. Let’sjust get the show on the road.” When they look hunted, use a
light touch to get them to tell you. If you’ re suspicious and accusative, you're cutting comm with the
PC and encouraging him to withhold. Assumethat if he remembersit, he'll tell it at once. It putshim
in session that way. The meter check is“just to make sure we got all of it.” It's up to the auditor to
create an atmosphere of communication. Y ou can use some dunnageto doit. This approach getsthe
PC comfortable, relaxed, confident. His knowingness comes up; he getsrelief. After all, you are the
auditor, not the E-meter. The guy gets to where he feels safe. His anxieties come from feeling
unsafein life, so your attitude alone can produce a great change in the PC. If you're using the meter
and he says, “No,” you don’t assume he knows and won't tell you, but that he hasn’t overwhumped
the reactive mind. You’'re disappointed, but you assume he can remember. This builds his
confidence and gets him in a hopeful frame of mind. doing it thisway speeds it up enormously; gives
faster gains. It'snot that he' s getting more confident in you. It’'sthat he's getting more confident in
his ability to overwhump his bank. You get far more off the case, faster, by this method. You'll
slow it down by making sure he won't want to tell you and has to be trapped and beaten into telling
you. Don’t ever assume a games condition in auditing. Thiswill also keep the rudimentsin, since
ruds go out with rough auditing. Set yourself up as someone who can be confided in, rather than asa
cop sniffing out the crime.

Never assume a games condition (in auditing or not) if you don’t want one.

6106C30 SHSpec-24 Trainingon TR’s; Talk on Auditing
[Detailson running TR's, CCH’s, and Prehav 13, and Routine 2]

6107C03 SHSpec-26X Routine 1A -- Problems

Routine 1A is problems processing aternated with sec checks. Itisto handle casesthat aretoo tied up
with out rudsto run CCH's.

What isit that makes a problem so deadly in processing? A problem is postulate-counter-postulate, an
indecisional proposition because the two sides arein balance. One can hardly confront the two data at
once; the PC doesn’t see the amount of confusion on it, and the confusion mounts up around each
side of it. Thusyou get two separate zones of confusion, each side with its stable datum, because
each side has ayes and no about it. So you don't as-is the problem and it persists. That’s its most
basic characteristic. People get impatient with problems, so they solve them. But a problem solved
has been not-ised, not as-ised. The solution of a problem is, of course, an overt against a problem.

47



Everything in the universeis a cure for something else -- asolution. Thisis one reason the universe
persists. Cures deteriorate and solutions become new problems. Alcohol, a century ago, was curing
things. Even diseases once cured something. [Cf. sickle cell disease.] The bacteria that caused
disease once cured something. Take an organization that is hammer and tongs on the subject of
creativeness. the Catholic Church. They have the hatchet out on the 2D; they don’t think creation
should be done that can be prevented. They oppose VD campaigns because they think VD isagood
thing, as acurefor sex. If you get VD, sex stops; so if sex stops, you get VD. No sex = VD
because VD = No sex. Prostitution isalso a no-sex proposition, so it givesano-sex disease. Sexisa
cure for no bodies, and no bodiesisa curefor sex. You don't get a PC whoseideais, “Horses sleep
in bed,” who wasn’t curing something with that idea. Every aberration he’s got was a cure for
something. His motionlessnessis a cure for having killed so many people. If you pick up withholds
on killing, he will be able to move again. Killing, too, was a cure for something -- maybe for hating
people. Hate, in itsturn, was a cure for associating with people whom you might damage. And
Damaging people was a cure for people being people, etc. An aberrationisa curethat doesn't cure,
that you don’t understand.

This all goes back to confusion’s and stable data. If you have two confusion’s and two stable data
opposed to each other, which you don’t confront, you get an endurance, because you never as-is the
thing; you solve it. PC’swho go through vias continually on an auditing command have some
problem they’ve never looked at as a problem. When you run problems of comparable magnitude,
you’ ve taken the via of curing the problem off automatic and sneakily gotten the PC to take alook at
the problem. Certain conditions that are designed to cure other conditions actually create them. E.g. a
snake’s venom makes a snake antipathetic, and snakes have venom because people (and other
animals) don’t like them.

The willingness to solve problems but not to as-isthem isthe basisfor Q and A. Peopledon’t like
getting the question fully duplicated asthe answer. Thisis because they are trying to solve some very
fundamental confusion they have. An effective method of teaching isto try to find the source of the
guestion.

If you try to cure confusion, it continues. Duress and punishment are the results of despairing of
solving someone’ s problems. Jails [and mental hospitals] are the cure for confusion’s about people.
This seems awfully drastic, but it is born out of despair. The effect of jailsisto merely educate
criminals more into hating people.

There is away to make a correct and frontal attack on these confusion’s. They often stem from
withholds, so a Joburg will help. Y ou may note that a PC may look a bit confused as he triesto find
the problem he was solving. A problem, remember, isamultiple confusion. There are two solutions
or ideas involved, each with its own confusion -- an encysted confusion. So onetries to back off
from it, which only pulls the problem along. Thisiswhy thinking of a solution makes the problem
mass movein. You can't really escape your own ideas.

Thought mass is basically composed of problems. It endures becauseit’s not confronted. Given
enough of this, the PC will be overwhelmed, and will dramatize being a problem, one which is
insoluble. So you keep worrying about the PC because the PC is a problem. A PC who says he has
had no gainis saying, “I’m aproblem -- Solve me!” Y our chances of doing it are poor. He's got two
confusion’s And can’t confront either. PCswhose needles keep rising are not-confronting a problem.
You ask, “How are you doing?’ The PC says, “Fine.” The needlerises. You ask, “What happened?’
The PC says, “Nothing.” It'sdiscouraging. They can’t tell you what it is because they can’t confront
it. CCH’swill saw through this, but slowly.

A dow-gain case is heavy on comm lag, or not quite on the subject when he' stalking. The comm lag
stems from no-confront; so does the alter-is, which isadissociation from the confusion. Y ou ask the
PC if he’sgot a problem. He gets upset because he can’t confront it and knows he can’'t, and he
wants to avoid it altogether.

Phenomena observed in the field stem from problems, on ano-confront or inverted basis. In fields of
stress or duress, religious cults make their finest harvest. They offer an escape from problems. The
reason Alcoholics Anonymous doesn’t cooperate with scientology is that they have (for their very
existence) a contrary datum: “Alcoholism can’t be cured.” You can’t do anything about it, so you
might aswell join A.A.
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No matter where you go, you can never get away from yourself. If you try to pretend you are not
where you are, you get a dispersal of location; you'll be buttered all aver the universe. The guy who
permeates everything without being anywhere istrying to escape his problems, which all carry a no-
confront. Y ou put motion and action into athought process, and they become inextricably tangled up,
inextricably, that is, short of scientology processing.

All thisisaprelude to avery simple killer process, for the PC for whom all lifeisaproblem. The
difficulty for the PC isaseries of ridged problems. The ridges people have trouble with surrender on
this one command, which is horrendous to run because it moves very slowly at first and turns on
fierce somatics. “Recall aproblem.” Y ou must be very careful to get the question answered on “Recall
a problem”; you should ask, “What problem was that?” and make sure heis not giving you a
generality instead of a specific problem. The PC will come up with some interesting solutions, which
will suddenly turn awful. He'll discover he's been both sides of various conflicts, each side to solve
losing on the other. If the PC does alocational on some object he’'s used to solve a problem of
boredom, he’'ll come uptoneto interest. Thisis another reason touch assists work. (More details on
running Routine 1A).

6107C04 SHSpec-27X Problems and Solutions

Only LRH could get asimplicity on auditing problems. Usually when one triesto look at them, he
just gets confused. The only mistake psychiatry made about psychosis was to try to understand it,
sinceit’sbasically incomprehensible -- that’s its whale character. Then they have to use heroic
measures, which fail and leave them no place to turn. The common denominator of psychosisis
problems, of course. When the problems can’t be associated with the solutions any longer, you get
solutions to no-problems, which is psychosis. When a psychosis has been objectively described,
there’samissing datum: what problems is this behavior a solution to? [Cf. R.D. Laing and J.
Haley] The lack of this datum makes the psychosisincomprehensible. You cannot cure A psychosis
by addressing the psychosis, or, more generally, you can’t cure an aberration by addressing the
aberration. Thisisbecausein so doing, you are running the still in the middle of the motion, the
stable datum in the middle of the confusion, the solution. Y ou're trying to cure the solution and not
looking at the confusion. You are looking at the cure, which won’t move out unless you get the
motion off it. The whirlpool wouldn’t whirl without the motionless center, but the center is
motionless only because it has motion around it. Y ou should take the whirlpool off the motionless
piece, not the other way around. Here you have confusion and the stable datum, motion and no
motion, sound and silence, absolute location and change. If you try to get the motionless points out,
all you get is new motionless points. All that iswrong with athetan is what iswrong at the lower and
of the scale. At the highest level, athetan can be motionless; At the lowest level, hehastobe. It'sa
matter of determinism. At the lower levels, motionlessnessis not determined by postulate, but by the
mechanics of motion. If you want to see someone stiffen and go still, stand afellow up, shake your
hands in front of hisface; produce alot of motion, and say, “There’sthe motion!” At this point, the
fellow will sort of freeze, as he becomes a stable datum. But this doesn’t work well as a
demonstration, because the observerswill Also all go still in a sort of stupidity. They won’t confront
the motion; they’ll put abarrier up against it and become till, so the motion will duplicate them, and
they will butter themselves all over the universe and become agitated. Auditing motionlessness just
makes more motionlessness in the bank. Stillnesses identify more rapidly than motion. In
psychosis, the person is being stillness. The worst example of thisis catatonia. There can’'t be such a
thing as an” average” individual; there can only be someone who is trying to be a lot of other
individuals and istherefore buttered all over the universein terms of beingness. He'll be obsessively
astill; the next step down is going round the bend. The operations this universe uses to try to make
one assume the Average are sO numerous that one accents then asnormal. Insanity is the adoption of
a solution to the exclusion of all other solutionsin the absence of a problem.

If a person confronts no problems, takes no responsibility for them, and goesinto being a solution, all
problems go on automatic; they just go on all around him. There can be a million problems, but
there’ s only one solution: him. A psychiatrist is being an obsessive solution also. He never really
cures anything; he just persists with his ineffective solutions, which just hold the problem in place.
Heisn't aware that psychosisis aproblem. He's handling people who are being obsessive solutions,
so he becomes one too. The psychiatrist is the society’s solution, just as his solution is shock
treatment. Psychotics don’t realize others have problems or that they’ re being problems to others.
Psychiatry’ s research has been a search for solutions, but they hate solutions and they don’t recognize
the problem.
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Man has made the mistake al along the track of not realizing that if there'sasolution, there must have
been aproblem. Look at the “ten” commandments. Actually there's 162 -- pages of them. These are
moral codes. And “moral codes are a series of solutions to problems which are neither confronted nor
analyzed.” Almost all the bible’s commandments are prompted by the obsessive crimes of the time.
Several are solutionsto VD. That was a problem that descended on them that they knew nothing
about, so they looked for solutions. They already had various areas of no-sex; they had already
prevented true ethicality by inventing immorality with abunch of new morals. A lot of religions, aso,
encourage facing motionlessness, e.g. by getting you to turn inward, contemplate the stillness within,
meditate, face Mecca, etc. Thisisthe basic operation of the track.

“1 believeit’s perfectly all right to do anything you want to to people aslong asyou don’t say it's
something else or try to convince people you're doing something else ... aslong as other people are
not ... completely ploughed under by it.” The greatest good for the greatest number of dynamics
givesalot of lattitude. The main crimeisthe entering in of anot-know. That’sthe only real evil there
is.

When a person reaches a stage of being an obsessive solution, with total not-know on what he's being
a solution to, or when one isto being terribly still, he doesn’t know what motion he's being still to
counteract; obsessive stillness enters. The bug factor here is the not-know in all this. Where you
have someone solving problems, you don’t have an evil. It's OK to solve problems. But an
individual who has put all problems on automatic can’t solve problems, except with some fantastic
liability of cave-in, terror stomach, etc. He doesn’t dare solve aproblem. There are gradients of this.
There are people who can salve aminor problem but not amajor one. They’ll try to protect you from
a problem by preventing you from solving a problem by feeding you extraneous data. Thisis not to
confuse you; it’sto protect you. [E.g. the pedant who doesn’t want to make a mistake and doesn’t
want you to make a mistake either.]

When you see someone sitting in the middle of a catastrophe, one of two thingsis happening. Either
the stuff is avalanching in faster than he can cope with it but he’ strying to cope, or he doesn’t even
know it's a catastrophe; he doesn’t even see all the papers all over the floor and the account book
being used far adoormat. That’sthe condition of the thetan sitting in hisbank. Hefeelshe'sgot it all
straight and the trouble is all over there. Since, you can’'t see the clutter, you say, “Well, he's
behaving oddly. But that’s not the situation; he's confronting “no-ly”. Itisall not-ised.

When you run something in an orderly fashion, you will at once get something done. In thefirst
place, you're giving the PC an orderlinessto confront, and he finds out there’ s some motion that can
be confronted. Where you have individuals who are totally insane, you have no confront of
problems, so Routine 1A won’'t work. It doesn’'t go as far south asthe CCH’s. But it works on
most people, including the guy who thinks he’ s is such good shape that he doesn’t need any auditing.
If you run problems on him, he'll go, “Hm.... Ridges? Where did this come from?’ The bank starts
going solid; somaticsturn on. He'll see there were some problems around. Their masses start
showing up.

Thisisthe first time we' ve had a good cure for thistype of mass. It bypasses the liability of curing it.
WEe're enough on top of the mechanisms of existence to pull the Overt-Motivator sequence without
falling athwart of its consequences. Similarly with the problem-solution sequence. Y ou can thus
solve al the PC’ s problems without squashing him, unlike psychiatry, which also tried to solve al of
his problems.

6107C05 SHSpec-25 Q and A Period -- Proceduresin Auditing

The meter may fall on a question, but it might not be the question you asked; it might be protest or
something else. Find what the meter did fall on and clean that up.

Notice that when you run Description Processing on a problem, the problem keeps changing. That's
one reason we don’t do any fancy problems processon rudiments. We just keep the PC on the one he
brought up. Otherwise, we start to get into all thisalter-is. Change asalevel in the Prehav scale was
developed to cure alter-is. It turns out that this was a stopgap. What cures alter-isis Problems. PcC's
who obsessively alter-is will run problems like a rocket, since the solution is an alter-is of the
problem. You can check every oncein while with the PC, “How did you get that answer?’ “What are
you doing?’ On running problems you have to strongly do this. You have to be sure hereally did
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recall aproblem and didn’t just get a notion of afoggy confusion. You don’t have to check every
command; just every few, randomly. Y ou have to use TR-4. If he repeats the command after you,
he’'s set up a circuit, so you repeat the command. Don't do it if the PC has had a cognition, sincein
that case, it can seem invalidative. Let the PC stay in communication. Don’t be robotic about using
the repeat statement, but stay in PT and don’'t put the command on acircuit. The acks are half-acks,
not full stopsto the cycle, and you can put alittle insistence on the command when you repedt it; this
keepsit from sounding like a new command. Always get the command you asked answered. Y ou
can ask him if he still has the command, if he’s comm-lagging and drifting. Use thisrarely and
sparingly, since it does distract the PC. That’'s the common denominator of pcs' ARC breaks with
auditors. Sudden change of attention is associated in all minds with accidents, pain, etc. So the
auditor shifting the PC’ s attention suddenly makes the PC feel hit. Y ou should wait until he looks
vaguely inyour direction. Don’t jump on him. The meter action will also tell you if the PC isdoing
the command. If it stops registering, you can suspect he'slost the command.

The auditing command iswhat it is and doesn’t have any understood additional agreementsin it, so if
you say, “Recall aproblem,” it doesn’t include, “Tell me about it,” or “Don’t tell me about it.” And
you can’'t make agreements with the PC that he should tell you and let it be understood for the rest of
the process. Other ARC breakers are the auditor giving you five commands without letting you
answer any of them, or the auditor saying nothing -- giving no new command when the PC iswaiting
for it. You cannot tell the PC how to do the command in addition to giving the command. He must
understand the command, but to give advice on how to do it is evaluation. Also, if the PC makes a
contract with the auditor for session length, that can get tacitly into every command. The PC will get
stuck in the first command of the session if you start with some agreement that wasn’t repeated. The
auditing track will bunch. The only understanding you have with the PC isthe command given at the
moment given. The auditor’s control of the PC extends to one command at atime. The auditor does
control the session. And not with kindness or social niceties. You can tell the PC, “You're
answering things | haven't asked you. Recall aproblem.” There'sa polite way of telling a PC to shut
up: agood solid nice acknowledgement as soon as the PC starts to diverge. The mistake is not to
control the PC. But note that when you’ ve announced yourself as a control unit, you'd better stay
one, since the valence will immediately test you to seeif you will. 1f you chicken out, you'll get an
ARC broken PC. ARC breaks proceed from lack of contral, i.e. from lack of auditing. What you can
get away with iswhat impingement you can make on the PC. But it must not be misemotional
impingement, or you'll bolster up the valence the PC is dramatizing, which is always a misemotional
entity, under the surface. You'll cavethe PCin. So exert tone 40 control with ARC. There'sa
difference between overwhelming the PC and controlling the PC. If you don’t shoot misemotion at
the PC, you can say anything to him. It'samistake to make any comment on anything the PC said or
did, even if the PC asks for evaluation. It’snot up to the auditor to comment, just to acknowledge.
The auditor’ s opinion otherwise becomes a stable datum to the PC, and you are going to have to audit
out the stable data you put in. Don’t even imply by your acknowledgements that you agree. You're
not in or out of agreement with them -- just in control.

6107C06 SHSpec-26 Routine 1A -- Problems

The cure for Step 6 phenomena or creative processing ill effectsisasix way confront bracket on the
pictures and responsibility on pictures. People who go solid on Step 6 type processes have an
automaticity where, if they create anything, everything they’ ve ever created gets created. Hence, since
the bank isan individual creation, the bank beefs up. If you usethese remedies, and you keep these
thingsin mind, it would be safe to do creative processing. Y ou can prove this by taking picture A,
improving it, then looking at picture B. You will find that picture B has also improved. If you
improve the PC’ s ability to perceive, you improve his ability to create. And it isonly because the PC
isdoing it all himself that you can clear him. However, if you improve the PC’ s ability to create
without improving his ability to confront, you’ve done him in. Art school does this; same with
technical schools. If you make sure the school has only text, diagrams, and no real objects being
studied, you'll cave the studentsin. Everything he doesn't like about the subject will eventually come
to the fore, because you arerunning acan’'t have on him. It's agames condition; you are fixing it so
he can’t have what he’'s being educated in. The more theory on the mind you give someone,
unaccompanied by an ability or opportunity to confront the substance of minds, thinkingness, and the
beingness of life, thelessreality they will have onit. So you’d do better to leave them alonein their
present confusion. All training must be accompanied by confronting, particularly in the creative
fields. The curefor obsessive createis confront. If the guy is creating his own aberrations, it must be
that the road out would be confront. That would be the secret of clearing.
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A mind is an obsessive unknowing creation, into which only afew important factors enter:
Create

Problems

Confront

Change

Responsibility

Not-know

Goals prevent the PC from looking at anything. He's always looking at tomorrow, not looking at
what he'slooking at. There’s nothing wrong with having goals, but what you are looking for is the
obsessive goal of the case. There' sonly one of these, and it prevents the PC from looking at any part
of that goal’ s chain, because the goal is so obsessive that it removes his attention from that chain to
something that isn’t yet in the chain. When you find the terminal that represents that goal, you'll have
found the terminal they’ ve never looked at or inspected but have been. With an obsessive goal, the
PCisn’'t in PT. He s down the future track at an imagined future point, so of course heisn’t
confronting where heis. One of the PC’'s goals leads to the person who most obsessively had that
goal, which isthe valence [the PCisin], and of course thisis the total no-confront of the bank all
bunched up in that spot. If you only looked at tomorrow and never observed the immediacy of the
situation, you would eventually have as-ised any future of it at all. So it hangsin time 100%. You've
never as-ised any immediacy of the situation, so it isall there on that chain, and all the future of itis
as-ised. Goals processing undoes this mechanism of no-confront. You are taking off all the futures.
If you did goals processing crudely and peculiarly, you could get the PC totally regressed so that only
some back point of the track has any reality to him, and no present point does. If you ARC broke
him, didn’t keep him moving on the track, this could happen -- a right-now-ness of moments on the
track. Those points are on the goals chain; they’ re moments where the PC wished to God he were
somewhere €else, but he can’t be somewhere else, so all he’s got left to escapetoisa future. This
solid scene he' slooking at -- no part of it isactualy observed. It'satotal overwhelm, and he’'sgot a
future there, afuture postulate. So it stayson the track as a solidity, since he can’'t confront it. He'll
hit these and bounce into the future. This could happen quite early in SOP Goals running. The more
he’ s confronted el sewheres than the unwanted incident, the more they have as-ised, and the more he's
fixed in the incident where he didn’t want to be. When you run creative processing, these points
come up easily, because he's obsessively creating them all the time.

A problem isthe least confrontable thing there is, being composed of unconfrontable confusions.

Some PC’ s will run atotal irresponsibility on problems of any kind. They will perceive no connection
between having trouble in life and not confronting problemsin their lives. Thisisthe clue to slow
clearing. Profiles don’t change when PTP s exist.

A clueto cases is the magnitude of problem the PC comes up with. It can drive kids buggy when
their parents’ idea of what aproblemisisgrossy different from theirs. Y ou may see someone sitting
inthe middle of a disaster of adramatic or aquiet sort who isworrying about the fact that the lady
next door has bought anew hat. That’sthe level of problem which that person can confront, and the
things connected with the disaster are not problems. In fact, they’re not even there. Someone could
say to thislady, “Why don’t you straighten all thisout “ and she'll think they’re nuts, that there’s
nothing to look at, or if there was something there, there would be nothing you could do about it.
Y ou could probably do a sanity and ability test by making alist of problems by dynamics -- a prepared
list -- in gradients of magnitude. Y ou could then have the test taker just check the “problems’ in each
dynamic. What he checks would tell you where he lives.

6107C11 SHSpec-27 Problems and Solutions

Just going into session and running “ Do fish swim?’ would give gain if therewereno PTP's, ARC
breaks, or W/H’s. Thisis hard to teach auditors, though it’s been known since 1955 that if a PTP
was present, you'd get no changein profile, if an ARC break was present, you’ d have a depressed
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graph, and if aW/H is present, you don’t even have asession. It'sweird; You're trying to hold the
PC till so that you can audit him.

A problem is a postul ate-counter-postul ate resulting in indecision. Any time you have afixed stable
postulate, it accumulates, or came about because of, aconfusion. A problem has at least two stable
data (the two opposed postulates), each surrounded by a confusion, so at aMESTYy levd, it looks like
aconfusion -- counter-confusion situation. War is one of these. Twenty years after World War Il,
traces of it persist as NATO, the Common Market, etc.

Asfor the bank, someone set up some idea that he should oppose to some other idea. However, the
ideathat he set up to oppose the other idea commits overts against the other ideaiin that it confuses the
other idea. Thenit, in turn, gets back confusion, and the other idea attacks his idea, so you wind up
with two opposed confusions, which then gather more confusion. This then goes down the ages as
one aspect of the reactive mind. Problems have duration; thus the reactive mind has duration. How
many ways could you take a problem apart? As motion, as looking at two things, as getting
confusions of comparable magnitude -- all without adding a new solution. Solving problems without
being stuck with a new solution has never been done before. Psychoanalysis, by contrast, laysin a
new solution that produces new confusions, then more solutions. Thus you get branches and schools
of psychoanalysis.

If someone has to have a solution, he didn’t confront and as-is the problem. A solutionisawaysa
no-confront; confronting produces a vanishment of the problem. If you want something to persist,
just don’t confront it. This gets us back to the original mechanism of structurein this universe:
preventing solution of the problems of the universe to guarantee the persistence of the universe. So
anybody who solved problems with regard to the universe was persona non grata with anyone who
wastrying to get atotal persistence of the universe. The problemisthat it isimpossibleto create and
at the same time to say that something will persist. [Things created tend to as-is] [So if we want
things persisting around us.] if we can’t create, we've got to preserve what was created. The way to
preserveitisto get in this mechanism of no-confront and solutions that we are now trying to undo in
the reactive mind. Thisisthe ideathat “anyone who solves problemsisa dead duck. Horrible things
will happen to anyone who solves problems.” And everybody agrees 100%, and everybody doesit to
everyone, and you get a physical universe fact that enters the mental field. [With reference to the
above quote, | think Hubbard means by “solve,” “As-is.”] Thisiswhere structure and mind take their
first divergence. If you want a shakily persisting universe to persist forevermore, you’' ve got to
prevent asolution [As-ising] of its mysteries. You've got to prevent it from being confronted. So
you say, “Anyone who tries to solve thisthing is gonna get it.” This goes over into PC’strying to
solve their problems from day to day. Theterrors of having solutions[as-isings] then bring about all
these other mechanisms.

The universe poses alot of problems: why isit here; why doestime go clickety-click, etc. And a
person who could be a tremendous mystery thought he could guarantee to himself a tremendous
persistence. Obviously, the way to live wasto be mysterious, and if you confronted nothing, you'd
live on and on. So we developed a whole genus of thetan who had decided not to solve anything,
because to solve something is dangerous. If you just ask a PC to solve something repetitively,
masses close in on him. He dramatizes the cure of the impersistence of universes.

Basically, there's nothing wrong with solving [as-ising] problems, but when you’ ve got tremendous
overts against people who were trying to solve problems, of course it becomes impossible to solve
problems. The persistence of the reactive mind isa Q and A’ing with the physical universe. So you
find that most physical universe principles that affect the mind arein the area of problems: gravity,
being trapped, stillness, etc. The person gets threatened, “Y ou solve [as-is] a problem and we'll put
you injail,” sothe fellow has a problem, doesn’t solve a problem, doesn’t confront the problem,
doesn’t create space between himself and the problem, and of course he gets embedded in a sort of
black basalt of energy. He “solves’ the problem and jails himself! He knows if you confront a
problem, you get confused.

All thisis a protective mechanism resulting from an upper-level creative failure. The consequences of
creating showed up with step six. So after the universe was figured out on the basis of, “If you create
one, there are terrible consequences’; therefore it’s impossible to create another one. So your
havingness would be shot to pieces if you knocked out the one you’ ve got, because you couldn’t
create another one. You've already had, earlier on the track, tremendous problems on the subject of
creation. It isn't enoughto just create something and say, “That’sit.” You have to agreeit’ s valuable
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and no one can ever create another one like it, etc. Y ou make something valuable by protecting it and
by never being ableto replaceit. Theseare all mechanisms of value, by which peopletry to get you to
lay off MEST. So everyoneis convinced that creation carries penalties and that you have to protect
creations against being as-ised, and you get the problem sequence going. We have legends against
looking -- Medusa, Pandora, etc. Another threat would be, “You realize that if you solved the
problem of time, all time would cease.” Actualy, if you could solve the problem of time, the worst
that would happen would be having to put it there for yourself again. And mass without time
probably wouldn’t entrap anybody, anyhow.

If you told the PC, “Face a solution,” repetitively, he’d get upset. In thefirst place, solutions are the
easiest things a thetan does and the easiest things to create, and he’' d practically get his head knocked
off with the confusion surrounding the solutions. Y ou didn’t have him looking at the confusions --
only the solutions, so the confusions just get more confused. Not confronting the confusions, you
have no reason why any of the solutions ever occurred. If we say, “Look at the confusion,” they
haven’t much inkling whereto look. What’s communicable is the package of confusion + solution
which is the problem. When he looks at problems, he looks at future solutions too, so it as-ises
things a bit.

You’'re not trying to get the fellow to solve or erase problems but to get him over his horror of
problems and the piability of solving things. You're trying to get him to recover from these things
which were set up on the very earliest part of thetrack. A person who can’t confront problems hasn’t
much judgment, so thisis the clue to judgment. Judgment can only take place in the presence of
observation. We can observe synthetically when using mathematics, or when mocking something up.
Judgment is absent in a person who can’'t confront a problem. The auditor who cannot confront the
problems of the PC won’t see them as problems, won't handle them, and the PC won’t make
progress. So this resolves auditing too; the more confrontingness a person has, the better his
judgment. An auditor with judgment is avaluable auditor.

So we want to get someone familiar with problems. We start with reach and withdraw on the MEST
he has problems with. Any number of processeswill increase the PC’s familiarity with problems.

People go off onto the collection of solutions for which no problems exist, e.g. decorative knot tying
or botany. Then there are people who will have nothing to do with problems but are overwhelmed
with problems. Most of these problems wouldn’t seem like real problemsto you, just facts, as he
describes them. [E.g. “Tell me a problem.” “OKk... The sidewalk.”] Asyou enter the area of
problems with a PC, you'll find him in one of these two conditions, if it's a problem he’'s never been
ableto handle:

1. Pcin an obsessive automaticity of solutions
2. Pctotally immersed in the problem as afact.

He'll never be in the center line of, “These are problems,” until he wakes up to it. When you run
problems on someone, he first starts coming up with solutions, then, on a gradient, he startsto relate
them to the facts, which for him appear to be problems. Or he goes into the processing announcing
facts, not solutions. So it doesn’t seem to you, the auditor, that you are listening to problems. It's
not that he hasn’t told you the whole story; The fact he’s given you is, to him, aproblem. It starts
peeling back, onion-like, until you find eventually there was some problem it was involved in,
usually with an overt init, and he can seeit al and it blows.

The way to get the PC more familiar with problemsisto get himto look at them. “Recall a problem,”
isone way; 6-way confront bracket is another. The two can be combined with profit. You can also
use, “Recall aPTP.” This situated him in the time of the problem. It’s a head-on type of process,
with no alter-isof time. [For 6-Way Confront, see HCOB 6Jul61 “Routine 1A”]

In view of the fact that the aberration about problems was originated to protect the universe and
creations, you find the early end of a problemsrun appearing to run forever, since it was put there to
insure persistence. However, you will notice that the TA isactive. Thisthen starts deteriorating, and
he'll pass to either side, either facts or solutions or cognitions. He can alternate between facts and
solutions, too.
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6107C12 SHSpec-28 Q and A Period

Continuous lack of cognitions on the part of the PC means he’ s hung up in fantastic maybe’s. The
way to take it apart, as per the Anatomy of Maybe, as set forth in Scientology 8-80, is on the plus-
minus side. “How have you done it?’ “How have you not doneit?’ “Maybe” does not have any
reality in fact; it's amanifestation of positive and negative. Thisis also the anatomy of problems.
Maybe is counterbalanced insistence on “Itis.” “It isn't.” or “must/must not.” Sinceit is not afact, it
must be taken apart on the basis of the two sides. This handles the subject of anxiety, which is must-
must not, is-isn’t. Itisafrantic state of maybe. So such acase should be run on a positive-negative
bracketing. Everything you run on such a PC should be run plus and minus, even rudiments! The
case will change and never seemto notice it.

It’s not impossible to run solutions; just don’t prevent the PC from examining the problem. E.g.
SOP Goals runs solutions.

The universe has been booby-trapped with ease of getting in and difficulty of getting out, e.g.
marriage, the army, etc. Scientology even doesit to a degree: discouraging people from squirrelling,
etc. Becauseit's rigged thisway, the way out has to approximate the way in.

All resistance isto prevent oneself from going any further down. If you can resolve the resistance to
getting worse, the PC will get better. He's preventing deteriorating, but this can produce
deterioration; however, that is not hisintention. All the auditor has to do isto convince the PC that
he's not going to push him further down, nor to cure him, then to dissolve his resistance to getting
worse, which is pinning him down, and the PC can then spring back.

If the PC didn’t make his goal for the session, you can ask, “What didn’t happen?’ and sometimes
you will get his hidden standard.

6107C14 SHSpec-29 Checking Ruds and Withholds

To clear somebody at this time, he must be in a body, just so he can be picked up and audited. A
thetan who has just dropped abody hasto get another one before we can clear him.

When columns A, B, C, and D consistently register low after processing, you know the PC hasn’t
found the auditor. Thisisdue either to an auditor who doesn’t impinge, or a PC who can’t tolerate
being effect or control.

A case that hangs fire has an automatic not-is, which can wipe out the needleread. He'll tell you all
sorts of overts on a sec check but not consider them bad. He doesn’t think it’sreal. He knows about
it, butit's all not-ised. Don't get outraged with the auditor who missed it. Hedidn’t really missit.
All the time you are checking the PC over, you ask about the auditing, so as to unearth the moment of
not-is. You'll make it safe by putting it on avia, e.g. “Have you ever thought it wouldn’t hold up
your caseif you didn’t tell your auditor?” “Did you ever have objections to the auditing room and just
fail to mention it?’ “Isthere any timein your life when you felt completely beyond help?’ “Did you
ever tell your auditor?’” These aretricky questions, but you’ re counting on the fact that, during that
fifty hours, something did get brought to view that can be re-examined when spotted. It requires a bit
of clevernessto spot it. There'sno sensein trying this technique before he' s has any auditing; the
ground hasn’t been plowed yet. He' s been like thisall hislife and thinksit’s normal. The meter
registers on disagreement and he doesn’t have any yet. (In fact, you can use “disagreement” as a
broad-sweep ruds question when nothing else will register.) The“Thisisnormal” isin Dianetics, the
Evolution of a Science, asthe “Everyone knows...” The PC really knows it’s not normal, but the
valence he'sin considersit’s OK. You could ask, “What is life really like?’ to find out what
“normal”isto him. When we say “It'sbelow hislevel of reality,” we mean he has some specialized
compartmented values of existence, which really have nothing to do with existence. Hislevel of
reality has nothing to do with other people. Thisishisredlity, so it doesn’t register when you ask for
differences. For instance, you ask for critical thoughts; he says“No”, and it doesn't register because
it'sall justified that he natters continually. The disagreement isin total agreement with hisreality.
They have everything identified with everything, so thereis no sense in disagreement. The
complexity of disagreement with everything issuch that the disagreement is just the way things should
be. Thusthereisno read. An automatic not-isis an automatic disagree. Y ou have to be clever to
unveil it all. The PC has opted out of life because it was too much, but he knows he shouldn’t have.
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He will perhaps tell you that he has led a calm, orderly life; that nothing much has happened.
Actualy, he just hopes he has no past.

How do you get him back into the mainstream of life? The meanest thing you can do isto ask him,
“Have you ever left anyplace?” He answers. Then you hit him with, “Why?” Now you are asking
for the points of departure from the main highway. You are asking, “What didn’t you confront that
you feel you should have confronted?” Now the meter gets active.

It can be summed up in thisway, “Did you ever have anybody demand that you put your attention on
something?’ “Have you ever had anybody tell you that you’ re wrong not to have had your attention
on something?’ That'sthe basic trick. This comes up on problems. The basic trick of life: making
people confront isthe overt and having to confront is the motivator. All deaths, and the whole
mechanism of death, comes from unwillingness to confront. So when people leave and feel they
shouldn’t have left, it is because there was something there that was too threatening and it keyed in
death, so they did a Q and A on death and opted out of life. They were running a no-confront on
people, giving people things that couldn’t be confronted. If you do that, you get the ideathat you
can’t confront. After you get that idea, you can only leave. And when you can’t even leave any
more, all you can do isto go nuts. When you get the why of leaving, you can ask if that’s been a
problem to him at any other time. You could get his PTP that way. Y ou can ask, “Have you ever
thought of blowing session?’ “Why?’ What you’ ve done hereisto walk around, cleverly using al the
buttons that he isusing to lie there quietly unchanged. The buttons of the prehav scale can be used in
thisline, e.g. “prevent”, which hasto do with problems. The surprise element is effective in al this,
so it shouldn’t berote. The PC must realize that heisbeing interrogated by an intelligence.

Control is associated with intelligence. The labor - management situation stems from suspiciousness
of cleverness. When people are un-clever, they are easily overwhelmed by cleverness. They can
protest it with a strike. Labor’s basic yap is against the intelligence of management, but management
is never bright enough to use intelligence as a counter-weapon. Intelligence is an altitude factor. This
applies very strongly in sec checking. You won't get anywhere operating asarobot. Similarly with
ruds.

If you know there is something wrong because the PC hasn’t responded to the correct processes, then
there has got to be something wrong with rudiments. If you can’t get the PC to respond well, it’s not
that heis trying to hide from you consciously. Heis being adead body up in agully covered with
leaves, and you’ ve got to work around cleverly to communicate with him so he can be gotten back
into life. Thetroubleisthat he thinks he isjust lying there quietly, and heisn’t. Heis shooting guns
and making all kinds of fuss. On the other hand, you don’t want to get so helpful that he comesto
rely on you totally and never looks.

6107C18 SHSpec-30 Can’t Have -- Create

In 1952, the Philadelphia Doctorate Course and Scientology 8-8008 were the basic texts on
havingness. Havingnessis adominant thing; it isapart of games conditions. Now we are back to
games conditions and itsrelation to havingness. In Scientology 8-8008, we had the principle that the
goal of processing isto remedy the scarcity and abundance of al things. But all that we previously
had to do this was creative processing, and alot of people couldn’t runit. Now we have come up
with anew way to do this and thus clear someone fast.

Thereisanew datum on havingness: itsrelation to create. After you create something, you may have
it or not; create doesn’t necessarily mean that you’ll have. All of auditing could be considered
prehavingness, hence the prehav scale. The relationship between creating and havingness has to do
with the fundamental formation of the reactive bank and is very important: What a person can’t have,
he creates. That isthe law on which man operates. It isthe most fundamental law of the bank that has
yet been discovered. This ishow the bank isformed. E.g. whenever Italy gets beaten, they have a
Renaissance, or like, when you abuse a plant, it blooms. LRH wanted a ship and couldn’t buy one,
so he started to build one; if arosebush can’t have a rose (if you trim it off), it createsroses. If a
shipyard can’t have ships, it builds ships that wear out in twenty years, so you can’'t have the ships
either. Probably the government punishes everyone for producing in order to make them produce on
areactive basis.
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There's evidently some cross-relationship that goes further than the O/W mechanism. It was
described in theory in Scientology 8-8008 plusin the discussion of games conditionsin The
Fundamentals of Thought. Games conditions concern preventing people from having things. Things
of all sorts are havingness. The thetan is only unhappy when he can’'t have. Hisideaof quality
could be reformed. If you deny him anything, he'll try to obtain it (e.g. the Prohibition). Now LRH
knows how to make a civilization: decide what would be good things to have and create
knuckleheaded bureaus to prevent each one of them. The trouble with economicsisthat it triesto
create demand with supply. It should use scarcity. How do you create creation? Run a broad can’t
have. The games condition can get so bad that if you insist on people having something, they don’t
want it. Police action creates crime; BBC createsrock and roll.

Aslong asyou aren’t in a games condition with the people around you, as long asyou don’t run a
can’'t have or amust have on them and still have control, al will be smooth sailing. It's supposed to
be a good thing on this planet to run acan’t have, e.g. with strictness. But thisistheway you create
problems. Problems may appear to be don’t haves, but how did the PC get into the condition of don’t
have? Actualy, don't haveisthelast ditch of can’'t have. Because even with acan’'t have, you could
materialize what you don’t have, maybe even build one. But the way you got into adon’t have was
the overt-motivator sequence. First you run acan’'t have on others, then they don’'t have, then you
don’'t have. Soif the PC doesn’t have anything, it must be because he denied it. If he’'s got alow
quality of something, he getsit thus. he can’t have a good one, but nobody wants a bad one, so he's
got abad one. Thetest of hishavingnessisthat he has it because nobody wantsit. If nobody wants
it, he can have it.

Total lack of something doesn’t mean that the thetan iswithout it. It'll still be obsessively created in
hisreactive bank. The covert creativity of the bank isaremedy of havingness. That'sal itis.

Now say you run acan’t have on somebody on sex; then you find people running acan’'t have on you
on the subject of sex, and you're puzzled. You'll find 2D activities are impossible, so you're likely to
do aflip -- to go off in some different direction and build up various sorts of 2D activitiesyou could
have. When these also fail, you end up with them hidden from yourself but still created in the bank.
So we get the downgrading quality. The degrade is on the basis of what he can have. A common
denominator of pcs at the bottom is the complaint of not being able to feel. A bit higher, they
complain of not feeling as much as they’d like about things. That’sacan’t have on feelings. Also,
the feelings degrade, and go on down the tone scale. Serenity isimpossible, so the thetan becomes
enthusiastic, but that’s an overt, so he goes down to conservatism, but that’s for bank managers, so
he gets bored, but people won’t let you be bored, so ... down to no feelings. But of course all these
feelings are being mocked up at the back of the bank.

At thefirst St. Hill ACC, LRH talked about two routes. experience, and the auditing route used at that
time. They are now combined, because the experiential factor is havingness. Experienceis
havingness, so al experience can be restored. Beingness and doingness can be junior to havingness.
[But Cf. p. 42, at upper level strata, beingness is higher than doingness, which is higher than
havingness, so maybe LRH istalking about a lower level stratum here.] But beingness and doingness
operate on the same can’t have mechanism. When you hit bottom on your own beingness, you'll
mock up some very desirable beingness, and you will be that, except that you are not really being
that. For instance, akidisn’'t permitted to be apilot and fly airplanes, so he mocks up being an ace
aviator. A person may end up settling for alesser and lesser beingness. Finally, heis not being
much, so he mocks up a substitute reactive beingness. Little kids are not permitted to fly planes, so
what do they do? They become “aviators’.

What confuses people is that, while can’t have produces create at a reactive level, all this can take
place at an analytical level. Not al can’t havestrigger the obsessive create, but if you communicate
the can’'t havein an unacceptable (can’t have) way, in agood games condition, the guy may well dip
into the reactive create. Absence of ARC isamost arequisite for a reactive creation by reason of a
can't have. If you run astrong can’'t have on war in the interests of peace, war will result. Keeping
the peaceisnot done by running a can’t have on war by propaganda, etc. For instance, at the outset
of World War 11, no information was given out about the war; it was not considered OK to attack the
enemy, yet we did get ourselvesinto it. When people run acan’'t have on things that do exist, we get
adelusory state. Christian Science does this. Try running 8-C on a Christian Scientist. The
insistence of athetan on Axiom 1 isfantastic.
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On some people, if you try to run athink process, they can’'t do it. These people must have an O/W
games condition on thoughts, because they can’t have athought. If someone withholds a thought,
he’'s running a games condition on you on the subject of “You can’'t haveit.” Thiswill put himina
condition where he has less of it. If you can get off hiswithholds, i.e. get him to give you the
thought, you’ ve stopped him from playing that game condition, and he'll feel better. But why does he
have these discreditable things anyway? Because they are scarce. If athought is scarce, there has
been a cut-down of athought of activity. So the person withholds telling you about actions agains
the mores of society because such actions are scarce. If you can get hold of one, it’s his jewel -- a
scarcity. Healso holdsonto it because he doesn’'t want you to have bad thoughts about him. Thisis
another games condition. To handle this, you could run a can’t have process on thoughts,
theoreticaly:

1. What thought haven’t you permitted another to have?
2. What thought hasn’t another permitted you to have?

Y ou could see another mechanism from another theoretical process. You run, “Think of a (say,
woman).” At first he gets a generality or nothing, then he thinks of specific departed women, then
dead women, sick women, funerals too. Y ou are making him examine the scarcity of women, and it
runs backwards to the point where he could think of a present woman with perfect ease and get a3D
picture of her. Whatever it isyou find him inverted or nonexistent on, you develop a process by
which you can discharge his propensity for using that item in a games condition on others and they on
him. Because you are running out stable data on this, you add a confusion, a problem, or a motion
along withit. For instance, you could use, “When have you denied another awoman? When has
another denied you awoman? What problem about women is not present now?’ The “not present
now” isbecause it isthe not-is version of problem confront. Thisisamurderous process because it
un-not-ises everything involved.

A games condition is unnatural since, in such a condition, the person becomes convinced that thereis
only that game, so they run the can’t have, and the more they do this, the less they have of it.
Eventually, it disappears from view, and they have gotten worse, not better. “Way back, people
wouldn’t clear because they thought it meant losing their game. When cleared, they promptly went
out and aberrated themselves again to have a game. They expressed it as, “| didn’t want to be
detached from existence.” What pinned it down was a scarcity of games. They thought being
aberrated was the only game going.

The remedy of havingness of games is broadening the PC’s view on the subject of games. All you
have to do is knock out his fixed attention on aberrated games, so that he can look around at all the
other games. If you do this, the PC will blow clear amost at once.

6107C19 SHSpec-31 Q and A Period: Auditor Effect on Meter Read

A stage four needle often sits around clear read, but the PC isadead thetan. It hasabout a2 1/2 inch
swing. It goes up, sticks (unlike the F/N), and drops back. It keeps doing it, no matter what the
auditor does. The PC won't read on sec check, ruds, or anything. It's an electronic transfer of
energy in the mind, a machine reaction. The person distrusts himself to such a degree that he has
become a machine. Machines are run by energy. Y ou are seeing something like an AC motor,
feeding its current on a surge, and then reversing its flow, repetitively. Thisisachargeline. The
only thing that can change it isauditing. The personisatotal no-responsibility case: he knows he can
have no effect on anything. CCH’s undercut it best; think processes are not very effective because
thiskind of PC’ s thought has no effect on the bank.

The common denominator of all casesisthe degree of effect the thetan has on hisbank. This ranges
from absolute zero to total easy effect on the bank. The stage four needle is aretreat from the bottom.
Some buttons are still open -- problems, confusion, motion, leaving, or something. On such a case,
all you have to do isto trigger one of his automaticitiesand let it run off the case, giving the guy more
control over hisbank. You arenot, at this stage, really asking the PC to do anything.

There such athing as a“ spook” stage four needle, turned on by the auditor’s statement. It doesn’t
matter what the auditor says. Thisisvery common. A third of pcshaveit. That’'syou energizing the
bank. You can have more effect on the bank than the PC has. Thisis something auditorsfind hard
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to duplicate, being sold on the idea that the PC is responsible for it all. They can’'t seethe PC’'s
pictures, so they don’t believeit.

Sometimes the “spook” stage four needle confuses you when doing asec check. The impact of your
thinkingness and speakingness will activate the bank. Thisisthe lowest reaction, below alie reaction
or areverse lie reaction. If you're sec checking a PC, hislevel of interest rises and creates an
emergency level. So don’t avoid a reaction on the needle just because the PC has one of these
automatic reactions on the needle at first. When you ask meaty questions, he’ s right in there reacting.
So any reaction on a sec check question that might be meaningful is always taken by the auditor as
factual, providing it's an instant read. A stage four needle probably isn’'t an exception to this. A
complicated question might not be duplicated as asked, so 3/4 sec. lag could still be an instant read.
Anything more than one second lag is totally useless.

A can’'t haveisnot aprerequisite for creating, only for unknowing creation. Nearly everyone who's
studied the mind has studied only the analytical mind. We'relooking at reactive mind laws. But even
thisresponse was originally an analytical response; all reactive responses were originally analytical.
One can just decide to create something knowingly. This other law worksthisway: one day you get
apicture of arhinocerosin front of you, because someone somewhere prohibited you from having
rhinoceroses. But you aren’t aware of ever having wanted one. This explains the mysterious
appearance of a mental image picture which has been hitherto unexplained. It also explains some
strange desire to make or do something: someone has run a can’t have on you. But most creativeness
is spontaneous and able [analytical]. Reactive creativenessis generaly terrible.

There is such athing as a negative sec check to handle not-isin the PC. Y ou can knock the withhold
into existence by asking questions which as-isthe not-is, e.g., “When haven't you stolen something?’
Then you could ask the the positive question.

E-meters can be pushed around by pcs, but the reactions look different from reactive reads. It looks
like body motion -- jerky. If aPCisworried about pushing around the meter, he's:

1. Not in session.
2. Got withholds.

3. He wants to impress the auditor.  1t'swhat the PC doesn’t know about that moves the needle. The
remedy isto handle ruds.

Vitaminsto be taken during an intensive:  “Dianazene” (used for radiation sickness; hasiron in it)
Vitamin B1 - 100 mg. GUK = Dicalcium Phosphate - fifteen grains (about one gram) + Vitamin C
250 mg + Nicotinic Acid 100mg + Iron.

Y ou can run out all sunburns, radiation flash burns, etc. This can turn skin cancer on and off. When
sunburn turned on with this, you will see aflush in the shape of a bathing suit. Likewise, not
smoking enough will cause lung cancer.

GUK makes the PC work better for the first 57 minutes after taking it. The reason for the calciumis
the B1 “finds” calcium somewhere in the body. GUK also helps nightmares. It’ll run engrams
through al by itself. B1 also robsthe body of ascorbic acid, so you have to replace this too.

6107C20 SHSpec-32 Games Conditions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1. Ineffectiveness

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

3. Inability even to destroy something.
4. Inability to have any influence at al, of any kind.
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5. Inability even to affect his own mind.

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

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

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

If you run a command that doesn’t read, the PC isineffectivein the area. Thereforeit’sauditor vsthe
PC’ s bank, with no help from the PC. He'll be ARC breaky, hard to audit because you're just
auditing bank and the PCisn’t there. This violates the basic auditing principle: auditor plus PC is
greater than the bank.

6108C03 SH Spec-33 Creation and Goals

The earliest unanswered question in dianetics and scientology is, “Why does a thetan mock up bad
pictures?” It’s remained unanswered all these years. Y ou almost never find anyone with a fixed
pleasure moment. Old validation processing was productive of more grief charges, etc.! [Validation
processing = validation effort processing “This consists of discovering moments when the preclear is
successfully approaching goals, when heis successfully exerting an effort; when his self-determined
effort iswinning.” 5110CM01 OCTSER (October Series) Self-determinism -- Effort Processing, plus
Validation Straightwire, “the theory of which wasto validate all the good moments of the preclear’s
past by having him recall them (Ability Maor 5, “Ability Straightwire”, page 7).]

What is this fixation on death, disaster, and invalidation?

One theoretical possibility isthat he's getting even. He's been made to produce, so he mocks up a
bad production. Mechanically, of course, it's something he hasn’'t as-ised because it’ s unpleasant,
etc., but why did he agree to those mechanicsin the first place? He makes an original agreement,
then revolts against it. Maybe he's been made to produce lots of good things, so he revolts with this
mechanism, so when he’s called upon to mock up something good, he mocks up something bad.
This may happen onal.1level. Thiscan be seen running pleasure moments, when the PC dlipsinto
the badness of it all. Assuming that the fellow isin revolt, this can be very overt (hi-toned) or covert,
e.g. not producing but having excuses for failure or forgetting to do it at all; the latter is alower
harmonic of direct refusal. Occlusion isthislevel of revolt, and we let people get away with it. For
instance, Hitler’ s around somewhere, and we alow him to get away with having forgotten who he's
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been. “I can't” isacovert “1 won't.” The mechanismisso lost it has become away of life, not a
revolt any more. The guy just mocks up bad pictures and forgets. Some civilizations on the track
wereredly production-crazy, e.qg. Arslycus, where the thetans were actively producing, mocking up
matter. You couldn’t get away; there were entrapment mechanisms. Production got a bad name
because it was production against power of choice over production. The bank dramatizes this creation
against thewishto create. The fellow doesn’t want to mock up the bank, so he mocks up the bank.
Hiswill to create has been badly overwhelmed, partly because he overwhelmed others will to create.
Ardycus eventualy fell apart. Some worker invented disintegration so that it could happen. Thiswas
the only possible response -- to out-create with a new idea something worse than what was
happening to them.

Creation gets a bad name from enforced creation. There's another sideto it. LRH has been
unhappiest when he's produced so much that he gluts the market. Others decide they’ ve been out-
created, and they get unhappy too. That’s not so upsetting; what’s so upsetting is not having any
market for your creation, no observers, no audience, etc., and not having it wanted. One does want
one's creations to be admired. If you are made to produce when you don’t want to, or if you think
there will be no appreciation of your production, you will generally produce an overt product. One
can also think that agood creation in some field will bring one into a state of victimization or some
unpleasant consequence. In this case, oneretreats, saying, “I can’t,” or “I don’'t have any talent,” or
“I haven't been educated.”

In 1948, the answer to “Why does a thetan create a bank?’ was that he creates something with
resonance between his own tone and what he createsin the bank. Thisis not the whole story, though.
An individual mocks up, or doesn't, in an effort to prevent his will from being overthrown on the
subject of creation. He gets mechanisms to inhibit creativeness in order to protect his self-
determinism. These mechanisms are what we run into in processing. Thisiswhy creative processing
works, but it is also why some pcs eventually dreamed up that the bank gets solid. The mechanism
was already there.

Methods of denying creation are the most fundamental thing you're dealing with in processing. We
have to figure out what the guy’ s afraid of and disarm it on that angle. So what is he afraid of? He's
afraid of being made to do. (Y ou can substitute “do” for “create” to avoid some mine fields.) He
considers there are bad consequences to doing; he considers that you have to hit a thetan to get him to
create. Thisisan old-old consideration; it explains things like the high birth rate amongst the lower
classes. [It also explains waiting until the last moment to write a paper, and the artistic temperament
and why artists seek out SP’'s.] If someone hits you, you'll make a picture of it. Thisexplainsto
everyone that he'savictim -- he has been made to create, and he is following the law that the best way
to keep from being hurt isto create. This keeps you from being beaten. The most involved point in
an engram is where the fellow thinks he has mocked up the engram in full, which should keep him
from further injury, then gets hit again by something else, so he mocks that up too, and then there's
more injury, or something, which defeats him. His best answer to a blow wasto create. That used
to get him off the hook. Then he suffers defeat and an invalidation of the mechanism of creation asa
defense. Then comes atotal not-is of engrams, which is another defeat, and the disappearance of
earlier engrams. People with invisible fields have gotten to a chronic state of believing it won't do
any good to create.

This all sums up to the thetan’s responses to the accumulation of all the times his choice was
overwhelmed. Someone’'s choice is overwhelmed, so he responds in some way, in adownscale
attempt to make his postulates stick, which he never gives up trying to do. The basic assumption of a
thetan and the first thing he wants to do, is the communication formula: Axiom 10. It's the most
fundamental game in the interrelationship of thetans anyway. From there on, he just wants to make
his postulates stick. When he failsto create an effect, he will till try to create an effect [by mocking
stuff up]. Routine 3 (goals processing) is effective because you are looking over all the powers of
choice he has hoped to effect, most of which have failed, and running out his failed powers of choice.
Running goalsis a sneaky way of getting at what postulates he would like to make stick by asking
what conditions he was trying to bring about. The bank is the mechanisms of all sortsthat tend to
defend his assertions of self, though the effect of these mechanismsisto make a mess of the PC. The
disintegration of his postulates iswhat’s wrong with him. Hisreaction to thisis surprisingly extreme,
but the bank is still trying to have the effect. The basic of the chainisan overt, which iswhy overts
work so well in processing. Someone who is obsessively protecting anything has overtson it. Heis
still trying to make his basic postulate of “effect on” stick, however. Why does he make the original
overt postulate? He has gotten into a games condition on creation, that’swhy. He has been creating
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against someone else, gets alose on making nothing of the opponent’s creation, so he overts against
it. Early onthe track, thetans specialized in goofy games and got into forgetting what they were
doing. So there seems to be something wrong in the field of postulates. Theoretically, you could run
aPC on, “What effect could you actually create?’ This doesn’t work because it istoo direct; it goes
straight through the mine field. To the PC, it seems unreal; he can’t do it. Modifying it to, “What
decison would it be al right for you to make?’ would be more workable.

A thetan must have a feeling that there are motions and confusions he cannot tolerate, so he avoids
them with mechanisms of creation. If aperson’s tolerance for motion and randomity is raised, his
fears of consequences of the overthrow of his power of choice are reduced. Most fundamentally,
obtaining a tolerance for motion and catastrophe would wash away the fear of fear.

The creation of aconfusion isthe last echelon of a postulate. Thelast echelon of aconfusion isthe
creation of a confusion by omission. So we're on safe ground with pcsif we stress creation of
confusions, especially by omissions. So you could use the process, “If you said nothing, what
confusion would occur?’ or, “What not-doingness would create a confusion.?’

Cases that don’t move are the roughest ones. In catatonia, we have the last desperate effort of athetan
to make a postul ate stick somewhere; it'sa not-doingness. There' s probably no such thing as a thetan
who'd not trying to do something. All thetans are busy, if only trying to do things through omission.
Thus, in asking for goals, we should ask for failed goals, secret goals, withheld goals, etc., since that
leads straight to old postul ates.

A PC can be so confused on the blow/create theory that just being talked to by the auditor can cause
him to create something. Or below that, he'll mock up nothing while in session and get lots of ideas
about it out of session. Ron handled this with short sessioning. The PC would hand up his case
right after session. Then LRH would begin anew session and handleit. At thislevel, the PCisona
total reverse: he creates when he’ s not supposed to and doesn’t create when he' s supposed to.

Occlusion isthe last answer, the last attempt to create an effect: an overt of omission. Here, you could
use some far south process as, “What confusion wouldn’t occur if you forgot?” This might get
through to him if he's on afailed forget.

[So the dwindling spiral of creation or postulatesis:

1. Postulate

2. Failed postulate

3. Creation

4. Failed creation

5. Creation of a confusion

6. Creation of a confusion by omission

7. Not-ised creation of a confusion by omission.

A tolerance of confusions, problems, motion, etc, isfine, but failed postulatesiswhat you aretrying
to get with goals processing. You can also get this effect if you ask a PC what he hopes would
happen if he kept on doing what he was doing. If he can’'t answer, you can undercut it with “What
won't happen?” What shows up here will be caution, which seems laudatory, but he'll begin to
realize something will happen too, as you get the not-is off. You could run off intentional overts
with, “What would (or wouldn’t) be damaged if you forgot it?’ They are both aimed at getting the
effect he'stryingto produce. Or you could use, “What damage would forgettingness cause?’ You're

running O/W crossed with forgettingness. Etc. Thisisall at ahigh level of theory. It'saroad
parallel to the one through the minefield, even if you can’t get the exact road.

6108C04 SH Spec-34 Methodology of Auditing -- Not-doingness and Occlusion
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It’simpossible to have judgment in auditing if one’s TR’s are out and one isworried about making
mistakes in application of the tech.

On running brackets, a problem may be that the outer legs of the bracket may not be real to him at
first. Reality on these legs may develop as he runs the process. This happens because of the
dynamics. Asheisaudited, the PC gainsreality on the other dynamics besides the first dynamic.
The PC's ability to reachisdirectly reflected in his ability to conceive of someone else having an idea
or action. So, as you run the process, the command you started with can be too narrow and limiting,
as the PC’ sideas reach further, and the commands could need to be enlarged -- more legs could be
added. Each leg of the command stands as an individuated unit, without interchange among legs,
each, in fact, could be run as an individual command. Inview of thefact that it doesn’t harm anybody
to run an unreality aslong as they are moving towards aredlity, it would be OK to run all legs of the
bracket from the outset. Try to choose a bracket and command wordings all of which fall. Remember
that if you choose a command that restricts the PC, you limit his gains. Also, the PC will tend to look
at the legs not being run as his reality comes up. He will have to withhold himself from those areas,
tending to put them on automatic.

An auditing command can be broadened; it shouldn’t be made more particular and specific. If in
doubt, take the broadest form and run it from the outset. Running one which istoo restricted can turn
on somatics. It's legitimate to change the targets, flows, etc., but not the basic form. Don’t change
“how” to “when” or “could” to “would”. Y ou can drop portions of the command, too, aslong asin
so doing you are removing particularization. When the PC gets very free on flows, you can drop out
the legs and go to the simplicity of, e.g. “Get the idea of (verb).”

An aberration islocated as atotal imprisonment, atotal individuation. Auditing commands resolve the
degree of imprisonment and individuation. As the degree lessens, you may lose TA on one leg of the
process but now haveit elsewhere. The TA ceases to move when the targets of the process are flat,
so theruleis, before leaving the command, check it out for all variations which might produce new
action. Remember that the reactive mind isanidiot, so you could miss something because of awrong
pronoun, or whatever.

The biggest barrier in dissemination is not-doingness and mis-doingness. Thereis an old unresolved
philosophic question about the value of not-doingness: “To do or not to do?” Which is better, the
active or the passive life? If you do, you get into trouble; if you don’t do, you get into trouble.
There' s confusion on either side. For instance, LRH had a problem as awriter: whether to be super
nasty if he was criticized or to be nice and let himself be criticized, thus protecting his markets and
friends. Thereare contradictory lessonsin this; of course neither answer isright. The missing datum
isthat they are both overts, longest continuous overt is not-doingness. Have you ever noticed the
randomity that can be produced by a missing datum in a problem? A false datum can cause some
confusion, but look at what a missing datum on the subject of the mind has done! How about a
missing beingness? Thisis a near-ultimate in not-doingness. The ultimate, of course, isforgetting.
Y ou're not only doing nothing; you're not thereto do it and you’ ve forgotten. Thisreally produces
confusion. A thetan never ceasesto try to have an effect on something, to put Axiom 10 in effect, no
matter how many trillenia have gone by. Y ou are trying to process someone who isin the middle of
10,000 continuous overts of omission. Doing something is apparently the least damaging type of
overt. Thuswithhold seemsto be the more therapeutic side of O/W. It’s his not-doingness which
weighson his case.

Doingness and not-doingness are not data of comparable magnitude. Not-do is enormously greater.
That’s why people who stop doing, even if what they have been doing is nasty, crash when they stop;
that’ s al'so why men die before women. Underneath it all, athetan knows he’'s important to life and
knows it’san overt not to participate. The only greater overt isto forget. This isstill an attempt to
create an effect. So there’sagradient scale of effect creation:

1. You do something to have an effect. (Axiom 10)

2. Y ou create an effect by not doing something.

3. You create an effect by being absent.

4. Y ou create an effect by forgetting.
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What degree of randomity could you produce by forgetting awhole lifetime? Quiteabit. Andit'san
overt; and the fellow realizesit'san overt. That’s the reason for whole track occlusion: the overt of
forgetting. The law behind all thisisthat the thetan never ceases to have an effect on those targets he
has chosen, and the only thing that could ever pry him loose from those fixated effects is something
like scientology. Heisimprisoned to the degree that heis still trying to have a hopel ess effect on
something. Heis hisownjailer. Forgetting it preventsit from ever being as-ised.

If O/W can stall a case, how much more can it be stalled by not being there, the withhold of self?
How much can it be stalled by awithhold from self and being there, and from doingness and from the
subject and from any knowledge of the subject and from any communication with any beingness of
the subject, etc.? That’s why the more occluded acaseis, the harder it isto audit. So you run cases
on, “What wouldn’t you mind forgetting?’ This gets off withholds. Or, as a general pattern for a
command, “What confusion would/could forgettingness create?’

We' ve looked on forgettingness as a sort of passive thing; we've looked on not-doingness as the
natural state of beingness. Seeing them as overts opens up new zones for processing.

6108C08 SHSpec-35 Forgettingness

The reactive mind is basically that area of occlusion which the PC is unable to contact and which
contains atotal identification of all things with all things and until released into the realm of
havingness, continues to react upon the person, compelling him into actions, dramatizations, and
computations which are not optimum to survival. We find in the reactive mind all the residual, not
as-ised material which the individual is seeking to avoid. All the discreditable things of his existence
are then contained in thisarea. He hangs onto them, the knucklehead! He has various mechanisms of
survival connected with this, one being the justification of the aberrations he has.

Psychology makes the error of saying that oneisonly ableto create by virtue of one’s reactive mind.
Faculty psychology (c. the 1500’s) was an attempt to understand perception and the mind. They
didn’t get anywhere because they dealt with the analytical sphere and got confused by the fact that
men don’'t always react rationally. Behaviorism overlooks the unpredictabilities of men when they
don’'t follow the stimulus-response mechanisms.

Until scientology, atheory about man was too precious not to be carefully guarded from attack. Men
went to the stake to protect the theory of faculty psychology. They threw away case histories to
protect the theory of behaviorism. The abundance or scarcity of all things applies. Theories were
terribly scarce. In scientology, we are looking at an abundance of theories. What we care about is
what works. Former theorists didn’t care whether their theories were workable or not. They just felt
they should protect the theory.

The cure of areactive bank is knowingness, because the substance of the bank is not-knowingness.
There' safourth postulate: remember. Thethird wasforget; it issenior. It's been stressed that one
should run that, rather than remember. In order of making, the four postulates are:

0. Native state: potentiality of knowing everything.

1. First postulate: not know

2. Second postulate: He had to know something.

3. Third postulate: He forgot what he knew.

4. Fourth postulate: Remember.

A thetan does this on any given subject. When you enter a school, you start by postulating you know
nothing about the subject. That'sreally arequest to find something you don’t know. In other
schools, you' re asked to not-know and then learn alot of nonsense.

The only thing that ever blows up afase theory isthe workability of a counter-theory.

We know more about the unpredictable side of man than any other body of people on earth, so any
breakthrough we make in the areais valuable. The breakthrough isin the area of forgettingness and
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confusion. Man wantsthings to be forgotten. He not only uses forgettingness as a continuous overt
act; he wants forgettingness to occur. He wants all his evil deeds to be wrapped in the Stygian
darkness of yesteryear. Man is basically good, so it his deeds are considered bad, then there’ s only
one cure for them that he knows: To forget them. So, as an auditor, you can ask, “what should be
forgotten?’ He'll recover almost at once a screaming impulse to make something forgotten, and that is
where his volition and the reactive mind cross. Hisvolition desires occlusion; back of all his
confusion is a knowable valition: he wishes aforgettingness to occur, and that wish creates areactive
bank. That isthe postulate that comes ahead of everything: he must forget. So it can be reached
with, “What should be forgotten?” There's a danger that this will become a forgotten point of
scientology. The postulate, “It must be forgotten,” must be the most forgotten of all postulates, so it
must be the one least able to be as-ised, and thus best suited to accumulate the concatenation of a
bank.

The hidden standard is a cousin to this. Y ou can handle the hidden standard by asking what is hidden
about it or what should be forgotten about it -- and it blows. The PC’s attention frees up and he
knows processing works for him. You can ask, “What would have to happen for you to know
scientology works?’; strip al the motion out of the needle, and you'll have alist of hidden standards.
[More details on running of this.” Any psychosomatic or livingness difficulty a person hasisa
difficulty because there's something about it he doesn’t want known, and he wants others to forget it.

Compulsive rememberingness brings about forgettingness. One pullsit in with the must have on
remembering, which postulates the likelihood of forgetting. And vice versa: someone who goes off to
the South Seas so asto forget, first tries to forget with women, then with liquor, dope, then death.
But all his urgency to forget keepsit there. He pushes one button and gets the other. This develops
an awful confusion, which isthen buried with death and occluded, forming the stimulus response
mechanism of the reactive mind, because his power of choice and his postulates are being
overwhelmed, even if it's him who's overwhelming them.

Restoration of memory on the whole track is the index by which you can measure case gain most
easily. If someone doesn’t think he'slived before, he'sheavily plowed into forgettingness, while the
guy who has only delusory recall on track is doing a pretended knowingness of the whole track. This
is agames condition of magnitude. It’s denying knowingness by giving afalse knowingness. It's
forgetting and remembering at the same time -- very confusing and irritating to confront. Theirritation
comes from one’s awareness of the games condition, putting you into the position of being an
unwilling opponent. If it goes on long enough, your own occlusion is assisted. The target isto
occlude your track by giving false knowingness about theirs.

Confusion asks itself to be forgotten because it was never remembered. That is, it is not-known.
That’ s what makes a confusion a confusion.

6108C11 SHSpec-38 Basics of Auditing -- Matter of Factness

A lot of auditors are doing something besides auditing: they are pressing through, introducing
something in an effort of make auditing work. Probably it’s because of LRH saying that the auditor
has to make the auditing work, that he should be on the ball, etc. A certain apathy about results
createsin itself a“grind atmosphere”. Desperation or apathy alike are counter-productive. LRH
audits with no doubt about what he’ s doing, no withdraw, no question about purpose. Hisauditing is
very matter-of-fact because he has no doubt that he can help the PC, no doubt about the effectiveness
of the process he’ s going to run, no doubt about the fact that the process is working, so he has a
relaxedness about auditing that gives him results five times as fast because he doesn’t get in hisown
road.

The reason an auditor doesn'’t flatten a processis anxiety to get the job done, which getsin the way of
getting the job done. LRH doesn’t artificialize the way he feels about the PC; he keepsiit real, unlike
other auditors, whom he heard being stilted and artificial. Be effective; help the PC; don’t be
hidebound. This should give faster results more easily.

Not-know and forget would have run out engramsin 1950 if they had been used then. Thiswould
have avoided alot of grinding and sweat. You'd usea command form which includes as many
dynamics as necessary, e.g. “What should remain unknown about this to the public / the government
[ afamily / your superiors, etc.?” The occlusions that auditors were struggling with were the result of
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self-motivated efforts to withhold. The hang-ups in any engrams are from a desire to make these
things [parts of the engram] unknown or forgotten. The pretense of knowing about it (dub-in) also
blows on the not-know processing. Running engrams should not be discounted as of benefit to the
case. If you get someone clear and stable, they may still find themselves with an engram there. It
won't take long to run it, since he's clear. During stabilization, they’ re unsnarling track; they are still
bumping into things which can be run. Using not-know on it makes it run even faster, sinceit pops
the sticky point into view.

[Application of not-know to Goals processing]

6108C17 SHSpec-41 Rudiments and Valences

An E-meter ceases to register in the presence of an out-rudiment. This may fool you into thinking a
processisflat. If you get the rudimentsin, the processwill again movethe TA and needle. Keeping
rudimentsinisthe most important part of auditing. Y ou can find the rudiment because only the out
rud will move the meter.

[Details on goals running]

A valence is a synthetic beingness, or a beingness which a PC is not but thinks heis. It can be a
duplicate of any existing beingness, or a synthetic beingness created by what others have said about
the other beingness. There isno such thing, really, as one’s own valence”. “Hisown valence” isjust
himself; he’ s either himself or in avalence. A valenceisapackage. A graph isapicture of avalence,
and any change you got was because you shifted hisvalence. Thisisavery important datum. The
PC will not gain in any way through any effort to alter the characteristics of avalence he'sin. The PC
will only changeif you change the valence as a whol e package, because the PC takes no responsibility
for any of the now-1’ m-supposed-to’s or the package of characteristics which isthe valence. All the
person can reach is a knowingness of the identity of the valence. What does the PC use the vaence
for? Survival, the road out, surmounted by knowingness -- avalence is asolid knowingness; a body
isasolid knowingness. A vaenceisan effort to get someone to know you are there, to get someone
to recognize something. Therefore they are aroad out of unwanted areas. Say a soldier gets hit with
amortar shell. He doesn’t want to be there; he'sin the wrong valence. That knowingness (valence)
isnow invalidated and becomes a not-knowingness. So he exteriorizes and decides that the only way
to fight awar isto be ageneral or awar correspondent. If he can’'t be that, he' Il keep on trying, war
after war, life after life. Finally he getsit together and becomes very successful at it. Then he finds
all war correspondents being shot for fomenting war. As heis shot, he decides he’ll be Mata Hari.
He gets afemale body, moves on up the line, becomes Mata Hari in war after war. Then eventually
he gets executed for that, etc. These are all efforts to solve the problem of what to do in awar.
Every valence picked up is an effort to solve a problem. Valences are antiquated solutions. So you
can say these identities are antiquated solutions to confusions.

The goals which go towards beingness are the more definite goals. They are the more profitable ones
in auditing, because they go toward identity. A personis not himself; heisin adifferent knowingness
assoon ashe'sina vaence. You canfix up avaence s broken leg, aslong asit’savaence that isn't
supposed to have a broken leg, which iswhy you can do assists on almost anyone. The only person
it will fail onis someone who hasa now-1’ m-supposed-to of avalence. The PC has no control over
this. Any PCis being dominatedly in agiven valence, but may be tortured or upset by other valences
which are only really the concern of the valence heismainly in. So any PC’stroubles are only the
troubles of the valence he'sin. Thetroubles are part of the now-I’ m-supposed-to’s of this valence.
So there’ sno way to remedy the difficulties on the valence, because they are outside the power of the
PC to touch. Here you get the oddity of, “Please audit me, but you'd better not make me well.”
That'swhat it looks like.

The valence may have somatics turning on and off as part of the package, which keep the valence
from becoming something else. The PC will keep the somatics to prevent himself from becoming an
unworkable solution to afuture problem. Don't try to take that solution away from the PC, so long as
it seemsvital that it be a solution. What you’ ve got to do isto get the PC to face up to the various
factors that make that avalence. You can't make a valence well; you can move avalence. So any
process run at random on a PC has avery small chance of success. This pre-selects our bag of tricks
toa small bag. You must ask yourself, “Isthis process going to change, familiarize, accustom the
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person to identity, or isit going to handle environments which make identities vital, or isit going to
alter valences?’ If so, it will work and stay working; if not, it won't.

What makes a valence stick the way it sticks? Let’s newly definea psychotic as someone who doesn’t
know what’ s going on in his environment and who doesn’t know what is going on inside himself.
It's all unknown and unobserved. Neurosisiswhen he's got some idea of what’s happening in his
environment and where he is, but thisis overbalanced by unknowingness. Upscale from that, you
know what’ s happening where you are, but not what’s happening inside someone else a few feet
away. You don’t always know what’s going on with everybody. That makes a slight
unknowingness. The stuck parts of your track are the points where you knew what was going on
where you were, but not what was going on around you, because there are points of disagreement:
there was a know facing an unknow. The unknow can get so overwhelming that one adopts a valence
to solveit. You pick up avalence which knows about these things. Many scientists are solely being
valences of scientists. They’ve got it confused with the whole track beingness of a technician. When
you see the level of pretense of avalence, it becomes spotted for you; it seems artificial. Anyone
who'’sidentified himself by some set of tricks has thereby put himself in avalence. Thefact that he's
ina body isan obvious valence, but it’s the valence that he' s using the body to be that’ s the auditing
target. Just having abody isn’t necessarily avalence if he's aware of having a body, not ploughed in
below hislevel of consciousness.

As an auditing target, avalence is the MIP package a person has composed to solve the problems of
existence which he knows nothing about. It’s always easier to pick up a weaker valence than a
stronger one, so your logical target in auditing is the weaker one.

If your PC has a bunch of chronic somatics, they’re part of the valence picture, not part of the PC.
He's got to have two counter-opposed identities in order to feel pain. 1957 was when this was
worked out. To have experience, he'd have to survive; to survive, he has to be something other than
himself. Otherwise, he can’'t survive, experience, and live. You haven’'t achancein handling this
person until he realizes that he can live without the valence. He's been in a games condition as a
valence against some environment -- which probably no longer exists. Women are particularly
confused here, because at the present time, the society isin flux and has no really clear idea of where
women fit in, so women have more problems finding the valence to solve the problem of situations
they're not really in anyway. [ldentity crisis?]

To straighten out a case, you' ve got to move avaence. Say afellow has atoothache; you' ve got to
find out who had atoothache (c. 1950 tech) and split the valences. Thisis more effective than putting
him in comm with the tooth, sinceit’s not histooth. Whatever his difficulties, find out who had it or
would doit. [Cf. XDN “wants handled” rundown.] Y ou could say, “What beingness would be a
good solution for atough environment?’ Y ou process “who’s” -- valences. If you want to cure a
toothache, run it back and forth with, “Who would want to cure a toothache / Who would have a
toothache?’ and get aterminal, to cure the toothache. Y ou aready have the goal, of course. You can
also use this technique for the hidden standard.

For along time, we had the question, “ Should we handle solids or significances?’ The answer is,
“Solids,” but the further answer isthat you shouldn’t handle conditions of avalence. Handle the
valence. Thisisthe limitation of atouch assist. Always handle the terminal. Thisbrings Prehav 13
into the limelight. [Prehav 13: a process which takes alist of charged terminals and combines overt
running with prehav assessment and running of brackets on levels assessed out. See 6106C21
SHSpec-17 or p. 42, these notes.] Prehav 13 will also fix up rudiments.

6108C18 SHSpec-42 Control of Attention

Y ou might think of auditing as having hundreds of rules. Aslong asyou think of it that way, you
aren’'t auditing. These rules are only guideposts. Back of them, your good heart will carry the day.
You aretrying to help the person out. All right. There are certain things his mind will and won'’t do.
If that iswhat your rules are, you'refine. Rituals, as developed by religions, represent their failureto
communicate the basic truths. Hereis what a PC will not do: he will not go into session with his
attention fixated on something else, nor will you have hisinterest in what you are doing. All the
rudiments can be covered with, “Is your attention fixated on something? |s there any reason you
won't talk to me?” Since these questions are allittle too broad, you have the rudiments. He can have a
fixation on aPTP of short duration, where his attention is fixed on the immediate environment. In the
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PTP LD, the PC aso has his attention fixed on something in PT, but he also has something subjective
holding his attention, something very real to him. When you don’t parallel what the mind is doing
with auditing, you fail in auditing.

The rate of change of attention defines relative pain, and the common features of every stuck point on
the track is a sudden shift of attention. This has been known since 1950 at least. The processes being
used are sufficiently strong that no matter what the PC’ s attention is fixed on, you can yank it away,
but doing so will result in an ARC break. Furthermore, his attention won't totally come off what it
was on, so you will create a new identification of what he was looking at and what you pull his
attention to.

Y ou can, of course, go too far in paralleling the mind and wind upinaQ and A. LRH has never seen
a case progress when the PC’ s attention on PTP's of short or long duration isn’t handled. If you
don’'t handle attention fixation, you eventually get an unexpected attention shift that produces an ARC
break. Itisn't the minor flub you make that really causes the ARC break, though it triggersit. The
ARC break isreally caused by yanking the PC’ s attention off his PTP, and you won’t find it by
running O/W on the auditor. “Willing to talk to the auditor” isthe other requirement for the PC to be
insession. If the PC has an ARC break or awithhold, hiswillingnessis out. With a withhold,
there’' s another factor. The PC is sitting with aknown where heis and an unknown where the auditor
is, so the auditing session isaridge. In view of the fact that the PC’s attention is fixed on the
withhold, even if only at a sub-awareness level, if you audit over it, you’re guilty of an attention
shift. The attention fix in awithhold is complicated by being an outward fix with an inward pull to
keep it from getting out.

These mechanisms take priority over al of the PC’s considerations and postulates, so no matter what
he says, you can’t go ahead and audit over it. | order to audit him, you’ve got to be able to put his
attention where you want it. If there’s a distracting noise outside, it’s a waste of timeto ask if it
bothered him. Y ou can assume it shifted his attention, so ask, “What were you thinking of when the
noise occurred?” until there’ s no read and the PC feels OK about it.

Anything that happens in the auditing session is the auditor’ s fault. 1f anything goes wrong in
session, it's never the PC'sfault. If the auditor doesn’t tell him how to get his attention off something
by some acceptable gradient, it’s not the PC’sfault if he can’t put it where you want it. Because you
didn’t put his attention on the things it’s on when he comesinto session, you’'re slow to take
responsibility for taking it off. But if the PC doesn’t make gains, it’s the auditor’ s fault.

Just as the PC must be gotten to the point where he is at cause over his life because you can get himto
erase all the aberrated points in an auditing session, there is another cause -- the auditor. Thisisin
violation of the ideathat the PC is cause of all effects. So you’ve got to be slippy, because you are
being cause over a section of the PC’strack. The only way it can happen isfor him to have some
willingness to do what you want him to do. So his cause must still be there, and your direction of his
cause must be acceptable to him. Otherwise, he won't be cause over that section of track called an
auditing session, and if heisn’t cause over it, he'll makeno gain. So, to keep him at cause, you audit
him with all his attention on the auditing, not splintered elsewhere. He must willingly follow your
direction and have aclear view of what he’sdoing. Y ou assume, incorrectly, that the PC is delicate.
But in fact the only thing you can really do to a PC that’s bad is not to give him awin, which can only
be done by violating his attention factors. Auditing in the absence of the PC’s attention is no-
auditing. How do you keep his attention? Keep therudsin.

The earliest method of clearing was highly permissive and very delicate. It amounts to this repetitive
guestion, “What picture would it be safeto look at?’ The reason it was no longer being done by 1950
was this attention factor. It hadn’t been isolated, so it couldn’t be articulated. Also, everybody kept
dictating what picture the PC should look at. But you could clear someone with that process, and it
would not be along route. You can speed it up by getting him to use other perceptics, e.qg. “What
sound would it be safe for you to hear?” etc. People who don’t get any pictures are just stuck in PT
to avoid looking at the disaster just earlier. But you can work him around until he can confront the
bank. Thisapproach didn’t run into the attention problem because it’s so permissive it lets the PC put
his attention whereit already is. It does take gentle, smooth auditing, and it takes quite awhile. The
“engram necessary to resolve the case” is actually just the picture the PC is stuck in. So you are
essentially running “What picture would it be safeto look at?’
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Now it goesfaster. You handle his attention, gently unstick it from PTP'sand ARC breaks, give him
wins and confidence, don’t get into games conditions with him on goals or terminals. If the session
goes awry, it's because you missed an attention factor. Try to get subjective reality on this. If the
PC says, “Yow! Yow! Yow! ARC break!!”, you say, “What was your PTP?’

6108C22 SHSpec-43 PTPs -- Unknownnesses
[Details on goals running]

Normally aPC is ARC breaky because heis being audited over undetected PTP's, which he will not-
isin order to get auditing. The auditor should suspect it, for instance, when auditing an executive. It
is problems alone which give you this terrific timelessness. They show up as a sticky meter, an
unchanging graph, slow reaction time, not moving around much in life. Problems stick and float
forward in time, and the guy is stuck in apast moment. Another useful definition of “problem” is
“unknown”. A problemisan accumulation of not-knowingnesses and a consideration of the person
asto the value of the not-knownnesses. Remember that the thetan is stuck to his bank, valences,
etc., by mystery. Mystery isthe glue of life. If you want freedom, you must restore knowledge; if
you want slavery, establish ignorance. Create not-knows. So acommon denominator of all problems
isan unknown. A problem cannot exist in the absence of unknowingness. Asthe dianetic axiom
puts it, “Randomity can be caused by a missing datum.” [Axiom 105: An unknown datum can
produce data of plus or minus randomity. Axiom 107: Dataof plus or minus randomity depends for
its confusion on former plus or minus randomity or absent data.] Man’s difficulties were getting more
and more involved because of the missing data: a technology about Man, based on the fundamental
missing datum, “What is Man’s nature?” or “What is Man trying to do?” When the PC runs,
“Describe the problem,” he may well be giving lots of

aspects of the basic unknown problem. If you run unknownness on the subject of problems, you cut
through to this central problem rapidly. A thetanisa mystery sandwich.

Two way comm is an inquiry of the PC asto what is going on and an invitation for him to look at it.
It should be limited to such questions as, “How are you doing? What’s worrying you? What is that
all about?’ Processes aren’'t two way comm. No processisinvolved in two way comm except 2wc.
If you start a process, be sure you flatten it. This datum has never varied; it applies to running
unknownness of problems. 1t's OK to handle a PTP by asking what unknown is connected with it.
Thisruns PTP' sfast. Use any version of the odd-numbered postulates: not-know, forget, doubted,
pretended. Don’'t use 2wc to handle problems. You don’t have to be repetitive; get all versions of
not-know off of it.

[More details on running of PTP' g

Routine 1A consists of everything you can think of in terms of problems processes. It gives atotal
ability to confront problems without being upset by the unknownness of them. Man doesn’t like
having to confront the unknowns of life. It's hard to do, because there is nothing there to confront.
We're back to processing loss when you process unknowns, since alossisa not-know. So
someone with lots of problems experiences a sense of loss. What is so maddening about alossis that
you don’t know what is happening with the thing lost. The PC will misassign causes of loss, too.
Because some terminal is gone and thereis lots of unknownness on it, the guy will go to the bottom
of the Prehav scale and pretend some knowingness and pretend cause. The two are closely
associated. It makes someone who isarea inventor feel strange when he gets down to the Inventor’s
Club and the others “know all about it” and “invented it two years earlier”. Someonein that state can’'t
duplicate; if they were asked, “What did you invent?’, they’ d answer with some irrelevance, so that’s
agood rebuttal.

Pretended knowingness and pretended cause are blood brothers and continually come up together.
Thisis at the bottom of the not-know scale becauseit is a substitute know. The way you handleitis
not direct. You go at it by way of problems. The guy has had so many problems, he has begun to
substitute false solutions. Those are the pretended knowingnesses you see on the case. So you don’t
process the pretended knowingnesses. Y ou process the problems, and the PC will fly. You enter at
the level of reality of what a problem is, and the false solutions and pretended cause fade out.
Flattening Routine 1A means getting the guy comfortable confronting unknowns. Then he won't be
obsessively escaping from them and no longer experiencing alot of anxiety about them. [ Cf. Alan
Watts' The Wisdom of Insecurity] Jealousy is basically an inability to confront the unknown. The
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sickness one experiences with it is not because of betrayal. It isjust another aspect of the unknown
of faithful/unfaithful, or “something they know that | don’t,” etc.

Why does a case suddenly dive into the middle of the bank and refuseto come out? The guy isunable
to not ask why. There’'s an unknown in the incident. The guy gets some glimmer of the unknown,
and hedivesinto it. He cannot confront an unknown and becomes hectic at the idea that an unknown
exists. The oddity is that all knowingnesses are invented knowingnesses. With sn inability to
confront the unknown, you eventually get an inability to confront the known. Then this goes down to
an inability to confront at all, so any little tiny incident of the day becomes a problem he dwells on.
So don’'t judge by the apparent size of the problem whether he will be stuck on it. If he can’t
confront the unknown at al, he will betotally glued into all his unknowns all aong the track.

Y ou could run, “What unknown about an auditing session could you confront / would you rather not
confront?’ Y ou will solve anybody’ s difficulties with auditing. Y ou could run it on an old timer who
doesn’t much like auditing anymore or on someone who is having trouble learning to audit, etc. One
old timer would get every PC’s somatic -- because it'samystery! He instantly snaps terminals with
these unknowns. This process would blow him out. It isavery workable, specific process. It could
be used for anyone who has left off doing some formerly successful activity, or someone who is
having trouble learning something, e.g. alanguage. “What is unknown about a German?’ would
handle problems with the German language.

The treatment of a condition is an attempt to alter a valence without addressing the valence, and this
just doesn’t work. So some process addressed directly at the condition, unlessit aimed at solids, like
engrams, won't do it. Addressthe valence; find whose condition it is; handle the terminal [Cf., again
XDN “wants handled” rundown]. Long lists of goalswon’t be that useful, but long lists of valences
could be. Out of this, you could get a process for PTP’s of long duration: “W/W would have
(condition)? What isn’'t known about that person? What might you have done to him? What might
you have withheld from him?’ Y ou would strip off valences and get off problemsand O/W at the
sametime.

If you run lots of not-know, you’ ve got to remedy havingness because the whole bank is coming
unglued.

6108C23 SHSpec-44 Basics of Auditing

The constants of an auditing session are there: Y ou must start the session, get all the rudimentsin -- at
sensitivity 16; we don’'t use the third of adial drop rule anymore now -- flatten the process you start,
and end the session. To do this, you need to have TR’s, metering, etc. For aPC to bein comm with
the auditor, it is necessary for the auditor to be in comm with the PC. An auditor who would make
invalidative comments or not get acommand across is not there giving a session and isn’t someone the
PC can bein comm with. So add to the “in session” definition that the auditor hasto be giving a
session, i.e. actually running asession. Theway to run asessionisto run asession. The limitation
on telling someone how to run asession involves the amount of disagreement the auditor has with the
forms and actions he’'susing to run the session. One’s disagreement with handling rudiments could
be because of the relative ineffectiveness of the processes, but one could also have far more
fundamental disagreements, e.g. that the PC shouldn’t need auditing. 1t worksthisway. You, using
the elements of auditing, could make anybody an ARC breaky PC by running him with ruds out. You
could get a lower scale PC and have a propitiative PC. If you have difficulty or disagreement with
ruds, you could produce considerable randomity.

The key rudiment isthe PTP. It’s sneaky because it doesn’t necessarily fall at first. The PC may
have no reality on something being a PTP to him. Thereis an interesting limiting factor on cases: Asa
result of auditing, the PC goesinto action in hislife; he then accumulates problems and now is being
audited with PTP's. One of the primary characteristics of case gain isthe PC going into action. He
may lose interest in auditing asaresult. You could expect him to get more problems, not less. Thisis
the same as with getting more withholds -- that is another indicator of case advance. So don’t be
lulled by the quiet PC. As auditing progresses, he may well start having more problems, which the
auditor must not neglect. The mitigating factor hereis that as the PC increases his ability, he blows
these things faster. If that isn’t happening, it must be because ruds are out.
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An auditor who expects the PC to be doing something besides being a PC is in trouble. Y ou must
grant the PC his PC beingness. 1t's OK for him to have hiscasein session. All aPC is supposed to
doisfollow the session as given by the auditor. Thisiswhat the auditor expects of him, that’s all. If
you grant the PC this beingness, you’'ll find auditing simplified because you won’t expect him to
report on how things are going or whatever. It's necessary for you to find out what’s going on.
Scientologists are understandably prone to run a big ought-to-be. Thisis fine anywhere but in
session. The ought-to-be gets joined up with a“probably is’, a supposition which interferes with
seeing wherethe PC redlly isat. The PC could bein a sweet old lady mockup, but in the valence of a
space commander. If the mockup isfactual and the case isn’'t advancing, the “factual” presentation
must have some unknownsin it which must be in wild disagreement. Cases resolve on the is-ness of
the case, not on the ought-to-be’s. The is-ness of the case must be totally unknown if the caseisn’t
resolving. And it’s not what the PC is telling you that is causing his no-progress; if you just keep
auditing that, you areinaQ and A, and you won’t get aresult. Y ou should question the PC on the
basis of, “What exactly are you complaining about? What is the is-ness of it?" If something isn’t
resolving, you haven't gotten the isness of it. Thefirst isnessesyou have are:

1. A session.

2. Ruds.

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

The most trouble you'll haveiswithaPTP LD. It can betricky to get theis-nessof it. We now have
atest totell usif aprocessisworking. Anything except 2wc which isjust to find out wherethe PC is
at (not the 2wc process, but just staying in 2wc with the PC) is a process, and you are committed to
flattening what you started, whether it was in model session or not, whether it’s a rudiment or
anything else. So you’d better have agood grip on what you start before you start it. Otherwise
you’ll get unfinished cycles on the PC. If you seethis, you could run Prehav 13 on auditors, but
there’ s the liability of livening up levels, which means you’re running a terminal which isin wild
disagreement with the PC’ s case and livening up the whole Prehav scale.

[Details on setting the PC up for Goals running]

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

6108C24 SHSpec-45 Rudiments

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

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

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

Finding the PC’ s havingness process can help somewhat. A common denominator of valencesis
matter, energy, space, and time, so any approach to MEST (e.g. havingness) has some slight power
of shifting avalence.

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

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

If it’s very difficult to keep the rudsin, ask yourself if you arereal tothe PC or if he feels there's
something else in the session he knows nothing about. For instance, let the PC know if you missed
lunch and that it's OK, etc. It’'s up to the auditor to make himself real to the PC. When the R-factor
starts to break, the PC will start to ask the auditor a question about the auditor. This shows he's out
of session. The fastest way to handle the R-factor isto put inthe R. It'samost always all right with
the PC. When the R disappears, it's because the auditor is out of session. The PC frequently notices
it and may well comment. Then the auditor had better put it right at once. 1t comesasasurpriseto the
auditor to learn that he should be real with the PC. All the rules seem to indicate that he should be
unreal. But there has to be a person auditing the PC.

6108C29 SHSpec-46 Basics of Auditing

Good auditing is not a question of memorizing the rules of auditing. If you are worried about the
rules of auditing, there’ s something basically wrong. Per the Origina Thesis, auditor + PC is greater
than the bank, and the auditor is there to see that auditing gets done, to direct the PC’'s attention so as
to confront unknowns, to straighten out the bank. The less auditing you do or the less effective
auditing you do, the more upset the PC will be. When the auditor sits down in the auditing chair and
the PC in the PC chair, what contract exists? Very simple. The PC sits down to be audited, i.e. to
get on towards clear, even if he doesn’t know it consciously. He's not there to have ARC breaks run,
PTP s handled, or to straighten out his rudiments. In fact, ruds go out to the degree that auditing
doesn’t get done. If you use the whole session to put rudsin, or if you spend no time on it, little or
no auditing gets done. Somewhere in here is the optimum amount of time spent on ruds -- say five
minutes. If you spend most of the session getting rudsin, he's got anew PTP: how to get auditing!
He doesn’'t consider ruds to be auditing, so he’s out of session. He thinks auditing is things getting
done towards going clear. So your main chance is to audit the PC, if it gets to a choice between
auditing and some obscurerud that his attention isn’t on. To the PC, auditing is handling anything his
attention is fixed on, e.g. the hidden standard, chronic PTP’s, goals, etc. If you endlessly handle
ARC breaks, you get more because you are creating a PTP, violating the contract with the PC. He
will sit there and endlessly run Routine 1A, because it’sin the direction of his problems. Do keep the
ruds in, but don’t make a session out of them. The PC will protest strongly against handling his
minor PTP's; he assigns a high value to his auditing time and wants to use it towards his goal of
going clear. If an auditor takesa positive, controlling, down-to-business approach, his pcs will swear
by him because he audits.
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Escape as a philosophy is acomplicated subject. It hasto do with the orientation of an auditor; it'sthe
only thing that can get in hisroad, as long as he follows scientology and goes on auditing. All the
levels of the Prehav scale have to do with escape. If any of them is hot or unflat on a auditor, you'll
get the auditor letting the PC escape because it’s his modus operandi of handling situations. It's
totally wrong-headed as far as getting the PC clear is concerned. Thisiswhy an auditor doesn’t
control asession, when he doesn't. He thinks he's being nice to the PC.

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

There sadirect cure for this -- a one-shot process that gives these auditors an enormous reality on
what we're running, namely: “What unknown might you be trying to escape from?’ This unstacks all
those not-ised engrams. Y ou're running the reverse of escape, which isconfront. You don’'t haveto
erase thewhole bank. You canjust get familiarity with it.

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

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

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

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

Y ou can also put a PC at responsibility for the session by considering that pcs ought to do such and
such. That makes the PC responsible for the condition he'sin, in session. This makes for the
eguation: (no auditor) + PC islessthan the bank. Thisisafailure to grant beingnessto the PC in
session. A PC isdoing what he is doing, and he should be doing what heis doing. [Auditor’s Code
No. 14] Considerations on top of this about what the PC should be doing interrupt responsibility for
making the PC do something. Aslong as your intentions are wrapped up with what the PC ought to
be doing, in inspecting pictures and so on, you are making this occur. The error is that instead of
making the PC do or become what you want him to, you add the sneak consideration “ The PC ought
to....” Thisfaintly implies, “I’'m not responsible.” Thiswinds up with a collapsed bank.

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

Invalidation is the basic overwhelm. The PC says, “It'smy father.” you say, “It can’t be!” Y ou could
run a whole case, probably, with “Who has been invalidated?” What is death, sickness, or
punishment but invalidation? You are taking him on atour of the bank -- getting him familiar. He'll
comeout the other end not afraid. Don’t let him escape with ruds or hisown directions about what to
do, etc. An auditor would win, even if ignorant of fine points of tech, if he followed these principles.
The PC must feel able to talk to the auditor, so you don’t shut him up when he tells you that
something is wrong with the process, or whatever. [Auditor’s Code No. 16]

6108C30 SHSpec-47 Auditing Quality

If you pass up any reading rudiment and try to go on with the session, when the PC has his attention
on something else, even if it isnot-ised, you will set up troublein session. You'll get ARC breaks
stemming from the PTP. It may not be a PTP stemming from the environment. Sessions can be
PTP's. Also, asking for PTP’ s can restimulate one that had been dormant until looked for. So
rudiments can be dangerous ground. If the PC’'s PTPisthe session, he has already postulated that he
can’'t have asession, otherwise he'd just relax about it and not have the PTP. He' s got such a scarcity
of auditing that he has to get the most session he can in that unit of time. He presses at it; gives
himself more commands; substitutes a process he can do for one he can’t In all this, the PC isjust
trying to make a session out of it. This createsa PTP for the PC. New pcs especially have a scarcity
of any treatment because they’ ve had so much ineffective treatment. They feel no treatment is being
offered anywhere, so they get a can’t have on treatment. This gets carried over into auditing; it
produces a scarcity. The PC will demand auditing and won’'t have it when he getsit. Thisall stems
from the PTP of scarcity of treatment. Handle it with any PTP process, once you get the PC to see
that he hasiit, using innuendo to get him to cognite that auditing is scarce. Use something like, “What
auditing sessions have you been unable to confront?’ or “When has there been no auditing?’ or “What
unknown in an auditing session would you want to escape from?” Thiswould cure the phenomenon.
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The PC who has continual PTP' s has obviously not told you anything about his PTP, because those
things that are known are not aberrative. So if he says, “I know what’s wrong with me: it's my
mother,” you can write it off. Those things that are half-known can still make trouble from the
unknown half, so the second the PC says, “| know all about it,” that does not necessarily mean he's
recovered fromit, if he found out about it in auditing. It may not be fully known. Never believe a
PC, except on goals and terminals.

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

A PC who goes anaten has suffered adrop in havingness. His primary havingness is havingness of
an auditor. So, if he's gone anaten, he’slost the auditor. Y ou could ask, “When is the first time you
lost the auditor?” If you don’'t give him back an auditor, he'll continue to go anaten. The PC with the
most anaten has the least auditor. The things that cause him to lose the auditor could be what the
auditor does (e.g. an error), or just the PC hitting some incidents and losing the auditor. The PC
starts going anaten, and the PC isalone. That’'sall. Find out where heis; he’'s doing a retreat.
Anaten and boil-off on the part of the PC indicate that, from the point of view of the PC, the auditor
isn’'t there. If you find out where the PC’s attention is, you free it which isthe goal of auditing. If
you are interested in the PC’'s case, it helps hip to be interested init. You can just sit back and give
the command and never find out what the PC is doing, and it will work. But compared to what
happens if you really do a Cook’ s tour of the bank, getting the PC to tell you what’s going on all the
time, it’s an inferior type of auditing. If you don’t do it that way, the PC will hit the thing and
bounce, hit and bounce, leaving a bit stuck here and there. The PC will eventually come out fine. It
just takes longer. The reason LRH hasn’t insisted on auditors doing it thisway is that they can be so
knuckleheaded about it. They dc some escape mechanism by asking a dumb question. Aslong as an
auditor experiences impulses, no matter how obscure, to rescue the PC from the dangers of the bank
by pulling him away fromiit, it's not safe to have him asking questions. That’sthe bug in back of it.

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

Y ou can direct the PC’ s attention by asking him questions; aslong as your questions do not yank his
attention off the subject on which it is operating, he'll get into no trouble at all. Finding out what he's
doing, what he'slooking at, etc, is beneficial. And whenever it seems he'sjust escaped, find out
about what is unknown about what he just left, [Cog: This would a so be the mechanism of blows on
misunderstoods: a person cannot confront the unknown.] or if there’s anything else in that. Keep
putting his attention back on the thing he bounced out of. Don’t do this forcefully, but use pointed
guestions. Eventually the whole thing is sorted out and he’snot stuck on it by all the effort to escape
and the mystery and the unconfronted action. Furthermore, he knows he’s getting auditing because
he gets his attention freed from the spot where it was stuck. He winds up with action not being
discreditable and being able to have it.
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6108C31 SHSpec-48 What is Auditing?

There are two stages of poor auditing:

1. The auditor audits naturaly.

2. Then learns the rules and audits all thumbs with the rules.

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

In scientology, you walk into these expectations of what a healer is supposed to be and do, but the
fake is the guy who doesn’t know model session and can’'t do this or that, so he isn’t an auditor.
Y ou've got the now-1’m-supposed-to’s. They’ ve got potent reasons in back of them, but they also
become a badge of being apro. His ease in handling the form impresses the PC and has a magical
effect. Omit some of the forms and the PC suspects that there’ s something wrong with your auditing.
This can beridiculous-- form for the sake of form and magical effect. It's good to know and use the
forms, but auditing comes back to something else: running cases. It's always more important to run
cases than to run according to form. The form just makes it easier, as aguideline. When you’'re
really expert, theformwon’t even be apparent. 1t'll just look like you’ re doing something effective.
Thisrequiresreal skill. Y ou have to be completely comfortable with what you are doing, making it
look utterly natural while doing it utterly by the rules. In thisrespect, auditing is like doing Japanese
paintings. Doing it by the rules makesit harder, because you have to be natural while doing it by the
form, which is artificial. If you fall short of appearing totally natural, you will fall short of total
control. Thereisarea artin using rudiments without the PC noticing the order you’re using, so he
complies because it’s so natural that it must be addressed to him. It iscommunication that is
compelling. 1t must sound so casual that it sounds perfectly relaxed and there’ s no question in your
mind about what you are doing or where you are going or what you are going to achieve. And this
very casualness seemsto speak of reserved power, like a Rolls Royce idling at the curb. Easeis
power; strain is never power. A quiet voice is more commanding than aloud one.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Y ou can count on the fact that every stuck pictureisin some degree held there, but the PC can look at
the action surrounding the stuck point if he can look at the stuck picture. Theindication that he can
regard the action is that he can regard the stuck picture which is blanking it out. The PCisthe one
who brought up the stuck picture. Changes on cases which are rapid and beneficial frequently come
from shepherding the PC’ s attention, not from permissive grind grind grind. 1f the PC offers up
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something his attention is on and the auditor refusesto help him look at it, the PC can get upset. The
PC doesn’t know what he’s looking at. He needs to be guided into looking at what he hasn’t
confronted. The PC often indicates he'sin trouble by sweating, screaming, writhing, etc. The only
fast way the auditor can get him out is by not letting him escape. The auditor shouldn’t Dress for
anything except case gain. Don’'t change a process because it isn’t going fast enough. Change the
PC’ s attention. The way out isthe way through. So if he's stuck in something, move him throughit.
An auditor can’'t do thisif he hasno reality on what the PC isdoing. If the PC islooking fixedly, the
way to handleit isto get himto look alittle further. The stuck pictureisa stable datum which he's
busily looking at to avoid looking at the confusion around it. When you get him to look at the
confusion, the stable datum can blow. With a case that has a black field, ask what’s on the other side
of it. Withaninvisiblefield, or an“invisible’ case with no pictures, get which way heislooking and
get him to look in adifferent direction.

It's up to you to direct the PC’s attention. Why? Because he himself, in that very bank he has been
in, has his attention fixed on these objects solely for one reason: Because he has been powerless to
direct hisown attention in that particular bank and in those particular situations. If an auditor doesn’'t
do any attention-directing, the command alone will doit, but far more slowly. But there will be no
ARC if the PC believes the auditor doesn’t care. If you want fast clearing, you'll just have to get
down to the fundamental, which isthat the auditor is someone who directs the PC’ s attention through
his bank.

6109C05 SHSpec-49 Principles of Auditing

There is no substitute for understanding and there is no understanding without experience. In an
auditing situation where there is no understanding or familiarity, thereislikely to be established only
the reality of war, and if the auditor does not have understanding of and familiarity with the PC and
his bank, he will be at war whether he likesit or not. The anatomy of hatred is based on the anatomy
of non-comprehension. Non-comprehension is based on a lack of familiarity and observation. If you
want to not comprehend something, by all means don’t look at it. Another condition applies: a
tremendous amount of pretended knowingness and pretended understanding can arise after one has
not observed. Psychiatry and psychology got nowhere because they mostly observed dead tissue,
when they observed anything. The reason LRH made progressin the field of the study of the mind
was his novel introduction of the study of living beings. Y ou'd have to be able to confront motion to
do that, and you would have to be aman of action.

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

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

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

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

1. Those that can’t have any auditing.

2. Those that consider their auditing is being prevented.

3. Those that can have auditing.

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

The PC who is ARC breaky or who has PTP' s is being denied auditing in some way. This sounds
very monocentric, since auditing is anew subject. But adequate treatment has not hitherto existed on
this planet. Everyone's reaction to getting sick or injured is, “Oh, no! I’ll haveto get treatment. God
forbid!” The only place where regard for treatment has been lower isin the Markab Confederacy,
where medicine was taught with dried tissue samples as the only mass. Thereit got so bad that you
weren’'t ever permitted to get a new body. Thiswas typical of many space-opera societies. This
society is moving in the direction of replacing parts with mechanical substitutes. Because treatment is
so ineffective, it has to be delivered by callous people who make nothing out of their patients.
Otherwise the treatment would be an overt. They are lessening the overt. And preclears have been
educated into the attitude that there is no effective treatment. Nevertheless, alarge percentage till
hopes treatment can take place, amazingly. The hope must be rather thin by now, so if the auditor
makes a move in the direction of no treatment, the PC ARC breaks. So at first you are doing a
cheerleader’s job. Then, when you have him in session, let him have treatment. How could you
prevent him from getting treatment? First, don’t let him put his attention on his case. He never
protests crude fumbling with his case, aslong asyou do guide himintoit. All protests and difficulties
of the PC stem from no treatment, no auditing. Y ou get the violence of an ARC break if you prevent
the PC from getting auditing because auditing is painful. And the basisof the pain isthat thereisno
auditing. So irreparable damage might occur. The PC believes now that auditing can cure any
damage, but if thereisto be no auditing, then the damageisn’t curable, so heisin a state of anxiety as
S0ON as you Violate in-sessionness.

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

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

The prediction factor involves surprise. What is asurprise? People with low tolerance of unknowns
can be surprised more easily than you’d think, and the degree that a person can be surprised isin
proportion to his tolerance of unknownnesses. The less he tolerates the unknown, the more be can
be surprised. A surpriseis not having known, a past tense unknownness. “What isn’t known?”’
doesn’t run surprises; “What wasn't known?’ runs surprises. The fact had existence before he found
out about it, and heis shocked that he didn’t know about it when it was going on. The anatomy of
surprise is unpredicted change. It registersin the mind only if there wasa knownness present which
the PC didn’t know, and then finds out later. He triesto go backtrack into all that unknownness and
gets the impression of floundering around during that time in a not-knownness, which is an
invalidation of his knowingness and his permeation. That isthe only thing a thetan ever objectsto: an
invalidation of knowingness. He objects on the basis of surprise. So he gets a future which looks
likethis: All sortsof things going onin hisvicinity which he doesn’'t know about, that he will maybe
find out about and they will be aterrible shock to him. So he starts living in a state of anxiety,
because he' s had it demonstrated that facts not known to him which are quite destructive can exist in
his environment without his awareness. He's sucked back into the whirlpool of unknown yesterdays.
Thetruth is, he knew his environment in those yesterdays, but he looks back on it as not knowing his
environment. So things of horrible portent could be going on at this very moment. So that’s what
anxiety and nervousnessis. He getsvery alert so as not to be surprised. Thisdestroys|.Q.; I.Q.
goes down in direct proportion to the amount of unknownness he conceives the environment to hold.
Thiswill apply to a subject, too. Someone who gets more unknownness in the environment than he
can tolerate may manifest the insanity of putting a known [delusory] terminal there. That's a
pretended knowingness on the environment.

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

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

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

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

The unknownness of the PC’s bank really impinges on him. If you, the auditor, have no reality on its
components, no knownness on its components, he'll sense you don’t know your business. Y our
Ability to control the session depends directly on your knowingness of the parts of the mind. Thisis
of course why LRH audits so effectively. The PC feels you see all, know all when you, seeing
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where he isn’t looking, direct his attention to it. Get familiar with the mind and make the session
familiar to the PC, and you' |l be abearcat of an auditor.

To handle ARC breaks, you can ask, “What didn’t | know about what you were doing?’

6109C06 SHSpec-50 Subjective Reality

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

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

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

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

In auditing, you are in direct communication with the thetan. He has problems, most of which are
disorientation problems. Heisdown the track, trying to find out where he has been. If you spring a
surprise on him, his first reaction is not to know where he is. His next action is delusory
knowingness. He will tell you he doesn’t know something, like what you are doing. He actually
means that he doesn’t know where heis. Hewill put up delusory arguments to account for the shift.
Thereal reason for it isthe auditor’s lack of reality on the PC’'s bank. The PC is putting up delusory
knowingness when he criticizes your auditing. Heistrying to find his unknown, but, of course, heis
in the unknown of thinkingness, because he is confused enough not to be able to confront the
unknownness of whereness. Unknownness of where requires more of the PC than the unknownness
of idea because solids take more confront than ideas. 1f you don’'t put him where he isin ahurry, he
will keep adding delusion and significancesin an effort to orient himself. All the auditor hasto do to
shut it off isto find out where the PC has been and where heis. But the auditor would have to have
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reality on theis-ness of the bank to know that that’s the obvious thing to do. Don’t pull the PC’s
attention to the ARC break. It just disorients him more and ARC breaks him more.

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

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

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

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

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

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

The difficulties you encounter all come under the heading of auditor comm lag. An auditor’s fumble
isthe unreality he has on what the PC is doing or going through. Y ou don’t have time to remember
the datum; you have to know it and act instantaneously. The only thing that teaches thisis
experiencing. Fumbling is not overcomable with rules and texts. Drill might help, but it probably
wouldn’t, because of out-reality. The only real cureisto audit the person enough to give him the
reality. However, an auditor doesn’t haveto be cleared to learn to audit. 1t would be nice, but it’s not
absolutely necessary.
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The escape mechanism, where a person never tours the track, surrenders fairly easily to auditing,
because it is based on another idea than that which degrades or aberrates athetan. Escapeissimply a
method of handling abank, not a method of getting aberrated. A case deteriorates when the individual
no longer has confidence in himself as himself and thus adopts another packaged beingnessto handle
the situation. Then this beingness turns out not to be a solution, so he gets another, etc. etc., and
your backtrack of clearing could not be followed by the idea of escape, because that’ s much too
simple a statement of the situation. A person can find himself inadequate in numerous ways besides
the fact that they are trying to escape. Also, there are situations when escape is wise. But
deterioration of confidence in one’s own ability to handle life leads one to believe he must have
another beingnessin order to handle things for him. Now he starts living life on an irresponsibility.
Eventually, his adoption of new identities goesinto the life/death cycle, whichisnot at al usua [in the
life of thetang]. Life, invalidating the body and the valences, gets down to the ideathat the best thing
to do isto chuck the mockup. That just makes afailure. A person ages to the degree that he feels
invalidated. The age of aman in any lifetimeis directly proportional to the accumulation of
unknowns, which, of course, is invalidation. Children probably grow up fast because they are
moving through so much unknownness. They have hope and confidence because they are growing
up. Thishopeis not necessarily justified.

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

Give the auditor with a slight reality on the track some auditing aimed at fixing hisreality, and his
auditing will get better; hisinvalidatability will decrease. Now he knows what he’ sdoing, and it was
that which wasin his road.

6109C07 SHSpec-51 Reality in Auditing

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

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

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

There isasimple method to handle this. “Have you ever seen a picture from inside the body you were
in at the time?’ The PC frequently will say, “Well, yes!” And he tells you about one, or several. Take
one of them and ask if there's anything about the auditing question he answered which is unknown.
Run al the unknownnesses out of the incident. Y ou can find out that the incident has been with him
ever since! There's afundamental method: find out if he has been in one and put him back in it.
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If he’s never been in an engram, you can run, “Recall an ARC break.” Thiswill unstack the track to a
point where he'd find himself in the upsetting incident. Then you can flatten it. Another one which
will doit easily: “Get the idea of action out in front of you, 200-300 ft. away.” “Conceive of an action
200-300 ft. behind you.” What happened to the mass? It shifted. You could follow this through, use
processes of inspection at a distance, and eventually get the guy to where he’ d be in the picture he was
stuck in. That peels down the valence.

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

A PC who will not view his bank has tremendous intolerance of notions and unknowns. Motion can
become intolerable to someone who is fixated on the subject of pain. He believesthat all motion adds
up to pain. pain doesinvolve motion. The strange thing is that someone who is trying to stop motion
to prevent pain is doing the thing that makes pain occur. If the thetan wasn't trying to stop motion
around the body, the body would experience no pain. Notice, with a pain, how it seemsto result from
two opposing motions. Aswith al things, people don't like it because they haven’t had enough of it.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6109C12 SHSpec-52 Clearing Breakthrough

[Hubbard adds engram running to Routine 3. Gives some details of process sequences.]

ARCB processes:

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

2. What has an auditor failed to do?

3. What did an auditor do?

[More details on Goals running and ruds]

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

only way it will be solved. Theis-ness of the situation isin the time and place of the situation and
nowhere else.
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The “engram necessary to resolve the case” didn’t resolve the case in 1950 because it was not on the
goal-termina line of the PC. 1t wasn't an earlier incident. The engram necessary to resolve the caseis
on the goal-terminal line of the PC, so unless you found the goal-terminal line of the PC, the engrams
aren’t going to reduce rapidly. If you're not on the goal-terminal line of the PC and he’s not in
valence, you'rein for 75 hours of no reduction. In running engramsin R-3, the engrams run easily
because they’re on the PC’s goal-terminal line. You’ve got the PC in the valence that was the
destructive valence of hiscase. What has been solved is:

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

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

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

This data has nothing to do with occlusion of cases. An occluded caseisjust one who is stuck in an
occluded engram -- something with a black field. Thereis a condition of pretended knowingness
which can get in our road. It's asuper escape factor. When the knowingness is too horrible and the
not-knowingness is too thick and the person feels too stupid about it, he's likely to dream it up such
that it will have nothing unknown about it. You won't get any of these with the prehav technique.
The keynote of an engram is the fact that the PC knows nothing about it. Pretended knowingness will
get in your road, and you'll buy garbage. Then one day you'll invalidate a PC’sdata. But do run the
engram. Don't jerk the PC’s attention off the engram. when he' s got all the unknownnesses out of it,
has no more somatics, have him go through it afew timesto see if there’ s anything missing. Seeif
he' s got sonic and all the other perceptions out of it. Don't try to force them to be there. Just noteit,
so when you’ ve run afew more, you can go back and run it. Perceptions are the last thing to turn on.
Just be sure you get all the perceptions out of it eventually. Don’t make it too real to the PC; let it be
comfortably real. Perception is something which turns off gradually. Somatics are right now.

6109C13 SHSpec-53 Sec Check and Withholds

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

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

The best way to blow overtsis with the sec check, because the overt only remains bad if it’s withheld.

Wars get fought because it’s so horrible to have a war that it gets put on automatic. That is
individuation from a subject and loss of control of it.
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If you can be something, you won’t have to become it. There's another mechanism, too: after you
backed yourself out of life to the end of the corridor, you snap terminals and obsessively become the
thing you were trying to leave. Thisisvalence closure. It’'sthe withholding of overtsthat doesit.

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

Withholds will often soften up and knock out present-time somatics by walking the person away from
the area, and maybe that’s a good thing. He could be stuck tightly into an engramin life, and you can
move him out of it until you're got him in shape to run it out. He could be so tightly in it he couldn’t
put his attention on the session. The best approach to thisis a security check. You could even run it
on the basis of his chronic PTP somatic. 1t knocks out his obsessive individuation. Thisis an assist
that walks him out of the valence he' s been stuck in He's always got the chronic somatic on the chain
of the valence which will be histerminal. That’swhy you have to get the correct goal and terminal,
because there’ s only one valence chain in which he's stuck.

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

6109C19 SHSpec-55 Q and A Period: Prehav, Sec checks, ARC Break Processes
[Details on prehav processes]

With the 5-way brackets and different flows, you are trying to knock off the PC’ s obsessive valence,
which he’s stuck in by some stuck flow. E.g. a sergeant always orders troops; no one orders him.
Thus he gets a stuck flow and eventually does something weird like becoming atroop or inability to
accept orders from officers. 1f someone kept giving orders, it would unstick the flow, eventualy.

Flows are the mechanism by which someone snaps terminals and gets valence closure. You run a
body continually; it never runsyou. So you'reinabody. One day you get areaction from a body and
you succumb. The stuck flow has snapped and is making the body and you succumb. The stuck flow
has snapped and is making the body run you. If you start consciously driving a car you’ ve been
driving unconsciously, i.e. you start taking the car somewhere instead of just |etting the car take you,
all sorts of weird things are liable to happen. Y ou might lose your ability to drive temporarily. In
driving the car unconscioudly, you' ve already succumbed to a stuck flow. We have the idea that a skill
should be unconscious so one doesn’'t have to think. Thisisabig reactive trap. When one has run out
al the flows on aterminal that the PC has as an obsessive valence, you’ll have discharged the PC's
compulsion to beinteriorized into it, or to command it or be unconscious about it.

The overt act / motivator phenomenon has to be part and parcel of this stuck flow phenomenon. E.g. a
sergeant tells his troops they’ re going for apicnic. When they get out in the field, they find they have
to build fortifications. The lies and prevarications are part of what causes the valence closure. If you
start teaching a student about scientology and pushed a bunch of false or misinterpreted data on him,
that would be an overt. In order for the stuck flow to come about, you have to have an individuation
and unease, an unconscious reaction, plus something unknown, something hidden. An overt in
instruction at Saint Hill, far instance.

On the auditor process: a beingnessisin the middle of a confusion, so the process, “What are you
willing to be? / What would you rather not be?’ is alimited process. It picks the stable datum out of
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the confusion, which isreverse auditing. It isvery good only on alimited basis. If you were going to
run a case with this, you’' d have to run some 1A processes (Problems and sec check processes
alternated. See HCOB 6Jul61 “Routine 1A”.) as part of the auditing command.(See also p. 57
paragraph 4 for the theory behind this.) E.g. for along run, use:

1laWhat would you be willing to be? b What would you rather not be?
2a What would Another be willing to be? b What would another rather not be?
3aWhat confusion could you confront? b What confusion could another confront?

Y ou can use “problem” or “motion” in the confront command, instead of “confusion”, whichever
reads best. To run awhole case with it, add two more commands: the negative confront parts. That
could run the whole case to clear, maybe, after avery long time. If you ran it without the problems
part, it would run the PC right into engrams within afew hours.

On withholds, you first find some doingness, e.g. fish around for anything he thought he should tell
you that he’ sforgotten about. Clean up with 2wc if possible first, asking, “What was it? when was it?
What sort of thing would you find it hard to tell me?’ etc. Y ou could use Peter Williams, version of
O/W: “Think of something you’ ve done/withheld,” for 3 or 4 cycles, then, “Is there anything you' d
careto tell me?’ to give the PC a chance to get the withhold off. You could use this latter after 2wc
doesn’t get it. Or you could use, “What is unknown about my reactions?’ to shake it out, clearing the
auditor so the PC can talk to him. You are not trying to run a sec check on the PC however. If you
get aread on withhold, the PC tellswhat it was and it still reads, you release it with, “ To whom wasn’t
that known? / To whom shouldn’t that be known?’. Thisis the nastiest withhold process ever
dreamed up!

This process cleans up basic-basic on the ARC break chain: “What didn’t an auditor do? When?/
What weren’t you able to tell an auditor? When?” Y ou can clean up the immediate session ARC break
with, “What weren’t you able to tell me?” “When?” Or a shorter process,” What didn’t | do? When?/
What weren’t you ableto tell me? “When?’

Thisisthefinal descendant of the discovery that communication is the most important corner of the
ARC triangle. Aslong asyou run arecall, it's perfectly safe to run, “What weren’t you able to say?’,
but don’t put it in the present or future, or it will be an out-of-ARC process, e.g. “What wouldn’t you
be able to say?’ This could even be unanswerable. Y ou can use the past tense process with specific
terminals, e.g., “What weren't you able to tell your mother?’ Psychotics have gone sane on, “ Think of
communicating with somebody,” run for 25 hours, despite the stuck flow aspect. But it wasn't
communication that aberrated anybody; it was the not-communications. So arecall on the not-
communications operates as a very powerful process. To round it out as atotal valence process, get
the other flow, “What wasn’'t (terminal able to tell you? When?’ That would be a powerful valence
splitter. So skip Prehav 13* as away to clean up PTP s with present time environment terminals.
Run the above. * Prehav 13 is a process which combines overt running with prehav assessment and
running of brackets, relativeto alist of charged terminals. See tape 6106C21 SHSpec-17.

There' s abooster to this. The PC isin aposition where he is expecting somebody to do something
because he is depending on somebody to do something. If somebody doesn’t do it, he' s left in She
soup. Soinasession for an auditor not to have done something and for him not to have been able to
tell the auditor is afrequent source of ARC breaks. Running that out picks up al the times he wasn't
in session and cleans up past sessions.

To make along run out of this, use, “What didn’t an auditor do? When: / What didn’t you do?
When?” and “What weren’t you able to tell an Auditor? When?/ What didn’t an auditor tell you?
When?" That Would made awell-balanced process to clean up the PC’ s auditing track. She full dress
parade would be to assess al the people who the PC is having ARC breaks with, take the best reading
one, and run it in the above commands. This movesthe valence out. Don’t run it very long on any of
these terminals, or it’s dangerous. Use it especially on terminals who are connected to the PC but
object to scientology.

If you put ritual ahead of getting auditing done, you would be wrong every time! Form can get in your
road. The time for using perfect form is when everything is going well. The whole world of
diplomacy isaworld of form rather than doingness. The ideathat the safe thing to do is to adhere to
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ritual because then you are not responsible is the whole basis of diplomacy. If you think form will get
you out of trouble where you need wit, you are wrong. Always put getting the job done ahead of
doing it by the rules. The rules will only fit amajority of cases. Being well trained to use form
doesn’'t excuse you from being clever when necessary, staying within the Auditor’s Code.

6109C20 SHSpec-56 Q and A Period: What is knowable to the PC.

Why do you get areaction on the meter at all? That which isin the ken of reaction isin the knowledge
of the PC. That which will react is knowable. An E-meter can only react on those things which are
instantly and immediately restimulated by the preclear himself. The reason why you assess for an
engram is not to find the hottest charge. The reason you assessisto find out what isreal to the PC --
what the PC can connect with. E-meters always used to be backed up with clever interrogation. This
is especially true in sec checks. If something reacts, itisreal. Don't enforce areality on the PC
contrary to what the PC says.

Groupers give the PC an apparency that all time has jammed. A grouper is a number of incidents
becoming apparently located in one time instant. The “ collapse of track” that the PC experiences when
they hit him doesn’t in fact occur in session. It occurred at some earlier track point.

The anatomy of a grouper is commonly a cold-installed vacuum associated with implants. A person
who has a grouper has implanted people. The only thing which can mash electricity like that isacold
vacuum. Y ou could brainwash someone by smashing dry ice in his Face and holding it there. His
bank would collapse. Cold is extreme stillness. Timeis atemperature. No temperature equals no
time equals no motion. Therefore you must not run no-motion, particularly near agrouper. So all you
canruninthevicinity of agrouper ismotion and time. It doesn’t necessarily work fast.

Add unknownness to that and it really getsinteresting. Y ou could ask, “When was the time unknown
to you? What haven’'t you known about time? What time was unknown? To what person has time
been unknown?’. “What motion wouldn’t you care to undertake?’ gives motion and restraint, or
“What motion was unknown?’, which runs surprises and produces mean somatics. The grouper will
look likeit’s stacking up and getting worse no matter what you are doing, but it'snot. That’sjust the

apparency.

Y ou could relieve the grouper by running out the auditor and the session where he hit it. All you have
to do to free up agrouper isto find the picture that the PC isn’t grouped in and run it. Thisrehabs his
confidence in his ability to run pictures.

What does a grouper look like? Like an art gallery, all of whose pictures were thrown in a heap and
glued there. The incident which produces oneislike this: arocket jockey lying on abed. being hit by
electronic rays, so as to prevent him from exteriorizing and going back to running one of those planes
that’ s been strafing the capitol. They do an implant in which he thinks he' s being hit by moving rays,
when implant they move in a cold vacuum on him and plow it straight into his body. A thetan doesn’t
move out of that easily, especialy if he' sdoneit to others. Theincident is of a person lying on a bed
with pictures flying at him. Inrunning it, keep the PC’ s attention on the bed, not the pictures. Find
whether he’' s administering the implant or getting it. Keep his attention on the bed and off the pictures.
Use, “What don’t you know about that patient?’, etc. You can unveil a grouper by running ARC
break straightwire. Flatten this before starting to run the grouper. And always assess engrams. Don’'t
take one up just because the PC seemsinit. Don't run the grouper. Get the PC out of it. A PCisso
fixated on it; he is so sure it happened in session that he thinks the session should cureit. It was
intended when put there to keep the person from getting out of it.

What kind of person applies groupers? Just about everyone in space operais liable to decide the
enemy’s habit of exteriorizing from a body that’s been shot down, getting a new body, etc., must be
stopped. He must be made to forget the information. Specialized implanting was the answer. The
most antipathetic things about the implant are that it’s cold, lonely, black, etc. Put those things together
and you get a grouper. Someone who'’s alone in his scout craft for afew years has only his own
picturesto look at; he'll self-audit. Space itself does alot of brain-washing. Y ou hit a meteorite
shower and suddenly you' re in space falling into the sun, having just been hit with a red-hot object.
This mades a hefty engram. When they implant the guy, it’'s presented as abig ARC break, betrayal,
etc. He getstheimplant and never knowsif they are his pictures or theirs. The pictureswill al be of a
class. He'll be surethey’re not his, which isanicetrick. He disowns them; he takes no responsibility
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for it. He dramatizes the irresponsibility by saying it happened in the session and he can do nothing
about it. But you can always find other pictures he can run, and some day he'll run the overt side of it.

A grouper turns on with a big somatic that makes the PC very uncomfortable. This somatic can be
turned off with, “What was unknown about that pain?’ That's avery good assist, too. A PC who's
goneinto a grouper can be hard to audit, so it'sagood thing to find out what he’ sin.

When running engrams, look at why you’ re running a particular engram. It’s on aterminal chain and
should be run as, “What don’t you know about it?’, etc. You'retrying to get the PC, as“you” to run
apackage called avalence. The engram isthe engram of the valence the PC isin, so you should
mention it while running it. If you found asaterminal “alooper”, you should use that in running it as,
“What wasn’'t known to alooper?’ This also appliesto running groupers. It's amore serious problem
when you have a PC who'sin agrouper and you don’t know his goal or terminal. Well, go ahead and
find the goal and terminal.

Running engrams in scientology, you run them more symbolically than verbally. The same
mechanisms are present asin Book |: bouncers, groupers, deniers, call-back, etc. You should use
thistrick when you find a still picture: direct the PC’ s attention to the motion on the other side of it, or
just before or after.

The Egyptian areais a bad one to get into, because it’s confusing and violates the pcs’ beliefs. It was
space opera from one end to the other. It was a battleground between two space groups. Pcs have
trouble running it because it violates their reality, as gotten from history books. LRH ran an incident
of Egyptians printing books of orders of the day from the invader force. He knew there must be
motion, and sure enough, he found a battle after the death of the Pharoah.

Always audit the motion, the heat. Never call for the still or the cold, and you' | keep your PC out of
groupers. Itiswhat happensin the picture. The pictureis held in place by an avoidance of motion or a
not-knownness on the subject of motion, not by someone saying, “ Stay there.” Y ou audit the motion,
not the words and not stillnesses.

6109C21 SHSpec-57 Smoothness in Auditing

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

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

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

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

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

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

A meat body isn’t necessarily a bad body form. It should be possible to smash it into awall without
even bruising it. If you can heal a body with an assist, it must have been the thetan who was
perpetuating the process of destruction. There’s no real liability in running a meat body in our
mechanized society, unless oneisin abody oriented to fighting lions. A fixed condition of avalence
which is unchangeable and out of date, will make an unhappy person. Medicine has never been ableto
handle a readjustment of beings or handling valences. Processing does have an effect of valences,
which will object toit.

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

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

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

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

One can always add to sec checks, but never subtract from it for a given person, depending on his
interests and activities. This gets complicated enough to be real to someone who's having difficulty in
life. There are lots of different sec checks. For instance, you could use the children’s sec check to
help restore a person’s memory of childhood and get all the results Freudian psychiatry sought.
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If an auditor can run some process with great confidence of good results, have him run that on every
PC, regardless of what the PC needs. Y ou try not to give him a PC who can only be run on
something else. On sec checks, you get fast wins. This gives an auditor reality fast. Any auditor who
has gotten tired of auditing or upset with auditing has had alot of loses. Someone who doesn’t want to
learn how to audit has had along series of disasters with trying to help people. An auditor who has an
exaggerated idea about what ought to happen in session, who gets frantic, changes processes
continually, has had loses with auditing. So you want to give him something that getsafast result in
order to restore their confidence in their ability to help.

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

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

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

up.

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

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

Y ou could handle someone whose goal is to fix up his memory both by, “What wouldn’t you mind
forgetting?’ plus O/W on various terminals with deficient perception plus find who didn’t remember
well or who insisted he remember and sec check him on those people. Thiswill spring him into his
“What do you know!” on the subject. You can assume if he doesn’t cognite that he' s really pinned
down on the area by withholds from you, from the area, and even from himself. The sec check will
increase his freedom to know, which is the opposite of the not-knowingness enforced by O/W. So
make alist of al the items you can think of from his area of difficulty, ask if he's done anything to or
interfered with those items and activities. His cognition may come out little by little, or at last with a
bang.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

5. Becomeit.

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

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

A theta clear is someone who operates exterior to a body, without need of abody. Thetaclears are
clear on all dynamics. The state of MEST clear has been upgraded because of the stability of the state.
Operating thetan is a different state. A clear would be someone who didn’t have a bank troubling him
and was not influenced in favor of one dynamic over another and not dependent on MEST for
survival. OT would be someone who isin a state of being quite manipulative of MEST, a starter of
whirlwinds, etc. This doesn’t necessarily mean he’s un-aberrated. The best statement of this
definitionisthat OT = someone who has no consequences connected with creation. It has been a state
which others have feared and have sought to suppress. There’'s afourth state, which isrelease. This
iswhen you' ve found the PC’ s goal, terminal and level and run a sec check on him. When arelease
has the idea that his new freedom isreally a betrayal, he hasn’'t quite madeit. He must know he won'’t
get any worse. A MEST clear is one who has completed Routine 3. He has apersistent F/N. He'd
have to have had his PTP of long duration handled.

The common denominator of all cases that have bodies is that their attitudes of havingness are
incorrect. They have anxieties about getting food, air, etc. You clear aclear of hunger. A clear tends
to go onto the fourth dynamic with a crash; he gets very aware of the need to do something about it.
Clearstend to lead and infect people with their enthusiasm. The only problem isthat the clear’ sredlity
is beyond that of the surrounding populace. The most you can realistically do isto get them started
and have an HGC to clear them. The clear will go on past awareness of the problems of the fourth
dynamic to the fifth, seventh and eighth, then back to the sixth. By thistime he'll be upwards towards
thetaclear. If at this point he felt there was a need to do something about Mankind, he'd do it, e.g.
straightening out people’s games conditions, etc. The best thing you can do for a society isto
rehabilitate knowingness, so people can work things out for themselves. Those solutions which
restore comprehension are the only ones which really work, in thelong run. The more people who are
responsible, able to decide, able to tell right from wrong, the better things will be. A person has as
much power as he can trust himself to have. At the lower and of the spectrum, you have a criminal
who responds only to exterior stimuli. In this case there's no sentience left, so where many people are
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at thislevel al you get in a confusion: the randomity of MEST. The police make the error of granting
him more beingness than is warranted. The trouble is that society is rigged for people to be
responsiblein. If there are large numbers of people being irresponsible in it, it's hard to see how it can
go on running. If you want to disestablish a chaos, all you need to do isto return responsibility to the
area.

6109C28 SHSpec-60 Grades of Auditors

[Describes three classes of auditors. For details, see p. 152, below, and HCOPL 29Sep61 “HGC
Allowed Processes’ .]

When you run into the imponderables -- the PC whose case doesn’t move -- you’ re tempted to use
some extraordinary solution instead of finding the gross auditing error. This permits the error to go
uncorrected. You'll be adding new errorsto old ones. The error may be that the PC isn’t doing the
auditing command, which could involve the PC doing something different or doing something else in
addition to it. If the PC has a hidden standard, he'll do something else to produce an effect on his
hidden standard. When a PC has a PTP of long duration, he' |l always try to create an effect on it with
whatever auditing command has been given, so you can't just audit over it. You have to get rudsin
and also be curious to know what the PC is doing with the command. The PC with a PTP of long
duration will apply the auditing command, not to histerminal, but to aterminal of his problem. Itisa
good idea to ask the PC what hisideais of the terminal heis running to be sure it’s the one you
assessed.

Now that you have the rule of the prior confusion, you have an undercut to the PTP of long duration.
The terminal the PC is complaining of is the solution to the prior confusion and is a stillness, a no-
motion point. Y ou don’t audit stillnesses anyway. Y ou get rid of the chronic somatic by finding the
prior confusion by assessment. Take the personnel of the prior confusion and sec check them. Thisis
abit similar to doing O/W on the terminal of the PTP, but better, sinceit is auditing a confusion, not a
stillness. This might even apply to engrams. Y ou could find where the fellow is stuck, assess the
prior confusion and sec check itsterminals. That’sjust a guess, at present. Don’'t Q and A with the
PC telling you he can’t confront the confusion. Get the terminals involved and sec check them on a
check made up to apply to the possible overts. General O/W may be too permissive to get him to
confront it. So that’s the anatomy of a stuck point on the track.

This also predicts that alot of confusion went on before the person picked up the valence he'sin.
There sapossibility that you might get the valence and goal to blow by looking at it, but it’s not likely.
The earlier on the track they were, the beefier they were as thetans and the more confusion there would
be. It gets pretty unreal when you get them looking at it now, if they can even confront it at all.

Other gross auditing errors which could be preventing the PC from making progress could be grossly
out ruds, or the auditor having an attitude that drives the PC out the bottom. Or try to audit a
scientologist who has been around awhile without sec checking him on the auditor’s sec check and the
last couple of pages of HCOWW Form 3.

6110C04 SHSpec-61 The Prior Confusion

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

When looking for the prior confusion, don’t get just whatever was there right before; it may be six
months earlier. Lots of odd forgettingness turns up as you look. Forgettingnessis caused be inability
to confront a motion. The confusion areais a not-know area, which the guy handles with aknow later,
even if it’s stupid and painful. It'sstill aknowingness. All psychosomatics and hidden standards are
acure for mysteries.
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One can get afeeling of relief following aconfusion that isn't really much relieved. It can be just from
getting a knownness following a confusion. A chronic somatic can be aknowingness. If it's being
used as a hidden standard, it is being used for knowingness. There must have been some confusion
beforeit. [This could be an explanation for the phenomenon of getting somatics following
misunderstood words.]

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

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

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

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

A more basic question arises here: “How does a person get stuck on the track in the first place and why
isoneon atimetrack at all? Could it be that there’' s a confusion at the beginning? What is time?”’
Maybe it’s aretreat from a confusion we did not care to confront.

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

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

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

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

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

1. An agreement on optimum conduct

2. A disbanding of the group

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

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

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

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

Another element of thisis co-action: mutual action toward acommon goal. The crew of ashipisno
good until it has been through some common danger. A business group could get cohered if
management let everyone in on the attacks against them; otherwise not. A group becomes a group
when it encounters danger to its survival. The common denominator of the moral codes and of
transgression is, “One must not injure the surviva of afellow group member.”

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

There’saprocessthat hits at this. Find something the person has identified with something. Tell him
to think of amutual action with first the one thing, then the other, and the identifications will spring
apart. Fifteen or twenty other subjects will emerge as you go; don’t Q and A with them; stay with the
original two. A broader, smpler process would be, “Tell me agroup you are no longer part of.”
6110C05 SHSpec-63 Sec Checking -- Types of Withhold

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

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

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

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

A group is based on communication. Withholds all add up to cut communication, so it falls apart to
the degree that there isno communication. Up to a point, withholds appear to cohere a group.

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

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

1. Unintentional withholds. When no one will listen to the PC.

Hence the process, “What weren't you able to tell an auditor?’

2. Reputational withholds: a defense of one’ s beingness.

E.g. one' s family came from the wrong side of the tracks.

3. Withholds for fear of punishment.

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

Then there' s the enforced withhold on the basis of improved state. Someone who is pretending to audit
gets no result but seeks to convince the PC that he’s much better. Here, the PC thinks he' d better not

say otherwise. Then you’ ve got the withhold of protecting beingness. This is the reputational
withhold. It’spretty rare on thisbasis. But you can also have the propitiative PC who tells the auditor
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it's all fine because he doesn’t want to make the auditor feel bad, when actually, he still has his
headache, or whatever.

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

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

Never leave a question till reading. It will throw the PC out of session immediately. You can leaveit
for the next session, but tell the PC that that’s what you are doing. Another important point is to select
a sec check relevant to the PC’ s activities. Sec check against the reality of the PC, taking into account
the moral codes by which helives. Never treat sec checking as arepetitive process. It’sfor getting off
withholds, so vary the question and bereal. Beinquisitive, nosey, and imaginative.

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

6110C10 SHSpec-64 Problems Intensives

“Supposing that dianetics and scientology did everything they were supposed to do. What would your
problem have been before you came into it -- your own personal problem?’ That is the approach you
should use on a PE course. Give all the “firsts” of scientology and dianetics; give a very broad,
complete description. Then ask, “What is the problem that would make you come into scientology?’

Thisis assuming that everything that was said about scientology was true. Y ou restimulate their PTP
of long duration, then ask, “What is your problem?’ The problem is now staring them in the face and
in some percentage, they will, for the first time, recognize the source of some discomfort. Then give
them some data about processing and get them into the HGC. That should be the first lecture on a
P.E. course, because it gives a stable datum, a conditional but desirable stable datum. On acertain
number, you will produce a startling change.

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

Y ou continue the process with the next best-reading change, etc. When al is done, we could say that

the person was a release and has no hidden standards and would do auditing commands. Thisfully
supplants Routine 1A as away to handle problems.
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The reason you are handling hidden standards is not because the individual has his attention stuck
someplace, nor because the PC vias your auditing commands through it, though these things are true.
You arerunning it because to the PC it'san oracle. He' s not really analytically checking his eyesight
every session to seeif auditing is making it better. His eyesight somatic knows, and that’s the only
datathereis. Observation and experience have no bearing on his knowingness. It's more than a PTP
of long duration of a specialized sort. It’s a pretty vicious proposition. The PC does it every
command or every session. If he does it every command, it knows and he doesn’t. So he has to
consult it to find out. He doesit in life all the time, too, unbeknownst to you. He judges goodness
and badness, truth and falsity by whether he gets a somatic which comes from some circuit or other.

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

The way people get that way isthus:
1. They are athetan, as themselves.

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

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

An impact is easily substituted for knowingness. It can also seem to be punishment for some
unknown crime, so he’s got aterrible problem: What has he done to be punished for it? He doesn’t
know; he just feels guilty. Anyway, impact seems like knowingness. One’s own knowingness as a
valenceisin validated so he's got an impact knowingness which he keeps around, which is part of an
engram on his goals-terminal chain. The engram presents a problem because it is not reachable,

because it’s in the middle of the goals-terminal chain. Since the PC’s own knowingness has been
invalidated, he can only go on being validated in his knowingness as a circuit. But he hasto be careful

because it knows more than he does! Superstitious peoples, who have very little and have been
knocked around badly, have catalogs of superstitions, which are sort of third dynamic circuits. This
moves out into a secondary state: the circuit is now audible; it dictates to him, gives him orders aloud.
Thisisthe final result of avalence which has been overwhelmed by a somatic, which has been
overwhelmed by another thinkingness, etc. [See Fig. 4]. Itisnot an endless number of valences, but
there can be a nearly endless number of hidden standards.

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

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

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

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

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

DWINDLING SPIRAL OF CIRCUIT FORMATION 1. The thetan being as himself. 2. He gets
invalidated/overwhelmed as himself. 3. He picksup avaence. 4. The valence gets overwhelmed by a
somatic. 5. The valence’ s knowingnessisinvalidated. 6. The PC, as the valence, sets up a circuit to
use the “impact knowingness” of the somatic as a senior source of knowledge, so he can go on being
validated in his knowingness. The circuit now does the observing and knowing. 7. The circuit
becomes audible. 8. The circuit gives orders. 9. The circuit gives orders below the level of
consciousness, aways expressed at least faintly in somatics.

The point of changeisawithdrawal; so isthe origina O/W. Both key in circuits. [Cf. page 47, where
LRH points out that circuits are a substitute for confront and gives more data about what circuits are
used for.] The whole story is repetitive out-of-communication, with a periscope that looks for him and
tellshim. That’sthe hidden standard, seen as a circuit. Experience must not approach this person,
and since auditing is an experience, he never allows it to approach. Y ou are trying to audit the person,
not thevia. Thuscasegainisslow at best.

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

6110C11 SHSpec-65 Problems Intensive Assessment

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

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

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

The usual cause of high tone arms on pcs who leave with low TA and come back with high TA is
some withhold about their physical condition or concurrent mental treatment or some bug on the
subject of the mind. Get the withholds off on the subject or you won’t be his auditor, because he
won't be willing to talk to you. If you do get them off, you'll be his auditor because you know things
about him no one else knows.
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6110C12 SHSpec-66 Problems

Rockdlams aways take precedence over other needle phenomena. A rockslam isavery badly overrun
flow.

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

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

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

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

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

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

103



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

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

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

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

Problems about scientology are of the order of magnitude of withholds on the subject of scientology,
in terms of stopping case gain. The fact that he’ sin a session acts to restimul ate the withhold or the
problem, and everything you are doing restimulated it. Don’t solve his problem about auditing by
giving him more or better auditing. The PC has a PTP and will behave like a case with one no matter
what you do to solveit.

6110C17 SHSpec-67 Problems Intensives Procedure

Heroic measures have been used, on the time track, when lighter efforts to get into communication
have failed. Brutality follows failed communication; overts are aways to be found in the wake of no-
communication. The auditor who gets annoyed with the PC has just failed to audit the PC; he has just
failed to get the PC to communicate. He has had no methodology, or he hasn't applied it. If thiswere
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widespread, scientology would go the way of all former religions -- towards ritual and brutality. The
real overt isnot bad auditing, it's bad dissemination, i.e. bad teaching, bad comm of how to apply, not
insisting that it be done right. It'syour inability to get information from PC’s which leads to your not
trying to get any, which drives you into avicious frame of mind about PC’s, which drives you into not
wanting to audit any at al. The auditor who has withholds won't ask for withholds. If on top of that,
he can’t get information from the PC and doesn’t know how to go about it, he' Il end up not auditing.
That’s why any auditor who is not now auditing, isn’t auditing: he’slost his confidence in his ability
to obtain the information necessary to resolve the case.

Aslong as you have social mores, people will violate them and go out of comm with the group. The
auditor-PC relationship isagroup, and if they are out of comm with a group, they will tend to be out
of comm with all groups. Y ou’ ve got to raise their group consciousness before you get an auditor-PC
relationship. So, by using the White Form, you get the withholds off from the sections where they are
likely to be concealing anything: present physical condition, 2D stuff, crimes, past mental treatment,
etc.

All societies set themselves up to beill, because as soon as you have a bunch of thou-shalt-nots, you
will get the two phenomena of withholds and make guilty. So you get people out of comm, no as-
ising of those conditions, so civilizations grow ill and die. When mores are your sole method of being
civilized, you'll get destruction. Scientology isthe first civilization not to operate thisway. Aslong as
you can get people to talk, so that they can as-is sin instead of repressing it, you can truly handle the
illsof civilizations. Up to now, repression was the only available method.

Someone could prove that civilization was made possible only by this mechanism of withholding and
making guilty, but only aslong as his premise was that Man is basically evil. You have to process
somebody and find they are nicer people than you thought previously before you can accept the idea
that another basis for civilization is possible. Otherwise you’'d think that if you freed Man, he'd
become more evil. If you audit someone and see him becoming more vital, active, polite, and freer,
you don't get the impression that he's more evil at all.

Where an individual has withdrawn out of earlier groups, he becomes harder to process in the group
called auditor-PC and harder to get along with in the group called scientology. A failed group member
doesn’t make a good group member. This appliesto this lifetime; former lives have an effect, but the
force comes from the this-lifetime groups that he has left. Y ou could do a sec check on each of the
groups they had left to get them going into session more easily. Pay particular attention to this with
people who are renegades from groups which intended to help: doctors, psychiatrists, etc. Run out
his O/W’s on that earlier group. Y ou have to be clever to do it, because you have to find out the mores
of the earlier group. So do get all you can on hisformer groups, at least as to what he’'s been in and
left.

Only take self-determined changes for the problems intensive processing. They don’'t give you
anything to handle, e.g. graduation. But, e.g., dropping out of school you would be interested in.
What you want is his solutions to problems he didn’t know he had. Other determined changes aren’t
his solutions. You'll get reads on them because they are charged, but they are not what you want.
[Details on running the process|

Stable datum: If you have to remedy havingness alot, ruds are out.

Never run astop. Avoid stills. Unless you’ ve got movement in the command, the mechanics of the
prior confusion will hang you up in the stillness. If you can get the PC to restate it so it’ s got action in
it, great. A “preventing” type action is questionable, but it will run, perhaps slowly, but better than a
stop.

[More details on procedure]

6110C18 SHSpec-68 Valences -- Circuits

“Are all thetans equal?” some pcs ask. All cases are rough, but some are rougher than others,
regardless of equality of thetans. However, we find that all beingsin this area of the universe have the
same type of aberration, differing only in magnitude of aberration. Thisis contrary to Kraepelin's
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index of insanity, which points out its many different manifestations. The only question answered by
such aclassification is that of how aberrations manifest themselves. But al aberrations arise from the
same causes, having only different manifestations and magnitudes. The reason why we are clearing
peopleisthat we are taking people out by the same route they went in. So you have to parallel what
the mind is doing.

It works like this: athetan, being and acting in this universe, loses confidence in himself, in his ability
to do and to survive. Having lost that confidence, he then assumes an identity which he considers will
stand instead of self. He himself goes down into degradation. What he is overwhelmed by, or what
he has overwhelmed consistently, is adopted by him as a package of behavior, and that isavalence. A
valence is asubstitute for self, taken on after the fact of lost confidence in self. Asathetan sinksinto
degradation and lost confidence in self, he goes down into personal oblivion so that he has no further
memory of self but only memory of avaence. Having taken on this valence, he then carriesit onasa
mechanism of survival. He does alife continuum, actualy, of what he has overwhelmed or what has
overwhelmed him.

At the point of degradation, you will find it backtracking thisway: just before he assumed the valence,
he has a problem concerning his own survival that he himself could not solve as himself. Just before
that problem, there was a tremendous confusion in which, by process of overts and withholds, he
became enturbulated at himself. These overts and withholds were against the various dynamics. That
was the route by which he went in. He missed his way and had overts and withholds against the
mores of the group in which he was operating, and he lost confidence in himself completely. Hefelt
he couldn’t go on as himself, which gave him atremendous problem relating to survival. He felt he
couldn’t solve this problem, so he adopted an identity he thought would stand as a solution to this
problem. Then he went on as that identity. Now that identity was in turn submerged by the same
cycle. Astheidentity, while a member of the group, the thetan committed overts and had withholds
from members of the group, which produced an insoluble problem. The thetan usually “solved” the
problem by the acceptance, not of another valence, but of a change to another status. The cycleis
always the same. While a member of a group, having certain goal's, he commits overts and has
withholds from other group members, from which arises a confusion. This confusion summates into
a problem, which he then solves by . The isthe only variable. Early on the track,
the thetan always used a valence. But the common denominator of all his solutionsis change. This
has aways been an element. That is equally true of the first assumption of avalence and of every new
lifetime, etc.

The whole of the Buddhist concern was the life-death cycle. The goal of the Buddhist is to escape the
cycle; he's afraid of change because he could become responsible for wider changes. Thisis amost
on the principle that “1f | shirk enough responsibility, I’ll just float out of my head.” Unfortunately, it
doesn’'t work. It istrue that occasionally, accidentally, athetan can sit down and go out of his head,
sproingg! The way he does it is that he has set up an escape mechanism to spring him out of dead
bodies like a fighter pilot gjection seat. Usually they don’t work. Every now and then one works.
It's actually a mocked up heavy-energy guillotine. Pcsthink that if they feel enough pain they won’t
be able to think, so they set this up to be triggered by pain. At a certain time, they get enough pain and
the guillotine is supposed to knock off the body. So people wind up by now with the belief that you
have to kill abody to get out of it. Actually, unlessyou had overts on the body, you would practically
float out of it. Peoplewho are going around sick may have triggered the gection mechanism and had it
fail to kill the body or gject them. It'safailed solution.

One of the mechanisms of the series of truths the Buddhists believed was that the world was horrible,
poverty stricken, etc. The basic truths they put out were so interlarded with these other exaggerations,
overts, and unkind thoughts, criticisms, and so on, that it operated as a self-trapping mechanism. If
you get a guy to be still long enough, you will key himin like crazy. All the motions of the past will
come in and kick him in the head. Why do you find a PC sitting in the middle of a problem, sitting
there with that solution. And why isit such astill solution? It'sastill point on the track, and every
time the PC hastried to rest, he's practically been overwhelmed. When you get the problem out of the
way and look back for the motion and confusion, the motion and confusion run and the still spot
disappears. The still spot is held there by the pressure and duress of an active spot behind or earlier
than the still spot. So when the PC tries to rest, the motion threatens to overwhelm him as it gets
restimulated, so it’s upsetting to him to be still.

There' s nothing to do, once one has blown out of one’s head, so the goal of the Buddhist must have
been to do nothing. That is the defeatist goal. People in defeat will say they want to do nothing, in
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some variety of ways. Of course the nothingnessis the point of overwhelm. So people who yearn for
nothingness inadvertently yearn to be overwhelmed. So every great culture strives for peace. They
get so much peace; there’ s so much peace everywhere that some barbarian comes along and knocks the
whole thing off. They achieve perfect no-motion, which is death. So athetan’ s ambitions can often
be contrary to his best interests. Thisis not surprising, in view of the fact that there are no real
liabilities to being a thetan, except the liability of no interest, inaction, nothing to do or have or be,
nowhere to go. When you see people preaching these, you see people in the finest possible games
condition. They are playing a game of seeing other players overwhelmed, using the mechanisms of
the track which would most easily overwhelm the other players. It isnot really in the best interest of
the other to advise rest, peace, and inaction.

The proof of thisare all over the place. E.g. asoldier gets wounded, gets front-linefirst aid. Result: a
lower death rate for wounds treated there than for similar wounds treated at the base hospital. Society
subscribes to the idea that someone can kill himself with work. Thisisacomplete red herring. How
does athetan get sick? Y ou know that when you release the still he is stuck in, he'll get well.

What has happened to a thetan that he doesn’t just heal up an injured body on the spot? He has been
leading too quiet alife, that’s all. Peoplein circuses take falls that would kill aregular person. The
only reason an injured body doesn’t spring back into shape is that it’s held out of shape by stills.
Things wrong with people are held wrong, with considerable energy. The effort it takes to stay crazy
must be fantastic.

The best way to get sudden recoveriesisto run withholds, because withholds are the motion before the
still that was going on while the person was not participating with the motion. He was withholding
himself from the motion, so he was already being dightly still. He eventually withdraws so hard from
the motion and commits so many overts against the other participants in the motion that he backs out all
the way and becomes still. When you haven't any right to be part of a motion any longer, you have
only one other choice -- to be still. That’s the mechanism by which you can get confusion, overts and
withholds becoming a problem: a problem is the still. After the problem comes the solution to the
problem. Of course, since the problem is motionlessin time, the solution becomes continuous in time.
Now the thetan has the problem of how to get some motion.

Although motion is evidently “bad” for athetan, he nevertheless likes to move and insists on doing it.
If he hadn’t done so much motion in the past, his present “still” would be OK. But aswith acar,
having its bumper up against another car’s bumper should do no harm, unless it was previously
traveling at 165 miles per hour. It’sthe motion prior to the still that produces the impact. There's
nothing wrong with a still if there hasn’t been some motion. And motion isfine, if astill doesn’t
occur. If you can tolerate both motion and stillness, you won't have any trouble but there are certain
motions and certain tills athetan cannot tolerate. Y ou could move insane people up the track just by
giving them a huge boulder in the middle of the courtyard to look at, to familiarize themselves with a
still.

If we look at how athetan got aberrated, we see that it’s a cycle of action:

1. Overts against co-action

2. A confusion leading to

3. A problem, which isastop, leading to

4. A changeto solve the problem.

The cycle keeps repeating itself. The thetan keeps picking up new bodies, who are somebody el se.
Thisreally makes it complicated, since each of them is an identity. He doesn’t stack up any new
valences, however, because the basic valence isin there so solid that transient valences don’t
overwhelm it. The basic valence, motivated by the basic goal, is the biggest single change that takes
placein alifetime that is available to an auditor. It is available on anyone with whom you can
communicate. If you can’t communicate, you can still use CCH’s. They aren’t used otherwise, now
that the problems intensive can be used to get off hidden standards.

What other changes besides valences are available? Oneisanew body. Every death is preceded by an
unsolvable problem to which death was the solution. A new body is a solution to death, which left the
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thetan in inaction. All illness evolves from unsolved problems; it’s always a gradient scale of dying.
People even get sick when they win a prize or get new possessions beyond what they feel they should
have to survive. It can be too much change and too much havingness -- unsafe because of one’s
liability to being attacked.

Thetans aren’t stupid. One of their aberrations may be a stupidity, but according to the computation on
which they are living, what they are doing is very clever. You'll always find that the very stupid have
agreat belief in their cunning; often, too, the very bright consider themselves to be stupid.

How many changes can occur just after a problem? In terms of mental changes, very few. They could
suppress or enhance certain characteristics, get rid of or adopt certain manifestations, and that’ s about
al. Theearliest step istaking on avalence.

A valence both limits and exaggerates a person’s own skills. A thetan can only set up avalence or a
circuit to do what he can already do. A thetan can, without a body, walk out on a stage, pick up a
1000 Ib weight, turn it around and drop it. But he’s so dedicated to the idea that it takes a strong
man’s body to do it, that he only does it when he'siin a strong man’s body. Then it gets to the point
that he can only do it when in condition, when he’s well, when he’s employed to do it, when he has
no problems with his manager, when he believes in himself and feels powerful. These are all vias.
The basic truth isthat he can just do it. Each of the limitations and vias he putsin there isa solution to
aproblem he couldn’t otherwise solve. The problem got there because he was trying to get something
done as part of a group, and in that motion has overts and withholds, and these resolved into a
problem. The whole cycle hasto take place every time to wind up with a solution like that.

The problems and changes you are interested in as an auditor are not very many. You are not
interested in his being in a body; he has been in and out of bodies before, or he wouldn’t be here. But
what is he doing with this body? Heisn't being the body heisin; heisbeing avalencewhichisina
body. In other words, he's afailed thetan being afailed valence in abody. Up to this point, he'd be
easy to communicate with, but new problems and changes interpose such things as constant somatics.
Then you are auditing him through the problem which is the constant somatic.

A circuit islike asubsidiary valence. It isamechanism which modifies a valence, a solution to the
realization that the valence can often be wrong, so it needs to be dictated to or to have things hidden
fromit. So when the thetan, as avalence, runsinto a problem where the valence has failed, he sets up
avalence that can think and a circuit to modify the thinking of the valence. After the thetan has failed,
everything he adopts after that is subject to failure, and each one of them becomes a barrier to
processing. A circuit modifies the thinkingness and doingness of the valence; it is a dictational
machine. Circuits slow down or speed up, show things or hide things, etc. If they get too wild and
complicated, the person can modify the circuit with a somatic. When you get this much bric-a-brac,
somewhere along the line you could get a hidden standard, which knows more than the valence, which
knows more than the thetan.

A hidden standard is just something which knows better, to which the thetan is paying attention. The
thetan’ s concentration on this item can be so great, the dependency on it so heavy, that the thetan only
knows if it knows. If it tells him, it’strue; if it doesn’t tell him, it’s not true. When you are auditing
him, he letsit tell him. He pays so much attention to it he hardly seesyou at all. To some degree,
everyone's attention is absorbed in some part of the bank, but where atotal overwhelm exists,
attention is so absorbed that only it knows. People run totally on social circuitry. For instance,
parents often have totally unreal ideas about their children, whom they have never observed at all.
Circuits are often so idiotic that when they are activated by what they are set up to produce, they
criticize asif it weren't there. E.g. one has the circuit, “A child’'s appearance should be very good.”
So if achild’ s appearance in the vicinity of someone with that circuit is very good, he' s criticized; if the
child’s appearance is very bad, he' signored. This confuses children and causes them to feel betrayed.
Most things that a person protests against he will do himself. We call this hypocrisy; it's caused by
circuits.

Circuitry is an escape from knowing and confront, vias used by the thetan to divorce himself from life.
When you audit him, you are a part of life, and you will hit hisinterpositions. You will thus be
auditing a circuit, which prevents him from being able to go clear on straight Routine 3. If you get off
his PTP's, ARC breaks, objections to the room, etc., heislesslikely to interpose vias, and you can
then talk to the PC, not the circuit. But people have problems of such magnitude on the recent
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backtrack that they set up a permanent circuit, so you are always auditing away at the circuit and
making slow progress.

The problemsintensive directly handles and knocks out circuits so that you can audit the PC out of the
vaence heisin.

6110C19 SHSpec-69 Q and A Period -- Flows
[Pointers on running problems intensives)

Any auditing command has the potentiality of flowsinit. If the PC isrunning acommand with the
flow aways from A to B, the PC could go into an occlusion. Y ou could then have him run it the other
way afew times, and it will un-occlude. All stuck flows give stuck needles. You seethisin
withholds, too. A withhold isanon-permitted flow, so anything going in against it sticks; nothing can
backflow. You'll seethe TA rise and the needle stick. The more you make him conscious of it, the
more tightly he squashes himself with the withhold. Y ou finally trigger it. Thisreversesthe flow and
you get blowdowns. In awithhold, the PC regrets the backflow. E.g. he should not have back-
flowed the bullet when he killed the king of France. He shouldn’t have backflowed in the first place,
so heiswithholding it. He can receive everything you tell him about the king of France, but nothing
can come out about the king of France. Watch the needle go up and stick. The more questions you
flow in, the more he packsit in. When he stops withholding, the T.A. goes down from reversing the
flow.

There are lots of directions of flows, but five, or ten, ways seems pretty adequate. If you only run PC
to another and another to PC, you can start getting the other person’s flows jamming, and you will
again get astuck meter. Thisdoesn’t pose a problem if you are running it for ashort timeonly. You
can overrun aflow on a prehav run, or al flows can run out. [?] You can run aflow too longin one
direction and get ahigh TA. Then it can blow up with ablowdown. Y ou can overrun it, in which
case, the more you run it, the more stuck it is going to get.

Themind is capable of a considerable resurgence. By getting in ruds, you give the mind the freedom
tolook at PT. With that freedom comes the ability to as-is. This makesit possible to use afive-way
bracket instead of a 32-way bracket. Auditing is not an absolute practice, fortunately. If everything
bad that ever happened to the PC had to be audited out, you'd be at it forever. If you pull certain pins,
enough will blow so that the mind can resurge, if the rudsarein. A problemsintensiveisrun so that
the mind can resurge enough to let you run goals easily.

Auditors can have trouble with the idea of flowsif they don't realize that the mind is full of particles.
Thoughts get connected with the particles and the particles get connected with solids and masses. So
the PC triesto think and runsinto solids. Y ou try to audit him and run into particles. There’ s nothing
wrong with the PC’ s thinkingness per se; the trouble is that it gets joined up with energy, space, time,
and particles. So he can’t think of time without getting space, or of athought without getting particles
or masses. He can’t differentiate amongst these things or amongst the dynamics. The preclear
identifies the sixth dynamic particularly with with all the dynamics, and the seventh dynamic gets
identified with the reactive mind. Thinkingness only goes haywire when a person can no longer
differentiate where he should or associate where he should. He identifies even on a semantic level,
e.g. “Heroad aboat.” Y ou can get some amazing results with semantics, like the airline pilot who
camein looking for the phrase that gave him a compulsion to have accidents while flying. His mother
has said, “He’ s no earthly good,” which reactively made him fly, even though he hated it. [Leukemia
was once found to be caused by the mother’ s phrase, “It would turn your blood to water!”] But
auditing by phrases requires avery good auditor, and it doesn’t work on everybody. If it worked well
and easily, we'd till be doing it.

It isamistake to let the PC run only one-way flows. The PC has been motivating for years and years,
not just in session. What is holding it pinned is lack of any reverse flow. It looks moral to the PC,
but it’s not. It’ s that he started an outflow along a certain tone level, making aline along which an
interchange could occur. Having done so, he can be inflowed on at that level. Thisisall based on the
horrible fact that a thetan can never be inflowed on until he has outflowed. How could he have been
located by someone el se otherwise?
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Thisleadsto the “safe” solution of never being anywhere or saying anything. Of course, then you'll
never do anything or see anything, and nothing will ever happen ever. The police evidently operate on
this, since it’ s being there and communicating that are punished. Someone in apathy has solved life
this way, and he’s easy to inflow on, so he gets kicked. If he's not careful, though, he may get a
reputation for being agood listener. Y et people get taught this, “Be agood listener; don’t be obtrusive;
bealittlelate,” but it backfires.

When making up auditing commands, be sureit is understood and that it reads on the meter, and that it
isexplicit, and that you get it answered every time. And don’t set up a stuck flow situation. Even a
flow of giving punishment to someone will violate games condition because it is giving something to
an enemy, so it makes one feel degraded and start figuring on it. War is degrading because soldiers
are always giving things to their enemies. This sets up a bad games condition. An auditor shouldn’t
run a contrary-to-games-condition process which is all give or one that violates flows with all receive.
There are wordings that allow for any flow, e.g., “What was happening?’ or “What was unknown? If
the PC can’'t run “unknown”, you can use “forgotten”, the lower harmonic of “unknown”. Use any of
the not-know words if necessary; don’'t leave the problem unrun. If you start getting into a stuck flow
on a process, you can just end the process without too much fuss and add another flow to it, e.g. by
saying, “Now we are going to add another side to this....” If your intention is to get auditing done
rather than to follow aritual, it'll go down just fine. Anything that goeswrong to a PC in session is
registered by him on the basis of a scarcity of auditing and is best remedied by giving him auditing. If
you run withholds alot (e.g. unkind thoughts), you can wind up with a stuck flow unless you run the
overt as the outflow.

[In the problems intensive, the O-section is alist of self-determined changes the PC has made in this
lifetime. Thelist is assessed out by elimination, and the item is then handled in the P-section. The
auditor gets the problem that preceded this change; he runsit on, “What is unknown about that
problem with (the terminal in the problem)?’ or some such process. Later version omits running it.
Then the confusion prior tc the change (later -- prior to the problem) is located, and the dramatis
personae of the confusion are sec checked, getting off al the O’sand W’ sin the area of the confusion,
until the problem no longer reacts. Then another self-determined change is assessed out, etc. A later
version of the Problems Intensiveis given in HCOB 9Nov61 “ The Problems Intensive -- Use of the
Prior Confusion”]

The number of problems a person has determines how fast or slow he will audit, and his speed of
accomplishment in lifein general. So he'll speed up in life when you get his problems out of the way.

6110C24 SHSpec-70 Clearing

Auditing is athird dynamic activity. Most aberration stems from group mores, because there was an
agreement (agreement is high on the reality scale). Asan individual agrees to something, then
disagreesto it, he runs a contradiction on his own postulates. When athetan becomes a member of a
group, he agrees to certain things, then finds he can’t uphold them and disagrees with those things.
This activity is high on the reality scale. Having agreed to something, then disagreed with it, the thetan
doesn’t normally as-is his original agreement. Thus he finds himself in disagreement with himself,
since it was originally his own agreement. Thisis apparently the first and foremost invalidation of a
thetan. He invalidates himself by first agreeing, then disagreeing with his own agreements. In
between the agreement and disagreement, we get a further set of agreements and activities, al of which
are lesser in value, but which bring about complexity.

So you get an area of mutual motion with the group, and even a confusion of ownership of motion.
Y ou get awhole series of problems from this. This gets us back to something that has been a question
since 1948: If the thetan was making his pictures, why did he create the particular ones he’sgot? Why
his proclivity for morbidity? We find the answer in the fact that he can’t differentiate between hisown
actions and other people’s. He's not sure who caused these communication lines and actions. All
motions are, of course, caused individually. There is no such thing as collectively caused motion.
Governments err by thinking that there's some entity called “the people”, when in fact there are just
individuals. But in histhird dynamics, the PC got into this confusion of mutual motion. He then
defends himself by backing out of it. He says, “Well, it was all bad. Herel am outside of it. At least
| am il anidentity.” A thetan has gone through this over and over.
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The dynamics give us an excellent picture of the confusion of mutual motion. The sixth dynamicis
exclusively aco-motion, an undifferentiated one. All the collective, undifferentiated co-motions of the
past become matter, energy, space, and time -- the sixth dynamic. Nobody can say what he did. A
thetan in this universe can only say, “ That was our activity.” Thisis OK until you get afailure. For
instance, it’s “We built this bridge,” until it collapses, at which point it becomes, “They built this
bridge.” When mutual co-motion comes a cropper, people deny their part init.

At any giventime, an individual isamember of at |east two or three groups. He has been on the track
for +200 trillion years, which makes alot of groups. Soitisimpractical to run out his co-action with
al hisgroups. For instance, every time he died, he left agroup. But we are assisted by automaticity.
All overts and withholds are preceded by co-action. Y ou can straighten out the people involved by
running O/W, or you can free the effect of the O/W by differentiating the co-action. Thisisabasic
discovery: that you can knock out the co-action preceding the O/W. He can’t face the co-action
sometimes until you get off some of the withholds and overts.

A body of agreement has been violated and thereafter will remain aberrative. That’s where you get the
packaged “Now-I'm-supposed-tos’, the packaged postulates -- valences enforced by group mores.
Someone who is withholding himself from his former group can’t even tell you what really went on in
it until he his gotten off some of the O/W. Hiswithholding is not only in the physical universe but in
the mind also. Y ou could have a group whose mutual action is all mutually destructive, at first glance.
When you process the PC, you are just asking him to stop withholding himself mentally, just because
he is withholding himself physically. He'll resist because it feels like being asked to return to it
physically.

The reason you have to have rudsin in order to find a goal or terminal is that you are asking the
individual to walk very closely to the fact of an identity from which he is withholding himself while
being the identity. He's not executing the goal while executing the goa. Y ou are asking him to look at
something that he isin the middle of. When you run groups, you are asking him, “What group co-
motion are you still in the middle of that you’' re now having nothing to do with?’ This confuses him,
but it works out very well. Y ou go back through his O/W’sto co-action. Eventually you could even
get the mutual agreements. Each step asks him to confront alittle more than he would be comfortable
confronting. So you'll find his goal and find histerminal. Fine. That's oriented towards the future
and away from the unpleasant past. But then you ask him to go back over the past, and suddenly you
get all the reasons why he doesn’t want to go clear. Facing all those prior groups and people and
activities is something else. Y esterday should remain buried. Thisisthe most critical period of
processing. For onething, if you have the wrong goal and the wrong terminal, you will throw the PC
in over hishead and it will take expertsto bail him out. It'snot alight thing to attempt.

The PC doesn’t want to face what he has | eft, so you had better be prepared for evasions, ducks, and
dodges, ARC breaks, etc. Evenif he's aberrated now; he knows he's alive. He' s not so sure he will
be aliveif he confronts this. He died last time, didn't he? A PC can also slide out from under the
terminal up into degradation. Thisisan alarming fact of running terminals. The PC looks very pitiful
as he comes through the degradation and may not feel at all like going on. But all his escape
mechanisms are reactive. By keeping rudimentsin and carrying on straight ahead, you will succeed,
because the PC himself isreally with you all theway. The objectionsare al reactive. You may have a
smooth trip through it, too. Not all pcs go through degradation.

Degradation is alower harmonic of apathy and is the first emotion the PC encounters on the road up,
even if he'sbelow it. He goes through the band of death on the way to apathy, then on up the tone
scale. There’'sasort of hurdy-gurdy that goes on. There’'s the PC and the valence, and the PC is as
overwhelmed as the valence is high toned. During processing, the positions reverse. At one point,
they arelevel. At thispoint, the “now-I’m-supposed-tos” don’t work well and the PC still doesn’t
decide well what to do. Then the valence goes down and the PC up. The PC and/or the valence may
hit the boredom band. It isimportant not to leave it there, but to continue.

6110C26 SHSpec-72 Security Checking -- Auditing Errors

All the heretics the Catholic Church has had trouble with were produced by the mechanism of
incomplete confessions. Thisis poetic justice, since the Church buried most of the earlier knowledge
that had been around. So a sec check, the very thing which is supposed to prevent dissension, upsets,
and slowed cases, if badly done restimulates a heresy of some sort which eventually brings about an
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overthrow of the group, sooner or later. The cycle is that this overt, not being pulled, but
restimulated, causes the PC to lessen it by running down the target of the overt. Thisisanew overt,
which then makes him also run down the group that failed to pull the withhold. If you fail to pull the
withhold, you will get the effect of the succeeding overts, as the PC makes nothing of the people who
might find out. Thisis part of lessening the missed overt. It also servesto make it such that no one
would ever believe those people if the overt ever does come out.

The amazing thing is that the withhold, asit’s pulled, transmutes from a smoking volcano beforeit is
pulled to alimp dead fish asit’ s gotten off. So, if you start to release it but don’t carry through, you've
left the PC with alive head of steam which will frequently explode.

The way to have accidents with a dangerous object is to know it’s dangerous and not know how to
handleit. We' ve tended to tell students that you can’t do anything wrong with auditing, in order to
inspire confidence, and to adegree it’ s true, but now that we have accomplished a speed-up of getting
rid of the basic core of reactivity, we've paid for it with aloss of the safety mechanisms of older
processes, like conceptual processes, objectives, etc. Now we have to run things that make people
pretty uncomfortable when it is donewrong. Thisis not permanent, but it can be quite uncomfortable
at the time. Part of the trouble, too, is that the auditor can be looking very pleasant, doing his best
(though he has make GAE’s) so that the PC, when he finds himself looking awful, blames himself for
it and feelsit couldn’t be the auditor’ s fault, when in fact it is his fault.

The common denominator of GAE’s is some degree of no auditing done. Where there have been
errors, it is mostly incomprehension of auditing directions. Examples are leaving a withhold question
unflat, doing a wrong assessment or using awrong assessment, running a prehav level until the TA is
moving and leaving it, failing to continue to sec check a PC as his case advances.

6110C31 SHSpec-73 Rudiments

Those things that are closest to present time have a greater influence on the PC than the whole track, in
his estimation. So you have a PC who is convinced that anything wrong with him must have
happened in this lifetime. Thisis one of the things wrong with him -- that he thinks he can get this
aberrated in fifty yearsor less. Asfar asthe basic seat of aberration is concerned, itisall “way prior to
thislifetime. To the PC, what has happened in the last twenty-four hours is more important than what
has happened in the past month, but it isn’'t, really. From the PC’ s viewpoint what has happened in
the session is more important than what has happened in this day, hence the violence of session ARC
breaks. Because of this evaluation of importances, you can’t audit over the ARC break. Asit recedes
into the past, it loses importance. The analytical mind fixes its attention closest to all of the havingness,
whichisin present time.

So there' s aways the disagreement in the session that what’ s really wrong with the PC isin the yester-
lives, but the PC thinksit’s something wrong right now. If you treat what is wrong with him now
with heavy actions, asif it were atremendous barrier, the PC will think so too. Thusyou can validate
the PC into out-ruds.

An auditor has to adjudicate whether it will do more damage to get the rudimentsin or to audit with
them out. A goalsrunisvery difficult with the ruds out, but you can attack ruds with such ferocity
that the PC gets convinced that they must be really out, so they go more out. If the TA starts going up
while you are getting ruds in, lock very pleased, asif you'd just gotten rudsreally in, wind up the ruds
and get back on the goalsterminal line. Rudsabit out is better than ruds ‘way out.

[Details on goals running]

Y ou will sometimes find the PC planting his heelsin. Examine the case from the aspect of its godl;
examine the goal from the aspect of what dynamic it is an overt against, and you will find out how a
PC got agoal in thissolid. He had this goal as a perfectly honest goal, perhaps, and nobody wanted
this goal because it didn’t fit in with certain dynamics. They invalidated it, and he reasserted it, etc.,
etc., to the point where he pretty much dropped it. When you first pick it up, you find it behaves like
an overt. You canrun it as an overt, which is why the two-way flow run on it works. Y ou can ask,
“What would the goal do to agroup?’ and find how it could be lots of overts against groups.
This means it has been invalidated alot, which iswhy it goes out so easily. Any goal that isn’t an
axiom is out of agreement to some degree with groups the PC has been associated with. Thusit has
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been invalidated on other dynamics and so becomes a source of invalidation. He usesit to invalidate
and othersinvalidateit. Soif you, asthe auditor, invalidate it even dlightly, out it goes. The terminal,
being an outgrowth of the goal, issimilarly fragile. Not accepting the PC’'s handwritten list resulted in
the goal getting lost. The PC didn’t mention when the auditor got a new goals list with the meter.

Don’t run any processes, e.g. sec checks, on any specific terminals other that the goals terminal line
terminals, except O/W, and when the PC runs out of O/W against the terminal, don’t force it on the
terminal anymore. The PC will ARC break as his attention is newly forced on the terminal.

6111C01 SHSpec-74 Formation of Commands
[Details on formulating commands for goals processing]

Y ou can have difficulty with some standard command like, “Think of a " In About 50% of
cases, the PC won’'t make sense out of “think” and it won't read. Y ou could clear the word very
carefully, get al his considerations, process the condition, etc. or, better yet, find a substitute the PC
can understand. Often, “Get the idea” will work, but if the second part of the command hasit in
another form, then what? Well, square it around so it makes sense. (Cure for inability to think: “Look
around and find something that’s not thinking.”) Be sure it’s clear to the PC. Don't find that you are
having trouble with it after you have run it for three hours. But don’t go to the extreme of clearing the
same command every session either. Just clear it when you first useit. Evenif it looks fineto you,
seeif it makes sense and is answerable to the PC.

Mental concepts can exist in the absence of words. When you are forming commands, it’s concepts
you want to communicate. Words express the form and character of the think. A thetan, in order to
communicate, goes through MEST and, to hear, takes the communication out of MEST. That’s how
he keeps off other thetans. The whole business of forming commands uses that mechanism. The
command should, of course, always be duplicated. That’s a havingness factor, as well as not
attracting the PC’ s attention, and it makes him think a repetitive thought which will eventually as-is his
circuits. Don't get pedantic about it. Process in the language he speaks, including dial ects and
colloquialisms.

If you are trying to compose commands without a knowledge of the basics of scientology, you'd do
better to go hang yourself. One of the basics is to make sense. Remember that if a word was
something the PC was quite rational about, it wouldn’t read in the first place. And it’snot up to you to
run alanguage school for aPC. Often he will cognite on what it means asyou runit. But if you have
to change wordings to make the command grammatical or sensible, be sure to get one that reads and
has the same sense to the PC. Y our commands are always being formed and cleared up against the raw
stuff of which aberration is concocted. As aresult, it becomes a tricky and vast subject. The
fundamentals of the mind are simple and not very many. The difficulties of clearing and forming
commands can cause the auditor to give up and just take commands LRH has given. Even if you do
this, try at least to understand the thought behind the command which is meant to be transmitted to the
PC. if it doesn’t transmit because of some weirdness, fix it up so it fits and transmits. LRH expects
that you would make sure it’s answerable. Don’t change any commands that you are already running,
no matter how much better you now see you could make it. Realize that commands are
communication, not semantics.

6111C02 SHSpec-75 How to Security Check

The answer to why the bank beefs up when non-goals-terminals are run is this: When you run the
terminal which is not the goals terminal, his attention is too bound up in his own terminal and goal to
as-isthe collapsing mass. So the mass the auditor pushes in on the PC, connected to the new terminal,
doesn’'t get as-ised. The PC doesn’t have enough attention units to as-is anything except the goals
terminal, so the bank beefs up. Similarly, your E-meter starts up, the TA rises, to the degree that the
PC is not as-ising what you are throwing in on him.

The worst thing about E-metersis TR-0. TR-0 goes out and the meter doesn’t work. An E-meter isa
deadly weapon. Y ou can slaughter a PC if the E-meter is not used correctly. Y ou do this by missing
instant reads. If, in addition, you took up latent reads and let the PC get off other peopl€e’ s overts, the
session itself would be an overt, and the PC would feel worse afterwards. A more dangerous mistake
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is missing an instant read and leaving the question live, which can often result in the PC nattering,
criticizing you and the organization, etc. Very funny. If you missthe question, he doubts you, your
ability, the tech, etc. When you clean it up by pulling the withhold, the natter stops.

A latent read has a comm lag of 0.5 sec or more.

Y ou could sec check a person into ahigh TA by making sure all the ruds were out, so his attention
would be dispersed. Audit what the PC is stuck in. When a PC’ s attention is too bound up in one
area, the PC cannot as-is anything else, so the TA goes high and sticks. It’s not that the TA’s going
high should be utterly avoided. But the TA goes high because moreis being thrown in on the PC than
the PC can handle or as-is. If, during arun, the PC hits an engram, he may not be able to as-isit, if
you start directing his attention to all the details, etc. and start running the engram. So just
acknowledge it and carry on [with the goals or terminals run you were doing]. The auditor can push
mass, circuits, pictures, etc., in on the PC and can move his track more easily than the PC, hard
though it may be for auditors to recognize this. So your interrogation of the PC can pin his attention
on thetrack. It's Ok to be curious enough to find out what he islooking at or doing, but not to start
running it. Of course you can move him out of it by asking for earlier or later incidents. The reactive
mind is always keyed to other-determinism and never to self-determinism, so the auditor can always
move it around.

High TA is often cured by getting off awithhold, even a small one. Getting off any withhold will
make the TA go down.

[Data on sec checking by dynamics]

The trouble with the sec check is usually that the auditor is working from his own viewpoint and not
from the PC’s. A thetan is not natively a member of any culture. Thetans have come down the track
accumulating various mores and civilizations and group ideas. Some have come down the track
without finding out that groups exist. They’ ve collected various things, but their mores register on the
dynamics [rather than relative to groups.]

Make sure you sec check what the PC considers an overt, even if to you it seemstrivial. People are
different. Men are so busy being ordinary that they don’t recognize that every one of themis dlightly,
somewhere, extraordinary. This professional ordinariness is a great repressor; it not-ises the
differences. Unless you can re-establish difference, you can’t re-establish differentiation. The easy
way out, the easy solution, isto say that it's all the same; they are all alike, al bad, so now I’'m warned
and safe, if miserable. That’s such stupid reasoning that it’s no wonder countries go down the drain
of “al people are equal, but some people are more equal than others’. Perhaps thetans were all equal
at the beginning of the track, then became unequal and masked it with a pretended equality.

[Details on problems intensives and sec check procedures|

It isinteresting that you can sec check out of existence every out-rudiment: the room, PTP's, the
auditor, ARC breaks. Just get the prior confusion . A rudiment can’t hang up unless there’'s an
unknown, and an unknown can’t exist unless there’s awithhold. Here we have a class of things that
all go together: unknowingness, forgettingness, stupidity, and withholds. They arelike A, R, and C
in the ARC triangle; they go up and down together.

You are not likely to get afactual answer to the question, “Have you ever made someone guilty of
something?’ The thing that is wrong with the PC is that he has never successfully made anybody
guilty and heis still trying. The basis of his aberration is the effort to made someone guilty, not the
accomplished fact. Y ou should ask, “Have you ever attempted to make anybody guilty of

The only reason anyone has avicti mlsh motivatorish attitude is in an effort to make someone gunty

It may have even been a successful effort but the person making the effort doesn’t know about it.

It is a debatable point whether you should ever take an unkind thought as an overt. Sometimesit does
seem to be the only available overt, and the person does feel friendlier and better for having gotten it
off. But there appears to be evidence that a person with a body of unkind thoughts against someone or
something has an actual overt which is being withheld. The unkind thoughts are evidently just
evidence that overtsexist. So if you don’'t get the overts, you are leaving them with unflat sec check
guestions. Ciritical thoughts don’t aberrate people. But the PC may not be able to reach the underlying
overt. Soif he can’'t, make anote, so that you can return to it.
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6111C08 SHSpec-77 Checking Case Reports

[Details on running Routine 3A. See HCOB 7Nov61 “Routine 3A”. Also see 6111C08 SHSpec-76
Routine 3A, which was deleted from the SHSBC Checksheet. See definition of Routine 3A in the tech
dictionary. Routine 3A involved finding a modifier for the goal, a modifier being “that consideration
which opposes the attainment of a goal and tends to suspend it intime. Example: goal, “to be awillow
wand”; modifier, “so as never to be reached.”]

There are two or three civilizations, ‘way on the backtrack, where the language was English.

Never be ashamed to be clever as an auditor. It is not the same as being asquirrel. A squirrel doesn’t
understand any of the principles, so he makes them up to fulfill hisignorance. If you do know the
principles and never get clever, you’' re a knucklehead since there aren’t textbook solutions for every
situation. After the PC hastold you fifteen or twenty times, “Y ou keep asking for the modifier, but |
just can’t reachit,” ask himif “but | just can’t reach it” isthe modifier.

When a PC is ARC broken, he getsinto a kind of numb games condition, where he has no fluidity of
mind or flexibility. If you try to audit a PC in awooden, sullen state, you are highly unlikely to get
anywhere.

[More details on running of Routine 3A]

6111C09 SHSpec-78 Effective Auditing

Thereisonly one thing that can make an E-meter lie and that’s a bad auditor. Where an auditor has
withholds, he won’t want to get others' withholds off, so he won’'t want to believe the meter. Auditor
diffidence is also based on afear of what they might hear from pcs, such as gossip about themselves.
Pc’ s do appreciate auditor control in session. On a sec check, the PC may not know what it isthat’s
giving aread. At that point, you get helpful, ask alot of various things to help him locate it,
compartment the question to see where the read is coming from, etc. But if the PC isresisting, not
even trying to look, acting resentful, etc., don’t be a softy. Get as tough as necessary to get the
withhold. The PC has gone into a games condition, and you have got to get him out of it. You have
to be able to judge what’ s happening to the PC and not expect thereis aritual way to handie him. The
technology and procedures of scientology are to assist you to audit the PC, not to hide behind. There
is no substitute for a live auditor, particularly in sec checking. This doesn’t mean you should always
he sweet.

Don’t overwhump the PC, creating missed withholds of nothing. Don’t be arobot. Don’t ignore the
PC’ s answers, creating an enforced withhold. Don’t do something that suddenly shifts the PC’s
attention, like going from no interest to enthusiastic interest in ajump. It takes a certain amount of
auditor to make an auditing session. Some auditors can put too much there, with distractive
comments, and so forth. If the meter breaks in mid-session, don’t do anything at all about it except
carry on with the session, until you can declare abreak. Then fix the meter and restart. Never distract
the PC’ s attention out of session. Fiddling with the meter can cause the TA to climb as much as two
divisions.

Don’t develop a nice calloused death mask in lieu of TR-0. Processthe PC in front of you. Just get
brave. The way to get your rudsin, as an auditor, isto just relax, look over the situation, even if it
takes a bit of time. Find out what is going on by asking, “What is going on?’ You ask him. That’s
different from aritual. Do you know that with one single question that is heartfelt and meant by you,
you can put all therudsin, just like that?

How do you run a sec check on atough PC with lots of withholds when the meter is broken? Y ou
don’t. You run some havingness and confront and end session and get a new meter. But never
distract a PC’s attention from the session. Y ou can be as interesting or as interested as you please, as
long asit’s relevant to the session and to what the PC isdoing. What upsets the PC is an irrelevancy
to hiscase. It'snot what you do; it’s how relevant your actions are. 'Y ou must have your attention on
the PC. The auditor could dance ajig aslong asit isrelevant to the pcs case. You’'ll drop some of
your shackles and death masks when you learn this. Differentiate between what you can get away
with and what you can't. All the PC demandsis that the auditor be effective and his attention relevant
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to the PC’'s case. That’swhat the auditor violates when he gets in trouble with the PC. The whole
pattern of ARC breaksisthat the PC ceases to believe that the auditor’ s attention is relevant to his case.

Per the Philadel phia Doctorate L ectures, the highest level [of reality] is conviction. Thisis above
agreement, communication, above mechanics. It'sabelief. The PC must stay convinced that the
auditor isinterested in auditing him and interested in auditing his case and doing it effectively, with
attention on the PC. This conviction takes something to achieve. It can be accomplished, if you know
enough about the mind and have enough reality on its mechanics. Knowing these things, you are
never debarred by the mystery of it all. The PC looks like something that can be resolved. If you
know the mechanics of how he operates; and if you know all the parts of his mind, you understand
enough of what he is doing to form ARC with the PC. Now your interest and attention is on the
particularities, the specifics of his difficulties. If you are comfortable with the basics and the
mechanics, you' |l be able to handle people’' s upsets effectively. Somebody who understands life can
talk about life, and other people know he understands life even if they don’t know what heis saying,
oddly enough.

So if you, who could be looking and interested, aren’t doing it with the PC, he has been out. It's
upsetting that you don’t do what you could be doing. People do not forgive no auditing or being
ineffective. So audit the PC and be effective. The PC wants your attention on his case. If you start
to tell him about your case, forget it! No matter how kindly your motives are, just be sure you are
effective and that your attention ison his case.

[Details on modifiers]

The ARC the PC forms with the auditor is not just from sweetness and kindness. It’s from auditor
control, interest, and effectiveness. Student auditing can well be slow because the PC can feel the
student is auditing in order to learn about it, not because of interest in his case. If an auditor goes and
carelessly sleeps with the PC, he'll get no auditing done thereafter. He' s no longer interested in the
PC’s case, he'sinterested in the PC’ s body. Being complimentary to your PC goes only so far; then it
becomes interest in the PC’s body, not in his case, so it is no longer effective. Out of session
compliments may befine.

Every skill you have in auditing routines: sec checks, model session, problemsintensive, has a certain
form which rather guarantees interest in the PC’'s case. Don't let it ride on automatic, however, or it
compounds the felony. Y ou get the situation where the ritual isinterested in the PC’s case, but the
auditor isn't. The PC getsaweird unreality about the whole thing. The auditor has to be interested in
the PC’s case and determined to do something effective about it; then, through the media of E-meter
and procedure, he gives the auditing commands. The commands are vital but secondary. They do
nothing by themselves.

In sec checking, if the auditor does not become visible and real to the PC, no withholdswill read. You
get reads on the meter in direct ratio to your reality to the PC. Thisistrue in assessment, too. Y our
presenceis as poor, in the PC’s opinion, as you have to keep the rudimentsin. The auditor is as real
and has as much presence to the PC as the ruds stay in. Interest must be present to get reads and
restimulate the PC. The more presence you have, the more you can get out of the PC. It can disturb a
PC to have some overt or partly known thing and to hear, from some non-present and non-located
terminal a question about it that doesn’t restimulate it. When it’s a thetan to thetan question, there's
live interest and communication and you get reads and answers. The bank is responsive to your
presence. You can handle it better than he can. If you never order his bank around, nothing happens.

The way to get a PC into session is to audit him. Do something effective. Beware of mechanical
distractions of all kinds. Pcswho are ARC broken about “unflat processes’ are really upset about
moving off an effective process to something ineffective. If it's effective, run it through to the end,
even if it’srough. The only sinis not auditing, especially when you’ ve started auditing. If to be
effective, you have to throw down the meter, OK. And that’s sometimes what it takes. Put your
attention on the PC and what he’' s doing. The PC will even forgive something like this, “ Just sit there
and shut up for aminute and let me think. Y ou’ve presented me here with arough one and I’ m not
quite sure which way 1’ m going on the thing, so just be quiet for amoment and lemme figure this out!
Shut up, now? Jesus, you've got arough case! ... All right. Thisiswhat I’'m gonnado....” The PC
will accept this because you are going to do something about his case.
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6111C16 SHSpec-81 Pointsin Assessing

Assessment by elimination started because auditors had trouble differentiating which read was biggest.
It was found that you could assess down to one item |eft.

The phraseology in the modifiers gives the illusion of elsewhere, and the PC responds with a total
dramatization of the modifier. A call-back like, “but | will leave and come here” getsthe PC in PT.
Anything you can give which acts as a command to move in some direction will be abouncer. A
denyer is something that denies knowledge of something. Stickers, formerly called “holders’ park the
person on the track. It'san oddity that these modifiers exist and are appended to the goal.

[More details on running Routine 3D. See 6111C14 SHSpec-79 Routine 3D, SHSpec-82 Running
3D, HCOB 20Nov61 Routine 3D Commands’, and HCOB 3Dec61 “Running 3D Levels’ 6111C21
SHSpec-82 Running 3D, HCOB 20Nov61 Routine 3D Commands’, and HCOB 3Dec61 “Running
3D Levels’]

You'll find that the majority of the skills a PC hasin this lifetime are those of his goals-modifier
terminal. He'll push his education just as far as it would be needed by his goals terminal. Even
though it’s no longer an existing doingness. A goals terminal, when found, is only the total answer to
the current case from the mental aspect basis. It will take care of so muchin alifetime that it would be
easy to make the error of considering that one goals run of Routine 3D and one level knocked out
should resolve the whole case. Not so. It will go along way, and it looks as though the case should
be resolved, but the PC will still have chronic somatics, circuits, and a whole new goal-valence chain
to get out of theroad. You've just gotten off the most available series out of 12, 15, 20. They resolve
the case, not just thefirst one. After all, how did the PC get in such lousy shape that he could get this
valen

6111C22 SHSpec-83 Reading the E-meter

It is a horrible fact that the request for the extraordinary solution if prompted always by the gross
auditing error. 'Y our sense of propriety may be so violated by the magnitude of the outness that you
don't seeit. For instance, the auditor runs a session with the E-meter broken, or no sessions are given
at al. Not reading the E-meter isa GAE.

The early E-meter (1951) wouldn't read because the electrodes were little quarter-inch bars. Soup cans
were substituted and then you could see that something was going on. British meters started being
supplied with aluminum pipes. They aren’'t as good as cans for a can squeeze. The meter was first
used for dating incidents on the track. Ron found that the on-the-beach incidents gave 16-dial drops.
At that point, he still thought that the higher the TA went, the clearer the person was. For thefirst five
months, LRH had no reality on the meter and would take his own judgment instead of the meter’s,
every time. For the next three years, LRH had to get used to every new meter. They were variable.
That iswhy they are made standard, now: so you don’'t have to learn each one’ sidiosyncracies.

One reason why E-meters weren’t used in the mid “50’s was that they got too complicated. Don
Breeding, Joe Wallace, and Jim Pinkham eventually, in the late ‘50’ s, designed one for LRH in
Washington, with a simple, basic circuit design. They were transportable, unlike the Volney
Matthison models, which were mains meters with high current that could, if malfunctioning, deliver a
potent electric shock. Some pcs now can feel current from a battery meter. They are just
hypersensitive to electricity. The British Mark 1V isnow standard. Its behavior isvery similar to the
American meter.

The tone arm was originally believed to indicate the tone of the PC, on the tone scale. Hence the
name, “tonearm”. It sreally acomplete misnomer.

Lie detector operators go wholly on body motion, plus respiration, pulse, and blood pressure. Since
the E-meter can measure the mental reaction of the PC [e.g. as given in the instant read], it iswell in
advance of lie detectors. Also, unlike a polygraph, the E-meter isa PT machine. Furthermore, there
are only two hundred people out of thousands trained in the use of polygraphs who can really use
them.
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The E-meter is a present time machine. Y ou use itsinformation as you get it, not after some comm
lag. You' ve got to catch the read when it happens. Y ou've got to know that, in checking ruds, a stop
ontheriseisaread, and that it's got to be an instant read. It registers the moment the sense getsto the
PC. If the PCistrying to sell you on something, the read will be latent because the PC takes an instant
to get it and respond. but the reactive mind doesn’t; it has no timein it and reads instantly.

Y ou have to be satisfied that the meter works. Get to where it is an unimportant, albeit vital, part of
the session, and you can have your attention on the PC instead of the meter.

6111C23 SHSpec-84 Auxiliary Prehav 3D Scale

[Thisscaleis contained in HCOB 23Nov61 “Aux. Prehav 3D Scale”. First part of tape contains
details on running Routine 3D. GPM mentioned for the first time, here, at least in non-confidential
tapes. It's also mentioned in HCOB 20Nov61 “Routine 3D commands’. So that it appears that the
GPM comes into existence with Routine 3D.]

Run inexpertly, Routine 3D slams the gates shut for the next hundred trillion years for athetan. What
it takes is expertness in metering. If that’swhat it takes, you'll do it. Back afew years ago, LRH
decided, “Wéll, if that’swhat it takes to break this barrier and push this thing through for abig win for
all of us, well, that what it takes.” [Quote:] “It isn’t a question of me being bright, or me being
extraordinary. | do know where | came from, you see. | used to tell my grandfather... to explain my
red hair to him. 1 fell off Mars and got into a bucket of red paint. wastwo when | wastelling him
that, and he thought | wasjoking! It wasn’t a question of what | could do or what my ability was. It
was a question of what would it take to get it done. All I’'m asking youto dois-- do the impossibility
of doit. | couldn’t possibly have doneit; you can’'t possibly audit it. 1 didit. Youdoit. Isthat a
good bargain?’ That'swhat it takes.

If you don’t know how to read a meter, of course you don’t have much confidence in your ability to
run one, and after someone has thrown the meter at you or you’ ve thrown the meter, and someone has
missed your withholds a few times, of course, your ability to read a meter deteriorates like mad. What
you are really beaten by is not the meter, but the operator of the meter.

Einstein had the concept of the observer. He even wrote a paper on the subject, entitled “ The
Viewpoint of the Observer” An observer is somebody who, without the introduction of an opinion,
can look exactly and directly at a needle or registering item and say exactly what it did without further
introduction of an opinion. Psychologists and psychiatrists do not observe. They are so interested in
doing something that they never notice what they are doing it to. Thus, these disciplines, not knowing
what an observer is, have denied us data because they introduced opinion and evaluation. The ability
to observe asasingle action iswhat is required to run an E-meter. If you take that as a separate action
of the auditor, you will get the whole problem compartmented properly. And only when you do that
action do you do anything else. We don't sit there and worry about what we will do if the needle does
something.

Why should the observation of the needle assault reality? It'sjust an observation. Keep the observer
independent of the doer and you are all set. The needle acted in a certain way. What it means and what
you will do about it are utterly separate from the observation that it acted in a certain way. Try just
observing atree sometime, with no opinion or think. You'll find it very interesting. Now look at the
tree when the wind is blowing. If you can hold this as an observation, independent of an emotional
reaction, opinion, doingness, summation, or prediction, fine. It is characteristic of the human race that
they predict without bothering to see.

As far as the E-meter is concerned, an auditor must be purely an observer who can look and see
exactly what the needle is doing. It may take only one tenth of his attention, but it must be pure
attention. The analysis of what the PC’s mind is doing is another activity, a perfectly valid one, but
one which follows the observation. One must not be so fond of one’s theories that one slants the
observation to prove the theory right.

The fact that LRH iswilling to observe and very seldom goes to sleep and keeps his mind on what
he’ s doing, as an auditor, iswhat gets him good auditing results. To observe for one second is a skill
of sorts. That'swhat metering takes. What happens is what happens, with no alter-is connected with
the observation. Where you have a bad assessment, it’s because hopefulness or pessimism has
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entered in. Y ou need the willingness to put something to the pure, reliable test. An observer needn’t
know anything about scientology or the mind. All he needsto know is whether something happened
or not, and what. Pure observation isanicetrick.

If you get a PC who talks during an assessment, just get him to shut up so you can assess. Hewon't
ARC break aslong as he sees he' s getting your attention. Y ou don’t care what he does, aslong as he
holds the cans and |ets you assess.

The mechanics of it isthus: It doesn’t matter whether he is thinking about it or not. Y ou’ re assessing
his bank, and no power on earth could prevent his bank from reading on the right level for that
terminal. Many systems may be followed, but they would all share the principle of getting the
maximum number of levelsin a minimum time with a minimum restimulation of the PC.

If you jar someone’ s attention onto histerminal, it’ll stay there awhile -- for several levels. You can
take advantage of that by ng severa levels without repeating the terminal.

6111C28 SHSpec-85 Havingness

Havingness doesn’t have to go with confront. If you are running a subjective process on aPC, that is
the “confront” part. Havingness is an adjunct to any subjective process. It goes out about every six
months and comes in again six months or so later.

Why does the meter get stuck? One reason is that ARC breaks get so furious that nothing reads.
Everything has gone out. He'sin a games condition and won’t let anything have any command over
him. No one else is permitted to have anything. You can fix it by running havingness. The two
hundred lie detector operators who can make it operate do so because they can get into ARC with the
person on the lie detector. The E-meter likewise won't register in the presence of an operator who has
no faintest command value over the person on the meter.

Y ou can err by thinking that if it doesn’t read on the meter, it doesn’t exist. This can make one
invalidate the meter. At that moment, you must be able to obnose the PC and see whether he has an
ARC break. The ARC broken PC won'’t confront the auditor, looks glum, gives short answers, gets
no TA or arising TA that sticks. The latter indicator is not diagnostic in itself. The TA stays up
because the meter isinoperative. So you must look at the PC and see hisindicators.

An auditor can make another error. A lot of people have the ideathey can tell better than the E-meter
what a person’sterminal is, because there is something they can know better than the E-meter. That's
because they do know that the PC is not with the session, have asked the PC for an ARC break, and
have gotten no read. That is the situation where they know more than the meter. This doesn’t mean
they know better which isthe PC’sterminal. So be relaxed but not careless.

What could stand between you and arapid assessment is an ARC broken PC who is not registering on
the meter. Someone who is nattering about how scientology is afraud, etc, etc. can be shut off by
asking them, “Why can’t you talk to anyone about your difficulties?” A new rudiments question, then,
is, “Could you talk to me about your case?’, which combines the elements of in-session-ness. If he's
got an ARC break, he won't answer it positively. Then you’ ve got another series of questions to get
him in session. [See HCOB 30Nov61 “ARC Process 1961"]

The ARC break processis the best Havingness chewer-upper thereis, next to Routine 3D. Hence the
importance of havingness. In thefirst place, the thetan doesn’t want this mass he has, but it is mass,
and athetan’s motto is, “Anything is better than nothing.” But this massis an introversion mass, and
the more you run the mass, the less he’ s got the physical universe, so even if the mass didn’t increase,
it isintroverting him, and the more a PC introverts, the less universe he has, so he would get the
feeling of losing havingness just by contacting some introverting thing. Something that introverted
him badly would give him the feeling of no havingness. It has always been there. Whenever he has
gotten sick, thismass you are running out caved in on him.

Don’t be amazed to find the PC running afever while running 3D. Just keep on smoothly handling
him.
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The formulafor getting rid of havingnessis, whatever the person’ s attention is on, put it on something
else. For everything he has at the moment, tell him he’s got to have something else. Thisis more
effective than brainwashing. It’sthe suddenness of the shift that is unsettling.

When you are running aperson’s ARC break and he’s out of ARC with you, he wants to go out of the
session. He starts by feeling he’s not getting auditing, then, that he should be thinking about
something else, then that he will physically leave the session. Catch him one step back, run
havingness. Y ou will get command value as he' s looking around the room and you will heal the ARC
break. Almost any PC, run long enough on havingness, will get all his rudimentsin. The earliest
rudiments process was, “Isit al right to be audited in thisroom? Isit all right for me to audit you?’
WEe're just about back there.

Havingnessis that activity which is run when needed, and when it will not violently deflect the PC’s
attention. Don’t underrun it, once started. Of all processes, the right havingness process is the safest
process to run on anyone at any time. It cannot be overrun.

If the PC comes into session with bounteous PTP’'s, ARC breaks, ruds wildly out and you are going
to straighten them all out, wouldn’t it be nice to get them all out of the road? Ask the room question
first, consult your humanness and decide whether heisin any kind of shape to be audited. If not, start
by running havingness. Thiswill start to extrovert him and make it easier for him to run ruds and to
audit him on what you want to run. Don’t collide with the PTP at all. Theterminal iswrong.

Havingnessisn't run against a can squeeze. It's run against the PC’ s ability to have large objectsin
theroom . It’stested on acan squeeze. Y ou always run havingness until the PC can have large objects
in the room. The old rules of havingness applied to running it paired with confront. The can squeeze
check needn’t be done more than two or three times a week, and the test of “enough” havingnessis
when he can have large objects in the room. The havingness/confront system ran large sections of
case, but havingnessisn’t residual in this system; it wasloaned to it. A PC with reduced havingnessis
picky and choosey [about room objects]; he’s cautious. With havingness up, the PC is relaxed and
unconcerned. Heisbangy. If havingnessisworking, the TA goes up and blows down.

Havingness runs the bank, if you run very much of it. The reason you don’t run alot of havingness
along with confront is that the confront runs the bank faster. The havingness was to keep the PC’'s
attention flexible. Havingness processes from the thirty-six presessions are run by themselves. Y ou
don’t need confront when running sec checks, terminals, 3D, etc. The depth of reach of the
processing is accompanied by reduction of havingness in the extreme. So run alot of havingness.
Don’t be upset when the PC goes into and out of PT. That’s the havingness running the bank. It’'s
signalized by the PC apparently doping off, but heisn’t, actually. The PC can see but not look. Don’'t
stop the process when he has gone blah. Run the process until he is back amongst us. That’s the
second rule, along with the large objects rule. Keep giving him the command at the same rate even
though he'sal blah. He' s still doing the command, no matter what he is doing with his eyeballs. The
PC does not haveto tell you that he has executed the auditing command.

The PC can get into trouble with havingness by having things he can’'t see with his eyes. If he looks
too much without looking, he could be having bank, in which case his havingness goes down instead
of up. Become wary; pcs do this. A person can be going around in life his whole lifetime without
ever having seen any part of the physical universe. It's ashock to get reality onit. The PC putsup a
picture of the shelf and looks at that. He sometimes discovers, while running havingness, that he is
doing this.

The reason you have different havingness processes is that people have different degrees of
perception. Someone with poor sight ability would do better on some other perceptic. If there are
thirty-six havingness processes, you can be sure that there are more. Even thirty-six ismorethanis
usually needed, however.

Y ou can run a havingness process five times, test it, then, if it loosened the needle, run it twelve
commands, test again to be sure. If the needleislooser, OK. If not, look for another one. If the
needle was tighter, don’t put in any randomity. Go immediately to another process. Don’t ook
dismayed if the needle does tighten. In the interest of having a standard posture from which to do the
can sgueeze, get the PC to put his handsin hislap.
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Having found the PC’ s havingness process, start the session. Run havingness to the large object rule,
especialy if you had trouble finding the havingness process. Now run ruds. You'll have minimized
the number of ARC breaks you will get. The PC isin a games condition with you because his
havingnessis down. Get his havingness up and the games condition will vanish and his ruds will tend
to be in and can easily be checked, because your meter registers better. If necessary now, you can run
the ARC process. It eats havingness, so when he cycles into PT or has a good cognition,
acknowledge the hell out of it and run havingness. You'll get aBD of that tight TA and can go on and
run the ARC process better and longer and faster.

Running havingness helps the PC give up his old havingness of old pictures. You are getting him to
realize that there is other havingness. The common denominator of all goals terminalsis games, and
the common denominator of all gamesis can’'t have. Keep it remedied, or you will get a games
condition.

6111C29 SHSpec-86 E-meter Tips
[Various helpful hints about care of meters and detecting malfunction of them]

LRH had a“beep meter” which you could influence with energy flows. You can do thisto aperson’s
body, too. The “beep meter” detects pain in the body; when held in the area of pain, it goes “beep”. A
person can do it remotely by “seeing” ablack areain the person who is holding it and turning it white.
Someone who isn’t a scientologist can’t do it, just because of not being in good enough shape -- not
having enough “horsepower”.

As athetan, you can knock the needle with a beam. It looks like a body motion, ajerky tick. If the
PC isinfluencing the meter, the read will be latent. He can’t hear the command and put the meter into
action asfast as the reactive mind can.

6112C06 SHSpec-89 Sec Checks Necessary

The more aberrated a person is, the more only-one heis. He moves in towards clearing from his
lonely vigil on Cloud 69, where he has been keeping watch against all comers, and where he learned
never to take any orders. Then you step up with your E-meter and give him an order. Y ou get no
response. The symptom of extreme aberration is total unwillingness to receive any help. Y ou can be
fooled by the fact that people or countries who are very low-toned will beg for help. You arefooled if
you don’t notice what is done with the help when it isreceived. It iswasted and/or used to make the
helper wrong. They use help as atrap to show you how ineffectual you are. Indiaisin that condition
now. You will aso find thisin insane asylums. Y ou will see a person on post somewhere who has to
do everything himself. Heis proving that he must not be helped. When you are auditing a PC who
can be helped, things go pretty smoothly. When you are auditing someone who is being an only-one,
heis out of communication, very suspicious, and possibly unwilling to be helped. Even if he’'s OK on
help, you still have the communication barrier. Until that is knocked apart, you won’t find your meter
reading on the PC. He will be hard to assessif his communication level isgoing in and out during the
assessment. The average wog is highly suspicious. Heis highly alert. His ability to be hurt is so
enormous that he thinks he has to protect himself with all sorts of barricades. And amongst theseisno
help. The more aberrated a person is, the more “only-one” heis.

Take someone who is not even vaguely in comm. We are going to assess him to discover something
about him. If he feels that anything about him will be used against him, you will get only atotal
defense. So your first effort in clearing anyone is to get that person into communication, not only
willing to talk to you, but when you talk to him, it means a little something, so that when you talk to
him he can receiveit.

Y ou could sec check a person whose help factor was ‘way down if you got the exact right questions,
but you couldn’t assess him. Remember, there’s no charge on assessment. He’s not trying to
withhold anything from you. He' s not trying to give you anything. He'sjust meat. The only place a
meter hasaholein it iswith ARC breaks, and you can repair that with an ARC break process. But
that isn’t good enough for assessment. The person has to be in good communication with the auditor
to get an accurate, rapid, assessment. Or the auditor has to have fantastic altitude, in which case he'll
get reads.
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The rudiments can be found to be in for one auditor, yet he’ d be unable to get reads on assessment.
That just means the meter isn’t registering for that person. Another auditor could find ruds out and be
ableto assessthe PC. So the meter isregistering for him. Thisis not spooky. The only-one PC who
isnot part of the human race won’t let anyone have command value over him. Thefirst barrier you
have to cross with him is getting him into communication. Speed of assessment depends on degree on
willingness to communicate with the auditor.

Altitude is the command value you have over the PC. An auditor has to have confidence in histools
and what heisdoing. If helacksit, the PC can tell and assigns him alower altitude accordingly. An
inexpert auditor who is not in comm with the E-meter and a hostile PC who is not in comm with the
human race will give you adebacle. It is much more economical to sec check someone for seventy-
five hours and put them in communication with the human race than to assess them for seventy-five
hours. The assessment will go nowhere, but the sec check will make him feel better.

[Details on goals running and assessments|

Unburdening is the mechanism of the way we are handling the GPM. We're taking the solutions off
the top of it, and it de-intensified as a problem, because these terminals are as much a problem as they
have been solved. Thetrick isto solve it without solving it again in away that pullsit in on the
person. You do it by taking off the solutions, which is how it should have been solved in the first
place.

The other barrier in your road is that the PC, at the outset, is uncertain that anything can be solved.
Find out what, in life, he is having most trouble with. Find out who had that trouble. Briefly sec
check that terminal. He'll feel different and gain awareness that change is possible. You can even Q
and A with hisfeeling that nothing works. Find someone else who felt that way and run O/W on the
person. You can always count on whatever the PC’s complaining about being present in another
person, keyed in by his O/W on the person. It’s also always on his own goals line, so you are
unburdening him with it. Try to handle something for the PC. 1t will make your meter read better.

Y ou can always find something the person will remember that will key out. That was the procedure in
1950. The only trouble was that it only worked for 20% - 30% of cases, and people tended to key it
right back in because no O/W was run on the person who had it. Y ou can awaysrun aterminal for a
little while. Y ou could find eventually that you were the pcs opposition terminal, sitting right there
going in the teeth of hisworst aberration. Auditing will nevertheless work over the top of this.

Your job in handling a PC isto get the PC to sit down and have some confidence and read on a meter.
It could take up to seventy-five hours to get the PC into that state of mind, but it is necessary to do so.
Don't bein such ahurry. He has been crazy for the past 100 trillion years.

Asfar as auditor training is concerned, it’s obviously better for the auditor to have a degree of
confidence and expertness and to know what he has been doing, because the PC’s confidence will go
up at once. So you will get something likea3D. It all worksitself out for us. The PC isbeing run on
security checks and the auditor is gaining confidence in his metering at the same time. We trust the
auditor won't miss too many sec check questions. If the auditor isn’t too familiar with the meter, have
him spend half an hour on end ruds so he can get, “What sec check question has been missed?’
cleaned up well. This keeps pcs from being upset. Pcs will also be upset by not being asked for the
withhold behind the critical thought. Asking for critical thoughtsisjust atrap for the PC to get in on
the overt dippily.

6112C12 SHSpec-91 Sec Checks in Processing

What every good auditor should have:

1. A British Mark IV Meter

2. Someone to handle appointments, money, etc.

3. Two understudies who have had good HPA training and who need some real brush up to ClasslI.

[See HCOPL 26May61 “Modification of HPA/HCA, BScn/HCS Schedule”
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Per this P/L, the HPA course consists of two Units: Unit 1 and Unit 2. Unit 1 consists of TR’Ss,
metering, model session, and ruds; Unit 2 consists of the 36 pre-sessions, finding the Hav and
confront process for the PC, general assessment and running pcs on prehav scale (not SOP Goals),
and sec checking.]

[For definition of classes of auditors, see HCOPL 29Sep61 “HGC Allowed Processes’ Class| refers
to relatively unskilled HCA/HPA graduated or field or staff auditors, etc. Thisauditor isallowed to
audit only a process that he has had success with on pcs, regardless of the HGC pcs case
requirements. Class || auditors have passed HCO quizzes on E-meter essentials, Model Session, sec
checking, and tape 6109C26 SHSpec-58 “Teaching the Field -- Sec Checks’. They are only allowed
to audit sec checks. Class |11 auditors may audit Routine 3, but not run

engrams. Class |V auditors are releases, have had their goal and terminal found, and have had
engrams run on their goals terminal chain and have excellent subjective reality on engrams. These
auditors may run Routine 3 and engrams on HGC pcs.]

Unless an auditor has these things, he will get no auditing done. He'll either spend all his time setting
up cases or, more likely, he will try to assess a Routine 3D on someone who isn't set up and fall on
his head. He also needs someone to handle the admin end. Y ou can easily get pcs with an ad like
“Y ou can always talk to a scientologist about your difficulties.” Having someone doing admin is
always a security that the people you help will pay you for the service.

It is not really too bad that it takes some skill to apply Routine 3D. If you let loose a powerful
technology which anyone at all could apply, you'd be in trouble. Technology that doesn’t require a
skilled applicator is what this world mainly suffers from. For instance, any government official can
push the button on an atomic bomb. If tech requires no skill, you can’t build an ethic into it.

The broad program on which we are operating is concise and broad. We have central organizations
and offices al over Earth which suffer mainly from lack of technology. That they will now have. The
policy isto build in self-reliance within a fixed pattern in the central orgs. Field auditors have been
attempting to put up a standard and having it collapse. They generally don’t get as consistently good
results as HGC' s, which iswhy HGC’ s got started in the first place. The basic reason for success in
the HGC'sis the stiffer discipline there. The central organization, aslong asit isimpoverished and
feeling bad, tends to go into games conditions with other orgs or field auditors. Thisissimply
because of lack of success. When there's scarcity and havingnessis low, there's a games condition.
Scarcity isrepaired by technical excellence.

The briefing course was instituted for only one reason: to get the highest possible level of technology.

Step 6 would work today, but in fact it didn’t work because it was never done. In running Step 6,
before you had the PC make the object bigger, smaller, etc., you had to find a null object on the E-
meter. Wherever it beefed up banks, anull object wasn't found. Relateit to the GPM -- if you found
an object which quivered on the meter, you would be onto the GPM and you wouldn’t dare to do
anything with it. But you could take something not related to the GPM and exercise the PC on creating
and mocking it up without antagonizing or messing up particularly the GPM. The PC with some of
the automaticities of mocking things up off could theoretically have the GPM evaporate.

[Details on running Routine 3D]

A Q and A putsthe withhold in to stay. When the PC gives you the withhold, that isall you need. If
it still registers, there' s another withhold. It’s not more on the withhold he has given you. The reason
you vary the question in sec checking isjust to get more withholds, to help the PC out. But you
always end up by asking the original question to seeif it iscleared. If you add any new sec check
guestions, make them pertinent to what you are doing.

If aburst of misemotion occurs on asec check or Class |1 activity, it isturned off by what turned it on.
That istrue of all secondaries, particularly of an assessment, running havingness, or a sec check
guestion. If awithhold turned it on, some withhold is keeping it powered up. So get the withhold. If
misemotion is turned on by havingness, you can find out what is happening if you like, but continue
the process that turned it on. It’s a cruelty to do otherwise, no matter how kind it may seem. Any
other process you may switch to is so much less powerful than what you have been running that it
won't handle the misemotion. It takes more of the same.
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The greatest cruelty is being kind to the PC. It will not help a PC to omit sec checking him or to rush
him into an assessment. He will never get through Routine 3D levelsif you do. If you left a sec check
guestion unflat in one session, don’t spend the session getting ruds in. Flatten the question. If the TA
has soared meanwhile, find out what has been going on. If bypassing a PTP upsets the PC, go back to
the earlier withhold that preceded it (It could be some undelivered comm).

If the session looks confused to the auditor, the PC will get upset. The PC istrying to make a session
out of it, so heis harder to audit if the auditor is confused, because the PC reacts to the confusion of
the auditor. An unskilled auditor has much tougher pcs than anybody else. Then, becauseitisall so
complicated, the unskilled auditor sees nothing wrong with adding more complications, so he putsin
additives. The job isto teach people not to put in lots of useless stuff. Keep it very simple and they
will win.

6112C14 SHSpec-93 Anatomy of Problems

A problem is postulate counter-postul ate, force counter-force, idea versus idea, solution versus
solution. You have two people in collision, in trouble with each other. To be in trouble with each
other, they have to be in the same time stream and they have to be able to communicate. Do you redize
that you, with your problems, are on a separate time stream from the physical universe and that’s why
you are not in present time? So evenin an individual you have two time streams.

How do you suppose a PC got out of PT? He must have started off in some instant of time that went
on this same time-stream, but he went [off] on a spur line. During the middle of, say, arace, he finds
his watch missing. It’s an important thing to him, and he losesit. While heis at the racetrack in a
time-stream called “the race”, he tries to go back to the time he lost the watch, and therefore, on the
subject of the watch, he has a departure in time from the time-stream. He starts running on a back-
time-track while time goes forward on the agreed-upon time track. He istrying to find out what
happened, not to stop time. He just wants to see what happened. A thetan has the facility of running
on another time stream.

So he goes off sideways, worrying about it. He has a problem now. And because he hasn’t solved it
very well, he gets stuck in it, but then he really gets stuck by solving it. He becomes the foe of all
pickpockets so he won't lose hiswatch. But he's already on a dlightly different time-stream, and he
remains on it because he started it. Y ou normally refer to this sort of thing as a game -- a rather
downgraded one. Heisn't really hung up in a moment of this time-stream but in a moment of
departure. Therest of the time, he sort of makes time himself. It becomes an endless affair that can
float along forever. So you are running along in session and he suddenly has a picture of a racetrack.
That picture existsin another time-stream, which he can dip into.

How about the fellow who didn’t enter this universe a all? Y ou never met him; heisn’t on the time-
stream. Can you have a problem with him, when you have never met him and never will? You've
never had anything in common with him; you’ ve never communicated with him; you’ ve never gotten
any O/W’son him. So how can you have a problem with him? Y ou can’t.

So all problems have their own time-stream between the two beingnesses, ideas, forces, or whatever.
They must also have a means of communication. Two armies will maneuver forward until someone
firesashot. That’s a communication which everybody can understand. Now the communication
enlarges and they can really have an agreement (not a disagreement) to have awar. Now they can have
problems with logistics, mechanics, propaganda, and how to have motivators big enough to justify the
overts.

Where you see an argument, there must have been a prior agreement, even alight one. [Cf. the idea
that there can be no ARC break without prior ABC.] Thisiswhy the goriest wars are civil wars. The
defeated in a civil war are treated like criminals, not just losers. Thisis because there has been a
tremendous amount of agreement, so the ARC break isvery severe. Similarly with serious 2D upsets.

There couldn’t be awild disagreement, resulting in a problem unless there was some prior agreement.

The problem is as large as there has been agreement. France and Germany have common blood going
back to the conquest of Gaul by the Franks.
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There might be aroad out on the solution of a problem in the recognition that a 3D is based on a one-
time total agreement. Remember about games. pan-determinism, self-determinism, other-determinism?
A person gets on one side of a game to the degree that he has reduced his pan-determinism, accepted
other-determinism, and considers himself to be operating on self-determinism. There are always these
factors. There must be an outside disinterested arbitrator to resolve the problem. That’s where the
auditor comesin. Routine 3D isone of the roughest onesto figure out. Even LRH had to have outside
help to the degree of someone else reading the E-meter, to figureit out. It was so involved that it was
all self-determined or other-determined, with no pan-determined factors at all. It looks at first to the
PC like there are at least forty or fifty vital factors. It takes the auditor to shakeit al down tofive. The
auditor doesit by listing and assessing, down to one item which will either be totally right or utterly
wrong (oppterm). That is, it will be either totally self-determined (terminal) or totally other-determined
(oppterm). Notice that any item you choose will get one of three reactions from the PC:

1. Hedoesn't know if it isright and doesn't care.

Thisisrare. It could be awrong item or he could be ARC broken or groggy.
2. It could be self-determined or other-determined.

3. The PC could do aflip-flop between self- and other-determinism.

This phenomenon is alower scale mockery of pan-, self-, and other-determinism, the three factors
present in al problems. The PC just dramatizes these as he gets into the GPM. He'll be on one side
for afew days, then go into “Don’t know,” then go pan-determined for a bit: “1 can have both
viewpoints. I'm really something else,” so just run the side you can chip at best and if you are not
making progress, you have chosen a side he can’t confront. There are levels of confront to consider.
If we were going to run only one side, it would be vital to get the right one. Y ou could just run the
right side of the right levels, and he'd go clear. But you can't aways expect it to happen. The harder
he is enmeshed in the GPM, the less distinct it isto him that either sideisreal. Or heisliableto be
very fixed in one side and not at all in the other. Asyou run him, he hasahard time of it. If you pick
the wrong side for him, he will run along time.

The GPM isaproblem. Beforeit was aproblem, it was an agreement, and after it was an agreement,
it was agame. There was atime continuum; and these two elements [beingnesses?], and ideas which
make up the 3D [3rd dynamic?] existed once in their nuclear form as atotal agreement:

1. They werein the same time-stream.

2. They were in perfect communication.

3. They had tremendous agreement and goals on what they were doing.

They had all these things in common, and then they started to depart, one from the other, and got into a
game, which got very thorough. The game deteriorated into a problem and stuck. i.e.:

1. There was along period of total agreement.
2. Then there was agreement on the game they got into.
3. Thenit got to be very deadly and got beyond a game into being a problem.

But having originated with its own time-continuum, the problem continues up into present time as a
GPM. The easiest way to approach it, for most pcs, isto find that side they can most easily fight.
That will give them big case gains and will take big solutions off the top of the problem. But recognize
that we have along way to go after having taken the solutions off the top of the problem. The end of
the auditing is not just reaching the end of the prehav levels but could be expected to go on further.
Y ou now have the self-determinism / other-determinism softened up abit. You still have to attain self-
determinism for the other side for the PC, and pan-determinism. The PC isreally on neither side.

The PC has been waterbucks; he has been tigers. Before there were waterbucks and tigers as enemies,

the PC couldn’t have told the difference between them. They would have had the same goal. They
weren't very solidly waterbucks or tigersyet. Their “now-I’ m-supposed-tos’ weren’t yet congealed to
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that extent. Then they started separating out distinct characteristics which were only waterbucks' or
only tigers'. Then they solved problems different ways and the game deteriorated into some very
standard “ now-I’ m-supposed-tos’. Those were specialized forms of self-determined survival that had
nothing to do with pan-determinism but a great deal to do with other-determinism. The truth of the
matter, however, isthat the PC is neither side -- tiger or waterbuck -- and is capable of being either.

The PC shifts from one side to the other just because you have audited him alot, just because you have
done listing and nulling of hisitems. That’s a tremendous amount of auditing. His“now-I’m-
supposed-tos” are shook up like dicein abox. Now he will dramatize both sides, while before you
started auditing, he was fixed in one side and dramatized it on a stimulus-response basis.

So the PC is assessed. Y ou've got the Routine 3D package, and now you want to find the right side
for the PC. The only thing that makesit the right side is that the PC can run it with benefit. Ti’sthe
side he can run best to run out somatics and break up the GPM. It’s not that the PC is that side,
because the PC is equally the other side and is neither side, in truth, and is capable of being both.
Both sides are equally other-determined to him. But one sideis higher than the other on the tone scale,
soitiseasier to view asthe ally and harder to buck in auditing. But the PC has used both sides, down
through the ages, until he has so many overts on himself as awaterbuck that these overbalanced and he
became atiger.

Y ou are trying to establish the pan-determinism of athetan who has gotten so biased that he can’t tell a
good action from a bad action, because the *“ now-1’ m-supposed-tos” al fit in this exact pattern. And
he has some game running that has resulted in an insurmountable problem which has given him his
total package of “now-I’m-supposed-tos’. All “now-I" m-supposed-tos” were part of some old
problem and earlier than that, some old game, and earlier than that, some old agreement.

The PC’ s pan-determinism has been submerged, and he is being obsessively self-determined, which
pins him thoroughly on adynamic, and he is no longer loose on the dynamics.

Your first attack on a Routine 3D package isjust to find the “only-onlyness’ of it. Does the PC think
of himself mostly as a waterbuck at this moment? The easiest side to run is usually the lower toned
side. If you run the PC as it, because of the trick of the commands, you get more attack against the
weakest side of the GPM, so it runs more mass and more flows, and it is easier for the PC to handle.
The other side may either totally slay him or have no redlity at al. Heis not capable of attacking tigers
because they are too much for him. They don’t exist for him. If you run thisone, watch out. The PC
may get so overwhumped that before the PC realizes it, he is down the tubes. Even so, if you kept
attacking, something would happen. It would be uncomfortable for the PC; he would ARC break
easily, but he'll try it. But he doesn’t get redlity out of it; that’ s the basic liability.

Could you just blow one of these things up? No. In the early stages of the run, if you ask the PC
what he would think of blowing it up or wiping it all out at one fell swoop, he’d go into an awful
confusion. He hasn’t got it differentiated enough to do much about it. He couldn’t attack one side of
the problem because it was too big for him to find it real. What will be his reaction to wiping out the
whole thing? That’s about seven times as unreal. The idea of this game ever having an end or a
beginning is preposterous.

In view of the fact that there are confusions on down the line that tend to bang the PC up into the
problem, as you audit the thing, you keep on hitting confusions of one kind or another. It keeps
banging the PC up towards PT, so the track to him looks shorter and shorter. He thinks maybe he
was only awaterbuck for one lifetime. Then it broadens out again, and he’ll feel he was a waterbuck
for avery long time.

What remains to be sorted out is the easiest way to beat the GPM. Over a month or two you might be
able to take pieces of it the PC can find -- conflicts -- and date them on the meter and get the whole
track plotted on the subject. That would soften up the GPM just by getting it aligned and assigned
correctly on the track. During that time, you wouldn’t have to figure out which side the PC was on.
Thisisafeasible method of clearing somebody. 1t would mean teaching people to date on the E-meter,
which is quite askill. But it could be done, and it’s quite atool. Or you could find every confusion
that might precede any stuck picture the PC has on the subject of waterbucks vstigers. Find what the
person was at the time and what they did. 1t would be an interesting gimmick to make alist of the
number of goals the terminal and oppterm have in common or of the points on which they would be in
agreement, or you could ask, “What game would awaterbuck play with atiger?’ and vice verse. It
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would all run out the center of the problem, once the prehav runs have straightened it out somewhat.
All you are trying to do it to establish the pan-determinism of the thetan, who has gotten so biased that
he can’t tell a good action from a bad one because the “now-1’ m-supposed-tos” all fit in this exact
pattern, and he had some game going which has become an insurmountable problem which has given
him his total package of “now-1"m-supposed-tos” -- you are trying to establish the PC’s pan-
determinism so he can breaths.

Before auditing, the PC is being solution, solution, solution. The next thing you see with auditing is
problem, problem, problem. When thisis peeled off, heis game, game, game.

The TA goes up on the PC because he is breaking the mores of the terminal, not necessarily those of
society or his present group. A guy whose terminal isacat burglar will get ahigh TA when he goesto
bed at night because he refused to dramatize or went against the terminal.

6112C20 SHSpec-95 Upgrading of Auditors

Most people are diffident about tampering with other people’ s minds. No better mechanism could be
devised to keep arace enslaved. It means, “Take no responsibility for anyone’s thinking but your
own, and not even for that,” and you will stay in every implant you have ever been handed. This
ensures that no revolt will ever come out of any planet. Thisisthe principle of the boxer. If your
opponent is knocked out, he's safe, but there is no game. Thisis Galactic Council thinking, i.e. the
thought of super-governments which are save-rule governments. These governments are in a bottom-
scale no-games condition when they know all about it and nothing ever happens. They go for this
kind of concentration camp populations where everybody is out of the running and giving no trouble.

The first thing you do to create this condition is never to let anyone tamper with anyone’s mind or
thinking. It guaranteesthat no one will ever as-is anything. It's put over asthe principle that the “right
to privacy” is paramount. Some auditors are more affected by this than others. These are auditors
who are withholding their terminals. They have aterminal and an oppterm and they are withholding
both of them because they have been thoroughly punished for having been it. So they know that’ s the
safe thing to do -- to withhold the terminal. First one has the “right to privacy” of minds. Itisno
accident that in 50,000 years, no one on this planet has come close to even the edge of scientology.
Theright to freedom is one thing; the right to privacy is something else. Galactic thinking approves of
the second, not the first. LRH’s opinion isthe opposite. The trouble with the Galactic thinking that
would make a criminal into MEST by implanting him isthat it’s unsuccessful. You can’'t guarantee
that he will stay MEST, just as you can’t guarantee that a planet won't revolt. Y ou can’t guarantee that
wisdom won't get abroad. All you can guarantee is that thetans are basically good but get all mixed
up. But when you unmix them, they revert to being good. Thisis unpopular in galactic councils
because it makes people so active and unpredictable. These truths may or may not be known to
gaacticrulers.

Case advance results in greater controlled motion. Motion in the vicinity of insanity is uncontrolled,
random motion. Directed, controlled motion is preferable. But don’t try to sell the rulers of the
universe on this because it would mean their losing power.

Y ou will observe that people who aren’t totally spun in are willing to inquire into others’ minds
because they haven't accepted the idea that everything will be all right if you just be quiet. Auditors
fall into three categories:

1. Thefairly free individual who hasn’t taken histerminal too heavily. He hasn’'t quite subscribed to
the philosophy that he'sa dave; he'll chargein.

2. Theindividual who can recognize intellectually that it would be all right to invade the privacy of
others and that the only way he could set them free isif this sort of thing occurred, but who has a
termina so worded that he withholdsiit violently.

It's hard to get this kind of auditor up to Class Il because histerminal getsin hisroad. Histerminal
seems dangerous, so he will hold it out of action, which makes it go into action. Withholding of the
terminal isthe key to the 3D package. That’swhat makesit go out of sight. It’'s fantastic that you can
gettoit at all. The degree that the PC withholds PT overtsis the degree to which he iswithholding his
terminal. If heisdoing it hard, he will have trouble getting other people to give up their withholds, as
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he will have trouble doing good sec checks, even though he knows intellectually what he should be
doing. He can be educated into doing it right.

3. Thethird category of individual istoo mixed in to be able to audit at all. He forms alarge
percentage of the human race. Heis often found in government, where his galactic thinking is the
norm. Hewon't even try to get off withholds.

Conduct in session is monitored by the terminal package. It shows up as unwillingness to get off
withholds plus a doubt about it which also comes from the pulled-in mass of the terminal. The
modifier modifies their conduct whenever ruds are out. They’ll dramatize it when ruds go out. Oddly
enough, auditors don’t have cases. The modifier doesn’t much influence their auditing. What
influences the auditor is the amount of withhold on the terminal.

There is another factor in the plan of auditing. Every withhold the PC has is stacked up on top of
withholdingness of the terminal. Since present time has greater value than past time, present-life
overts and withholds have the terminal so glued down that it is virtually unassessable at first. Sec
checking gets the withholds off so the terminal can come to view.

This gives us an estimate of how long it will take to get a PC ready to be assessed and how long it will
take agiven auditor to get assessed for histerminal.

It’s not necessarily the more violent or secret types of terminals that get the most withheld. But the
person’ s reaction to sec checks and ability to sec check iswhat alerts you to how quickly or easily they
will be assessed.

Oneisonly worried or concerned about a subject when there’ s a not-know on the subject. Therefore,
you can handle a PC to the degree that you understand pcs, because you can see what’ s happening
with the PC.

Someone who has never had bad auditing won't necessarily audit well, because he has no reality on
what it islike to audit poorly. Getting some bad auditing would really make a citizen out of him and
give him an appreciation of a perfectionist attitude toward training, which prevents the technology from
getting lost.

Thereisavalue in having been aberrated. It gives you awealth of experience that you can gainin no
other way, even if, at present, it’s unavailable to you. It isthe experience of a knucklehead, of course,
and afew trillion years of such experience should be enough. It’stime now to get experience in other
lines than that of your terminal.

When life follows a pattern from an aberrated to a sane state, the best way to accumulate experiencein
that direction isto take someone who is aberrated and teach them something and improve them at the
same time. Misadventure can be a teacher. It isthe only teacher if you have to learn solely by
experience. Clearing would have no value whatsoever if it was a matter of just taking a pill or having
some magic formulato get it. No one ever appreciates his freedom unless he has had to work for it. If
aperson doesn't have to work for his freedom, he never finds out that he is free.

Y ou could even clear someone who doesn’t realize that anything has happened, that anything was
improved, or that they are going anyplace. He has no purpose to which to put his new breadth of
skill, and it’s more than he needs on this cotton-picking planet. The net result isafeeling of alose for
you. Y ou've taken the chains off afellow and the chains left some rust marks, and he keeps looking at
the rust marks and he still thinks they are chains. Then one day he realizes he’ s not wearing any
chains and goes into overwhelm and sets you up as a household deity.

6201C10 SHSpec-98 Sec Checks -- Withholds

The process, 20-10, is used to handle psychosomatic difficulties, using Class Il skills and sec
checking. [20-10 is a process where ten minutes of havingnessis run for every twenty minutes of sec
checking. Thisisrun for 75 to 200 hours before attacking Routine 3DXX. See HCOB 11Jan62
“Security Checking. Twenty-ten Theory”.]
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Thereis danger in sec checking by ritual. Y ou should do it by fundamentals. Here’'s what happens:
because you don’t quite grasp the fundamental, someone stiffens up theritual. Then it stiffens again,
and you become aritualist and can depart from effective auditing. The thing to do isto get the job
done. Auditing is what you can get away with with the PC. Because you can’'t get away with
everything, aritual gets set down, circumscribing what you should try to get away with.

Model session is agood thing to use, except with afew pcs, who would never get past the third
guestion [See HCOB 21Dec61 “Model Session Script, Revised”7]. You can imagine a case that is so
critically poised that you have to find out what the mind is doing in order to parallel it. If youtried to
do aModel Session to find out, you would be in a cul-de-sac, because the case doesn’t have that much
attention concentrated. For instance, take a madman, who could still be handled with basic sec
checking. Heisinsane because he keyed in an insane valence by withholding. It's not thislifetime
that aberrated anyone. People say that you can’t understand the mind because this lifetime doesn’t
explain why people are aberrated. Someone who is insane got that way by keying in implants that he
gave, to drive enemy troops insane, to prevent them from coming back, plus some similar overts
which developed an insane valence. Insane people can go in and out of valences very easily. Itisthe
not-know they have run on other people that results in the withhold on themselves. So what basic
guestion could you ask this fellow, which he could answer to start keying out the insanity? Y ou could
ask, “What don’t people know about you?’ He would answer it. It is so fundamental that he couldn’t
help answering it.

A case could be so attentive to its difficulties that it isalready in session. To try to fly rudswould beto
distract the PC’ s attention from his case.

With a deranged person, the “don’t know” question works well. It cross-cuts the O/W questions.
When a case does not consider something an overt, he will still answer up to not-know and will come
up to recognizing his withholds. Y ou can use such questions as, What don’t | know about you? What
don’'t you know about your condition? What don’t others know about you / your condition / what you
aredoing?’

Auditing by fundamental would be to restore the PC’s communication with society or the group with
which heis connected. You would expect a person who is having a hard time with the social structure
heisin to have withholds from that social structure. Y ou seethisin vignette all thetime. Y ou missed
awithhold and the PC got upset with you. It's areversed comm line. He has PTP' s because he has
withholds from people. A withhold is a withhold whether the PC considers them withholds or not.
For instance, if the PC withholds losing his temper with people, it’slaudable, but it is still awithhold.
If, in finding withholds, you don’t look for such withholds, or for simple withheld communications,
you will have adevil of atime keeping rudsin. The PCisabusy little beaver, sitting there thinking
and withholding critical thoughts, etc.

Withholds are not confined to crimes. The magnitude of the crime does not establish the magnitude of
the withhold. It isthe force with which he is withholding. So anything the PC iswithholding isa
withhold. Anything heis not communicating is awithhold. When you realize this, you will get ruds
in with aclank and be able to assess just fine, and sec checking will go fine.

Sec checking will fail if you expect the magnitude of the withhold to give you the magnitude of the
recovery. Itisthe magnitude of the restraint, of the withholding, that doesit. The way to find what
the case is withholding is to get what any part of the eight dynamics doesn’t know about him. The
way you have gravity is by withholding self from space. Most of your sec checking will be on the
third dynamic, sinceit is the most complicated, and there have been so many groups on the track. But
you might do well to look at the others, too. The second dynamic is, of course, loaded with moresto
violate.

A withhold isrestraining self from communicating. The corresponding overt is restraining another
from communicating. When someone is withholding some action, he gets into the valence of someone
who would do the action. Moral Codes are patterns of behavior on all eight dynamics. That means
you are triggering those moments when the PC was not communicating, perforce. He should have
been talking and hewasn’t. That’swhat it amounts to.

The ability of athetan, in this universe, is expressed along the lines of reach and withdraw, in various
directions. When a person should be reaching and is withdrawing, that isawithhold. Then there are
overts of omission. He should be reaching and heis not. For instance there may be times when a
soldier should have attacked and he ran. These are overts of omission if they are the reverse of a
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“now-I"m-supposed-to”. It all amounts to failure to communicate with the environment, or restrained
communication with the environment, which ends up as not being here in the environment, which ends
up with the environment pulled in on oneself. You could ask, “What should you have
communicated?’ and get some marvellous results. “Where should you have been?’ gets off effort
withholds. Withholding isworse than just not reaching.

A very withholdy PC will stack up withholds on a subject. The tiniest impulses to withhold will
remain as withholds if the PC has a set of withholds on a subject. This PC will have loads of critical
thoughts. If you are not sec checking, it'svalid to ask a PC, “What are you withholding?’ and if you
don't get afall, don’t pressit. But don’t think he is not withholding, because heis. You don't have a
missed withhold to contend with, but the PC has at least some laudable withholds. That’s OK; he can
bein session. But he till has awithhold. You only have to do something about it if he gets upset and
goes out of session. Then you will have to find it. “Ruds in” merely means “in condition to be
audited.” You can aways find the ruds out if it is your purpose to audit the case by rudiments.

When you sec check, you try to restimulate the withholds so you can clean them up. This has an
opposite purpose from ruds. The auditor’s mission in sec checking is to stir up things the PC doesn’t
feel OK about communicating, so that the withholds can be gotten off, because that is what aberration
is made of. So be suggestive, knowing fundamentals. Use, e.g., “What doesn’t know
about you? What have you done that wouldn’t like?” And don’t miss withholds.

The fourth dynamic is awhole species, not just “mankind”.

6201C11 SHSpec-99 How to Audit

If athetan can communicate directly and straightly with things, he begins to communicate more directly
with his body. Since the eyes are the most direct comm route from a thetan, when you’ ve done
something with athetan, you will notice the eyes changing color. “If | can't make a PC’s eyes change
color, | don’t think I’ ve done anything.” Making somebody well is not much of atrick. Bodies are
OK, but to fixate on onetotally issilly. 1f you are dealing with atechnology that can restore the comm
lines of athetan, you are going to find psychosomatics knocked out. With 20-10, you may also find
pcs getting awhole new set of psychosomatics. A body responds in direct ratio to the communication
level of the thetan running it. A body will also run on complete automatic, so a body can be in good
shape when the thetan is nowhere around, and because the thetan is nowhere around. Y ou will see
some people -- Hollywood starlet types, for instance -- who are simply Operating Bodies’. These are
people who are so irresponsible that they don’t have enough thetan horsepower to make a body sick.
Similarly with the “ dead thetan” case, which reads at clear but with a stuck needle, aberration on help,
etc. If you process such a PC, hswill come uh into some degree of density. If you don’'t get some
physical changes, you are doing something different from what LRH is trying to teach you with
current technologies.

“A lot of you think you are doing fine. | don’t think so yet, because | haven’t seen you changing the
color of anybody’s eyes.... | can, so why can’t you? ... I'll audit a PC until their eye-color changes.
Maybe it’s just a very faint change, and maybe it’s from brown to blue, but it’s a change, because
that’ s the most direct channel of communication from the thetan to you and to the outside world, and if
you can improve that channel of communication from the thetan outward, it can’t help but do
something to hiseyes. They’ll at least sparkle or glisten differently.”

“1"m asking you to audit the PC who is sitting in front of you and not somebody else, and not some
synthetic person that you dreamed up.... Audit the guy who isthere, please.” To produce disaster,
miss awithhold and you have had it. The next time the PC has an ARC break, just follow it back to
the withhold. Y ou can always hold a PC in session with technical tricks, but don’t stop with tricks.
Audit the person in front or you -- that person! He is no mystery, as far as fundamentals are
concerned. Heis nevertheless an individual, peculiar, handmade mud pie. Y ou have got to be able to
put your finger on any button that isin there to be pressed and produce a considerable reaction in the
PC. You haveto be able to advance the PC’s communication, and that is all you are trying to produce.

All that iswrong with the PC is that he has shortened the reach of his communication. Ashis ability to
reach -- which isto say, to communicate -- decreases, he considers that he is aberrated When you audit
this person, al you have got to do is to extend his communication reach. Workable processes have all
donethis.
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The PC’sinability to reach can come about from two things:
1. Heisrestraining himself from reaching, in some fashion.
2. He doesn't know what to reach into or at.

Auditing the second button gives you the biggest gains. For instance, Routine 3D straightens out the
messed-up condition inside his mind. On the first button, the auditor has to figure out what the
restraint of reach is about. We call this“withholds’. How is he restraining himself from reaching? He
has overtly reached at some point; then he has decided that was a bad thing to do, so he withholds the
reach next time. Thisgivesyou a confusion followed by arest point, the withhold, which locksit on
the track and makes it float rather timelessly. Thisisnot as bad as a problem, but it issimilar. Now
that the thetan has decided he must never exercise that type of reach again, he has forgotten what type
of reach he was exercising that he mustn’t reach again, so heisnow in atotal confusion asto what he
iswithholding.

So how are you going to get off this person’s particular and peculiar withholds? Not by virtue of any
form LRH has made to get at hiswithholds. He is, after all, unique. An auditor can get so lost in the
infinite variety of the PC’'s 3D package and the complexity and idiocy of the PC’ s withholds that the
auditor believes he can’t reach. But that’s the auditor’ s belief that he can’t reach. The reason the PC
won't reach into black masses, or valences, is that they are enturbulative. After all, they did kill him
many times, so he knows better than to touch them. They give him somatics even in session: colds,
etc., when he forgets himself and takes adirect (and instantly forgotten) look at them.

People complain about scientologists’ lack of sympathy. But “once you have learned to handle
something to the [degree that we have], confound it! Y ou just can’t bring yourself to worship it
anymore.” Y ou know too much about the cause and effect of it all.

What are a person’ s basic withholds? They could be anything, but he knows he will be punished for
getting them off, because he’ s made people guilty for doing such things. Thisis agreat mechanism.
He really knows his withholds have nothing to do with his state of health or his brightness. Ha!! A
person can’t improve his reach and communication while simultaneously restraining his
communication.

So an auditor has two zones of action. In dianetics, he has pictures, which are a shallow 100k,
compared to valences, which are whole packages of pictures. Each valence represents at least one
lifetime. So what things are keeping the PC from communicating? He isimpeding his own reach by
having things he feels he cannot communicate. Now it is up to the auditor to get these off, by
whatever means are effective. He hasto be able to get that PC’ swithholds. All you aretryingtodois
release the comm lines that the PC has pulled in on himself so he can widen the zones into which he
can again reach.

All you have to do to get withholds off isto find where the PC isn’t. How come he blew from some
elsewhere? Heisat least withholding himself from all the places heisnot. That is not aberrative in
itself. But you could say to the PC, “Where haven’t you liked to be?” The PC says, “I never liked to
be at the seashore.” OK. He' s not at the seashore and doesn’t want to be. All sorts of withholds could
be developed from this. Ask him, “What have they done to you at the seashore?’ and, “Who was it
who did it?’, then, “Rave you thought any critical thoughts about (the person)?’, then, “What have
you doneto (the person)?’ So the procedureis:

1. “Where haven't you liked to be?’

2. “What have they doneto you at (Location)?’ Get details.

3.“Who did it to you?’

4. Get any critical thoughts about the person.

5. “What have you doneto (that person)?’

In running 20-10, running havingness will get the PC to give you more withholds.
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If the PC considers that he doesn’t have any withholds, you can run what the person about whom heis
critical doesn’t know about him, and he will eventually come up to seeing his withholds and overts.

The trick isto audit with the ruds in and run the ruds, so they stay in, and then throw the PC around.
Stir up the PC’ s bank and get the withholds. Don’t muddy the still waters of the rudiments, so that the
PC never dreams of being anywhere but in session. Then churn up the PC’ s bank in the body of the
session. The PC has been careful not to do thisfor trillenia, so it is the auditor who has got to make
something happen.

So when you get something reading on the meter, get the PC talking about it. Get his critical thoughts
and let him get off the motivators and finally go on to the trap: get the overts and withholds.

[ Technique of running hidden standards, etc., with Routine 3D]

6201C16 SHSpec-100 Nature of Withholds

We are not trying to teach you not to have withholds. It is OK not to do everything that occursto you,
good or bad. We are trying to get you out of the tangle you got yourself into: “What do you mean,
having such terrible impulses?” Why does the PC have these impulses that he now has to withhold?

The withhold is that area of motionlessness following that area of doingness which you shouldn’t have
done. This classifies actions into things you should have done and things you shouldn’t have done.
Of course there are laudable withholds, e.g. not to have gotten angry or done some overt. A laudable
withhold is something society expects of you, providing you have these other impulses to do things
you “shouldn’t”, according to society. So all actions divide into laudable and undesirable. A laudable
withhold goes with an undesirable action: withholding self from doing it, and the laudable action goes
along with an undesirable withhold. So society can always enforce mores by making some actions
and some withholds laudable. But since there are so many groups, whose mores conflict, one can get
rather confused. The same action in different times or places can be “good” or “bad”. Thereisno
action that isgood in al times and places, and there is no withhold that should be withheld at all times
and places. It al depends on viewpoint.

When sec checking, we must then be dealing with another factor. People compute that good people
withhold more than bad people, so the “gooder” you are, the less you communicate, so the “ goodest”
people are in cemeteries. We must be doing something other than pulling withholds. We are. We are
remedying the compulsion or obsession to commit actions that have to be withheld. Sec checking isto
remedy unreasonable action, that’s all. What you want to rehabilitate is his ability to determine his
own actions. This also rehabilitates his communication, as well as covering whatever mores he will
wind up with.

Control of communication downgradesinto MEST as control of reach. Communication is the ability to
control an outflow or inflow or stop it. This downgrades into control of reach. Where you have a
person who is unable to leave his house, the trouble is not the house but Picadilly Circus. The PCis
afraid that someday he will be in Picadilly Circus and take off all his clothes. But he has forgotten
this. All he knows isthat he mustn’'t leave home. He has occluded the overt and the withhold. The
mechanism is that the PC can be so worried about taking his clothes off in Picadilly Circus that he will
think of nothing but withholding this. This circumscribes his life considerably. [Thisisthe
mechanism of phobias.] Having to remember to do some desirable action is a similar attention trap,
e.g. the superstitions that kids get into. If we educated the same man never to outflow and never to
withhold either, both equally balanced, we would have an insane ridge. He would get stuck in an
inaction because he would forget what he wasn’t supposed to do and what he was withholding. He
would have a covered overt and a covered withhold and be motionless. In some sphere, he would not
be free to communicate because he couldn’t find out what the desirable action was. The average
person isin this condition. He doesn’t know what he must reach and what he must withhold, but the
habit pattern of caution stayswith him. All psychoanalysis trained people to be was cautious.

Someone with an enforced outflow has a similar problem. He must go, or do, or whatever, without
knowing why. In order to restore control over one’'s reach / not reach, be reached / not be reached,
one must get these unknowingnesses out of the road or the person will sometimes be nervous to the
point of collapse when you ask them to do something or other.
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In order to aberrate somebody, establish compulsion to reach or to withdraw (withhold) as an absolute
necessity, then shift them in time and place to produce no necessity for this, so they forget it; make an
unknowingness out of it all. Do this several hundred thousand times, and the person will start to feel
he didn’t know what he should be doing. When a person gets very bad off, any decision to act causes
him to withhold and vice versa. Government programs are good examples of this.

Some people are totally susceptible to any inflowing action of any kind. Anything that happens to them
in society causes them to have an instant reaction to have that with them. In assessing such pcs, if the
auditor suggests some item, they will takeit. Even if they are assessed by an auditor with a degree of
atitude, they will hold like briars to whatever is found, right or wrong. Y ou can test such an item by
getting in suppress, inval, and eval on the item and see if itis still in. The average personison a
gradient scale of this sort of thing. He sees afew things which restimulate him and put him on a total
effect basis.

The only thing wrong with that total effect basisisthat a person has no command over his reach and
withdraw, so he is not master of his actions and can’t be sensible about what he does. 1.Q. isone’s
ability to govern one' s environment.

Scientology is amost alone in considering that Man should have any self-determinism, because others,
falling short of this, have looked on the fact that a criminal has a compulsion to commit crimes. Being
unable to do anything for a criminal, they think the only answer isto make the criminal withhold his
crimes harder. That philosophy doesn’t work. Y ou can compel someone not to do something to the
point where he can do nothing else. He withholds so far that the withhold fails, and it becomes a
compulsion. That isthe danger of the philosophy that the more “good” withholds we have, the better
off we are.

The basis of action in human beingsis:

1. He doesn’t know what his compulsive actions are, so he doesn’t know what he is withholding.
Not-knowingness is the common denominator of al O/W'’s that are operative on the individual .

2. The half-knowns that arise in sec checking, where the PC knows and you don’t, are also a source
of trouble. Withholds are half a“know”. If the PC knows something, that is not enough. The auditor
has to know it too. The PC will get upset if you go on not-knowing about it when he knows. The
half-know is very uncomfortable. It won’'t duplicate, so it won’t blow, so it is an upsetting thing to
have.

The withholds don’t have to be serious. In session, they can be very trivial bits of non-communication
which multiply. They are relatively unknown to the PC as they drift by. An invalidation often
betokens awithhold, so check for inval and withhold to keep the ruds in and the needle clean during
sec checks and assessments. Withhold is the common denominator of every out rudiment. The only
exception iswhere you are running the session for form’s sake and not for the PC, where you are not
auditing the PC who isin front of you, where you have disobeyed the Auditor’s Code through not
being in communication with the PC and have set up an unintentional withhold for the PC throughout
the whole session. The PC who cannot talk to the auditor, because the auditor is not really there, ison
an unintentional withhold, which still causes an ARC break. Y ou must run the session for the PC.
The PC owns the session. Almost all breakage amongst children is due to their being put on an
unintentional withhold. All withholds must contain an intention to communicate.

The intention to reach must exist before a withhold can occur. There must have been an intention to
communicate before there isan ARC break. Therefore, a PC being audited by someone who is out of
comm with him will ARC break. Remember that every session you run isfor that PC and by the
auditor, and for no one else. In training, you could get auditors to make along list of all the reasons
why they were running asession. You are liable to get fabulous things, not including that it isfor the
PC. Itisthe PC who owns the session, not the auditor. If you master that point, you will overcome
most of your difficulties with auditing and any distaste you might have for it.

If aPC feelsthat he can’t comm to the auditor, this equates to the fact that he must be withholding.
This restimulates other withholds of undesirable action. The restimulated withhold may be afailed
withhold which brings about obsessive action at once, and the PC finds himself in the God-Awful
position of engaging in actions he knows are reprehensible and incapable of stopping himself from
acting. He wonders how he got in this position as he berates the auditor. He feels bad about the fact
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that he is doing these actions while he is doing them. So you, by letting him have a session withhold,
are likely to get him into thisweird action which amazes him most of al. TR-0 and TR-4 are the most
important TR’ s from the standpoint of getting and keeping the PC in session. TR-0 isimportant from
the auditor’ s viewpoint, TR-4 from the PC’'s. Theway to handle TR-4 isto be surethat it isthe PC's
session. Just give him the session.

In sec checking, you are trying to discover the actions that are considered undesirable by the PC and
the withholds that restrain them. Y ou get off the withhold by blowing the prior confusion. When you
are sec checking, you are on the business of the prior confusion and the motionless point. The prior
confusion isthe overt; the stable datum is the withhold. The anatomy of withhold is:

1. Done undesirable action.
2. Stop undesirable action.
3. Natter. The guy can’'t reach and he can’t withhold, but he can natter.

When you have the withhold, you have the motionless point, but you must get the prior confusion;
you must get what the flowed, since this PC is the one who is there being audited. [Thisiswhy you
must get the donein pulling awithhold.] Use the critical statement to find the overt. But don’t pull the
unkind thought; pull the overt underlying it. Thisovert iswhat gives you a sort of motor action.
Natter is not necessarily motivatorish. To get the charge off Step 2 (above), you can ask the PC,
“Have you ever done that since?” The PC will think you are asking for more overts, but in fact you are
getting him to spot whether he has been withholding himself from doing it ever since. He will be
relieved when that withhold is off, because the stress of maintaining the withhold isrelieved. He can
feel uncomfortable just getting off the fact of having done some undesirable action, because you have
unstrapped some of the restraint against doing it again. Hewon't feel relief from the session, because
the full extent of the withhold isn’t off yet. So ask the above question. The PC may not be entirely
happy about giving up the withhold. Doing this may trigger off ways he was restraining himself
without getting the overt. He may be afraid to get all the withhold off because he might do the action!
So make it arule alwaysto find the overt. Also, ask for other times he did it and didn’t do it. [Get
al.]

6201C23 SHSpec-103 Basics of Auditing

A person who is fairly new to scientology and in doubt about it is frequently someone who is just
stuck in aridge where he has no certainty that anything works or happens. Thereisno sensein trying
to shove training down histhroat. He needs auditing first. Hiswholelifeisina“maybe’, and he will
have to be run on positive and negative to handle the ridge.

Another easily overcome barrier to training is pretended knowingness. It is adownscale mockery of
knowing. It givesthe PC afunny sensation, being a thorough going fake. But it doesn’t buck your
effort to train as much as the “maybe” case.

A person stuck in a maybe can make trouble as a PC, too. He often sets extravagant, unreal session
goals and is in an obsessive games condition with the auditor, where he is attempting to give the
auditor loses. The PC will go out of session very easily; heis not under the auditor’s control. Run
him lightly fundamental processes. Give only light effects. Thisis a no-effect case, and you must
audit him with afeather. 8C isnot low enough for them. They go around touching walls with never a
comm lag. The process doesn’t bite because they are not really there. Sit them down with some
small, dull object like a piece of chalk and have them get the idea that the chalk is there / not there.
Thiswill pick up alot of confusion and randomity. Work with the person. Take the chalk away, let
them see what that would look like. Run the process until the PC takes over the automaticity of not-
ising physical objects and the room starts going solid on them. Keep on with the process. It isvery
light. You are dealing with the old effect scale. Asthe PC goes down towards total effect, the effect
he can experience is a breath of air. A no-effect case can’'t confront or even notice alarge effect, only a
very small one. If you blew them up, they would never find out about it; that’ s too much effect.

We see that clearly in the overt-motivator phenomenon. The more motivators the person has earned,
the less motivators the person can have, so what to you seems minor, to the person isamajor disaster.
He thinks everyone is against him, etc., but he couldn’t perceive alarge explosive action if it occurred.
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His automatic not-istakes care of large effects. Y ou could probably give him a session full of GAE's,
no-auditing and he wouldn’t notice the badness of it, but if you missed one tick on an ARC break, he
would notice the small error.

Critics of auditing are always looking for small errors on this basis. In a country like Spain or Mexico,
there can be enormous mis-government, atrocious wars, banditry, etc. and at the same time,
punctilious courtesy and honesty in small things. They don’t see the gross outnesses. A democracy is
only as good as people can see what is going on. It isthe enough-motivator of an old empire that
resultsin the not-is.

L ow-scale cases could be given very bad auditing without their noticing. Thisis not advised, but it
could be done. Middle range pcs will be aware of both large and small errors and are affected by
them. When they come upscale, they see the whole error and are less affected by it than the low-scale
PC. So, asyou audit people up the line, your auditing has to improve.

Forms, rituals, procedures -- none of these will see you through a session. All that will see you
through is auditing. The second you start leaning on your tools, like Model Session, [you arein
trouble.] What is phenomenal is that you can make a gain with pcsusing only ritual. Auditingisa
science, not an art. LRH’s sessions contain lots of auditing covering the bare bones of Model
Session. Student sessions have the bones showing through. The PC, even if he is atrained auditor
[or especidly if heis] isvery aware of your taking up beginning rudiments But what is the PC doing
listening to the auditing bones? Heis supposed to be interested in his case, and there he is listening to
the bones rattle. Good auditing is when you didn’t notice the auditor using Model Session, when he
was using it. Itissmooooth. There sno need to make a production out of everything you do. Get so
that you can shift gears smoothly from, say, running a simple havingness process to finding what
inval or eval has caused it to stop working. The more the PC isin session, the faster the PC will blow
an aberration. Theless afraid of things they are, the less they duck and dodge and the braver they fedl.
If the PC comes in talking about a PTP he is stuck in, handleit. Don’t worry about formal start of
session. When it is handled, get Model Session going.

So you either have to use TR-4 when the PC comes up with any of the myriad things pcs can come up
with, or if it is something that really isin need of more handling, you must know how to handle it.
Y ou have the horsepower to head the PC in the right direction down through the slot the PC needs, to
get where heisgoing, so use it and get him to the dot.

Now there are four flows to the Flow process:
1. Outflow

2. Restrained outflow

3. Inflow

4. Restrained inflow.

All of these are self-determined; they are easy for the PC to self-determine. We have hitherto looked on
inflow as motivators and restrained inflow as a sort of motivator side of it. But mixed up in the
motivatorsis the PC’ s self-determined action to make the inflow occur and the PC’ s self-determined
action to make the inflow not occur, respectively. Flows three and four are not as important as
withhold and outflow. Y ou handle flows one and two all the time. A PC can self-determine a bad
inflow in order to get a motivator. When you make an auditing error that causes the PC to ARC break,
the action seems to be so much yours that you seldom notice the self-determined part the PC hasin it.
Maybe he did it so he could outflow a make-you-guilty.

There are more than four flows of course. There’'sthe PC determining the flows for someone else, for
third dynamics, etc. How could you use flow processes in session to keep rudsin? Suppose the PC
keeps coming up with session withholds. How about tripping one of the other flows, e.g. run “What
have you outflowed in this session?’ to balance al his withholds, then get when he started not wanting
to outflow, get the objection to the outflow off, and the tendency to withhold vanishes. Or ask, “Have
you been inflowing?’ The PC says, “Yes. Auditing commands.” You don’t haveto Q and A with it;
just accept it, and the PC has blown it. Y ou don’'t have to take up all the PC’ s withholds, by the way.
Let blown overts and withholds expire when they are blown; don’t try to remedy a nonexistent
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situation. On any flow line, what you want to know is when it started (roughly) and how long it has
been going on, and whether the phenomenon (whatever it is) happened again, etc. Just giveit alick
and a promise when used as ruds. A PC who is going sporadically out-ruds has a flow out that you
haven’t spotted. Y ou could use a once-over on beginning ruds, too, on flows. Thisall gets what the
PC isdoing that he isn't communicating. It’sall basically withholds that mess him up. So the flows
direct his attention to the things he hasn’t told you.

Aslong as the auditor has the desire to assist the PC and to keep him communicating, the auditor can
straighten the PC up and keep the session going under ailmost any conditions. An auditor can interfere
with a PC’s comm to him in various ways. There are obsessive withholds on other people, for
instance (e.g. a cop restraining people from committing crimes or atax collector getting people to
outflow). If an auditor is dramatizing some such valence, he will prevent the PC's comm or make him
talk after he'ssaid all.

Auditors always talk too much. An auditor who talks too much is, for the PC, a confused area which
the PC can’t reach, so the PC cannot talk into the area. Since the PC’ s havingness is often down
anyway, the auditor’ s talking can reduce it to the point where the PC dopes off. Processes that clean
up the auditor for the PC make the auditor more have-able: “Who would | have to be to audit you?’ or
“What don’'t | know about you?’ would help. Generadly, it'sabad ideafor the auditor to use his body
for anything, in the session. One exception is that if the PC believes the auditor is too enturbulative.
you can run, “Put your hand on my shoulder,” repetitively. A few commands of thiswill help by
giving the PC theillusion of being able to reach the auditor. The auditor who tries to put the PC on an
obsessive withhold is, of course, apoor auditor. The other extreme is the auditor into whose zone one
must never reach, the auditor who “runs away” by, say, changing processes before they areflat. The
PC will be aware of this more than the auditor, as no-auditing.

The difficulties you have as an auditor are of your own making and stem from using ritual to avoid
auditing. There is no substitute for sitting down with the PC, using what you know of the mind,
auditing his case, finding what it is, squaring it up, etc. All for the PC, with auditing intended. If you
have other considerations entering into it, criticising the PC, or whatever, you won’t get much auditing
done.

6201C24 SHSpec-104 Training -- Duplication

There are two ways of getting someone out of apathy, one on the route of making auditors, the other
on the route of auditing. They are quite different. To make an auditor, the policy has to be that the
auditor doesn’'t have a case, because if auditors had to get cases handled before they could audit, no
one would ever audit anyone, because there would be no auditors. So it is a workable truth that
auditors do not have cases.

Y ou are not in such good shape yourselves, these days, compared to 500,000,000,000,000 years ago.
To make a big stride towards actually making abeing is very fine. This means that the thing can be
bootstrapped, even by auditors who have not had much case gain yet. If it weren't true, we as a
people would never make it because the few able ones wouldn’t be able to audit enough people to
signify. They haveto train others. Furthermore, if the few trained auditors only audited, they could
improve society, but they would also be producing arich and poor society of aristocrats and slaves.
Not all these more able people, after auditing, would suffer from LRH’ s peculiarity of wanting people
to befree. After afew generations or decades, we would have a society of clears and slaves, whichis
the route to chaos and destruction. Thisisinteresting as along look.

LRH’sview of acentury hence includes several possibilities. There's bound to be some effect, with
an effort of this size and effectiveness. The more rapidly the job is done the better. Thisisthe same as
with aPC. If you audit him slowly and poorly, his progressisfitful. Part of our effectivenessisto
make enough auditors. If all of the students at Saint Hill trained auditors, there would be enough
auditors. The job of clearing the planet is not a one-man job.

So therefore you are learning to audit and improving. In training auditors, don’'t go in the direction of
being kind. Expend your time on people who can be trained to audit without huge handicaps, even
though your natural impulse may be to spend your time on the numbskull who is all thumbs, trying to
get him up to alevel of mediocrity. Let him drift. Don’t let him go, but put your attention on the apt
students.
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It is adventurous to estimate the amount of time it will take to train someone. Thereis, however, a
simpletest you can do. Take adatum of scientology, say it to someone, and have him repeat it; do this
afew times, then have him give you an example of it. This educational process can knock out a no-
effect casein training. Let them duplicate the words; eventually they will duplicate the understanding.
It is therapeutic as well to get someone to duplicate a datum, any datum.

Thefirst gradient is no comprehension of the words. It is shocking to find morale suffering in some
HGC's because of being made to duplicate a bulletin exactly. Suppose we were just trying to increase
aperson’s ability to learn, hislearning rate. It wouldn’t matter if we were using automotive assembly
books or the WPA'’ s History of Socialism in Northern Arizona. Any data at all would serve. You
could read it off, have the PC repeat it as sounds. Heisin tremendous data confusion, which blows
off as he attempts to duplicate data. He will learn he can duplicate it even if it has buttonsinit. He
will learn that duplication isjust duplication -- just obnosis, observation of what is there. People will
often, before duplicating, go off on a stimulus-response mechanism of evaluating or interest or
belittling, etc., etc. Eventually, the thetan wakes up and just does what you have asked. He says what
you said. People who are aberrated get upset about this and think you are making slaves or
something. You are not. You are just asking someone to duplicate a datum. If someone can do that,
he can also cause himself to be duplicated. (Incidentally, you can paralyze a committee if you want by
introducing restimulative words or buttons into the discussion. “Study” is an excellent one for this
purpose.)

Beyond duplication comes understanding. The duplication has to come first, although people will
often try to understand before they duplicate. That is why study is such an important button. That is
getting somebody else to understand, which relieves one of the responsibility for understanding. This
is the operating mechanism of governments that results in no-action or action from no understanding.
Democracy doesn’'t work in the absence of understanding.

When you get someone to duplicate a datum, he is now capable of understanding it and evaluating its
importance. So thethird step, after duplication [and understanding] is ability to comprehend, observe,
and eventually judge. No one has ever taught judgment before. There isn’t much in any bank, or it
wouldn’t be abank. [So the three steps are:

1. Duplication
2. Understanding
3. Judgment.

Thisisanew skill, one beings never had before. They were capable of observation before, but they
always put acurve on it in order to have a game or something. Pure observation, pure study, pure
comprehension or judgment have never been studied or known about. They have merely been touched
on in philosophy and avoided in religion entirely. We know the source of this: the greatest overt there
is, is enforcement of non-comprehension. All the way down the responsibility scale, “don’t know” is
still a button, when overts and withholds are over the PC’ s head.

A study of not-knowingness has been approached by two philosophers, Kant and Spencer. Their
conclusion was that what wasn’'t known couldn’t be known, so there was no road to judgment.

For years LRH has been trying to teach auditors judgment about what was going on in the mind of
another being and what to do about it. It has been tough. What bars you from it is not-knowingness
of it all. It beginswith duplication. It can’'t be reached with processing because it is not already there.
The whole lesson of thisuniverseis not to duplicate and not to communicate. The two crimesin this
universe are being there and communicating. A person has to become comfortable with the idea of
being there and communicating, and this can be approached by duplication of adatum. A datumisa
location that doesn’t have to be pinned down. It isasort of cousin to athetan, having no mass.
Thetans begin to use ideas for locations when they get driven out of places. They start to use ideas as
identities.

Y ou can learn to have judgment by two steps: duplication of data and then understanding. Y ou cannot
go beyond that in teaching judgment. Y ou are learning judgment as you learn scientology. Thisis
fortunate, since the very truth of the data, if it were just swallowed and not understood, would tend to
destroy judgment, since it would not have to be tested. That is -- tests would always bear it out, so

137



there would be no point in going through with the testing process. Y ou cannot go beyond getting a
person to duplicate data and understand in teaching judgment. Y ou cannot teach a person how he
should judge something and still have him judge it. Many students have run straight through being
taught judgment without noticing that they have been taught it. Y ou have come up on the other side
into arealization of it, not because you have been taught it, but because you redlizeit. Thisiswhat we
know as “making it your data’. When you are dealing with truth, you always have this fourth step: the
ability to realize and to perceive your own self-determined comprehension.

That route has pan-determinism in it. The person can understand why they learned the datum, why
they were taught the datum, and the independent truth of the datum, independent of having been taught
it. 1t may not be a perfect route, but it is the first route through to such an end product. It hasaside-
benefit: you will understand things you never understood before that have nothing to do with what you
have studied. An auditor must have this ability to understand what is going on, without going into a
trying-to-understand, when the PC says something aberrated. The auditor can and should just
duplicate and acknowledge the PC’ s originations and not Q and A and go off into getting the reasons
behind all the PC’ s originations.

So if you find an area where auditors can’'t duplicate a bulletin, you can tell how they have been
handling pcs: lots of Q and A, efforts to understand before duplicating, etc.

People who are going through having to duplicate first get into resentment. They look gaunt,
apathetic. Then they get up to anger, then a sort of wandering.

Routine and rote are a poor substitute for understanding. “The place I’ m trying to get you to is a place
where you can process by realization, process by comprehension, process by the exercise of
judgment. If | can get you to that point, | will have considered it very well worth doing, no matter
how heroic it has been on the way.”

6201C30 SHSpec-106 In-Sessionness
Assessing isn't to find something to run; it’ s running the case.

Rudiments must be kept in throughout the session, not just used to get the PC in session. End
rudiments are there to keep the session from perpetuating itself or hanging up. Beginning rudiments
are to get the PC out of the physical universe, into session and his own universe, not still coping with
hislife outside of session. If he hasto put alot of attention on the auditor, heis till in cope, in having
to handle another human being -- a social situation, not a session.

An auditor who does a poor job of getting rudimentsin puts the PC into the physical universe, coping
with the auditor. A PC in session should be ableto be in a state of no-responsibility for the physical
universe around him during the session. That is the reason you can plumb the bank. The less
responsible you make the PC for the physical environment and the auditor and the auditing, the more
no-responsible the PC is for those things. That sounds peculiar, because it is also the state of an
hypnotic trance, but a PC in session is not in an hypnotic trance. The difference isinteresting. In an
hypnotic trance, it is demonstrated conclusively that he has no control over anything; the only person
with any control is the hypnotist. Hypnotism is atotal overwhelm, devoted directly to the physical
universe (the PC’s body). That haslittle in common with a PC’ s attitude in session. It was one of the
few states Man could induce on Man, along with: cured, dead, injured, etc. It was the only one by
which he could approach the spiritual and the infinite.

People can misinterpret this when it comes to getting pcs in session. Their past track in dealing with
these other states can color their approach to pcs. There are al'so the social states, which have nothing
much to do with auditing; it isno sin to play on that. But auditors can get confused about what in-
sessionnessis. What is the beingness of a PC? It is, of course, “Willing to talk to the auditor and
interested in own case’.

Thisis so simple that auditors can try to put additive statesin on top of it. Usinginval and eval, they

can turn the session into an hypnotic trance session by overwhelming the PC. It can’'t happen easily; it
takes some doing, but it could happen.
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What you want is just someone who is no longer fixated on the physical universe or in asocial state
with the auditor. But if you violate the Auditor’s Code, he will still have the physical universe,
because he will have a person, not an auditor, to deal with. He will be too concerned with what the
auditor might think, what the auditor is doing, etc. That is normal enough, to a degree, early in
auditing. So the first auditing a person has should be the best, because that is when he is most
distrustful. Y ou don’t want him to keep a distrustful attitude towards an auditor.

A PC in session can look at his own universe; the auditor has to get him to look. It’sinteresting that
heisin such a state of no-responsibility for the physical universe, since that is actually the state he has
been in since the beginning of track. It ishisno-responsibility for the physical universe that makesit
necessary for him to cope with it and be unsafe with it. Thisisacommon denominator of bank. At
the most aberrated spots on the back track, the person is 100% irresponsible for the lot. So he goes
into this state rather easily.

We are more interested in the backtrack than in his present time physical universe. The reason why we
are trying to detach him from the PT physical universe is so that we can put him into communication
with the past-time physical universe. If he stays“stuck in present time’, heisin a state of super-cope.
The mind, to such a person, is already an area of danger, because his time track is fraught with
insecurity even greater than the insecurity of FT. But heisactually not stuck in PT; heis stuck on the
back track, believing that it is present time.

So you must get beginning ruds in much better with anew PC or agreen PC. Likewise, if auditing
getsinto agrind, tear into the ruds. Don't just check them to see if they arein. Use them to audit the
case. Don't just get them in for the session we are running. Get them in for all his past sessions,
particularly thefirst.

How many ruds processes should you use? Normally, you can just flick the withholds off of any ruds
guestion to get the PC into session. But the available processes for getting ruds in are nearly
countless. Any valid communication process, old problems processes, withhold processes:. there are
lots of them. You must recognize what rudiments are. They are reasons why he might not be in
session. If you want to straighten him out on the subject of auditing, get hisrudsin, starting with his
first session. Having located the first session, you could run, “What didn’t that auditor know?’ and
“What didn’t you know about the environment?’

If the PC has been an auditor, you can run out hisfirst PC with, “What didn’t that PC know about
you?’ You could get all rudsin on every session he has ever had, including end rudiments. Only the
first session or two and afew others will have any importance. The best method to do thiswould be a
Form 6 Sec Check [See HCOPL 7Jul61 “Processing Sec Check”. Thisisintended for students who
have done afair amount of auditing.]

So if a PC behaved peculiarly as a PC; if he was hard to get in session, etc., ook for a past bum
session and get all rudsin for the first session he’d had and given. Y ou could lock-scan him to find
where the PC is stuck. Lock-scanning is very useful for that. Then you can get rudsin wherever heis
parked, [until] he takes no time to get from the first session to PT. You could do this over and over.
It shouldn’t take more than four or five hours. A failure to do something like this wastes auditing time
because of out-of-sessionness.

Out-of-sessionness could arrive from another quarter. Either you didn’t prepare the PC for
assessment, or ruds are out, or there was at least one bad session which has been restimulated, so that
earlier auditing has to be cleaned up to get later auditing accomplished. The PC’sinterest may bein
later incidents, but the trouble comes from earlier. This has been the uniform mistake all down the
track: looking at the wrong end of the chain. The PC’sinterest is in the last occurrence and his
aberration isin the first occurrence.

The things a person can’'t remember are the things he has taken no responsibility for. Y ou can get an
inversion where the PC has no responsibility for things but has apparent full memory for them.
Actually, itisadub-in. Dub-inis an effort to take responsibility for something the PC has no
responsibility for. Thiswould be abarrier to an auditor unless he could detect something under it.
For that, you can use your E-meter, which will detect no-responsibility areas that the PC cannot
remember.

139



When LRH audits a PC, he makes sure that the PC is interested in finding out about the unknown
areas of his past; that he gets some familiarity with his own thinkingness; that he gets some realization
that he has had some causation over hisactionsin life.

One thing looms large over al technicalities: the state of being in session. The most gross auditing
error thereis, is not to get and keep a PC in session. One can fail to recognize whenthe PCisn’t in
session, or one can hope in-sessionness will materialize. It never materializes. It isnot an accident or
something you can put on automatic. You put a PC in session or you take advantage of a PC’sin-
sessionness when it occurs.

The main thing that you don’t notice is that the PC goes out of session in the middle of session. You
have to devote some time to putting ruds in when they are out during the session. Thisis very
necessary when doing 3D Criss Cross. You are handling charged items. The PC can hit one, lack
confidence in his ability to handle it, and ARC break with the auditor or something; or they invalidate
the situation; or they withhold something. The auditor has to keep these things picked up. But the PC
isn't telling you what is wrong with his case when he tells you one of these things. He istelling you
what hasjust blown. That iswhy itisan error to Q and A with what the PC gives you in middle ruds.
If you do take it up, you will put the PC out of session.

One way to get rudsinin mid-session isto find what flow the PC has on automatic. It isthat flow that
causes the others to materialize. When you get that one cleaned up, the ruds will stay in better because
you know what the trigger is. All you have to know is which flow is sticky, which flow has his
attention.

6202C01 SHSpec-108 Flows

What isawithhold? Itisanon-flow. Itisalsoadon’t know, but the knowingnessisinfluenced by
flows. It is something the PC doesn’t want others to know about or that it hasn’t occurred to him to
tell the auditor. Or heisincapable of telling someone about it. A PC can withhold about flows. A
withhold is arestrained knowingness. A person who is restraining something from being known is
withholding. He iswithholding knowledge, data, or information. Any one of the flows can assist,
aid, and abet a withhold, because knowledge can be buried under the flow.

Given any point or any two points, where there is location in space, there are only two possible flows
for any one of those points: inflow and outflow. The thing that causes flows is the motionlessness or
fixedness of the point. The point may or may not have amass. All power is derived from holding two
positions fixed in space. The two points must be kept separate and are, to that degree, fixed in space.
The strength with which they are fixed has everything to do with how much horsepower you can
generate between them. This gives you an idea of how fixed some of the pointsin the PC’s bank must
be, to generate flows between them. As a person gets “weaker”, he is no longer able to hold two
points in space, and he gets masses. Masses are collapsed locations. Therefore, asking someone to
locate thingsin space will generate flows. Identification isfirst and foremost identification of locations
in space. The identified locations then disappear as a location because he can do nothing to them or
about them.

Areas where one has been or expects to be overwhelmed tend to be identified with each other. When a
lot of things get identified and one can no longer differentiate but tries to compulsively, you get
disassociation. He cannot locate anything but ssimply disperses off anything he triesto locate.

The mechanism of loss of memory isthat several things become one thing (identification); then they
become so much one thing that they cease to exist, and you have forgettingness or lack of memory.
That iswhat happens to past lives: the PC haslost all his power over that life and the locations of that
life, so he forgetsthat life. Factually, he forgets things to get even. He ceases to be able to place
things to make another effect. A thetan never gets into a situation where he is not making an effect.
Axiom 10 isawaysin full throttle. If you don’t believe forgetting is getting even, ask a PC, “Who
would be affected by your forgetting about (chronic somatic)?”, and you are liable to get an
evaporation of the somatic. However, thisisin the zone of postulates and considerations. Flows are
just electrical phenomena.

Y ou can do rather marvellous things with electrical phenomena. When you run, “Point out
something,” he locates various points and heis located. Because the PC islocated and another point is
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located, this process can cause flows; it can generate power, and his bank goes, “Whiz-whiz!”, and he
can get funny feelings, tingles, etc. -- various electrical phenomena.

At the border between flows and intention, we have intention about flows. Until you try to do
something with the flows, you have only outflow and inflow. Now, completely aside from electrical
phenomena, you move a bit higher with his attitude about flows, and in that region, you can produce
some interesting fireworks on a case, because you are in the band between electrical phenomena and
knowingness. That band is his attitude towards flows.

A thetan decides to regulate flows with hisintention. At thisfirst band of intention, we get the CDEI
scale, but at alower harmonic [See Fig. 6]. Instead of “desire” we get something that islike desire’s
lower edge: “permissible” or “allowable”. Thereisan enforced flow. Then, relative to flows, there
are two kinds of inhibited: “prohibited”, meaning prohibited from without, and “inhibited” proper,
meaning inhibited from within the point (terminal) we are talking about. Asyou go further down, you
get an inversion of thisscale. So, as the PC runs flow processes, he comes up through eight attitudes
towards flows: inverted permissible, inverted enforced, inverted prohibit, inverted inhibit, inhibit,
prohibit, enforce, permit. You only need four commands to run it to pick up both harmonics. Then
there isinflow and outflow, so there are actually sixteen flows, but you only need eight, since the
harmonic isaduplicate. Then, if you did thiswith four legsin abracket, you would have 16 x 4 types
of flows, or 64 flows (32, not counting the inversions). But luckily we don’t have to run these by
brackets. If we don’t specify self or another or whatever point we are talking about, the PC will
automatically shift flows as we run the process. So we only need four commands to run the process.

The rudiments get kicked out by triggering automaticities of flows. The PC is so much the effect of
electrical energy in the bank that he feels the flow and obeysit. Under the flow is a consideration
about it, which isresident in some identity (valence) in the bank, which Routine 3DXX may some day
discover. All of the considerations about flows that we find in Class Il auditing are, in effect, the
considerations of identities contained in the bank. That iswhat you are processingin Class|ll. Itis
difficult to change the considerations of these packaged beingnesses, but that is what you are doing.
These beingnesses in the bank have considerations about flows, and when flows flow, the
beingnesses in the bank get ideas because they become activated electronically. So a current goes,
“Whiz!” and the PC goes, “Ohh! Now I’m supposed to inhibit outflow,” and comm lags. Something
else goes, “Zap!” and the PC goes, “Now I'm supposed to inhibit inflow,” so he gets the auditor to
not talk, or he prohibits inflow by talking back at the auditor, etc.

So, as you deal with pure knowingness, pulling withholds -- i.e. not-knowingnesses -- into view
every now and then, you run aground on flows. The flow tells him to withhold. He can have aflow
withhold as well as a datawithhold. The data withhold can be pinned down by flows.

A datum can actually substitute for athetan. We do thisall the time in education. One of the most
serious mistakes a society can make is confusing ability with a thetan, such as with a diploma or the
old school tie. If you look along the lines of a datum, you find that athetan in his bank has parked
data, which becomesfixed. These data are all the now-I’m-supposed-to’s. The most basic datum he
can park, the one he is withholding the hardest, the one which forms most of the flows, is an identity.
It isreleased by Routine 3DXX. Thisisadatum which the PC thinksis holding locations in space.

One gets lazy here, where bodies are all different. On aplanet of doll bodies, you would just know the
guy, even though the bodies were identical. Y ou, athetan, are carrying on nicely. You are not a datum
or an identity. The identity you were is adatum that can park in the bank and be aterminal from which
the flow can charge and discharge. This datum or identity had enemies. John Jones had the enemy
Bill Smith, and Bill Smith has been approximated in the bank someplace by John Jones at an earlier
time, you see, and now Bill Smith becomes alock on an earlier identification that John Jones has made
with an identity in the bank. Now you will get an electrical discharge between Bill Smith and John
Jones, because they’ re holding positions in space in the bank.

It isthe interaction of flows between past beingnesses in the bank that causes all the bric-a-brac in the
mind. Thus these beingnesses generate mass around them, so that they appear to be like a burned-out
tar barrel. A past beingnessisin itself a mass because it has blocked flows so often. It has gained
mass. |ts massis dependent on its different positions in space as it has moved around, and upon the
number of positions it has held, in space. So the valences ook very black, sometimes with a shape,
sometimes not. It startles a PC to come across one. He triesto find something in one of these things,
and, of course, there is nothing in one; he was in it. Itscircuits are still operational. It can still
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generate flows. It looks like a machine making pictures when it starts to come apart, but it isrealy just
an old beingness.

Y ou cannot process pointsin space. Y ou can spot them, but they are stills. You can process stills if
you discharge them, but attempting to process stills without discharging them results in disaster.
Processing the identity of aliving body isn’t processing a still, because it moves around, but
processing dead bodies wouldn’t work. 1f you had someone find something still, then make it more
still, then make it be as still as it was before, you would get gains at first. It would restimulate a
feeling of power -- holding a position. It is not the same as keeping something from going away,
which does generate power and discharges a number of flows. In general, you do better to process
actions rather than inertsin the bank.

Having a datum in the bank, awithhold, fixed in space, we find that it tends to act as a pole in amotor.
It causes some odd flows in the body. Because he must not tell it to anybody, it becomes a duplicative
pole for the “anybody” he mustn’t tell. You, the auditor, thus get duplicated as the withhold by the
PC, and we get this odd phenomenon of a discharge going. When you process the withhold (a
datum), it goes, “Snap!” out, and some kind of circuit disappears at the some time; he feels good.
What happened was that he had this datum being restrained from all sorts of people. This gave the
datum as great a magnitude as the people from whom it was being restrained. Thus he setsup a
motor. Heis at the receiving end. The withheld datum operates as a pole to generate a flow which
then makes aridge. That ishow his valence gets solid in the bank.

We can take an electrical lock at a problem. If two people have withholds from each other, it only
takes a little opposed intention to set up two opposite poles, which then discharge on the old
withholds. For instance:

FISH FOR NO FISH
SUPPER

FOR SUPPER. That iswhy the prior confusion (containing withholds) holds the problem in place. If
you get all the withholds off, the problem vanishes, since the problem was only the visible result of the
hidden charged poles.

When you miss awithhold, you trigger alive pole, which then triggers another and another, until you
get an avalanche and the PC tells you off, having gone into an automaticity. So if you are going to pull
withholds, do it thoroughly.

Pc’s have habitual flows. At least one of the eight attitudes will bein force with aPC, asarule. So
you could list the eight flows, assess the PC, and sec check the PC.

So, during listing, if you notice that your PC tends, for instance, to have a prohibited inflow on
automatic and things get sticky, you can put ruds in by asking a question that adds up to, “What inflow
did you stop, just then?” The PC has withheld the data that this flow has occurred, and you could pull
this fact, as awithhold.

A PC can also believe that some exterior force should prevent his outflow, if he is on a prohibited
outflow. Hereyou will find a PC with a compulsive outflow. Heiswaiting for the auditor to stop
him. A German knight knew what he was supposed to do: enforce outflow. He was supposed to yap
about his great deeds and knock people over the head who wouldn'’t listen.

In fact, to get atotal pattern of social conduct, you could just apply the eight attitudes towards flowsto
thetone scale. Different societies have different ones, characteristicaly.

The PC can apply all these things on the auditor. He can try to enforce an outflow, for instance, or
inhibit an outflow. A terminal can have flowsfor others aswell asfor itself.

Since flows are caused by withholds, running flows unburies withholds. The pole of the withhold was

buried by flows, so running flows uncoversit. Y ou could assess the eight flows and sec check the
most reactive, etc.
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A PC’ s bank could not possibly be discharged rapidly by any machine or chemical, because the flows
are intricate and the ridges are composited flows. Y ou have to do something to straighten the flows
out. Any method that got rid of the bank as a whole block would never expose the understanding
which is beneath it, because that is the second inversion. Understanding has first involved flows,
electrical nonsense, masses, and the sixth dynamic and then inverts and goes under it all, and
electricity is capable of burying all the knowledge in the world in the PC’s bank. A case makes
progress by finding out something about himself empiricaly.

6202C06 SHSpec-111 Withholds

Withholds and the dynamic principle of existence,” Survive!”, as per 1938 data, are now seen to be
interrelated. Thisis good because where a principle has been an amplification of “Survive!”, it has
worked like mad with pcs.

We also have the reason why an identity is aberrative. An identity isthat accumulation of withholds
that make an individuation.

When the PC gives you his name, you have one part of Routine 3DXX aready done. Where you have
to recognize a person from his identity rather than from his beingness, there can’t be much beingness
present. A 3D item is maximal identity and minimal beingness. Every now and then you get identity
and beingness crossed, and you get an historic character. LRH has used identity on the track to make
effects, but it was a mistake to think that he was successful in creating the effects because of the
identity. It wasreally because of the beingness. Y ou could reach more and influence more than other
people, so you did. The identity side of it was “to be more of alump of ... than anyone else,” which
defeats the reach. Y ou can conceive of beingness as the ability to permeate, pervade, communicate to,
or fill up an area. Identity isamethod of not having to. Identity putsit on automatic. Anidentity isa
substitute for communication and reachingness. Beingnessis a current activity; identity is past activity
(fame, etc.).

The only thing this universe punishes are being there and communicating. It is an anti-beingness
universe and a pro-identity universe. A withhold is a not-reachingness; it is not communicating. This
includes holding onto a piece of information that would damage survival. Of course, since a thetan
can't really be hurt, awithhold must be to protect the survival of an identity, not a beingness. So a
withhold goes beyond a matter of mores. It is something a person thinks would reduce his survival as
an identity, if it were not withheld. If you are building an identity on repute, which is the standard
trick in this universe, and working to enhance your repute, you withhold those things which would
depress the survival identity. A thetan goes cautious on this and withholds more than he hasto.

Self-preservation is, of course, amisnomer. It isreally identity-preservation. Any identity that
remains in the bank is the direct result of identity-preservation, so we find these suspended 3DXX
items hanging around. The points that are really stuck, however, are the points where one failed to
preserve one' s “life”, because those are the failed postulates. The postulated impulse was to preserve
the life, so adeath hangs up more than alife, asafailed postulate. As an auditor, finding some picture
hanging up on the track, you could ask, “What would you withhold about that picture?’ and the whole
incident would unreel as the PC found the identity that had to be suppressed for purposes of survival,
despite the fact that there may have been alot of survival in the action. Y ou get the withholds and the
compulsive outflows off. Y ou could almost free up the track by asking, “What should you have told
people about?’ 1t will run at first with withholds, then get into bragging that got withheld.

Where there is a conflict whether to withhold or let it out, you get hung up on the track. Y ou could say
that any difficult situation is an unequated or unresolved problem in survival. So any hang-up on the
track is an unresolved problem in survival. There were balanced factors involved in communicating or
not. Each hung-up identity is hung up with these computations, such as the computation that to
communicate or not to communicate is equally non-survival. By pulling withholds off the case, you
release all these things.

An individual withholds an identity until it parks on the track. When you find an identity, you have a
key to atremendous section of track. The identity is dedicated to hiding, so finding it takes off a
tremendous amount of charge, because the identity is withholding itself by hiding and you handle the
withhold by finding the identity. Each identity has the feeling or computation, “They are probably till
looking for me. If they find me, watch out!” He was trying to make the identity famous, then failed to
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survive asthe identity. The PC gets very alert as you come near it, feeling like awanted man. Thisis
the feeling of “guilt” which former therapies sought the source of. The feeling of guilt isas much a
brag as anything else, but it contains the feeling of being wanted.

When there’s afeeling that one has a problem of survival which can’t be solved on any of the
dynamics, it will come right up to PT and knock one’s head off. When one of these comes off,
identities come off and withholds come off with the identities. Pulling any identity off invariably
involves getting a connected withhold; otherwise it wouldn’t be in the bank and floating up to PT.
That’ s the common denominator of anything in the bank, sinceit isthere to solve survival. Of course
effortsto survive are silly, since athetan can’t do anything else. What the effort isreally directedtois
getting an identity to survive. If thereisan effort in the thing, it must be built around alie that the
person doesn’t recognize. The person doesn't realize that he is one thing and his identity is something
else. He also thinks his beingness and his communicatingnessis hisidentity. Actually, these are
deteriorated because he is being Joe Doakes. Therefore, al these things have a withhold connected
with them.

Whenever you miss awithhold, a person gets a restimulation of awithhold, and he gets the idea that
heisindanger. Thatisall thereistoit: aQ and A stimulus-response mechanism. If aperson has a
withhold that he must withhold, he must be in danger. Because the reactive mind worksonan A = A
= A, the conclusion can put into action the causation. For instance, we put George in awrecked car
with blood on it (not in his car or wreck); if George was asleep or drunk or something, when we put
him there, when he wakes up, his conclusion will be that he has been in awreck. He would mock up
a sequence to explain his being there. The least he would get out of it would be a little shock of,
“Should | tell anybody?’ or “What isthis? What are the consequences of having wrecked thiscar?’ In
extremis, he would show psychosomatic injuries, etc. So if you give someone the end product of a
chain of responsibility, he will attempt to assume some of the earlier responsibility. Given B, one
concludes A, from no evidence. Thisleads pcsto write script in session sometimes.

Sometimes the PC doesn’t know what led to the consequences, so he figures he must have a withhold
from himself. It isinteresting to find the material he “must” be withholding from himself, but isn’t.
His anxiety about identity would cover the whole picture. Say you have found aterminal on 3DXX:
“an angry man”. You could run, “What responsibility have you taken for the continued survival of an
angry man?’ Y ou would see the package, “an angry man”, fall apart into separate identities.

If you have been responsible for something and then ceased to be responsible for it, you can get your
block knocked off. That’s about the only way you can get your block knocked off. If you have taken
awide identity, then, while in that identity, have ceased to be responsible for it, during a decline or
whatever, next time around, you take no responsibility for the area. That |eaves the wide area
permeated, but no responsibility for it, no matter what your identity is, because it is only beingness
after all. People can try to shift their identities, to change everything, but it is only beingness that
counts. If he has a beingness in his background which is associated with his identity and then
suddenly cuts his beingness down to nothing in order to limit hisidentity, he will be in trouble every
time. Hecan't function in hislimited sphere because he has already accepted a much larger sphere, so
heisawaysintrouble. We could then ask him, “What responsibility have you taken for the survival

of (the wider zone)?’

Thetans are always doing this: Having taken responsibility for the whole of Europe and having
battered Europe to piecesin order to liberate it, all nations who took part in that activity then drew back
and said, “We'll have peace now and let the whole of Europe go to Hell.” Sure enough: that’s what
happened: World War Il. That isawithhold of magnitude because it is awithhold of ability.

So awithhold can be a withhold from anything that the PC has had a permeation into or a
communication with. When a communication is followed by a no-communication, the advent of the
no- communication, operating as a withhold, reduces survival. We have made a huge area survive;
now we are only going to make alittle part of it survive. There will be some counter-survival in the
area where you were formerly taking full responsibility. That is the mechanism of individuation.
First, communication into, then refusal to communicate into.

Y ou have established a oneness with something by communicating into it or by taking responsibility
forit. You can’'t segmentalize responsibility into a smaller zone without bad consequences. Once you
have taken responsibility for energizing an area, then retreat, the area you retreat from is on your
wavelength and clobbers you. The people who cut your throat are your own police guard, as soon as
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you decide that you can no longer occupy the palace, Y ou can’t take responsibility for the physical
universe and then take responsibility for one room in a boarding house in two successive lives and not
have planets hit you in the head. If the huge zone of responsibility is cut down by a series of
withholds, which it always s, then, because it is now energized, it can kick your head in.

A survival process, therefore, discharges all withhold processes. So the principle of survival is senior
to all overt-motivator sequences. Responsibility processes, survival-type processes, persistency
processes, and identity processes are all senior processes. The most horrible opponent a being can
have is himself, of course: it’s got hiswavelength! In scientology, we are making a man his own best
friend.

If one finds oneself withholding, one automatically assumes one must be trying to survive, hence, that
one must bein danger. So if you missawithhold on a PC, that is the conclusion the PC comes to, so
he takes defensive actions at once. The sequenceis asfollows:

1. The PC finds himself withholding.
2. Therefore, he reactively assumes he must be in danger.

3. Therefore, he must take action to survive, i.e, attack or defend himself. If you miss awithhold,
you get (2) and (3) above.

Wild animals are only savage because no one pulled their withholds. They are individuated. Any
withhold restimulates them, though they are not natively savage as beings. Wolves interpret almost
anything as awithhold of theirs or yours, so they attack rather easily. So they must withhold in the
vicinity of almost anything. So you seldom run into them. In order to handle awolf so he won't bite
you, you have to demonstrate to him conclusively that he is not withholding anything. LRH handles
wolves that way, very successfully. Thetrick isto show them that there is no point in withholding
anything, because they are not going to damage you and you are not going to damage them. Y ou can
get remarkable results thisway. But walk up to awild animal as though you are withholding
something, and you have had it. Go up to him as though you are not withholding anything, and he
will look at you and wonder what you are doing. So you show him what you are doing. Don’t excite
his curiosity, so you don’t have awithhold from him.

Now, if you have given the PC the impression in sec checking that he is withholding, then don’t pull
the withhold to show the PC that he is not now withholding, heisliable to go into defending himsel f
by attacking. Pulling his withholds is the only thing that keeps him from individuating. Missing his
withholds, however, will restimulate them and make him feel that he isin danger and must attack. Not
pulling awithhold is OK as long as you don’t restimulate it; otherwise, you would have to get all his
withholdsin one session. It isthe missed withhold -- the one that is restimulated and not pulled -- that
causes the trouble.

Information available and not asked for or information asked for and not gotten is what makes awild
animal out of the PC.

6202C07 SHSpec-112 Missed Withholds

If, in running a havingness process, you get no needle action, you should realize that thereis
something strange to get out of the road. So you could ask about aspects of havingness and see if
there is anything that would keep the PC from having, etc. Cleanit up.

Always audit with the meter in direct line of sight, so that, by merely lifting or dropping your gaze,
you can see PC and meter without turning your head. Turning your head signifies to the PC that you
arenot interested in his case.

In organizations, keep students' and pcs’ missed withholds well cleaned up. Similarly with staff
auditors. What a missed withhold is, is subject to misinterpretation. People are apt to ask for
withholds when that is not what is wanted. It is not unpulled, unrestimulated withholds that cause
trouble; it is the “what-shoul d-have-been-found-out-and-wasn’t”. It is not awithhold; it is a should-
have-found-out.
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Empirically, it turns out that all ARC breaks, blows, upsets, natter, etc. stem from missed withholds.
The mechanism and the theory may be what was outlined in the last lecture or it may not, but thisis
still true as an empirical fact. Christ was crucified because he missed withholds. The withhold can be
inadvertent or a“didn’t know”. No matter what, the PC’s modifier of his main goal line will be
thrown into dramatization when the withhold is missed. Y ou can prevent this by cleaning up ARC
breaks as soon as they happen, pulling withholds as soon as they happen, and keeping ruds in
rigorously. Or, if you know the modifier, you can chant it to the PC to turn off the dramatization.
Thisisapoor way to do it, but possible. You can get alist to read in thisway. But just running
“should-have-known” to death would get all rudsin with aclank. This can be used at any time, not
parked inritua of pattern [random rudiment].

Don’t drop, “Are you withholding anything?’ from ruds, but realize that the missed withhold is a
totally different question and proposition and area. Using missed withholds, you can short-circuit all
the other out-ruds. One caution: if you open up awhole new area of track, the condition of the case
has changed, and you will want to check missed withholds again, since anew crop may have come to
light from the change.

Auditors don’t always expect or allow for change in the PC. They should. The consequence of
change is that aspects of the case shift. Thisis quite apparent in 3DXX. Every identity you go
through has its own bank, its own package of engrams. If you are listing effectively, the PC is sitting
right next to the terminal you announce, so you are pulling up abank every item, if the PC isreally in
session, even though they are only lock valences. The PC will dramatize the last item you found.

When you get these case changes, you are getting a bunch of “ should-have-knowns” you hadn’t seen
before. Y ou handle them in a sloppy fashion with middle rudiments. Don’t distract the PC with them
or make a big fuss over them. But when you notice the PC even one tenth out of session, don’t wait
for more upset. Get in the “ should-have-known”, since the PC isin avalence with missed withholds
that weren’t there for the valence he was in aminute earlier. Catch it the instant the PC startsto dlip
out of session.

The quality of an auditor is observable at the stage of ARC break where the auditor acts. The less
ARC break needed to get action, the better. A change of paceisenough. LRH cleans up the session
before the PC knows he has an ARC break, but not to the extent of patching up nonexistent ARC
breaks and causing one. A PC who has a“ should-have-found-out” is always on the verge of an ARC
break. Heisthe ARC breaky PC. Anybody who gives you a bunch of upset, disagreement with the
organization, etc., has a continuous missed withhold. This principleis responsible for more |oss of
dissemination, loss of scientologists, and of public to scientology than any single factor.

PE foundations and co-audits need this datum. Y ou could run them on the basis that everyone in the
PE foundation is a professional find-out-abouter. Then anyone who walksin on a PE course should be
assumed to have continuous missed withholds which they have come to seeif you can find out about.
They don't really come in to find out about scientology or to be helped or anything else. If you don’t
find out about them, they ARC break and go out and bad-mouth you. Y ou can create an anti-
scientology public by doing tests on people, since doing so can result in just missing their withholds.
Y ou would never |ose people who you checked on a meter with, “What should we find out about you?
What should the last group you were in have found out about you that they didn’t?’ and cleared up the
reads.

Knowingness, to most people, is knowledge of their O/W’s. The reason a co-audit doesn’t build up is
that, when auditing without meters, withholds are missed and people blow. knowledge as knowledge
of overtsisthe bottom rung of knowledge. It isapast withhold that is restimulated. An auditor is
locked on by pcs as an expert if he can get the missed withholds off the case. Any criticism the PC
throws at you isjust caused by the “should-have-found-out” you didn’t ask for, even if you are
actually worthy of criticism in your auditing tech.

So add missed withholds to both ends of the session and use “ should-have-known” in mid ruds.
Cases that have a reputation for being rough to audit should be approached by finding an area of
“should-have-known” prior to scientology and shooting it full of holes. Then get al the “should-have-
knowns’ from scientology cleaned up. 620ZC12 SHSpec-110 Prepclearing

Sec checking is out; prepclearing is newly born. It sounds better, for one thing, and it is preparatory
to clearing, hence the “prep”. Auditors haven't learned sec checking very well, despite lots of efforts
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to teach them to do it, so it is probably hard to do. There must have been some element missing, so
LRH has been working on the subject of withholds, realizing that if nothing was missing, he should
have been able to articulate it well enough so that auditors could get it and do it easily. He has done
remarkable things with pulling withholds, now and then. But maybe there is more to the mechanism.
He had been aware since the first of the year that if he couldn’t relay it so that auditors could get a
resurgence after every time it was done, then there must be some kind of variable in it. Missed
withholds was the first discovery that resulted from this research. They have proved out as the source
of all the ARC breaks and natter you get. The proof is that when you pull the missed withhold, the
ARC breaks and natter disappear and the PC gets case gain that had been missed before. Thisisnot a
variable. Itisnot truethat every time you miss awithhold you will get an ARC break, but it istrue
that every ARC break comes from a missed withhold.

The only effective thing to do about it isto pull the missed withhold. Punishment has been tried in the
past and it hasn’t worked. Explaining and protesting also don’t work. So you have no business
trying to handle the PC’'s ARC break with you, except by pulling the missed withhold, which is most
likely to have been in the session you are running, since, to the PC, present time things are more
important than the past.

What the missed withhold is composed of monitors what rud goesout. A PTPisamissed withhold in
life; an ARC break is amissed withhold in session, etc.

A “should-have-known” is an unknown, which puts us back to sec checking with “unknown”.
Auditors doing that were putting people into engrams and trying to run the engrams with them. It
wasn’t running well, although it was successful at shaking up the bank. The whole subject of
withholds is not-know and unknowns. A missed withhold is a half-known, half-unknown. There
seems to be enough charge to cause a polarity that sets off a God-Awful agitation in the bank. It can
be half-known to the PC, being half-known analytically and half reactive, hence half unknown.
Unknow plays a heavy part in 3DXX.

The not-know that is most important is the should-have-known. Thisisregret; it bunches up the bank.
Something half known is very disturbing; it seems dangerous and makes one freeze up. The regret
mechanism is what turns a 3DXX valence into a ball and loops the time track. The mechanism of a
looped time track is due to just one thing: should-have-known. This smashes everything into the one
time zone of avalence. It adds up to a feeling that one shouldn’t have done, shouldn’t have
confronted, shouldn’'t have experienced. So the prior pictures of having experienced are invalidated at
once. So hetriesto say this never happened, and we get the occlusion of the whole track. Should-
have-known is apparently the most important button in the bank. Thisis the sequence leading to
occlusion:

1. He should have known something.

2. Hedidn't know it.

3. One gets regret; this smashes everything into the one time-zone of avalence.

4. This adds up to afeeling that one shouldn’t have done, confronted, experienced.

5. Heinvalidates prior pictures of having experienced.

6. He tries to say they never happened.

7. We get whole track occlusion.

The only thing that reduces a PC’ s profile after auditing is ARC breaks. But what produces an ARC
break is a should have known, via a missed withhold. So you can remedy ARC breaks with should
have knowns.

This universe has a quantitative button. It isn’t the number or size or gruesomeness of the withholds

you get that givesyou case gain. It isjust the thoroughness with which you get a withhold, the quality
of your auditing, which gives the degree of case gain.
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Freud was always trying to get the one button that would produce a big resurgence in the case. He
must have done it at least once to have such faithinit. He never taught it to anyone, but he must have
had some success with it. He was looking for awithhold. He was looking in one area (sex) and one
time (childhood), which circumscribed it too narrowly. His occasional successes were what gave
psychoanalysis its success and repute, even though they didn’t know what they were doing.

Y ou have two choices when dealing with a missed withhold:

1. Do afull dressjob of knocking out all the should-have-knowns on the subject in this lifetime.
or

2. Just get and knock out the latest key-in.

Which way you do it depends on how successful you are with the light “ should-have-known” touch
on the latest key-in. If the PC stays ARC broken or quickly re-ARC breaks, you will need the full
works, per HCOB 12Feb62 “How to Clear Withholds and Missed withholds” [Starting from the
difficulty being handled, finding what the withhold is, when, all, and who should have known,
repetitively, per therulesin that bulletin.] If you work this system, you will find all of the basic
buttons on the case will just roll out. If you can do it by the numbers exactly (per the above bulletin
even chronic somatics will straighten out. They will come back during 3DXX, but this withhold
system does give the resurgences that Freudian practitioners are looking for.

Prepchecking is the system of getting each rudiment in so it staysin fairly permanently during 3DXX.
It uses the same elements as the withhold system given above. Y ou could also do a Joburg Form
Three with one of these things. [Form Three is the sec check form for new students. See HCOPL
22May61 “The Only Valid Sec Check”. The zero question from Form Three would be any question
from the form that you are trying to clear on the PC. If you get a read, you move on to question
number one, “What was that?’ and, more specifically, “What about (subject of the sec check
guestion)?’ Write this down, because you will haveto clear that question. 1t should duplicate as nearly
as possible the PC’ s reply to the zero question and its read.

A PC never refusesto tell the auditor, but he sometimes doesn’t tell because he doesn’'t know. Itisthe
auditor’s job to get the PC to look and to help him find the answer. It may be so charged that he
doesn’t want to look, but it is up to you to get him to look. It is OK to be positive in getting him to
look, but if you ever imply he knows and won't say, you have admitted that he is out of session, and
you have got a games condition going. So that point never comes into the session.

Y ou must clear questions 0 and 1. If they clear without 2, 3, and 4, fine. When you first get into
guestion 2, you don’t have to be precise, but if you have to cycle through it again, get it more precise,
so asto spot it exactly if it doesn’t clear. [Question 2 is when the withhold occurred.] To clear
guestion number one, run 2, 3, 4 until 1 iscleared. Wheniit is clean, check 0 again, etc. Questions 2,
3, and 4 are the way to blow the withhold to Halifax so it never comes up again.

If, in compartmenting the question, you get aread on a sub-question, that now becomes the zero
guestion. It is more important to handle one withhold question well than thousands indifferently. Itis
not the quality of the withhold that counts; it is how much of it is submerged out of sight. If he has
done something horrendous and knows about it, it isn’t going to aberrate him no matter how tempting
it may be to blame his condition onit. You will find that it is out of some stupid little incident run back
on astack of things the PC did that you recover recollections on, bring them back to view, and the PC
confronts them and his case will tend to resurge.

It isagood ideato take up any sec check question the PC has gotten reads on recurrently, take it as the
zero question, get the what, clean it thoroughly with 2, 3, and 4, because it must be half-known or it
wouldn’t be reading recurrently. Any difficulty could be handled that way. It is afundamental
guestion. You may not get much in the way of cognitions for awhile, as your zero question keeps
reading, but eventually things will begin to blow and it will all fall apart. Nothing will read on an E-
meter that is not significantly charged, and nothing will fall on an E-meter that is not unknown in part
tothe PC. If the E-meter registers, there must be something unknown at least in part.

The only thing you will get into and difficulties with is converting the Zero question to the what
guestion. Don’'t vary the zero or what questions. 2, 3, and 4 needn’t be rote, though you shouldn’t get
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yappy on them. Just be natural withit. You only use the meter to test one and zero. Do not take past
life answers when using this system. Pcs will duck into the unreality of yesterday to avoid the
withhold in this lifetime, or they are trying to run the whole bank on this process, and this process
won't run the whole bank. 3DX X isfor handling past lifetimes; you won’'t get any gains running past
lives on this withhold system.

6202C14 SHSpec-117 Directing Attention

If you can’'t easily release an ARC break or easily get arudiment in, it is always safe to assume that
havingness is out. When the PC’s attention is distracted, havingness drops and the bank tends to
collapse on him.

[Details of running Routine 3DXX]

Don't hesitate to check aruds question twice if you are in doubt about aread. Be careful; be precise.
Don’t put looking good over doing a good job. Put accuracy first. The only person who loses,
otherwise, isthe PC. It isthe same with being “kind” to the PC or failing to direct the PC’s attention
or anything that adds up to no-auditing. And keep the “should have knowns’ cleaned up, and you will
never get ARC broken PC’s. It isinteresting to note that if you look over an old sec check and find the
missed withhold at the point where the PC went into a past life, you will find onein thislifetime. It is
connected, and it restimulates the past life, and maybe it is a hot one that got missed by going
backtrack. It istruethat withholdsin past lives are causing all the PC’sreal difficulties, but they are
handled in 3DX X, not missed withholds.

The PC never forgives you if you let him give up. If you don’t direct the PC’s attention, you will get
no gainsin session. If you let a PC’s attention wander, that is more productive of ARC breaks than
directing his attention, even if it doesn’t seem nice or kind. Y our attitude to the PC (mean, kind, or
whatever) doesn’t much matter, aslong as you are effective. Y ou don’t overwhelm the PC with mood;
you overwhelm the PC with inval and eval. It isnot being ladylike or gentlemanly that gives the PC
gains. Itisdirecting the PC's attention, however crudely and badly, and being effective.

The liability of prepchecking and the withhold system [of HCOB 12Feb62] is that every time the PC
comes close to the key withhold, he islikely to get cross with the auditor. It isan indicator -- the
missed withhold mechanism with acurveinit. You innocently ask the PC, “Who didn’t know about
that? Who should have known?’, or whatever, get down to “All?” and have the PC irritated. Now you
areon the edge of it, that’s all. If you don’t head the PC on down the aley to face that withhold, you
will have an upset PC.

Primary withhold pulling flubs:..

1. The PC natters about Joe; the auditor gets only motivators, thus letting the PC commit more overts
by making damaging statements.

2. Letting the PC give you other people s withholds, that being interesting gossip. A waste of time.

3. Taking critical thoughts without getting the underlying overts. This givesno gain.

4. Stenographic auditing. A failure to direct the PC’ s attention.

It lets his run his havingness down and commit overts of defaming people.

Critical thoughts are an indicator of overts and can be used to “trap” the PC into leading into the overts.
Fifteen or twenty seconds of listening to them is enough. Under the withhold system, a critical
thought can be a one question. “All” will get the rest, where you can coax the PC into revealing the
rest. The “one” question is never the question you work hard on; it isjust used to test. Thisis
especially true when it isacritical thought. Y ou are after all the “done’; the critical thought question
won'’t clear until you've got all the “done”.

The withhold system helps you direct the PC’ s attention to where it should be put. But it is still not a

rote, robotic action. Put alittle invitation and coax into it, plus alittle insistence to look. If you want
to know the answers and you are interested, you will operate much more effectively. Y ou can meter-
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date to help the PC to look, because withholds do scramble or group the track and make it difficult for
him to spot “when”. Y our rancor, if any, should only be directed at the aspect of the PC’ s looking not
a histelling you. Even if the meter reacts, the PC doesn’'t know. Infact, it is because the PC doesn’'t
know that it reacts. If you imply that he is deliberately not telling, you put him into a games condition.

Use whatever trickery, persuasion, or skill you like to direct the PC’ s attention. But direct it. Get the
PC’sinterest in it, too. If you get an irregular response to the withhold question, ask the PC if a
repetition of the question is causing an ARC break, because the E-meter has a confusion point. Datain
the bank and an ARC break can both give aresponse. [Cleaning a clean will produce an ARC break
on the missed withhold of nothing.] A lot of auditors ran goals and terminals lists up to thousands of
items by getting protest reads on the demand for more items. Commonly, though, after you clean up
the ARC break, in running the withhold system, the PC will have more on the withhold. The PC gets
misemotional with the auditor because the auditor represents all the people who should have known
about the withhold and didn’t. If the PC doesn’t get misemotional, it isasign that you are not getting
anywhere because you haven’t hit anything hot. If the PC stays bright and cheerful through the
session and never gets anything that makes him feel bad or look bad, heisliable to ARC break after
the session, feeling that it was wasted time.

Don’'t expect the PC to go on agradient scale of getting better, on the withhold system. He goeson a
gradient scale of looking worse. Life has begun to loom as a grim, serious proposition. They may go
into this curve and out in twenty minutes, or in four sessions, depending on the beefiness of the zero
guestion -- how hot a button it is, with how much avoidance in it.

The hotter the question, the more charge there is to be bled. The milder the charge, the shorter the
cycle of action. This cycleis not the usual processing cycle. Itis: “Is alerted; goes down to the
bottom; then shoots up to the top.”

The entire force of an aberration is directed to pulling the attention in while buffing it off. You don’t
have to pull the PC’s attention to the middle of any aberration because it is fixed there. Dut every
aberration has a buffer that bounces the PC out again. It isnot aclear inflow or outflow. The mind is
actually concentrated on it 100%. So the more you get him to look in that direction, the paler and
worse he will look, until he getsit all cleaned up. Then you get to the last remnants of it, you really
have to help the PC out, because he is stonied; he just can’t force his attention into it. So letting his
attention ride al over the place isletting the PC be the effect of the withhold and the charge, and he will
never forgiveyou. Asthe cognition approaches, the attention is harder to direct into the center of the
withhold. Given something the PC has really non-confronted at the time, he will often have some bit
of it that he has utterly fictionalized, written script for, etc. He backs out of all responsibility for it,

and, as his attention gets directed at it, he tends to veer off and gets chargy and irritated at the auditor.

Y ou must differentiate between the PC who is ARC broken because he isin a games condition with the
auditor and one who is introvertedly ARC broken and snapping at everything. They look quite
different.

If you direct the PC’ s attention terminatedly to the whole precise withhold, you will get afine
resurgence; if you don’t, the PC will be miserable because his whole bank is kicking him in the head,
because there is no one helping him hold it down. You have to keep your eye out for the PC’s
tendency to go general on you, to never give you anything specific, and to just gloss over the top of it
al. You haveto get the PC to look. He hasto tell you when he has seen it, but he will tell you only
when he knows. If he says, “I don’'t know,” just say, “Let’sfind out; let’slook; let’sdig abit.” Don't
think the PC is upset with you when he is upset with the bank. Emphasize looking, not telling. The
PC will tell you what he can see.

Y ou can clean up a PC who has had some auditing, some sec checking, with recurring withholds, by
getting what withhold kept coming up and using the withhold system [steps 2, 3, and 4 (When, al and
who. See page 186 above.] used repetitively to discharge the “what” question, or one question] on it
to find what has been missed init. You can also start from who the PC has complained about a lot.
But, knowing 3DXX, you won't sail in towards atarget that isaterminal. Y our zero question should
be on doingness, knowingness, or havingness, not beingness. Probably any terminal that has been
located on 3DXX could be moved in on and prepchecked by this system. This hasn’t been tried yet,
but those would be the beingnesses to take up, if any.

6202C15 SHSpec-118 Prepchecking
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[Details on running of prepchecking. See HCOB 1Mar62 “Prepchecking (A Class 11 Skill)” for an
outline of the procedure. Prepchecking can be used in a Problems Intensive, as given in tapes
SHSpec-65 to 67 and pages 23 to 27, above, and well outlined in HCOB 9Nov61 “The Problems
Intensive -- Use of the Prior Confusion”. Taking the terminals from the prior confusion, you can
make up a zerol question with, “What about your difficulty with (e.g.) Fred?” Then you can get the
onel question and do the withhold system on that to clear difficulties with Fred”. If you get anew
“What” question, you could call it one2, etc. Y ou can also make zero questions out of the dynamics,
e.g. zerol: “Areyou willing to talk to me about yourself?’, zero2: “Are you willing to talk to me about
sex and family?’, etc.]

An auditor hasto get the highest possible degree of relaxation on the part of the PC. If it isbuilt up,
the PC will stay in session come Hell or high water, even if heis mad at you. Prepchecking is
particularly liable to send the PC out of session because in it you are asking for very intimate activities.
Also, just before he hits one of those big withholds, it is a missed withhold and has been for several
seconds at least, i.e. for as long as he has spotted it and before he has told you. He is actually
influenced by it before he hitsit, but misattributes it to the auditor. So it paysto clear the auditor well,
early on.

When you are pulling withholds, “self” is the one the PC feels he is damaging, because giving up
withholds threatens personal survival. Sometimes pcs run themselves down and make the overt worse
than it isin adesperate effort to make it blow.

If you are going to be handling some subject in the body of the session, and it comes up on ruds, don’t
try to handle it with the ruds. Y ou can let the PC know there is something there and that itiswhat isin
the session. If you are caught short without knowing the PC’ s havingness process, a nearly sure-fire
one is one that has him reaching and touching things within his reach. The only danger in it is, with
some small number of pcs, that it takes along time to flatten and can turn on tactile pain. If so, this
process was what was needed.

Prepchecking solves an old problem: how to bring a PC who is reading below 2.0 on the meter up.

6202C20 SHSpec-113 What isa Withhold?

The common denominator of withholds is that a withhold is something that a person believes would
endanger his self-preservation if it were revealed. Thisis the reason why whole track memory is
occluded. Someone with little whole-track recall considers himself to bein great danger. Thisgives
you the exact reason a PC gets off “Withholds” which aren’t withholds, such as other people’s
withholds. All withholds students tend to get off on each other are “safe’ withholds.

We get into this tacit consent on withholds because of overts on other people’ s withholds, e.g.
spreading their overts around, making them guilty for the overt, sort of punishing them for having
gotten it off. After doing that, it seems unsafe to get off withholds. The more unsafe you make it to
get off withholds, the battier it becomes, until you get a civilization like thisone. For instance, laws
against perversion can be used by communists as a means of blackmailing people. The state lends
itself to punishment of withholds, which lays it open to undermining by the people in high positions
who have those withholds. Likewise, if the auditor makes it unsafe for the PC to get off withholds,
the PC will only get off “safe” withholds, i.e. non-withholds.

The hyper-individuation of the PC stems only from hiswithholds. The PC’sideathat to get it off
would injure his survival isin fact aberrated. It is the aberrated idea of what they dare to get off that
brings about the condition of aberration.

Everyone has some withholds which would, in fact, bring harm to him if they were revealed. These
get deeply buried -- encysted -- and the others build up on them. |f someone comes close to these
withholds, one gets the feeling that all Hell will break loose and one will be imprisoned in some
dungeon and tortured. So naturally the auditor seems dangerous. In reality, a dangerous auditor is
one who doesn’t pull withholds. These auditors will always be involved in ARC breaks, cause PC's
to natter about auditing, orgs, etc., have loses, etc. The auditor who only gets off “safe” withholdsis
dangerous.
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Pc’ s whose withhol ds have been missed do not make their goals and gains. The auditor who cannot
get aresult with prepchecking will smply not audit. The definition of withhold makesit not OK to let
pcs take items off their lists, because those become missed withholds. Because of the PC’s
considerations about safety, as mentioned above, he will want to withhold items from lists, but you
must not let this happen. The items are on the list because they were dangerous at one time and were
withheld in the first place. Prepchecking and 3DX X both are devoted to making the PC realize that it
isn't dangerous to reveal himself.

The PC will mention some hot area, then, as the auditor starts him looking at it, he will feel alittle
reactive regret that he brought it up [see page 185, above]. During the time you are going through this
regret band, you are still crossing over into the zone of what is unknown. [Y ou hit “should have
known” on the way up and you have to get through thisto “know”.]

In prepchecking, when the PC gives you a motivator, you know you are an hot ground, so you always
ask an overt “what” question. Criticalness leads you to look for the overt doingness behind it.
Explaining why something happened is a milder phenomenon, but it too requires a new “What”
guestion. If the withhold itself is given, it isthe what question.

The withhold is measured by the amount of danger the PC conceives to be present in getting off the
withhold. If the withhold is not dangerous, he will just giveit. If it is somewhat dangerous, he will
explain around it. If it is rather dangerous, he will criticize. If it is super dangerous, he will giveyou a
motivator. We are taking about dangerousness in the eyes of the PC. This gives you an index to the
case. A caseisasbad off as he considers it dangerous to reveal himself. The insane person is
dramatizing total motivator on the subject of punishment. Insanity isthe last protest against
punishment: “I cannot feel your punishment. | don’t know about it. Y ou have driven me out of my
mind, etc.” Length of time it takes to achieve aresult in auditing is indexed by danger of revelation
from the PC’ s viewpoint.

How can you cut down this length of time? Don’t pull safe withholds; use prepchecking. In 3DXX,
thereisanew line, something like, “What identity would it be unsafe for you to reveal?” A relief line
could be, “What identity would it be safe for you to reveal?’ to throw the othersinto view. The PC
actually wantsthe relief of the revelation but doesn’t know how to get it safely, so he is always hoping
for some one-shot button for clearing without revealing anything. “Unsafe to reveal” type questions
give you good zero prepcheck questions, e.g., “Is there anything you have done which would be
unsafe to reveal 7’ givesyou “what” questions.

Old age must be the consideration that it is unsafe to show up withaMEST body. At first, you must
figureit’s safe to show up with a MEST body; then you get the idea that it is unsafe, so you take it
down. That must be what old ageis. The basic trick of thisuniverseis, “If you withhold it, it won’t
hurt you,” which isatotal lie. Offering afact seems dangerous; withholding the fact is apparently not
dangerous. Thisisalie. The thetan just builds up mass and gets less space thisway. It makes his
withhold himself more and more; occupy less and less space; permeate less and less, etc. A “can’t go
outside” case is someone who has lots of withholds stacked up an one fairly serious one. Heisthe
one who is afraid the police are after him. [Phobiasfit in here]

Thisis most salient in prepchecking. Some withholds you just et go by: the “safe” withholds, which
arereally red herrings.

6202C21 SHSpec-114 Use of Prepchecking

In prepchecking, you are trying to find underlying overts; that is what the when, all, who refers to.
Y ou are not just getting withholds. Y ou are interested in chains of overts. The anatomy of themind is
that the basic incident holds She chain of incidentsin place. Y ou are not looking for the hidden part of
asingle incident; you are looking for the hidden earliest incident. The PC sees only the most recent
incident until you get him to as-is by telling you the when, all, and who. We aren’t looking for basic-
basic on it because that is anchored in a valence which you will only find in 3DXX. Prepchecking is
limited to this lifetime; the chain will blow if thislifetime’s basic isfound.

So “What” questions never apply to only one incident; neither do the when, all and who. You have
great fluidity in what questions you ask. The “what” question, however, should be specific enough to
find achain. Different dates come up on question two. Y ou try to clear the “What” you've got. If you
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can't, find the subsidiary chain and clear it. If you can’t clear that, clear the subsidiary chain it
depends on, etc., etc. Stay on the same subject.

The zero question isjust a rudiments question that gives a starting point. Y ou can go with these by
dynamics, get akind of one question, then follow that down to a withhold and get areal one question.
LRH has used, e.g. for theinitial one question, “What about your physical difficulties?’, the question,

“What physical difficulty Would it beunsafeto reveal ?’, got alist, got an item reading well which now
gives a proper one question, “What about rectum trouble?’, and one can go back to work. The only
riskinessin this case wasthat it led to an identity, the PC’s little brother. We try not to use identitiesin
prepchecking, but if that isall you can get, well.... The inevitable question, if some subject doesn’t
clear up, is, “What have you done to 2 There must be somethi ng there, just from the basics
of the overt-motivator sequence.

You don't treat every withhold as a new “what” question. When the PC gives one, ask, “What about
this chain of withholds?’ That is, you should phrase it as a more general action, but not so general as
to take in the whole reactive bank. Y ou work your way down to something that clears, then work on
back. You may get hung up along the way back, requiring some new chain. The PC could jump
chains. Follow along as necessary, but be sure to retrace your steps. It al depends on the fact that
hidden information exists on the chain someplace. When you get that, the whole chain will unravel.
The overt may be quite mild. You are looking for a needle in a haystack, so don’'t look. Just run the
system and it will show up.

The best way to establish the question is by the approach described here. It is called prepchecking,
because it is preparatory to clearing. Prepchecking gets the PC’ s rudiments sufficiently cleaned up so
3DXX can be done with more ease. That iswhy the basic prepcheck questions are ruds questions.
For the withhold rud, use a Form 3 [see p. 186] and Form 6a. [See HCOPL 3Feb62 “ Auditor
Processing Check”. Thisisashortened form of Form 6 and isintended for students who have done a
fair amount of auditing.] For problems, you have the Problems Intensive. Y ou prepcheck the
withholds the PC comes up with in prior confusion areas. Y ou can do the same with end ruds: half-
truths, untruths, etc. For the question about influencing the E-meter, you can handle it more broadly,
with “meters’, “electronic gear”, “mind reading”, etc., so the PC can be at ease with the meter. Get his
ruds in with athud and they won’t get in the way during 3DXX.

When you change valences because of 3DXX, new areas will come to view. But finding a new
valence because of 3DXX doesn’t mean the PC moves out of and abandons all his old valences. The
3D problems mass pulls apart a bit; it has less influence on him than before, but, just before you find
this, the PC will dramatize the new valence coming up. That dramatization influences the case and
tendsto throw ruds out. Put if the PC is already capable of being kept in session, the influence of itis
minimal. You don’t haveto pay alot of attention to it. The PC will have cognitions, come up with
withholds, not as part of ruds, but as part of 3DXX. Y ou could omit the prepcheck, in fact, but then
the 3DXX would take about four times as long to do because of the upsets that 3DXX tends to
produce anyway. Prepchecking tends to improve stability on a case by handling O/W’s, so the PC is
not in for a big shock when running 3DXX uncovers new material. A well done prepcheck islike a
complete psychoanalysis every three or four hours.

A person can become very morose, upset and low doing 3DXX. If you will ever have trouble with his
ruds, itisnow. Soitisniceto beableto get rudsin. Prepchecking isalso valuablejust in itself.

After you have al the PC’sterminals and oppterms al laid out on their line plot, don’t be sure that you
have seen the last of prepchecking. Probably a similar technique will be used to take these items to
pieces. Therefore, you are not concerned, before you have the GPM isolated, with any past-life
activity. Those are the withholds of awhole life, which you find with 3DXX.

Since the basic holds the chain down, you don’t struggle too hard with some sticky withhold; if it
keeps reading and doesn’t clean up with your 2, 3, and 4, there is something else to look for.
6202C22 SHSpec-119 Prepclearing and Rudiments

Terminology: it's a prepcheck, and the whole activity is prepclearing.

153



One index that awithhold chain is working well is that the PC’ s havingness doesn’t drop as much as
before. TA motion is another indicator. One could clear up “environment” as part of ruds by
prepchecking “rooms’. Thiswould in effect be prepchecking havingness, to some extent.

We can locate withholds About games conditions. What has the PC denied people; what has he
pushed people out of ? If you prepchecked this for broke, you would find that his havingness would
stay in without a havingness process, provided that he was willing to talk to the auditor at all times.
So use havingness while getting the PC to talk to the auditor. Then usethingslike the Joburg [Form
3] for new students and Form 6A for old-time auditors to clean up withholds. For problems, find
what problems he has caused people in this lifetime and prepcheck them as overts. The Problems
intensive gets you to the problem heis sitting in. Y ou could go at it that way, getting prior confusion,
etc., or you could shortcut it by getting what problems he has caused in this lifetime as the zero
guestion.

Prepchecking might get you aMEST clear, aclear for thislifetime. A psychoanalyst would be able to
learn to do this. He would be flabbergasted by it, especially when he learned that it was only a
preparatory action. This system can be adapted to whatever the PC is doing.

Y ou don’'t want the PC to give you awhole lot of unconnected withholds. If he does give them, take
up the one that reads and clear it up. Keep to the withholds on the same chain. Mine achain, a
subject. Thereisan art to converting what the PC saysto a“what” question. You have to listen to
what the PC said. There are somerules. It must not be too general, so wide asto missachain; it must
not be so narrow as to pin the PC in asingle incident. It should be aimed at the part of the withhold
that is most dangerous to the PC. Y ou must not take motivators or criticisms, other people’s
withholds, or explanations. If you get one of these, you turn it around.

Given amotivator, ask what overt the PC has done to that class of people. Many motivators are
untruths anyway, at least in part, so it throws ruds out for you to accept one. Just convert it do an
overt withno Q and A. A criticism likewise leadsto an [overt]. It isahope that they can damage, with
an inability to do so. Itisabit higher toned than a straight motivator. A motivator is based on an
unknowingness; acriticismisn't, necessarily. A criticism is also a confession of an overt. It converts,
as aquestion, to “What have you done to ?" Itisnot always true that criticism is based on
unknowingness, but motivators always are.

It always seems safe to the PC to get other peopl€e’s overts off. Thisisbelow motivators, actualy. If
the auditor lets the PC get these off, you will get a session where the PC made no goals or gains.

When the PC saysthat A said B did somethi ng, ask the PC which person he knows, then get what the
PC has done to that person. On explanations, you know there is an overt, so this also convertsto,
“What have you done?” Actually, the explanation itself is perfectly innocent, but it leads to a target,
eventualy. Itisan extenuating circumstance for some overt. Y ou have to figure out what.

One way to open up some areas is to ask, “What should be done about 7?7, with the dynamics
in the blank. The PC goes off on some point, and you can mineit. Whatever you get on some target,
convert the question to handleit.

In doing this, you are steering the PC down a chain of incidents that he considers relatively
discreditable. Because he considers them discreditable, he is not in communication with the subject
matter. He feels at the effect point of the subject matter. The PC is the source of the aberration with
which heis boxing, as far as one lifetime or valence is concerned. The individual has chosen certain
areas as hisrandomity. If heisgiving other people s withholds, however, he is not even on the cause-
effect line. Motivators -- being effect, victim. Criticism = the impulse to destroy. Explanation = lines
inadispersal. You are walking the PC back to being cause by knocking out any reason he has to
attack certain points or defend himself from them, or to retreat from certain subjects on histrack, so he
can communicate on all subjects. Naturally, on areas where heis not being cause, he doesn’t know.
If you want to find a person who isin total ignorance, pull other people’s withholds. Here, the PC
doesn’t even know he has a bank or aberration on the subject. On the motivator, he knows that heis
in trouble, but he doesn’t really know why. A critical PC may understand the situation, but he wants
to make nothing of it. Similarly with explanation; there may not be any unknowns. [See the O/W
cycle, asgiven in HCOB 5Jan61 “O-W A Limited Theory” ]

What you handle is determined by what isreal to the PC, as shown by what reads on the meter. If you
get aread, it is the charge generated between the not-know and the know. The PC must know
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something about it to have a clash with the not-know on the subject. If it istotally known, there will
be no charge and no read. If it istotally unknown to the PC, in the bank, and everywhere else, it
doesn’t register on the meter. When the PC gets audited, he will know more. Something that didn’t
show up before may well now read on the meter.

Similarly, the more a PC knows about his own life, the more charged up the bank will appear to be.
So you are always getting new withholds off the PC, as areas of occlusion are located better. It is not
an endless situation, since the PC’s ability to find withholds and blow them increases. At first,
withholds are few and blow slowly; as the PC gets audited, he gets more withholds, and they blow
faster and faster.

Don't go for backtrack incidents with prepchecking. The PC will just get mired down if you don’t get
this lifetime straightened out by getting rudsin onit. Hewill get winson it and have gains. If you
were a crackerjack expert on 3DXX, you could probably produce all the gains of prepchecking in
terms of clearing up this lifetime, blowing things into view, etc., but you would probably run into
things like missed withholds, which would make the PC blow, and lots of out-ruds, etc. One of the
things you could show the PC with prepclearing is that his ruds can be gotteniin.

[More details on prepclearing procedure and ruds]

6202C27 SHSpec-115 Prepchecking

Don’t take withholds you, the auditor, have and assume the PC has them. This does tend to happen.
If you ask an auditor to list the withholds he thinks the PC has, he will list his own, especialy if he
doesn’t know the PC very well. You could take that list and check it against the auditor’ s list of
withholds and come out pretty close.

Sometimes the auditor doesn’'t even realize what chain heisrunning. He may recognize it afterwards.
This happens especialy if the auditor doesn’t take some time at the beginning of session to sort out the
area. For instance, once LRH started from a PTP, then, after 5 1/2 hours, he realized that the subject
of the chain was women. Once the auditor knows the basics of metering and repetitive questions,
TR’s, etc. and the mechanics of prepchecking. he just needs to practice doing it until one day he finds
it quite natural. Nobody can lay down what the PC will give you as withholds, so you can’t make it
into atotally rote procedure.

Don't try to impose your moral code on the PC, and don’t et yourself get talked out of pulling a
withhold because it doesn’t offend your mores, when it does bother the PC.

A 3DXX item that givesthe PC painisthe PC’ s terminal; an item that gives sensations and misemotion
isthe PC’'s oppterm. To prepcheck aterminal, take whatever the terminal’ s doingnessis and get what
the O/W inthe areais, eveniif it istotally backwards. E.g. the item could be “amora man”, the zero
guestion for thiswould be, “Have you ever been moral?’ Y ou can get into the whole area of laudable
withholds. If the terminal was withheld, all the terminal’ s actions were also withheld; thereisaso a
lot of withholding just in the laudable withhold area, which could add up to withholding oneself from
living.

[More details on running Routine 3DX X]

Anitemisn't awinner; it is only an apparent suppressor of other things and items. There are two
kinds of withholds for each terminal: the withholds of dramatizing it and the withholds of not
dramatizing it. So, if you dramatize the item, you are obviously wrong, and if you don’t dramatize it,
you arewrong. So you get withholds off both doing it and not doing it.

The easiest time to start to clear the PC is when the PC is clear, of course. Now you have all the data
you need to do it; you know all about it. But you have to apply the mechanics of scientology to a case
at atime when you don’t have all the data. What you do haveis all the rules, axioms, parts of the
mind, be, do, have, etc. You also have procedural systems like the withhold system to get what is
keeping the PC from communicating. But what are the withholds? How are they formed up? Itisup
to you to find that out. You will find that if you give the PC a good, controlled session, going right
down the groove of something the PC can talk about because it is on the chain of withholds the PC can
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talk to you about, that are real to the PC as withholds, and if you can keep the PC’ s attention directed
and if you make the PC go on and look, you will find that the PC makes his goal and gets gains.

A test of whether you are doing well with the PC is whether you know more every few hours about
what makes this case tick., whether you have a higher understanding of the PC and of the human
mind. That iswhat you would expect of a prepcheck activity, as well as the PC making his goals and
gains. If your prepchecking is bad, it could be because your auditing is bad, or it could be that you
can audit but you can’t prepcheck. You may have been expecting the PC to grow wings during
prepchecking. If prepchecking seems very arduous to you, you are probably not doing it right. Itis
really easy when you are doing it well, likeriding abicycle. Itiseaser than other auditing and gives
more gains per unit of time than any other auditing.

6202C27 SHSpec-116 Auditor’s Code

The Auditor’s Code is to make auditing possible. It isapractical tool, like most of scientology. The
Auditor’s Code was compiled in 1951 in Wichita. All of the points of the Auditor’s Code are empirical
points. Thefirst theoretical code, in DMSMH, had greater appeal but was not the practical code. LRH
still favorsit, because it includes the idea that “ An auditor is courageous. “[See DMSMH, p. 178.]

The first dianetic Axioms were written in 1951; they are quite practical as auditing axioms and should
be given more attention. Similarly with the Pre-Logics. The Logics are interesting as a synthesis of all
education, but there you are on theoretical material.

The mind, as discussed in DMSMH, is till what you are working with; thereis also some datain The
Original Thesisthat is very applicable to auditing: The auditor as a thetan plus the PC as athetan is
greater than the PC’ s reactive mind, etc. The auditor cannot condemn the PC and expect the PC to
overcome the reactive mind. That set of formulas is what the Auditor’s Code was set up to put into
effect. Therules help the auditor avoid invalidating the PC as a thetan and thereby beefing up his
reactive mind.

The reactive mind is made up of machinery, circuits, and vaences. Where machinery fitsin isunclear,
unlessit isthe valence of amachine. A circuit isaspecialized function of an identity or valence; itisa
balled-up, automatic, no-thetan valence. The thetan gave the identity-which-now-is-a-circuit orders for
so long that now the circuit is giving the PC orders. It’s the stuck flow mechanism, the backflow.
The PC, athetan, has been resident in this body, the identity, giving it orders, say, to eat -- all of the
mechanical actions of eating, etc. This has gone on for so long that the PC gets, as a backflow, the
idea that the identity should feed him. So it becomes a circuit.

Thisisall pertinent to 3DXX, since al the things that make this life difficult went on in the lifetime of
the earlier identity, in an even more arduous and sincere way, no doubt. That life has been lived, and
it isnow neatly packaged as engrams, ridges, circuits, etc., all floating free, no longer located on the
track. A package isthe accumulated life experience of apast identity.

Just as this present lifetime can get grouped (the Black V case), in the same way, you can have a
valence going into a grouper and becoming around black ball circuit which gives orders. does various
things, etc. Aswe pull this apart, we will find all the picture manifestations and mechanisms you have
in engrams, chains, etc., al present in that circuit.

That circuit belongs somewhere on the time track, in relation to the other circuits, but if it is part of the
GPM, it has floated free from its position on the time track and every moment of timeis now time. It
isinstant time, hence your instant read on the E-meter. [Instant read occurs because there is no need to
look or think and key anything in to get the read. That which reads with an instant read is already there
and keyed in, in an eternal present time.]

The following datais pertinent: the above, plus the phenomena of matter, energy, space, and time, the
association of incidents, the confusions, and the early axiom that life is composed of differences,
similarities and identities [“ The mind resolves problems related to survival, utilizing its ability to
conceive similarities and observe differences’ (Dianetics: “The Origina Thesis’, p. 59); “ The analytical
mind is that portion of the mind which perceives and retains experience data to compose and resolve
problems and direct the organism along the four dynamics. It thinksin differences and similarities.
The reactive mind is that portion of the mind which files and retains physical pain and painful emotion
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and seeks to direct the organism solely on a stimulus-response basis. It thinks only in identities.”
(DMSMH pp 58-9)]. All timeisidentified with -- thistime, and we get all these identities giving pcs
all these orders, dictating all these reflexes, and that isredlly al you are handling.

All the counterpoints of morality that do exist and have existed give us so many confusions and
conflicts on rightness of conduct that we can then get people seeking right conduct until they go nuts.
Most laws are passed to prevent earlier laws from being applied. If you are an Egyptian, then a
Persian, then a Greek, then a Roman; if you set up a rightness-of-conduct circuit for one culture, you
will be nutty in your next culture. Your circuit will have points of conflict with current mores. If you
set up anew circuit, you have more new automatic impulses which have to cancel the previous ones,
etc., etc. Overlaid and confused by the built-in stops after afew lifetimes, we may feel less than free,
unable to decide, etc. Thiswouldn’'t be so bad if rightness of conduct was a light matter. But we get
into cultureswhereit isalife and death matter. Then the solution may be to forget it al, to not-isit, to
say that we have only lived once, to shove it under the rug. But now, having hidden the source of the
“now-I"m-supposed-tos”, it’s even worse. We go around getting strange ideas which we can’t even
stop, feeling peculiar.

If it were just rightness of conduct that we were concerned about, it wouldn’t be too bad. But the
moral codes are usually enforced with somatics. The somatic is most intimately connected, in mental
phenomena, with rightness and wrongness of conduct: punishment. Just the physical universe
enforces punishment for wrong estimation of direction and effort. For instance, if one makes a
mistake in one’s footwork, one may fall downstairs. Rightness of conduct enforced with pain,
inevitably becomes an enforced conduct. So these valences and circuits enforce rightness of conduct
on the PC, with pain as the enforcer (the somatic). We try to run them out and get somatics. The
somatics appear so formidable that it seems we had better not touch the valence. This protectsit and
allowsit to keep up its flow of ordersto the PC.

If you want to see how much command value the valence has over the PC, note what he is saying,
doing, and thinking in the few minutes just before you nail the item. At that time, itisin its highest
level of restimulation; its command valueis extreme. When it isfound and identified, its command
value drops off. But if it isalso avery unsafe thing that has tremendous withholds in its own lifetime;
if itisavalence that keeps dropping out of the PC’s sight and is unsafe to reveal, the PC will dramatize
it more. When it has been brought to view, he won’t dramatize it much but he will still feel its
impulses and fedl upset about having the impulses. That makes him feel very odd.

A PC who isrunning his 3BDXX terminal can find himself equating all his normal activities as being
those of the terminal. It can make him feel that heis on the verge of being found out all thetime. He
isbeing it, not being it, and deciding he doesn’'t have to beit. These are identities the person has been,
residual training patterns and facsimiles from those lifetimes. Every facsimile from that lifetimeisin
that bundle. The pictures are there, but smudgy and out of focus. Then, as you try to run them, you
find that they have been laid in with tremendous cold. This makes winter a bad time to run 3DXX.
These black masses are drained of heat energy, mostly. However, like cinders, they contain
occasional hot spots, so you can get fevers off of them.

After death, between lives, people often go off into the ionosphere or into space, where it is very cold.
Here, the track collapses and they get all their stuff keyed in, because cold = no motion = no time.

Every one of these bundles contains picturesin a greater or lesser degree of decay. The pictures are
already burnt out and deteriorated to some degree and don’t show up too well. The PC may be
disappointed not to have better pictures of those lifetimes. This could be the way it goes. the item itself
was scarce, so he made a picture of it. Then, because he didn’t have the item but did have the picture,
the picture itself became scarce and therefore very valuable. It could become so scarce and so valuable
that the PC couldn’t haveit at all. That isthe condition of most of these circuits and valences. At the
same time the PC wants these pictures and has to have them, he won’t have anything to do with them
and can’t have them, so you have a no-havingness of the pictures. So he uses the picture; he depends
on it to orient himself and to tell you what he is doing, so he remainsin a state of “Godhelpus’. As
you remedy his havingness and bring these things back, prepcheck them, get his overts off, etc., this
state of affairswill improve.

A person’s havingness deteriorates to the degree he commits overts. Per the overt-motivator sequence,

only when an individual has done something to another can he receive the same action as an inflow.
Fortunately, it is not a one-for-one mechanism; it is the sensibility of having done something that
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counts. When you have done something to something, you have cut down your havingness. Y ou get
individuated to the point where it istheir havingness and my havingness and therefore | can protect my
havingness by destroying their havingness. This totally overlooks the point that it is all your
havingness. If you destroy someone else’ s havingness, you destroy your own, because you have
what others have. Havingness as personal ownership is a misconception. Y ou actually own that
which you can perceive. This has degraded down to the idea that you can only own that which you
can personally use. Freedom of useisthefina ideaof havingnessto alot of people, but itisn’t really
the final ideaof havingnessat al. That iswhy the communist and the socialist, etc., can make such an
effect on society: because heistalking on a harmonic that is amockery of what isbasically true. All
ideas of ownership are postulated ownerships. Nobody really owns anything except those things that
one owns by the right of having created them. Therefore, some people fall back on creativeness as the
only way of life, because it isthe only possible way of declared ownership. What they neglect to point
out is that what the other guy made is theirs, too. Community property is alower mockery of thisfact.
“1 don’'t even know that you own everything you create. Y ou can continue responsibility for the things
you create without owning them.”

In auditing, the problem is to understand what fundamentals are important and what are not
fundamentals. Don't think all data are equally important. The things mentioned in this lecture are the
basic, important things. The importance of a datum in relation to other datais the sole criterion of the
value of the datum. In all study, one must evaluate the importances of your data relative to the purpose
and activity you are going to do. It isnot enough to be learned and to know data. To be wise, you
have to be able to relate data to actions. People tend to make data of a monotone value. Not all this
datain dianetics and scientology is equally important, but if you know the basic and fundamental data,
you can easily decide what to handle and how, in a session.

6203C01 SHSpec-120 Model Session |

Model session was instituted because auditors were varying patter to a degree that a session was hardly
recognizable and because as early as 1954, scientologists were arguing about the proper way to do
auditing. There was aneed for astandard way to do it. Also, it wasfound that if all sessionswere on
the same pattern, subsequent sessions tended to run out earlier sessions. This has considerable value.
There is predictability, because of the application, and auditing thereby becomes a better
communication.

The rudiments’ value became extreme at the moment auditors began having difficulties finding goals
and terminals. Rudiments in present form are less than four to five months old. Ruds began in 1955.
Having them in can make the difference between auditing and no-auditing. Model Session istailored
against clearing; it is not tailored so much for prepchecking. The ruds are vital for assessment. Since
prepchecking takes up alot of the things found in the ruds, there could be a confusion between
prepchecking and ruds. Rudiments can be used by the PC to throw the session if you use any form cf
O/W in the rudiments, because the PC can now get into a whole new channel of overts, while you had
some previoudly-started chains you wanted to get handled.

Rudiments are vital to asession. They get and hold a PC in session. However, they can throw a PC
out of session aswell asinto session if they are used to prevent a PC from communicating with the
auditor. If the PC comesin with all the answers to yesterday’ s prepcheck questions, heis already in
session. The process of checking rudiments can create an ARC break if the PC is already in session.
The E-meter won't tell you if the PC isin session, since the process of checking to seeif the PCis
ready can throw the PC out of session. Also, the E-meter will not register when the PC isso ARC
broken that the auditor has no command value over him. The PC must be “way south -- very ARC
broken -- for thisto be the case. So before you start Model Session, ask if it isall right for you to start
the session. If you get no answer or “No!”, you can tell that you will get no reads on ruds. Pay
attention to the PC; get what iswrong before you expect to get much on the meter. 1f the PC will talk
to you pretty easily, the meter will read, if hewon't, it won't. If the auditor rejects the PC’ s data that
heis ARC broken because the meter didn’t read, the PC will get ARC broken with the meter.

The reason you start the session is to be sure the PC knows he is on a specialized section of track, that
what is going to happen is not a social relationship, but that thereis a special auditor - PC relationship.
To ensure that the special auditor-PC relationship isin existence, ask the PC if the session has started
for him. If he says, “No,” give Start of Session again and ask again. If he says, “No,” again, assume
that it has started anyway and that the PC has an ARC break with life somewhere. The beginning
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rudiments are designed for the order of logical progressfor asession. If you put PTP first, you would
be running a session without goals, havingness, clearing the auditor, etc. [For Model Session patter
of thistime period, see HCOB 21Dec61 “Model Session Script, Revised”.] The order of actionsin
Model Session tendsto clear out the other things. i.e. starting with goals tends to put him in session
by putting his attention on his case. Having can clean up ARC breaks, etc.

You can put aPC in session by clever use of goalsin ruds, if your definition of goalsis broad enough.
The PC has some goal, some hopeful postulate for the future, which no one has recognized or
acknowledged. Evenif the PC'sgoal isto die, if you acknowledge it and grant him the beingness of
having it, he can then change it. If the PC isn’'t giving any goals, explore some future possibilities
with him, one way or the other. Find such things as what the PC is sure is going to happen in the
session and sort out the goal involved with that. Don’t go overboard as far as number of goalsis
concerned, but get the PC to make some. This presupposes, of course, that the PC doesn’t come in
already in session, telling you something he really wantsto tell you.

Goalsfor life or livingness are there to differentiate from session goals. Thisisnot very vital, and you
never check up onit. Itisthereto expose PTP s of long duration. If the same life or beingness goal
keeps recurring, you will know that there is a PTP to take up. If they don’t contain problems, fine.
This shows the PC that you are interested in him.

The next step, havingness, is easy to audit and beneficial for al concerned. The PC will usualy runiit,
too, no matter what else he may or may not run. Finding the havingness process can take awhile, but
it is easy enough. If you find one early in the PC’s auditing, it will be changed before too long, so
watch it closely. The more complex processes will work better early on. It isespecially useful to find
the havingness process early on if the PC ARC breaks easily. The havingness of the PC in the session
isdirectly proportional to the smoothness of the auditing. It is ARC breaks that reduce havingness,
whether created by the auditor, the environment or whatever. When using havingness to heal an ARC
break, be sure to flatten it. Run it for ahalf an hour or an hour. Not doing it thisway iswhy auditors
don’'t have reality on the fact that havingness clears up ARC breaks. They don’t seethat it isworking.
Stopping it prematurely can give the PC quite ajolt. Don’t cause ARC breaks with a havingness
process, for God' s sake! Make it part of the process to inquire how he is doing during the process, so
it doesn’t become a signal that you are about to end the process. An intelligent use of havingness
would be to use it when there is a shadow of dropped interest on the part of the PC, less comm, etc.
But it should not be used to interrupt the PC’ s in-sessionness. The stable rule is not that you run
havingness whenever the PC dopes off. Y ou can get the same read during assessment whether the PC
is conscious or not, so thereit isnot necessary. You useit to help the PC get better into session.

6203C01 SHSpec-121 Model Session ||

If your PC hasn’t been gotten into session by the time you have run havingness, the rest of the ruds
probably won’t do it for you. The next step is often too steep agradient if the PCisn’t already fairly
willing to have you audit him.

O/W has aliability for getting the PC into session: it can miss awithhold, throwing the PC wildly out
of session. Don’t use an ARC break process to handle an ARC break when the PC won't be audited.
It works to get a PC who is somewhat out of session better in. The rud will improve the PC’sin-
sessionness, not create it. The PC has to be in session enough to run a process.

Don't use havingness to heal an ARC break except in extremis. If you are using havingness to handle
an ARC break, you will notice that the last thing the PC will point to is you, the auditor. Therefore,
don’'t use“ Are you willing to talk to me about your difficulties?” unless you are desperate and thereis
nothing else to do, or unlessit is not a heavy ARC break, just sort of a*“cooler” PC.

The PC’'s ARC breaks aways stem from from no-auditing. If heisstill fussing and arguing with you,
heisin session enough to be audited. But if heistotally absorbed in his case and not willing to talk to
the auditor, heisnot in session. A missed withhold is an absence of auditing which creates an ARC
break. In the withhold system, it is the who should have known which gives you most TA, because it
points up absence of auditing.

To help get the PC into session during prepchecking, since you don’t want to run any O/W, run
something like “Who would | have to be to audit you?’ or the ARC 61 Process [Several questions
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about talking to people about difficulties. See HCOB 30Nov61l “ARC Process 1961”.] Thereisone
process you can run that must be flattened and not get stuck in the second dynamic restimulation it
creates. “Touch my (body part),” repetitive. It isflat when there is no longer any misemotion, love,
anguish, etc. onit. It does cure the PC falling in love with the auditor.

[Details on use of ruds in prepchecking and Routine 3DX X sessions.]

Goals and gains let both auditor and PC know whether there has been progress. “Gains” is
particularly for the auditor; it gives the auditor wins.

When you end the session, make sure it is ended. If there seems to be any question, ask, “Has the
session ended for you?” If necessary have the PC touch parts of the environment. Get him into
present time then end the session. Not really ending the session is not avery serious error, but itisa
very common one. You cantell if the session is ended by whether the PC is still talking to you about
the session afterwards or still treating you as his auditor after session.

6203C19 SHSpec-122 The Bad “Auditor”
Thislectureis based on HCOB 8Mar62 “The Bad “ Auditor” and HCOB 15Mar62 “ Suppressors’.

A person who becomes a bad auditor has a concentration on a single ability, like all aberration.
Insanity isa*nothing else than”. An insane person does something to the exclusion of all else. The
psychiatrist errs in thinking that the conduct of the insane isinsane, when what makesit insane is the
concentration on one area or behavior exclusively, to an intensity that is contra-survival. If you did
everything insane people do, you would be acting sane. This avoidance mechanism is present in
everyone to some degree, but the case we are talking about (the bad “auditor”) gets extreme reactions
to running the Revelation process. [See HCOB 8Mar62 “The Bad ‘ Auditor’”.]

Thereis an interesting approach to aterror charge case that LRH used once. He had the PC moveto
the beginning of track and scan forward to present time. This got the PC stuck in the engram
necessary to resolve the case, which was where he was anyhow, and the terror turned on so hard that
all four legs of the couch started chattering on the floor. The PC found and ran the incident and got the
terror charge off.

If aperson can have as much charge as that, imagine how much charge could be trapped in a valence
that isterrified through and through. Terror isthe result of something having appeared engramically
and then threatening to appear again. An emotional charge always has an incident of physical pain
underlying it. A person cannot experlence amisemotional charge independent of having received
physical pain. Hence the term, “secondary”. If someone has the pain incident, subsequent similar
incidents can be associated with it and can restimulate the past pain. If the PC hasn't become
accustomed to such events, one way or another, he will suppress perception of the environment as
being similar to the first incident and hence unsafe. If the auditor is arestimulator for the PC, the PC
will always omit pointing at the the auditor during havingness, until he gets sufficiently familiar with
the environment and aware of it to key out. At this point, the PC sees the auditor and breathes a sigh
of relief. [i.e. the PC finds the auditor.]

The guy who has no somatic and hence no suppressor, if asked, “Have you ever had something
happen to your stomach?’ will say, “Yes -- probably has.” The one who has had a mysterious stomach
somatic would say, “No!”, which is a dead giveaway of the suppressor.

A person suppresses environmental restimulators using the suppress in the original incident. The
original impulse to unmock, for instance, the car in the original incident, is used to unmock the
restimulator. Just before he was hit by the car, he tried to unmock the car.... Crunch! It hit him
anyway. That made him lose. But that same “Crunch” later comes down to unmock the restimul ators,
and the first incident appears to be unmocked. A thetan never gives up. He has pictures of the car,
unmocked, in the bank. When you run it out, you have to run out the unmock before you get the
actual incident. Doing atouch assist, the time it takes to run out the suppressor isthe time it takes for
the physical pain to turn on. If he wasn’t suppressing, and if he wasn’t in such a games condition
with MEST, hereiswhat would happen: The car hits him, “ Splat!” He hits a telephone pole, “ Splat!”
He lands on the road and gets run over by a bus, “Splat!” If he didn’'t feel so undignified, he would
simply have said, “Splat! Splat! Splat!” and picked up the body, uninjured. The somatic would have
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run out instantly. But because of his not-is, the somatic staysin place. That isthe source of disease,
somatics, etc.

A person goes through various phases of not-is, and a person’s impulse towards not-is, if failed, can
turn into an alter-is. Hisalter-is can turn into anot-is, and his not-isinto alter-is. So he can have a
suppression stacked with a change, and that is dub-in. Dub-in follows failed suppression, below the
level of unconsciousness Dreams are dub-ins, alter-ises of the things you can’t not-is.

When, as an auditor, you feel abit leery about auditing somebody, you have entered into a specialized
field of suppression. Some auditors have difficulty only with certain types of PC's. Their
suppression on a particular type of being isthe prevention of arestimulator. They are afraid something
is going to appear. They are suppressing something. The result isto prevent the PC from talking to
the auditor, in thousands of guises. The PC mustn’t originate; he mustn’t give up withholds, change,
get acknow! edged, etc. There are zillions of variations of ways to produce this effect, including
premature ack, eval, inval, overcontrol, undercontrol, Q and A, etc., etc. All these ways combine to
produce every auditing fault.

Formerly, the only cure we had was to keep the student at it long enough to run it out by gaining
familiarity with pcs and discovering that they didn’t reveal anything which damaged him. Some,
however, never did get used to it. They took the route of suppressing pcs (about 20% . About 30%
got over it rather dowly and 50% rather easily, with varying degrees of speed.

The length of time required in training is directly proportional to the number of suppressors you are
trying to overcome in the student. They are dealing with the root stuff of aberration. Of course there
islikely to be revealed from the PC some restimulator. In the likely event that this occurs, these
students will suppress the PC’'s comm.

The way to handle this requires drills and familiarization with suppression, and finding who or what
would suppress. Get these things sorted out to clear up the mechanism.

Who isthe person with the field (Black V, invisible field, etc.)? It’'s the person with tremendous
suppression. Blacknessis difficulty of recognition; invisibility, which israrer, is suppression of glass
objects. A person with ablack field is more likely to suppress at night than during the day. The
person who is suppressing thetans also gets an invisible field. Whenever you suppress something in a
given time-stream, you of course suppress time, so time becomes the primary suppression, giving the
instantaneousness of al time in the reactive mind, because of the not-ising of the reactive mind.

Everybody is trying to suppress some things. Normal survival conduct calls for suppression of
counter-survival impulses. We go down from that to suppressing things that are liable to appear,
thence to suppressing things that are likely to become known (the withhold), then suppressing things
which are likely to think (This giveslots of failures and invisible fields) and various complications and
automaticities of suppression. It isonly the person who has suppression of banks on total automatic,
completely out of his own control, who is dangerous as an auditor. Hewon't let a PC ever reveal
anything, so the PC gets stuck in everything he utters. If a process works today, this auditor will drop
it. Hewill only run processes that are flat. The auditor will Q and A, goof, only pick up “safe”
withholds and miss all the ones that it could do the PC good to reveal, which the PC iswilling to
reveal, if asked. Thisauditor is dangerous because missing withholds will ARC break pcs and drive
them out of scientology. The auditor doesn’t intend this; he just intends to do a good, safe job where
Nno one gets upset or reveals anything.

In study, if the person never lets the sense of the bulletin or tape to come through, nothing will be
revealed. Everyone, to some degree, has a staggeringly bad memory, thanks to their overts. The
person who has alot of overtsisthe last to be aware of it, because of her suppression.

A person will help another to the degree of tolerance he has for something being revealed. Thisworks
into blackmail: “If you don’'t help me, I'll reveal something about you.” The reverseisto help someone

unless they are likely to reveal something. That is the bad auditor and the bad student. Thisiswhat
keeps people from employing the technology, even when they know it.

6203C19 SHSpec-123 Mechanics Of Suppression
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The axioms always have been “way ahead of us. Trying to get scientology tech to catch up with them
isatough job. The axioms contain the basic data on suppressors under the heading of “not-isness”.
Not-isnessis a suppressed is-ness; it isthe effort to put an isness out of existence. Running lies out of
a bank runs out alter-isness and not-isness. Alter-isnessis change. It sits between anis-nessand a
suppression. Time, mechanically, is change.

A cycle of action runs from a non-existence to an existence to non-existence. Thefirst material on this
is“Science of Certainty” [See PAB No. 3 “Certainty Processing”, p. 4. The earliest referenceisto
Journal of Scientology, Issue 16-G “Thisis Scientology -- The Science of Certainty”.], the something-
nothing process. The cycle of action never entered in; it was just alternate something and nothing used
to unstick amaybe. Most people consider a maybe as an unknown, though it isn’t really an unknown,
except perhaps mechanically. A maybe isreally the no-man’s-land between the certainty that
something is and the certainty that itisn't. A cycle of action can be stacked alongside maybe, and you
could say that change is maybe. It looks, in the reactive mind, as though the middle of acycle of
action isamaybe, so that all change is amaybe, and therefore, if anything is changed, maybe it isn’t.

We get anew process out of the above: the “something-nothing” process. It is hard to word this so that
it iscomprehensible to amind. We have had trouble processing not-is, something-nothing, lies, etc.
Lies get into creating, which beefs up some banks. This new process (something-nothing), whichisa
Class | process, [A Class| auditor isrelatively unskilled and is only permitted to audit a process that
he has had success with on pcs. See p. 152 and HCOPL 29Sep61 “HGC Allowed Processes’.] needs
refinement on wording perhaps. Itisjust “Itis/ Itisn’t” repetitively. If heisrun awhile on thisthe
PC will move on the track. He will also, before long, deliver up his chronic somatic, PTP, current
difficulty, or whatever, by applying the process directly to his case. What you are doing is running
him on the cycle of action. Y ou haven't said whether the “It isn’t” is vanishment or not-isness, but the
PC will alwaysrun it as not-is, or suppressors. So you are running direct suppressors, and the thing
he is most immediately suppressing is most likely to come into view: his hidden standard or chronic
PTP.

The thing he is trying to make up his mind about is something he has said, “It is” about, then, not
liking it, has said “It isn’t.” This hasleft him in the maybe or whether it ever was, is, or will be. You
would get nowhere processing someone on “maybe”, because basically, there is no such thing as
maybe. Thereisonly creation and the conditions of the creation. Even when a cycle of action has been
completed, it is still there asamemory. This givesthe PC arecording of the“Itis.” You never get a
pure nonexistence after an existence; the only pure nonexistence was before the existence.

So this fantastically simple process can produce practically every other phenomenon in scientology. It
stems from existence and nonexistence, which stems from perception and “ don’ t-want-to-perceive”,
which goes over into creativeness and destruction, and wild bands of change in between. Most people
avoid isnesses like the plague. In the course of running the above process, the uncertainty of the case
blows off.

The open-minded, maybe case is the normal frame of mind for modern scientists. They think LRH
isn't scientific because heis so positive; because heis not full of maybe’s. Scientists are aways on the
verge of something being revealed suddenly, which scaresthem. Therefore, they make bad auditors.

People that have alot of withholds don’t want their minds to be invaded. People are hung up in
revelations. The Catholic Church is against the idea of investigating the mind. They are big on
revelations, which are all delusory. Modern science’ srevelation isthe H-bomb. But thisistoo big a
revelation, so people won't look at it; similarly with scientology. It would be more successful to
oppose the H-bomb by cutting back the revelation to an investigation of the guy who pushes the
button, [than to try to impress people with the whole picture of the H-bomb.] With scientology,
revealing that it clears people is too much revelation. Y ou will have more success with, “Do you have
apain? Scientology would probably take quite awhile to do anything about that.” The person could
confront that much. Y ou could run, “Get the ideathat there is a pain there / Get the idea that thereisno
pain there.” Thiswould tum on the pain. He could confront it, because it is slightly on, unlike his
suppressed pains [so he won't be faced with an unexpected revelation]. Check every five or six
commands to make sure he has followed the commands. Pains which appear in some [previously]
non-painful areas, where the person has some malfunction, will turn on. He will be completing old
cycles of action.
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Only two things can happen to a person: to have nothing appear and to have something appear. So the
two conditions of any game are appearance and non-appearance. So we get the anatomy of games,
which is the context in which LRH originally studied this subject. The opposing player in agame
either isor isn’'t. The middle between “Itis” and “Itisn’t” iswhat reads. There are all kinds of
ramifications of “It is.” Anything can be represented by “it” -- the opposing player, the team, either
team, etc. The amount of “is” the person can conceive compared to the amount of “isn’t” the person
can conceive finds the disagreement between the “isn't” and the “is’ that gives the read. All the meter
reads on is the disagreement between the “It is,” and the “It isn’t.” Two valences in one mind can
produce quite a disagreement, e.g. an atheist and a Presbyterian. It isthe disagreement that gives the
read, so in the case of the atheist and the Presbyterian, you will get a big registry on the meter from
either one because of the other.

On 3DXX, you will get as much charge off running terminals as oppterms. The whole mass goes out
of balance when you discharge one; but that one won't discharge totally until you can discharge the
other. Why are they counter-opposed? It is because one says certain principles are and the other says
certain principles aren’t, and vice-versa. They are violently opposed. You will find that thisis
characteristic of every GPM package: Y ou get identities which are opposites which make problems.
So all these isnesses are opposed by all these not-isnesses. It isheavily charged and violent because of
all these disagreements.

Y ou could probably put this theory into any process. For instance, you could make a prepcheck zero
guestion out of it: “Have you ever considered that another didn’'t exist?’ or “Have you ever insisted
something was?” With that, you would get tremendous number of overts, since trying to damage
something is trying to make it not exist, and when you are creating something, you are asserting it is.
Every overt is an assertion that something isor isn't. Thisisall very black and white, unlike non-
Aristotelian logic, which insists that positives and negatives don’t exist. It istrue that there are
gradient scales and that ultimates are unattainable, but you would be speaking nonsense to say that
positives do not exist, though ultimates don't.

General Semantics (See Alfred Korzybski’s General Semantics) and modern science shy completely
away from positiveness and certainties. Astime drags out, positiveness reduces. The less concept of
time a person has, the less positive things seem. All you have to be is aware of the now-ness of the
instant, and you get quite a bit of isness and not-isness coming in. This occurs during havingness: the
walls seem brighter; what happens is that the not-isness disappears and is replaced by nonexistence. It
ceases being a suppression and becomes, so to speak, an awareness of nonexistence rather than a
suppression of existence. A person sits surrounded by masses. These are all not-isnesses. The first
thing the PC would say about them is that they don’t exist. As he runs havingness and comes up to
PT, the walls get brighter and these things would disappear. But when you run some people on
havingness, it goes from not-isness to nonexistence on such a clear-cut track that, as you run
havingness on them and make the walls more real, their bank materializes and they have people
standing in the room. Y ou run off the not-isness by running on the isness of thewall. The not-isness
that pushed the picture into invisibility released, as the person’s reality on the wall increased. Y ou ran
out the invisibility of theisness. The “people’ have always been there, but he has not-ised them and
has had to be quite careful about them al thistime.

The fellow whom you audit on and on, who never gets any picturesisaclassic. Heistotally
suppressing, because there is something he is deathly afraid will appear. Y ou could make alist of
“Who or what would be afraid to find out?’, oppterm the terminals, etc. Asthisran awhile, the dead
bodies that he has not-ised would start to to show up. Sometimes someone in a weakened condition
will take his attention off these things for awhile and one will materialize and spook him. He will say
that he has been blanketed.

Many people don’'t have atime track; they have only a series of not-isnesses. These are the “calm”
people. Hah!

There are some pretty hideous phenomenathat can occur while running this out, but continuing to run
it will turn them off. Auditors used to get upset by this while running “not-know”. They would get
curious when the PC actually not-knew something to the point of its vanishing and go off inaQ and A
and never flatten the process. Of course, this was terribly restimulative on the subject of not-find-out,
the not-is button.
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When the not-is disappears, the isness materializes and scares the PC to the point, at times, where the
PC decides never to let that happen again. The pictures that turn on can be more real than PT, for
awhile. Thisisquite asurprise.

A PC gets afraid to find out, when an identity in the bank has been asserting isness and somebody else
has been asserting not-isness. Various bank phenomenaturn on and off and the PC gets stuck. Then
he gets afraid to find out. Something isliableto materialize, to appear. This makes abad auditor. He
isjust shaky on the subject of things appearing. He can be gotten over it educationally and/or with
processing. “Itis/Itisn't” doesit. 3DXX would do it, as would various prepcheck and not-isness
guestions, etc.

Another method is a change in the withhold system. [Also see HCOB 21Mar62 “Prepchecking
Data...”, p. 2.] To use the withhold system on suppressors, add “Appear” before “Who”. This might
even run an engram. Go “When, All, Appear, and Who”. “Appear” is*“What might have appeared (or
revealed itself, or should have shown up) at that point?’ or “Is there anything that didn’t show up?’
This mechanism helps get suppressors off the withhold. Beefed up in thisway, it might be strong
enough to run an engram.

6203C21 SHSpec-124 Prepchecking

A PC’s attention can become so concentrated on a particular part of the GPM that he does not
recognize that the GPM has some 40 or 50 combinationsinit. Trying to get the PC’ s attention off the
last combination you found and onto the next combination you have found sometimes takes some
doing. The GPM isareas of stuck attention on identities. The PC ordinarily runs through this cycle:

1. They didn’t want it.
then
2. They think it isfine.

Some items are hotter than others and explain more than others. Y ou have twenty or thirty items
before you get to the middle of the GPM. The ones at the middle are the last ones the PC finds.
3DXX bypasses and cuts through running items. By the process of finding items, 3DXX gets the
bank down to the point of what is holding the bank together. It israther difficult, sinceit is over the
PC’slast hundred thousand dead bodies. Fortunately, only afew of theseitems are remarkable. The
PC has probably been every item he puts on the list. We are only trying to find the itemsthat heis
stuck with.

The process of listing keys out fifty to a hundred of these at a crack, and we are left with the one that
doesn’t key out: the GPM item. Therest are lockson that. What is holding that item isin some more
basic, deeper combination. Thus, after you have found some more, some of the ones you found
earlier may drop out. But only when you run the central package will you get rid of some of them.
The most horrifying ones the PC finds early on are liable to blow aslocks, later on, though they may
seem very important at first.

The reason auditors had so much trouble doing Routine 3 [For definition of this, see p. 34, abovel] is
that it isreally a much better, though less accurate, way of getting the actual package. It reached deep
into the GPM and the case and is more accurate when done absolutely right. Done poorly, it was
deadly to the PC. Running the wrong terminal was awful! Routine 3DXX doesn’t require the some
degree of accuracy and the PC shows continuous progress running it. Eventually, too, you get much
more fundamental items than the original Routine 3D items.

The object of prepchecking isto find chains of withholds and relieve them on the PC’ s case. Auditors
seem to be having trouble duplicating this datum. They don’t seem to realize that you don’'t ask a
“what” question until you have a specific withhold delivered into your lap. Auditors keep confusing
zeroA questions with “what” questions. [See HCOB 1Mar62 “Prepchecking (A Class 1l Skill)”.] The
zero question gives you a vast generality; the zeroA question gives somewhat less generality. The
“what” question should give you more specific withholds, not just generalities. The zero questionis
about awhole dynamic. The zeroA givesagenerdity. Itisnot a“What” question, even though it can
begin with “What”.
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When you do get the specific overt, then ask, “What about (overt)?” Get When, All, Appear, and
Who. If it doesn’'t clean up, ask for an earlier one. Don’'t take something else which is vaguely similar
but is not the same doingness. Run the whole chain of doing what you started on. There must be an
earlier oneif it doesn't free on two runs through the withhold system.

A chain gets charged up only because the first part of the chain is suppressed and forgotten. Finding
the data of something will causeit to blow. So if you have taken off the When, the All, the Appear /
Not appear, and the Who should have known from some incident, it would blow if that were al there
wastoit. All that will keep it reacting is some earlier withhold. Y ou can help the PC tell you by the
“murder” system: suggesting incomparably exaggerated overts so hisdon’t look so awful.

Sometimes you will hit a chain which goes way back, probably as part of the GPM. You can still run
it; it just takes along time. And sometimes your PC throws you ared herring. He givesyou PTP's
and missed withholds in the beginning ruds. This can lead you off on some new chain which has
nothing to do with what you had started and left unflat. The PC has moved into control of the session,
which enables him to stay away from some amost uncovered area. Sometimes you can get away with
ignoring the out-rud; sometimesitisfatal. Don’t, in any case, use withhold processes to handle an
out-rud. In checking for missed withholdsin ruds, ask a severely limited question so you only pick
up the ones between sessions.

Don’'t let a3DXX session become a prepcheck session because of the PC’s out ruds at the beginning
of session. If hisruds keep being out and needing repair, take a few days off 3DXX and prepcheck
for awhile. Otherwise the PC will feel heis getting no auditing. If it takes more than three daysto
find a3DXX item, you will never get it because the PC will be ARC broken about no auditing. Ruds
will just go further and further out. Y ou can even get the PC to put his own out-ruds in by insisting
that you are going to find hisitem. This promises him auditing.

6203C21 SHSpec-125 Prepchecking

The amount of case progressisdirectly proportional to the amount of TA. No TA = no as-is of mass,
nothing was restimul ated.

[Details on running of Secondary Prehav Scale for Overts, away of hitting the overt chainsthe PC is
trying to avoid.]

In assessing, the auditor should be brisk and interested, not so much helpful. 1f you assess slowly, it
gives the PC more time for random thoughts, critical thoughts, all sorts of out-of-session producing
stuff. Thelesstime you take, theless MEST universe gets into the session.

6203C27 SHSpec-130 Prepchecking Data

[Details on correction of errorsin prepchecking.]

A PC doesn’t prepcheck all the way to the bottom of the deck; not all levels of pcs prepcheck.
Prepchecking is not as broadly good an approach to all cases, no matter how low-toned, asthe CCH’s
or even 3DXX. Both CCH’sand 3DXX go much farther south than prepchecking, which requires
some responsibility for thinkingness. Thus:

1. Prepchecking takes responsibility for doingness.

2. 3DXX takes responsibility for existingness (beingness).

3. CCH'’ stake some responsibility for mass and repetitive action (havingness).

Note that thisis abe, do, have situation. 3DXX and CCH'’ s both go further south than responsibility
for doingness, which is what prepchecking attacks. It is odd that the beingness processes (3DXX) go
further south than doingness, but it is empirically true that thisis the case. The reason fur thisis

probably that doingness is the main punishment factor in this part of the universe. One will admit to
beingness and havingness before admitting to doingness.
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If you are having alot of trouble with prepchecking; if you are not making much gain; if you have tried
for several sessionsto find an area that produces TA without success, you should run CCH’s. The
problem is not necessarily the PC; it could be lack of auditor skill. But in any case, CCH’swill give
the PC more case gain and more auditing. It could be that the auditor istimid or that the PC is new and
the auditor doesn’t want to upset or embarrass him, or the PC may be in the middle of a PTP of long
duration that is undisclosed. The CCH’s will discharge PTP’s of long duration, even if they are
undisclosed. Or the PC’'smoral code could be so different from the auditor’s, so far out-of thisworld,
that the auditor misses the boat on it. Or the PC could have no confidence in the auditor’s
prepchecking. Or the PC has insufficient responsibility to respond to any doingness. That will be
handled with CCH’s. CCH-2 isless embarrassing to start a new PC with than prepchecking, also.

After an intensive of CCH’s, the same things that didn’t produce TA before will now give TA.

The only thing that breaks an auditor’ s heart is getting nothing done, so don’t abandon responsibility
for yourself by running things which get nothing done.

Most auditor errors are from not flattening processes. LRH doesn’'t care what you run on a PC aslong
asyou flatten it and aslong as you get results. If you are getting TA on something, run it. However,
running limited processes beyond the point where they stop producing TA is a hazardous operation.
Pcs sometimes get off liesand feel relieved. That isjust because you didn’t get near their overts.

Y ou should know how to crack the problem of social mores. 1n 3DXX, you get the terminal’ s social
mores by asking the PC what would be considered anti-social by the terminal. Y ou then use the mores
to make up zero questions, using the overt with the biggest meter reaction first. Y ou are liable to come
up with the PC’s oppterm and overts of failure to damage the oppterm pretty quickly. So you have to
find out if it isa“plus overt” or a“minus overt”, i.e., whether it is what you would expect or whether
it isfrom the other side of the fence.

Every race, every species, having a fourth dynamic, tends to fixate on that dynamic, and the thetans
running those bodies tend to keep running those bodies as long as they are available. But when the
species got scarce or extinct, they had to move over into something else. There is no reason you
shouldn’t have been an animal at one time or another. It isactually quite arelief. You pick up your
now-I"m-supposed-to’s easily. Animals tend to stay with their now-I’ m-supposed-to’ s because they
can’'t talk about them. That isthe only thing wrong with [being an animal].

Asfar as nationalities are concerned, thetan transfer can really scramble things up. Say some Indian
gets anew body as an Englishman; the U.S. is now getting lots of ex-Nazi’s, ex-Japanese, etc. On
the track, the PC has often gone round and round on the Greece-Egypt-Persialine, getting al confused
about his now-I’m-supposed-to’s. However, there is a dominant moral code in the 3DXX package.

Don't forget overts of omission aswell as commission, plus the fruitful area of make-guilty and being
avictim. You could investigate the make-guilty aspect of any zero question to get his effortsto get a
motivator on the subject which would make someone else guilty of the overt.

If the PC tends to dodge into past lives to avoid his this-life overts, when you get in end-ruds about
half-truths, untruths, misses withholds, etc., you will pick up the avoided areas. Some pcs need a lot
of clean-up on half-truths all the time; others don’t. Y ou will get to know the PC and seeiif it is
necessary.

Don't use any form of O/W to handle ruds in prepcheck sessions or you will pile up unflat chains, and
the PC will use ruds to avoid uncomfortable hot areas.

6203C29 SHSpec-126 CCH’s

The CCH’ s were developed when the HGC in London was finding out that there were pcs that weren’t
gaining and were getting no results. The CCH’s don’t run things out; the CCH’ s familiarize the PC
with control, communication, and havingness. The PC does an upgrade on CCH’sin the teeth of the
adage that the PC must be at cause. Actually, there isagradient of causativeness, from very dlight, at
CCH-1, to considerable at CCH-4. The CCH’s are away to get the PC to sit there and look at
something, so he finds out he can confront it. The PC becomes aware, through familiarization. that
control, communication, and havingness are not necessarily horrible. Asthe case goes downscale, it
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getsto alevel where it is predominantly motivator and won’t respond to anything else. The person
does not have an adequate enough idea of cause to be causative. Above that point, a person’s cause
can be increased easily; below that point, it can only be increased to the point of getting him to confront
something going on someplace else. That iswhere CCH’ stake over.

Instead of letting the PC run up further overts by being accusative and critical, we get him to confront
communication, control and duplication. Just communication and duplication in itself gives case gain.

Havingness is the concept of not being prevented from reaching, or the concept of being able to reach.
A havingness process is a continuous duplication of being Ableto reach. Havingnesswasn’t aquirk.

CCH-1: Getting the PC to reach you enables him to communicate with the auditor; it establishes the
auditor asaterminal. This should get the PC being at cause; he cogs that he can reach and will
therefore communicate to you.

CCH-2: The PC has had his body running on a machine for ages; it operates all by itself. CCH-2 lets
the PC take over the automaticity of body motion that he has relinquished; he does this knowingly.

CCH-3: Thiswas developed to get the PC in the same communication time(and space) span as the
auditor. Some people can’t put a dispatch on acomm line because they can’t tolerate distance on the
line. They always bring abody. CCH-3 gets the PC over the necessity to be touching something in
order to feel incomm with it. Thisisan effort at agradient: How far can the PC be from the auditor
and still be in comm? For instance, some people haveto be there in person to deliver a message.
CCH-3 lets the PC enter space into a communication. His cause-distance-effect has been one of
minimal distance, just cause-effect with no distance, so if the PC were in the auditor’ s head, he could
be audited. The PC gets the idea of communication by duplication; CCH-3 enters space into the
communication and some duplication. The PC cogs that he can talk to the auditor and understand what
the auditor istelling him to do. Keep it very simple. The word, “contributed” introduces the idea of
cause. You are gradually bringing him around to thisidea. That iswhy you ask if he contributed to
themotion. You don't care what he answers; youare just planting the idea.

CCH-4: You are actively asking if the PC is satisfied that he duplicatedthe motion. It’sthe PC who
should be satisfied, not the auditor, necessarily. If the PC is satisfied when he hasn’t really duplicated
the motion, the auditor’s only mistake isto contradict or criticize him or invalidate him. If the PCis
wildly off but says heis doing it, find a simple motion the PC will duplicate, so he doesn’t keep
making himself into alier every time. Or get off the misduplicated motion for two or three turns and
then come back to it. Hewill eventually improve it; he will get better.

The above is the only reason why CCH’s actually work. It isapeculiar fact about CCH’s that they
don’'t even require the PC’ s agreement or approval to get gains from them. They worked in 1956, then
got altered to a point where they didn’t work because they had stopped being run as a combination,
which is asimportant as how each is done individually.

If a PC getsrun on CCH’s when they are not producing change, he gets the idea that he is being
punished. So you run it to three times through with no change, then go on to the next CCH. Itisas
important for the PC to not mind doing it asit isfor him to do it perfectly. The PC will start nut doing
them on the auditor’ s determinism. Running just CCH-1 for hours with no change doesn’t offer
enough randomity to cause achange. That isthe trouble you get into, tackling each one just by itself.
The PC will run for two hundred hours on CCH-1 with no results. An exception isthat you can only
run CCH-1 on an unconscious person. Similarly with touch assist, engram running, “Y ou make that
body lie on that bed,” and others. With an unconscious person, you should aso cycle through three or
four processes. Do the rotation and the case will unsettle. Go through CCH’ s to get them to bite;
there should be enough randomity in it so it will bite. Otherwise, it might just go on and on. The
CCH'’ s unflatten each other. They are run tone 40. Upper indocs are vital training, e.g. “Put a
thought in that ashtray,” helps the auditor get athought into a PC’'s head. That isthe way they should
berun. They areatone 40 process (i.e. CCH’s1and 2). You lay the commands into the PC’s head,
not necessarily even verbally; just command the PC without reservation.

The CCH’s are non-verbal processes. They could be run on a deaf person. They are action processes
with a common denominator of solids, not thoughts. So do them when you are not getting TA on
thinkingness processes for several sessions. If a discussion of auditing produces TA motion
consistently, put the PC on CCH’s. The PC in such a case is not familiar enough with control,
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communication and havingness to be willing or able to go into session fairly easily. The other PC who
should get CCH’sis one who gets TA on tactile havingness.

CCH’s are not only for psychotics, though they are the only process you can run on a psychotic.
CCH'’ sreach far higher than was previoudly realized.

The need to keep doing CCH’ s as long as they produce change and stop doing one when it produces
no change goes in the teeth of time and the physical universe’'s Q and A. Y ou would think you should
change one when there is change and not change when there is no change, but thisisn’t so.

6203C29 SHSpec-127 Q and A Period

When you get a TA knob alternating between two different locations, it is a circulation between two
masses. Thisissimilar to a stage four needle, but on the TA. It isthe case shifting between two
valences. Thisisnot the same as TA motion. It isasudden shift, not agradual change.

If running a CCH turns on a somatic, you run it until the somatic turns off. If it is not a matter of
somatics, run CCH’s until the PC can do them all willingly and well. Run out gross changes.
Somatics are the most gross, little objections and raggedness are less gross. |f you can’t detect the
somatic by physical manifestations, it doesn’t exist for the purposes of CCH’s. Too many pcs
dramatize victims and make up somatics, etc.

If you wanted the greatest possible gain and the least possible blow, on pcs who were pretty sensible
anyway, you would do ruds on the meter along with CCH’s. This makes a different breed of CCH’s,
when it isdone thisway. Y ou would ease up any tendency to blow and it would make it easier for the
PC to stay in session. On many cases, you can’t do ruds, but if the PC is fairly upscale, it would
probably go better with ruds put in.

[Details on running 3DXX]

The PCishisterminal. Thetermina has pain on it, and it is always facing outwards against enemies.
So you give him an enemy, an enemy, an enemy, and he will get dizzy from too many enemies. But
on the pain phenomenon, heis simply being someone else. 'Y ou won't get 3DXX turning on constant
pain.

If the PC has the same pain, grief, or fights you for 20 minutes, that is no change, but the pain must be
something more than the PC’ s statement about it. Y ou must see some physical manifestation, since
CCH’sare non-verbal. If the same grief or whatever has gone on for 20 minutes with no change, it
won't just run out, so that iswhy it isOK to leaveit.

Why the pain is on the PC’s terminal: It is just an observation. However, it doesn’t seem too
unreasonabl e that he should get pain as himself. If he has created pain, he will fedl it as himself asthe
motivator -- that is highly probable. Y ou can run an oppterm flat, sometimes, and the PC will feel
better. The termina will still belive.

On CCH’s 3 and 4, you handle PC originations, but only out of courtesy. Y ou don’t really care about
how he says he is feeling, because what you are running off can cause the PC to say the damnedest
things, most of them lies. It runs out all sorts of counter-creates, verbal and non-verbal. They will
throw you all sorts of red herrings. A PC running CCH’s never originates; he only dramatizes. You
don’'t have to get into a games condition with the PC. Just run the process.

As an R-factor for CCH’s, you can and should tell the PC what you are doing and why you are doing
it, as a sort of rudiment to start the session. Try to get the PC’ s agreement before the session starts,
and then you run the session anyway. After session, you can talk about the CCH’s, provided you
don’'t evaluate for him, if the PC wants to talk about them. When a CCH session goes into screaming
fits, it is probable that the R-factor could have been established better. Y ou can tell the PC anything,
like, “It'sadrill; I’'m gonnado it; let’s see if you can do it, etc.”

Dramatizations on CCH’ s are closely connected to oppterms [and terminals], but nothing can be read
out of it. Theworst the PC issitting inwill discharge, because a circuit is unable to:
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1. Duplicate

2. Have

or

3. Becontrolled.

So giving someone control, communication, and havingness inevitably gets them into 3DXX items
that are banging in and out. Usually, there will be one major circuit that tries to discharge viathe PC's
dramatization, the circuit heis sitting in. CCH’sknock out the not-is on masses he is sitting in, and he
will see them for the first time. Weird things show up from the vanishment of the not-is: heavy
masses he has “never had before”; somatics he hasn’t felt, etc. He will move on the track in the
valence he isin to a more comfortable position. CCH’s knock out not-is; you get an “is’. The
phenomena you see with the PC is the valence. The phenomena that occur around the PC is the
oppterm. CCH'’ s also familiarize the PC with phenomenathat he will encounter later on, in 3DXX.

SENSATION: That which is produced by reason of other beingness and dislocations of space.

PAIN: Alteration of form. Painis produced by direct contact between the thetan and an identity. Pain
is heat + cold + electrical shock, combined. The PC is always more directly connected with the
terminal than the oppterm and thus feels pain. He must be touching the mass with the ideathat he isit
in order to feel pain.

One of the biggest mistakes someone can make is to regard his body as self.

6204C03 SHSpec-131 The Overt-Motivator Sequence

The solution to what you do with 3DXX items s the resolution of what makes the overt-motivator
sequence. There are processes that undo the overt-motivator sequence. For along time, LRH has
wanted to undo it instead of running it, knowing that it is ajunior sequence. How could you live if
you had to get a motivator for every overt? It isevidently avery junior idea, invented to prevent
people from attacking.

If the only thing that ever affected anybody was himself, ultimately, one would have a perfect aibi:
one would never do anything to anyone, anyplace. LRH knew the overt-motivator sequence was
limited, but he couldn’t find the entrance point. He must have tried 1500 to 2000 combinations, trying
to blow the thing asitself. If you are the only one that affects you, numerous things apply. For one
thing, you wouldn’t be able to keep the same time track as others. So there is something wrong with
the overt-motivator sequence. But, at the same time, everybody has fallen for it and can be processed.
The overt-motivator sequence runs nicely when handled as a mechanism to prevent people from
attacking. One process you could useis, “What shouldn’t attack? What shouldn’t you
attack?’ (or synonyms for “attack”). It could also be varied with “could/couldn’t” and “have/haven’t”.
If you got someone who was sitting in a bunch of overts and motivatorsto list what they shouldn’t
attack, [you might get somewhere]. That was the lead-in on the research level. Not wanting to be
attacked, one tells others that they shouldn’t attack you and what they shouldn’t attack. They do the
same to you, so eventually it looks like you have an overt-motivator sequence. The most sensible
thing in the world is that there are things which you, in a human body, shouldn’t attack. The physical
universe teaches the lesson that if you attack these things, you get hurt. Thisis abasic learningness,
and it underlies all the overt-motivator phenomena. When you attack MEST, you lose havingness.
Then, having learned not to kick paving blocks, you have learned that what you do to others will
happen to you. Thisisactually not true at all; it is merely a philosophical extrapolation. It goes back
to Newton’s Second Law: inertia, which is aphysical universe law.

A withhold is basically nothing more than your unwillingness to attack or to be attacked. Y ou could
take any withhold a person has and run off, “Who shouldn’t attack you about that?” or “What
shouldn’t you attack in that way?’ and the withhold will evaporate.

LRH never learned not to attack. People have tried to teach him, but they have failed. He was once
looking to see what, on the track he felt worst about doing. It looked for awhile as though doing
anything to anybody’ s mind was the most destructive thing you could do. There was some sense and
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workability to this, but it proved not to be true. It was the attacking of energy involved that seemed
bad. Itisnot even bad to attack energy; it’sjust that people have tried to convince each other that it is,
S0 you become allergic to energy.

The definition of “being good” is the same as the definition of “being overwhelmed”. Every fighting
man LRH ever had under him was always in bad with other people at a time when they needed fighting
men. The shore patrol only liked the people who weren’t worth a damn. Of 100 men, six or seven
would be totally able, competent, active fireballs. It bugged LRH that these were the guys who were
alwaysin trouble. Therewould be dozens of nice guyswho got commendations and bonuses but who
were ineffectivein action.

The world has built up a series of superstitions about people. The animal psychologists' textbooks are
full of them: the mirage of “ought-to-be”. The message s, “Beware of anybody who is active!” The
civil defense manuals of the U.S. government, in the section on psychology, has provisions to nab
and put away anyone who gets active and tries to do something about the situation. The civil defense
system is based on the idea that there is athing called “government” that is composed of “people”.
They are going to take over the country in case of attack. At the moment of attack, no one is supposed
to do anything but be taken over by the government.

Asearly as 1941, LRH noticed that war isthe antithesis of organization. In combat, it breaks down to
the being, the man on the job, not the well-organized machinery, which actually is just men anyway.
If you are going to organize, organize for chaos and count on the individual, not some great third
dynamic shadow. Individuals are quite destructable in areas of disaster, so plans fall apart. For this
reason, in space opera societies, there were indestructable dolls.

Incidently, in planning something, pin your schedule to event not to the clock.

All the systems are geared to “good people”. Thereis supposed to be some great reservoir of good
people to draw on, but where isit? These people are supposed to appear and make everything go
right. Then, in case of attack, they are supposed to stop anyone who isn’t wearing their magic badge
from directing or organizing people. The people who handled civil defense in various war areasin
chaos conditions, aren’t even in the civil defense organization. All you have got, ultimately, isa
being. Not punch-tape card systems, not magical creatures. The individual isthe building block.
They are either competent or not.

When an individual ceasesto be able to run his own life, you can always have some group idiocy like
Communism, which takes responsibility for conduct out of the hands of the individual and giveit to
some Godhelpus monster. One way they think they will create the reservoir of good people who will
then tell everyone what to do is to use selective breeding, etc.

The basis of theindividual is his ability to observe, to make decisions, and to act. He hasto be ableto
inspect and know what heis looking at and where he islooking. He must be able to make a sensible
summary of it and be able to act in accordance with what he hasinspected. Thisistrue of astudent, a
soldier, or anybody. If any of the above abilities are missing, you will get abad result. In making
anything, from a perfect government to a more livable world, the basic building block you are working
with is always and only the individual. Then the question arises. |s he competent or incompetent?
Can hedo hisjob?

If someone cannot observe and make decisions about what he has observed, heisin abad way. You
will never have a workable Utopia unless you have individuals who can observe, decide, and act. If
you go in the direction of a system that isn’t designed to make individuals, it is a system which will
fail. 1t will endin slavery and denial to the individual of the right to observe, decide, and act. The
only system that is justified is one which pushes people in the direction of observation, decision, and
acting.

The reason for the form of the org is to create agreement amongst its members. One odd thing about
scientology organizations is that, as people get their cases better together, the organizations get more
ableto act on their own and at the same time to be more in concert. To the degree that individuals can
observe, decide, and act, systems are unnecessary.

If we have systems that depend utterly on making people “good”, without inspection or decision, but
only on some “now-1"m-supposed-to” automaticities, the systems will fail. Such a system is only
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achieved by overwhelming a person with energy, showing him that he will get into more action than he
can stand if he does not concur with the right actingness. The messageis, “We can create more
actingness and energy than you can, so therefore you better get into this small actingness.” It isthe
out-create of action that brings about the fixed actingness that is known as “being good”. Y ou can
thereby snarl peopleinto line.

A system only works in the direction of consulting people’s observation of things. But the world
operates on the basis of things like Faith and Discipline. People fixate on the “good” action when the
alternative is confronting some supposedly unconfrontable action. When you have atotally disciplined
nation, you have atotal failure. Thisisthe route to decadence; people observelessand less. Thisis
how civilizations decay and become “old” and decadent. Such a society can be overwhelmed by any
hostile energy mass that shows up, since its people have been trained not to confront energy masses, it
gets licked up by any chaos.

The way an individual ages and diesisto give up his power of observation and decision and to act on
the basis of not being able to do as much as he used to be able to do or to stand as much as he used to
be able to stand. He attributes this to advancing age, not to being able to stand less. The source of
advancing age is being able to stand less. Aging is caused by alessening ability to confront action. It
is not that the individual can’'t confront as much action. He ages because he believes he can’t confront
as much action.

The concern of an individual with actioniis:
1. Co-action

2. Attacking energy

or

3. Being attacked by energy.

“Anindividua isfirst as big as the universe and then he selects out half of it to fight and so becomes
half the size of the universe, and then selects out half of the remaining universe to fight and so
becomes one fourth the size of the universe and then selects nut half of the remainder to fight and so
becomes one eighth the size of the universe. And | could go on and enumerate these steps, but why
should I, when here you are? Your size in relation the universe is directly determined by only one
thing: ... the amount of randomity you can confront,” or the amount of attack you think you are
subjected to or care to subject the universe to. This determines thetan size. It is how much you feel
you can take on or how much you feel may take you on.

Thisisthe mathematics of acivilization: Say we have 100,000 people. At first one says, “1 can take on
any one or more of you who messes me up.” They al feel like that at first. Then one day, someone
gets hurt and can’t fight, so he and some other weaklings invent justice. Justice says that when one
person errs, everyone else in the society is banded together against him, as the government. Soit’s
one person versus the government, representing some tens of millions of people. Civilization is rigged
inthisway. The thetan conceives this to be atoo-manyness, so he is overwhelmed and obeys the law
of therealm. When you get old and creaky, you subscribe to the idea of justice. Honest forceis better
then collective myth. LRH’s method of justice is not based on this “will of the peopl€e’; it is based on
his own preference for peace and order.

All “goodness” is brought about by force, never by philosophic persuasion. Action based on
observation and decision is fine. Action based on police threat, threats from parents, etc., is
something else. A true civilization would be based on observation. The oddity isthat Man is basicaly
good. He gets a synthetic “bad” valence that he can get into and then be bad. Every 3DXX itemis
either alive that you have lived or your idea of somebody else (the oppterms). Thereisn’t actually any
“somebody else” in the bank.

All that iswrong with Man is hisimprisonment in evil, but the evil isfalse. Wetell afellow that heis
evil and convince him that he shouldn’t attack because everything elseisgood. This can be put as
Karma: whatever you have done will be revisited upon you; you will pay for everything you have ever
done. Thisisn’t quite the same as the overt-motivator sequence, which isthe rule that you have to lay
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yourself open to feeling bad about something, to a motivator, by the commission of an overt. That
rule holds, but only because there is an area you have conceived you mustn't attack.

The reason the wall is stably there for you and can trap you is that somewhere down deep you consider
it sacred. Y ou have certain sacred valences. They mustn’t be attacked; you have convinced everybody
that they mustn’t be attacked. People get upset when you attack a temple priestess or a sacred cow.
Actualy, however, al mechanisms of slavery should be attacked. The toughest valencesin 3DXX are
also mechanisms to prevent you from being attacked, as you know you would be if your deed were
known. Theideaisto have agood, non-attackable beingness. The only catch is that we fall from the
other non-attackabl e beingnesses around us.

The basic mechanism of getting people not to attack isto show them that attacking will hurt them. That
isthe whole lesson they teach in war.

If the MEST universeis still here, it must be that we consider that it shouldn’t be attacked. Otherwise
it would have been as-ised. And that isalso why it can hurt you when you attack it. Sometimes it
attacks and hurts you even when you haven't attacked it, e.g. when you are hit by lightning or a cliff
falls on you.

Having learned the lesson that one will harm oneself if one attacks, we get the overt-motivator
sequence. If you teach enough people this, you will have acivilization, but they will all be enslaved.
They will all be trapped, and none of them will be able to observe clearly or decide clearly or to act
decisively. Sooner or later they will all go crazy. That isredly al that is wrong with the human mind.
The only real penalty of attack isthat if you attack something, it will disappear. Thereisno liability,
actually, in attacking anything, but there is tremendous liability in not attacking. Overt attack, as
opposed to uncontrolled attack left on automatic, doesn’t do anything except get rid of havingness. If
it was undesired havingness, what is the difference?

6204C05 SHSpec-128 The Sacredness of Cases -- Pan-deter minism,
Self-determinism, Other-determinism.

Why isyour case sacred, if it is? Sacred = don’t attack == preserve = protect = survive. Now we
understand a theetie-weetie case. To atheetie-weetie case, everything is sacred; his attitude is,
“mustn’t attack it, mustn’t be attacked, must protect, preserve, survive. This attitude especially applies
to hiscase. That isthe only reason anyone ever has for no resultsin processing. The secret of this
universeisthat it is a sacred universe and shouldn’t be attacked. It istoo sacred. This puts every poor
thetan who comesinto it on a*“ shouldn't attack”, which has the result of putting attack on automatic.

There are three states of mind:

1. Pan-determinism: One can control or attack or whatever, one chooses, on one' s own choice, on
either side of the situation. This getsinto bad repute when it is confused with shady control.

2. Self-determinism: This carries with it the idea that the otherside of the group or situation is bad.

3. Other-determinism: This = nuts. Heis never for himself; he is aways for the other guy. In any
argument heis “reasonable’; he will defend whatever you attack. He claimsto be impartial, but heis
not; heisfor whatever you are against.

All kinds of conflicts arise with pan-determinism over how you will continue it. People generally
don’'t continue it but dop off into self-determinism.

Politics is based on the inability to choose a successor. A benevolent monarchy isideal, for example,
except for that problem. Any form of politicsis only necessary because you cannot guarantee that a
good successor will follow a benevolent monarch. So existing forms of government are all out of PT,
in the future. A good king would be pan-determined, but people can’t guarantee that if he died they
would get another one, so they have to become Specialists or Fascists or whatever. When a
government can’t guarantee that you won’t get a choice of government by civil war, you have an
unstable government. Thisiswhat sank the Roman Empire. For the next thirteen hundred years you
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got the Divine Right of kings, lineal succession, etc. Thisall resulted from the failure of the Roman
republic. Thisisessentially asking the G.E. to take over the rule.

Other-determinism is hard to see because it is alower scale mockery of pan-determinism. This person
is never self-determined, always other-determined. Such apersonisnot for himself. If everybody is
against you, then you must be against you also. Otherwise you are out of agreement with the whole
universe.

Thisisthefirst level of case that will give you trouble. Since heis not for himself, being appealed to
to run out his engrams to benefit himself won't have any effect. All cases, at various parts of the
track, get stuck in one of these phases.

Periods of illness demonstrate this phenomenon. People who are under heavy attack or heavy
responsibility can get into it easily. A leader in awar gets other-determined, partly because of overts
committed during the war. The state of mind can differ for different areas of life and different
activities. Only in the areawhere a person is consistently other-determined do you have a persistent
somatic. Heisattacking himself, so he can have a somatic.

When we get to the point where the whole individual is pan-determined, self-determined, or other-
determined, we have chronic states of sanity.

A 3DXX termina can bein one of several different states:
1. Pan-determined: Y ou won't find it, because it will never have hung up.
2. Self-determined: It will be somewhat troublesome and part of a GPM.

3. Other-determined: 1t will nearly whip you, because you can never help the PC in the vicinity of the
other-determined valence.

People are most likely to keep and protect other-determined valences that are totally against their best
interests. It isdifficult to move a person on the track near one of these because every time you hit
them, they survive and the PC doesn’t. The PC isawaystheloser. The PC will get very reasonable
about the terminal; he appears pan-determined and helpful, but he is actually being other-determined.

It doesn’t stop there. When you get into that area, the terminal will attack the PC. This accounts for
the self-destructive impulse in Man [Death wish, asin Freud]. The world operates on the idea that
everyone else is on akick of self-preservation, but they are not. Some are on a succumb. To an
auditor or organization, they ook to be executioners. We only get in trouble when we refuse to fill the
[complementary] role. The thing to do, when someone goes around slandering the organization is not
to sue him for slander but to present him with a confession and an award of damages for having
dandered, al legally drawn up. Present it to him and he will go ahead and sign it, and you can execute
itin court. The guy has only one enemy: himself. If you keep worsening the deal in legal matters, he
will eventually settle up. In Auditing, don’t make the prepcheck questions easier. Make them tougher,
since the PC will only buy things that make them think they are bad, succumbing. A person in this
state will make things worse than is actually true; he will admit to more things than he has actually
done, when prepchecked. Thisis the best stuff to audit, since he is nuttiest where he is other-
determined. Heisalso hard to audit. Insofar as heistrying to succumb, he will convert whatever you
give himin the way of help into amotivator.

Other-determinism is a successful “sacred-ity”. An other-determined person has agreed 100% that a
certain valence or identity is something that shouldn’t be attacked. Other-determined valences have, as
their least common denominator, “shouldn’t attack” and “must be preserved”. If you wanted to be
perfectly safein this society, what would you be? Y our answer is a sacredness item. Anything that
you can't attack becomes an other-determinism, never a self-determinism.

To some degree, all 3DXX items are other-determinisms, and the whole GPM itself is an other-
determinism that is seeking to destroy the person who has got it. “Sacredity” isatrap. If you operate
on the principle of “Don’t speak evil of the dead; don’t attack the dead,” you are essentially saying,
“Don’t as-isthe dead,” and what you get is a bank stacked up with the dead. When you operate on the
principle, “Don’'t be mean to (communicate with) the sick,” you get sick. Thisisthe result of the idea
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that sickness is sacred. Anything sacred is “safe” and mustn’t be attacked. It isvery attractive to
become such athing, and thetans do.

A valenceis a“sacred-ity”, a*“shouldn’t attack”, a“shouldn’t really look at”, a*“shouldn’t comm
with”. Therefore, you get more and more other-determinism. The most sacred of all the PC’sitems
will be the one of highest other-determinism and the one that is most destructive of the PC’s own self-
determinism. If it can’t be attacked, it can’'t be controlled or reached (no havingness); it can’t be
communicated with or defeated. So it will completely determine the PC; it will overwhelm him. Itis
dangerous. It is sacred.

So that is the key to the GPM. The person isit, while it destroys him. It slaps the guy back with
somatics every time he puts his head up or tries to be anything other than this other-determined
valence.

6204C05 SHSpec-129 As-isness: People Who Can and Can’t As-is
Thingsthat won't as-isinclude:

1. Things you don’t know about.

2. Things you can’t communicate with and that can’t communicate with you.

3. Things that are not as-ised because there is nothing there to do any as-ising.

An operating G.E. doesn’t as-is things, so any mechanism that makes nothing out of the thetan is non-
as-isable, A thetan is “nothing” only in regard to MEST attributes. It still has abilities. If you had
something that made nothing of the thetan’s ability to ook, create, do, cause, etc., there would be a
reverse not-is, where instead of the person not-ising the item, the item not-ises the the person. That,
of course, isthe most dangerous valence. Religions often have campaigns to get rid of all the evil
spirits. Earlier religions often admit the existence of non-malignant beings -- spirits like leprechauns,
etc. When areligion has been totally successful, it manifests itself in a society where the spirit is
totally unknown and there are no spirits. Beware of that society. It is pretty far south. It isatotal
overwhelm of you, the thetan. The soul is something you take care of (an other-determinism) which
you send off at your demise to some pie-in-the-sky sanitarium.

How is this manifested in our present world? Take the “exact science” of physics, for example. The
first fundamental of elementary physics is the conservation of energy and mass. Thisisvery
“reasonable”. We cannot destroy or create energy, and massisreally energy. The questioniis, “How
can you have an expanding universe with a constant amount of energy?’ Why is there no conservation
of space? No wonder physicists go nuts. They are dealing with something they can neither create nor
destroy, so it is sacred. However, you are likely to find times on the backtrack when you violated the
conservation of energy.

If you can’t do anything to energy, time becomesinexorable. Timeisapostulate; it is not monitored
by the change in space of particles, but one becomes aware of time through change of space of
particles. The physicist is actually just a priest gone mad. He discovers that the principles he has
sworn to -- conservation of energy, etc. -- are a bit shaky, so he getsto be like a boy whistling past a
graveyard. This happens when he studies nuclear physics. Now heistrying to maintain one set of
principles, while experimenting with a contradictory set. So it isno wonder that nuclear bombs are the
main threat to civilization: the first thing afellow who isin the condition the physicistisinwould do is
to destroy himself. Heis asking for an executioner. We hear of the dedication of science, which
means, “All for science; nothing for me. No individual should have aright to his own inventions;
patents belong to the university or corporation.” The scientist will accuse the scientologist of
mai ntai ning secrecy.

A person in that condition is defending the sacredness, the unreachability of the mind. He thinks that
there is nothing there to do the as-ising. Therefore, those valences which you have the most trouble
running out are those which deny the existence of the thetan, because then there is no onethereto as-is
thevalence. Theleast as-ising situation is that of being an object.
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When you look over items to run, the E-meter will indicate, not the toughest to as-is, but the easiest.
After it isrun and the individual has increased his own beingness to the extent of not being what you
have just run out, now he can be assessed again and become aware that he is not quite the nothing-
therevalence. It didn’t read before, but now it will register.

L ots of vegetables and flowers read on the meter. The more endurance thereisin the plant, the
MESTier it is, thelessit will register. The greater the effort to survive something has, the MEST er it
is. Tomatoes read more than trees. So in the early stages of sorting out 3DXX, you will get no
reaction on those things that should be run. The PC isin the condition of not-know about them. They
arethere, but heisn’t there. Thisadds up to atotal overwhelm.

When you start differentiating items and nulling items, the PC starts feeling that there is some
beingness to them. You at least have the PC in PT, exterior enough to say, “Y es, somewhere on the
track there isawhizzer.” Up to then, he couldn’t say awhizzer was on the track because he was a
whizzer, without being there at al. Until then, all you had was a whizzer, not a thetan plus a whizzer
or inspecting awhizzer. So assessing and differentiating these items leaves a person more and more
able to inspect and lessens his identification with MEST, because all these valences are composed of
matter, energy, space, and time, and trapped postulates. 1.e. GPM’s have trapped postulates in them.
The person doesn’t see himself come out of them; he sees the ideas come alive. So 3DXX isa
gradient scale of bailing someone nut.

The items which the PC can’'t as-is are the ones where there is nothing to as-is them with. Heisjustin
them, but not THERE in them. They just are and look to him like packages of MEST when he first
looks at them. When you first encounter them, heisthat MEST. So your approach could be to notice
adoingness he has and to list, “Who or what would oppose that?’ From this, he will get some item,
which he sees as an actual identity off his own past track. Y ou can find what opposed that, continually
getting him more and more able to observe these identities, hence more and more aware of self, so he
can as-ismore. That iswhy 3DXX gives constant gain.

If you are not getting TA action during listing on 3DXX, you are not there, and they are not there
enough to have you there, so nothing is as-ising. At this point, you can use CCH’s. Then the
beingness of auditor and PC appear and there can be observation of an identity. Thereis an extreme
gradient of case dtate:

SOUTH

1. Picking up future items,

2. Picking up PT items. CCH’scut in here.
3. Picking up present life items.

NORTH

4. Picking up past life items.

CCH'’ s cut the person in on this scale at PT, with the identities of the auditor and the PC. The PC gets
a higher and higher ability to differentiate between himself and the auditor. Op Pro by Dup, run long
enough, gets the PC out of the body and able to observe the body doing the process. Op Pro by Dup
shows the PC forcefully that heisnot an “it”. Exteriorization by some more sudden process can shock
him. He will go back in, into some other valence or something. Blowing him out of his head on an
other-determinism is very unstable. If you exteriorize someone on your determinism, he won’t
remember it or he will invalidate it, because he can’t have not being a thing. 3DXX is an
exteriorization process with avery gentle gradient. The last item to come off is the most sacred, the
one which was him. It is not something that can be in any way characterized no described. It isjust
“me’.

How does a person get so interiorized? He asserts that an identity or an object will react. That isthe

clueto al futureinteriorization. Thisisthefirst gradient on the overt - motivator sequence: “If you do
something, this paper will react,” then, “It will do something to you.”
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6204C17 SHSpec-132 Auditing

The best frame of mind for an auditor to have is one of calm competence and an intention to go on and
do hisjob. This givesthe PC certainty that the auditor will go on and be effective; this gives the
auditor altitude.

The processes we are counting on today are CCH’s and 3DXX. They take a case all the way south,
and auditors can apply these processes well. Thefirst test of aprocessis, “Can an auditor other than
Ron doit?” An auditor can do any process that does not require of him more adjudication than can be
given him by an E-meter. If you ask him for further judgment, some will be able to do it but the
majority will not.

Auditing the CCH’ s requires that an auditor be able to observe constancy or change. Instructors must
make sure that students learn how to do this. An auditor can be taught to list and to read a meter
against alist. What requiresisinstruction of a precise nature. Thereisonly one right way to do
CCH’s, to list, and to null. Given a high level of competence in these spheres, dissemination will
proceed by leaps and bounds. Y ou can do these drillsin the absence of a complete understanding of
them, though it is better to have understanding to avoid introducing unnecessary ritual. Fortunately,
we know why these processes work.

You’'ve also got to be able to prepcheck so you can audit an ARC breaky PC who is madly
withholding from you. The least common denominator of ruds is withholds and the least common
denominator of withholdsis missed. Sometimes you have to find them to get things moving again, to
get TA action, etc.

All of Freud’swork and all of the work of faculty psychology iswrapped up in prepchecking. With
prepchecking, you can find and eradicate childhood traumas. We have also wrapped up the work of
Freud' s squirrels: Jung, Adler, etc.

Pavlov wrote a four hundred page manuscript for Stalin on how his data on animals could be applied
to humans. This has never been brought to light abroad. Communism used it to fixate attention on the
third dynamic to the exclusion of al others.

CAPITALISM: Capitaism lets you have what you' ve got if they can't get it away from you.
SOCIALISM: Saocialism lets you have half of what you already own.

COMMUNISM: Communism doesn’t let you have anything that you own. Thisis atotal games
condition between the individual and the state.

Early faculty psychology tried to relieve people of things. From Pavlov on, psychology hastried to do
things to people. Therefore, Pavlovian conditioning would have to be undone with CCH’s, sinceitis
an effort to do things to people, rather than to aleviate things in people.

[Details on difficulties with prepchecking. LRH statesthat he istaking it out of the lineup.]

On asane case on CCH’s, if you ever have any trouble getting them to do the actions, their ruds are
very probably out. Prepchecking missed withholds will get them in. Y ou could approach it by doing
awhite farm and getting off the withholds that all She reading terminals have missed.

6204C17 SHSpec-133 How and Why Auditing Works

The two-pole nature of the universe has to do with why auditing works. There is mathematics
connected with it, developed by Buckminster Fuller: Dimaxian Geometry. This proves that the
universe could not exist without two poles.

The lowest level of observation is being something. At thislevel, you cannot see something because
you are being it. “Know thyself” has been introduced as atrap for thetans. The only way you could
know yourself, seemingly, would be to view yourself. [But then how could you be yourself? The
very definition of observation appears to involve the communication formula: duplication. But how
can you duplicate something without an intervening space between the thing and its duplicate, unless
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you are as-ising the thing? So, unless observation is as-ising, it must involve space and therefore
Separateness:]

The GPM contains in it anything you need to know about the nature of problems. Problems are
balanced forces in opposition, hung up in time: World War I, for instance. In a GPM, the intentions
of one kind of beingness oppose the intentions of another type of beingness exactly equally. If two
sides of a problem are not equal, they don’'t hang up because one side overwhelmsthe other. Thisisa
rare situation; hence the fewness of items. A person has been many more beings than are in the GPM.
The GPM stays with a person because of the balanced, timeless quality of it. Thereisalso free track,
which can contain engrams that can be run out. The GPM isthe unfree track.

Itisredly quite unlikely that two valences would balance like that. They would tend to get unbalanced
or wear out. But GPM’s are stuck in PT. Each GPM has lots of minds in it, each with an
accumulation of locks. If each valence had two hundred lock items, and a GPM had, say, twenty
packagesin it, you would have four thousand mindsin the GPM. The locks can be just as effective as
the items themselves. Thelot of it, plus the free track on both sides, is the reactive mind. Running
free track unravels alot, but never quits explains everything.

Packages, composed of terminal and oppterm, tend to lock up the rest of the track. Other things
collide with them. Right in the middle, you have the waterbuck and the tiger. Adjacent isthe priest
and the vestal virgin, then there is God and the Devil. All these oppositions, each pair perfectly
balanced, accumulate to themselves other identities that are hanging around, and you get collapsed
track.

These are represented in the bank by spherical masses. Inside each spherical mass, there are
compartments of thought, because the person usually had a head in which he did histhinking. So the
GPM tends to approximate a head, with a think-think-think in the middle of it, and it is usually empty.
All through the GPM, there are little compartments with ideas in them, so you get trapped thought,
ideas enclosed by force. These can be dramatized. When spherical shapes are counterposed against
other spherical shapes, these things are hung up, one against the other, to such a degree that neither
one can go away. Thisisthefinal material form the GPM takes.

All this comes down to fixated attention: concentration upon the oppterm.

Electronically, no power can be generated until you have two poles, fixed in separate positionsin
gpace. The mind is composed of energy, which existsin space and condenses down to masses. In the
reactive mind, thereis no time; all timeisnow. We must assume that if we have flows, electrical
masses, current, standing waves, etc., there must be two poles involved. Otherwise, there would be
no flows. People would never have somatics.

Thishasalot to do with CCH’s. Auditing is effective only in the presence of at least two poles. This
doesn’t mean you can't ever self-audit, but it does mean that when you do it effectively, you have two
poles.

The PC who never cognites is a bugaboo to auditors. Heis running on one pole, a pole that has
thought in the middle of it and standing energy waves outside of it. Heisin the thought area, and he
keeps running through the energy. When he has ideas, they are the ones packaged in that thought
zone. He is being that mass, not viewing it. He is not viewing another mass, either. He is also not
viewing the auditor. He is being something and observing nothing. Only if he can observe other
things will he make gains, because then he has another role. If heisjust being that one thing, he will
be unable to change. It would be

OK if he could view something, like a glass. There he would have two poles. He could as-is the
cigarette lighter. In this situation, you would get tons arm action.

Also, in session, if you can get the PC to look at the auditor, you have atwo-pole situation. If that
isn’t happening, you get no change on CCH’s. On 3DXX, you will get TA action as long as the PC
can look at the massesin his mind, giving at least two poles.

There are two ways CCH’ s could be run:
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1. Dummox style: The auditor makes the machinery work to do the process. Thiswill still produce
results in 500hours or so.

2. Right style: Get the PC’ s attention on the auditor and the environment by maintaining 2WC with the
PC. You handle the PC’s attention towards his mind by taking every twitch as an origin. This gets
him to look at what he is doing and exteriorizes him from it. Then you can get change, because he is
looking at what he has teen and done and isn’t still being it.

It isagood ideato key out as many masses as you can before starting 3DXX. Y ou want to key out
looks, inverted loops, etc. You don’t want to mess around with thisin 3DXX. Otherwise, heis
always dramatizing these locks and has PTP's.

When the PC is listing items he has been every one of those items or raised Hell with them. In getting
him to list, you have made him exteriorize to some degree from say, five hundred identities. The one
the PC isbeing in PT does not discharge because heisbeingit. If hewasn’'t init, it would discharge
and quit reading. Thisisthe one that hangs up in time the hardest. The oppterm iswhat he is
concentrated on. Now you have a two-pole situation right there in the bank, and the two will start to
discharge. Thething that makesthe GPM hard to tie down and makes 3DXX sometimes hard to do, is
that heis obsessively being the internal items and sometimes so dlightly being the initial ones you find,
that sometimes the terminal and the oppterm are widely separated in the GPM. Early on, commonly,
you get atermina and a plausible oppterm -- only there are twelve items between before they meet each
other. When they don’t hit square on the nose and go, “Poof!”, you have intervening packages.

The PC has a no-knowingness of his beingness. He may think that he is being a man, but actually he
isbeing awaterbuck and/or atiger. Ask Joe why heisbiting hisfingernails. He'll say, “Oh, am |7’
He never thinks to ask himself, “Who or what would bite fingernails?’ It is probably to scratch out
waterbucks' eyes! A person starts worrying about “himselves’. Well, he has to step back and look.
All processes are exteriorization processes. Just exteriorize the PC from different things. CCH’s
make PT comfortable enough so the PC can exteriorize from various parts of the past in which he has
been sitting for trillenia. CCH’sdon’'t go all the way, but the PC sure feels like they do.

All the way up from CCH’sto 3DXX, you have atwo-pole situation, first with the PC as an object,
then on up to the PC being a being, stepping back to look at a mass. On Routine 1, we were
exteriorizing a somatic. The PC exteriorized as amass. 3DXX exteriorizes people out of past
identities. The PC hasn’t even been in his head for an incalculable period of time.

If you run CCH’s smoothly and correctly, the PC can as-is old facsimiles and come gradiently out of
old bits and pieces of the past. He goes through a sequence of exteriorizations. It shifts the bank and
the PC feels better about PT. When we have him as close to PT as possible, he should move on to
3DXX. Hewill come out of masses as a mass, duplicating those identities.

TA action comes from the PC looking at something, whether or not he is being something el se.
Feelingness is a lower-scal e substitute far lookingness. “Touchy-feelies” work for that reason.
Knowing this, you could invent some new CCH’s, but these would only be as good as they cause a
two-pole situation to exist in the session. Y ou must keep directing the PC’s attention to his bank, or
else he will never come out of the bank. For any “think” process to work, the PC has to be one mass
in his mind, looking at another mass in his mind. When you have that, you can have TA. Inthe
CCH'’s, the auditor and the environment act as the other pole. If the auditor audits CCH’s like a steam
engine, they will work even then, but more slowly than when the auditor makes PT OK to the PC. On
CCH'’s, you must:

1. Keep PT attractive to the PC.

2. Do them precisely.

3. Keep in 2WC.

4. Keep the PC’ s attention on what is happening with his somatics.

If you do these things, the PC will just sail on the CCH’s. They are not a slow process; they are a

very fast process.
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An instant before a somatic turns on, the PC isbeing it. Then, when he feelsit, heis exterior fromit,
SO you are setting up atwo-pole situation in the bank by getting the PC to exteriorize sufficiently to
stop being the somatic and to seeit. 1n 3DXX, you are finding out what the PC has been and, when
he sees it, he ceasesto beit. 3DXX exteriorizes the PC from the past identities he has been and does
thisin assessing very fast. It islike telephone polesflying past. He has been in every one of the items
he givesyou. You can actualy thus kick a PC out of his bank.

You will only get TA action as long as the PC is looking at something or at least feeling something.
No TA action = no two-pole situation = you are doing something wrong.

6204C19 SHSpec-134 Gross Auditing Errors
If afew sessions go by with no TA Action, one should assume that something very grossis going on.

The oddity of scientology is that the textbook solution works, unlike any other field or previous
practice. In practically every other subject, the guy on the job is meeting up with situations that aren’t
covered in the textbook. Rut in scientology, it is when you depart from the textbook solution that you
get in trouble. Thisfliesin theteeth of all one's past experience, so you tend to approach the solution
with alittle variation and deviation. Every PC isindividual, and al his originations are different from
every other individual’s, but what the auditor does is always the same. If the auditor departs from the
textbook solutions, he is asking for trouble. Auditing takes no imagination to speak of, no unusual
solutions, just agood ability to communicate.

The best of auditors goof at times. The commonest mistake is not realizing that when the PC has said
it, it is blown, and taking up all the PC’s answers or origins for further discussion. Such auditors
underestimate the power of 2WC. The auditor should assume, especially in ruds, that it has blown
until he testsit on the meter and finds differently. He should acknowledge well what the PC says,
because that is part of the blow mechanism. If the auditor goes on to take it up, it keysthe PCin
again. When you acknowledge it, look pleased and relieved that it isall handled. If it still reads, giveit
only as much time and attention as is needed to dip it out of the way, using same brush-off process. If
you are unlucky enough not to have the process work, you must have been doing something el se.

By giving a flawless session, the auditor can hold the ruds in. Anyone can make goofs, but they
shouldn’t be frequent, since we want the PC to be confident. Confidence is aresult of auditor
consistency. Ruds on the environment will stay in if the auditor is consistent about the auditing
environment. The PC’s confidence drops when you Q and A or act inconsistently. Theresult is
difficulty of keeping rudsin. I.e. lack of consistency leads to lack of confidence, |eads to ruds going
nut. A PC notices the care that is taken with him. Thisaids in building his confidence. He gets
unconfident if each session isfull of surprises and the auditor keeps changing things around. If you
keep having to use middle ruds, it is probably something you did during the session. Even avery
nervous PC can gradually come to realize that the auditor won’t permit anything to happen to him
during the session. He will permit the auditor to be responsible for the environment.

Checking on those pcs who were getting no TA disclosed the fact that, while TA doesn’t necessarily
take place just because ruds arein, if rudiments are out, TA will not take place. Thismeansthat TA is
proportional to the degree ruds are in, not to the state of the case. That is monitored by what is being
run on the case, to be sure, so the truth of it depends on the fact that the right process is being run.
6204C19 SHSpec-135 Determining What to Run

[Details about currently used processes, especially prepchecking and 3DXX.]

The Rock isthe first thing the PC had been.

TA driftsduring session don’t count as TA motion, e.g., on a Problems Intensive that you are doing to

see whether the TA moves, with anew PC, if the TA is generally between 4.75 and 5,0, that isnot TA
motion, to speak of. Motion iswhat happensin twenty minutes, and it is up and down.
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The way to get TA when the PC doesn’'t have much is optimally to alternate CCH’ s and prepchecking.
Good CCH’s and good prepchecking will be areal winner. But even indifferent CCH’s and
prepchecking will be awinner. They should be done in different sessions.

A person who can’t as-is things because he is being it all won’t as-is much on either CCH’s or
prepchecking, but there will be asmall effect. Note that the TA he gets while talking to you isn’t
adjudicative. Itisthe TA he gets while thinking that counts. If he doesn’t get adequate TA during
subjective processes, you will know that it will be difficult to get and keep rudsin on him. So he
needs CCH’ s and prepchecks to keep hisrudsin.

If CCH’ sturn into awrestling match, the auditor has missed a withhold. Finish up the session. Next
session, prepcheck with the zero question, “Has awithhold been missed?” Clean it up, if you can do it
in not more than three sessions. If it isthat sticky, he is having trouble as-ising, but he will have
gotten some missed withholds off, so CCH’ s can operate again. When they are fairly flat, go back to
prepchecking, etc. If in doubt when to switch over, go by the Auditor’s Code [No. 13, Auditor’s
Code of 1954: “Always continue a process as long as it produces change and no longer.” See The
Creation of Human Ability, p. 3.] and run the process to no-change, or switch over when you have
gotten again on CCH’s or on the prepcheck, whichever you are doing.

The goal you have isto get the rudiments in, because then you will get TA. The PC has out-rudsin
life, continually. If You could get rid of all the bad feelings he has about his environment and people,
you would have done more than any earlier therapy. He would also be able to be in session.

With a PC who is getting no TA, you will bring up his external ruds with CCH’s and hisinternal
“think” ruds with prepchecking. The combination of the two acts as an introvert-extrovert action.
Havingness goes down on think processes [and is remedied on CCH’ g

Y ou should realize that the longer it takes you to get an item, an overt, or whatever; the longer it takes
to accomplish something with auditing, the harder it gets, because length drifts in the direction of no-
auditing. Anitem per month isfar less auditing than an item per week. The longer it takes, the more
ruds go out, and the more violently they go out, the less chance you have of getting the item. Ruds are
the most out on the least auditing. They can go further out in auditing than they ever doinlife. This
gives another reason for auditing in the direction of wins for the PC.

Pcs at first set very large-effect session goals, despite the fact that they can have only very minor
effects. The win hasto be real to the PC for him to know that he has had one, so it has to be
consistent with where heis on the effect scale. If you keep giving him effects you know he can have,
he will come up by little gradients. The worse off he s, the longer it will take to get a win.
Alternating CCH’s and prepchecking gives a good chance for him to start getting wins. He will then
start getting TA, as he gets confident in his auditor and feels safer in the session environment. He will
start looking around as he realizes that he doesn’t have to be all the things he is being in order to
survive. He can look at one of them, out of eight million things heisbeing. You will then get some
TA.

Prepchecking had the virtue, as atraining process, of giving pcswins at the same time asit was giving
the auditor lots of familiarity with the E-meter.

If the PC fell apart on 3DXX; if he got all messed up and out-ruds, he could be put back on aCCH’s
and prepchecking routine.

6204C26 SHSpec-138 Professional Attitude
Rundown on Prepchecking

There are several things that monitor the success of auditing. One of these is a professional attitude.
The substance of the professional attitude is that someone is here to be healed and the auditor is going
to heal him, regardless of the PC’ s palitics, religion, or pace, etc.. The auditor is a professional who
is healing beings who need healing. It doesn’t matter who the PC is. Thisisavery hard-boiled
attitude, actually. An auditor is as good as he can assume a professional attitude towards the PC in
front of him, regardless of any personal opinions or the PC’s opinions, creed, etc. That attitude alone
has brought the healing professions aong through the trillenia.
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There are splinter groups of healers who may be far more effective than medical doctors but who don’t
have a professional code of conduct. These practitioners are far less well respected because they are
not that professional or they haven't created a belief in the public that they have a professional attitude.
Thisis also why husband-wife teams don’t audit each other well. There istoo much personal concern
and too little professiona attitude.

As an auditor, you will have terrific wins when you realize that a case is a case, no matter what the
PC’ s body looks like, and when you audit with a professional attitude. Having a professional attitude
is also necessary because failure to do so will get in the way of your processing results. Push it home
and stand by it where the public is concerned, and you will inherit the world of healing, where other
splinter groups have not. This doesn’t necessarily mean having a particular mockup or appearance. It
just means that anyone who comes for processing gets audited as himself. Don’t process anyone
because of anything. Just process him. Thiswill become a very comfortable attitude to have in
session, one with no additives or personal quirks. It will result in Public trust.

Y ou had also better not be an auditor after the session, or the PC will tend to continue to be in session
after the session is supposed to be over. Act like an auditor during the session, not before or after.

The public demands only that they be treated by someone who isinterested in them. If you aways do
agood job, both technically and professionally, you will be in good shape. Technical perfection itself
isvery impressive.

Prepchecking is harder to do than Routine 3 processes. It isthefirst test of whether an Auditor knows
his business. Furthermore, if you can’'t do a good job prepchecking, you will never do agood job on
Routine 3. There will always be something missing.

Don't ever decide what should read and what shouldn’t. Observe.

Prepchecking gets the PC in session and frees up his attention so he can be audited. It can also give
fantastic changes and gains, if run searchingly. Asatotal psychotherapy of thislifetime, it completes
the work of Freud and any cathartic-type therapy. It istherefore very comprehensible to the public. It
could he used to help someone clean up some troublesome area. If you expect too much of
prepchecking, however, you will have some loses.

The basic thing that has been going wrong in running Routine 3 is that the auditor doing the process
was also trying to do a sec check or ruds session -- trying to mate an eagle with a shark. Thisalso
accounts for the fact that people couldn’t find goals -- because the ruds were out. You can’'t combine a
sec checking or prepchecking session with a Routine 3 session, but a green auditor will try. If the
auditor startsto give one sort of session but finds he has to go on to another sort of session, he gets
the impression of loss of control of the PC. If keeping the PC’'srudsin isthat big a problem, he
shouldn’t be doing Routine 3 processes. He should be on CCH’s. Prepchecks also get him used to
being Model Sessioned and get him so that he will stay in session. Y ou will have enough difficulty
with Routine 3 without adding the difficulty of prepchecking at the same time.

The whole reason Routine 3 kept being varied and moved around was that the ruds kept going nut on
people, and they weren’t able to find items. Prepchecking is the remedy for that. It setsthe PC up so
that when you list, you can just list and find goals, terminals, and oppterms. It isluckily also very
interesting to the PC.

From the viewpoint of auditor training, Routine 3 processes are too hard on a case to be done wrong.
They can't safely be used as atraining activity. Prepchecking, though it is harder and has the liability
that you can miss withholds, with devastating results, is a better training activity.

The theetie-weetie case walks around with the idea that everybody should know all thetime. Thisis
the perpetual missed withhold case. Heisin bad shape. Whenever you ask him a question, you get a
missed withhold because you should have known the answer. If you ask three questions, you miss
three withholds. He thinks everyone should know everything he is thinking, so there is a mass of
continuous missed withholds. Prepchecking will handle it as akey-out. On 3DXX, you will come up
with an item like “a swami”, and then the circuit ceases. But these cases are Hell to prepcheck,
because they think you must know if they know, so they “don’t have any withholds’; they “have never
done anything”. Y ou have to know this phenomenon so you can straighten it all out. That isthe hard
case to prepcheck, not the sinner.
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Prepchecking is not easy, but it is very precise and must be done very professionally, since your
personal reaction and personal interest interjected into the session ruins the PC’ s willingness td get off
real overts. Hewill only give up “safe” withholds if you have anything but a calm, professional
attitude. It isaso necessary to keep missed withholds cleaned up, particularly if he gets misemotional
on you. Auditors have aterrible time getting this through their heads and just pulling the missed
withhold. Prepchecking iseasy to doif itisdoneright. It makes doing Routine 3 ridiculously easy by
comparison, also.

6205C01 SHSpec-140 Missed Withholds
[See HCOB 3May62 “ ARC Breaks -- Missed Withholds® for a summary of this lecture.]

The toughest thing to do is to get the auditor to ask a simple question: “Have | missed awithhold on
you?’ It’s utterly wild! Thereis even a case of someone letting someone die rather then saying it.
There is even another way to say it: “Isthere something | should have found out about you?’ Auditors
failure to do this makes LRH feel like heis on an involuntary withhold. He feelslike heis screaming
in a soundproof room. People will actually let a PC sit there yapping and screaming, as though they,
the auditor, had no responsibility for what is going on, when all they have to do isto ask for the
missed withhold.

Missed withholds cause alot of phenomena. Even GPM’s are caused by missed withholds! “Itis
almost as if the basic principle of existence is: When existence is good, thou hast not missed a
withhold, and when existence is bad, thou hath missed awithhold.... A missed withhold, properly
asked for -- the meter cleaned -- remedies each one of these ... things and many more:”

1. Pcfailing to make progress. We know now that PTP' s stem from missed withholds, and they stop
progress.

2. Pc critical of or angry at the Auditor. A non-withholdy PC won't get angry at an Auditor goof. It
doesn’'t matter whether the auditor was guilty as charged (by the PC) or not. If the PC natters about it,
he has had a withhold missed. It isnot what is known -- the thing he is nattering about -- that is
wrong with the PC. So you dropped his goals list into the spittoon. So what? If he says, “What the
Hell are you doing?’, he has had awithhold missed earlier in the session. Don’t get reasonable about
it. Complaints come from missed withholds. Get then pulled. Don’'t develop them; don’t follow
them, just pull them and get on with the session.

3. Pc refusing to talk to the auditor. This happens fifteen to twenty minutes before the blow. Refusal
to talk is simply the realization that one can’t, because one isn’'t being heard. Failing to acknowledge
can stick the PC with an involuntary withhold that becomes missed. Y ou seethisin prayer. A guy
talking to God istalking to acircuit if God istalking back. Sooner or later the circuit will blow and he
will have a fantastic missed withhold. He will get angry at the Catholic Church, or whatever, when he
suddenly gets no answer to his communication. One way to handle thisisto acknowledge the living
daylights out of the PC; another isto ask if you have missed awithhold.

4. Pctrying to leave session. Thisisareverse flow of screaming at the auditor. Y ou create a missed
withhold with every failure to acknowledge PC originations or answers. Eventually the PC will
scream at you. If you refuse to receive communication from the PC, you can create an ARC break.

5. Any needle pattern. If the needle is active regardiess of what you are saying or even when you are
not talking, the PC has a missed withhold. All needle patterns are caused by missed withholds. [See
6202C15 SHSpec-145 “New TRs’, p. 240, below: “A [needl€] pattern is a series of missed withholds
culminating in a constantly active needle.” It isadirty needle that can be wide or narrow. Y ou can and
should correct such a pattern. Get the ruds back in.”]

6. Pc not desirous of being audited. This appliesto anybody, not just pcs. But how could you miss a
withhold on a stranger, when you haven’t even talked to him? Well, you are the one who is supposed
to know, [See p. 184, above, on what a non-scientologist thinks knowledge is: knowledge of his
withholds.] so it isautomatic. If your presence is good enough, you can get past all the argument and
actually pull the withhold.
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7. Pc boiling off. Mechanically, thisis a stuck flow, but the reason for the stuck flow is a missed
withhold. A PC even going alittle fuzzy has a missed withhold, however minor it may be.

8. Pc exhausted. Thisis caused by a missed withhold, as unlikely as it seems.

9. Pc feeling foggy at session end. Thisislike boil-off. You will get little nit-picky missed
withholds, like, “I wanted to take a smoke break an hour ago and didn’t mention it.” For this, you can
preface the missed withhold question with “In this session...”.

10. Pc’s havingness drops. A missed withhold is a not-reach, isn’t it? That’s no havingness.
Havingness comes up when missed withholds are cleaned up.

11. Pc criticising auditor to others. Here, we are going out into life. Even if the auditor wasn’t
perceptive, didn't acknowledge, etc., he has still missed his withholds. We only learned this piece of
tech fairly recently. And, by the way, people studying scientology think that every time we come out
with something new, old things cease to be true, e.g. they think, “The ARC scale [ See Scientology O-
8, pp. 102 and 103.] went out because we have just said that the Effects scale exists.” Thisis not true.

12. Pc demanding redress of wrongs. He is saying that you should audit him for free or some such
thing. It doesn’t matter if everything he saysistrue. The solutionisn’t to be found in court but in
missed withholds. Y ou can ask, “What should the organization have found out about you?’ to handle
this.

13. Pc critical of organizations or people of scientology, or of scientology. These things can have
enormous effects and yet be trivial, even laudable, in and of themselves. Say aguy donates money to
aresearch foundation and finds out that it has been credited to his account instead. The foundation has
missed awithhold on him right there. He has tried to say something and it hasn’t been acknowledged.
He hastried to communicate something, and the communication has not occurred. Every question you
don’'t answer becomes a kissed withhold. Letter registrars should be aware of this. The missed
withhold comes from the “ They should know what I’ m thinking.... They should have found out.”
Y ou can end an entheta campaign by sending a detective around to investigate then. They figure you
know, and the campaign stops because you have un-missed the withhold. Better out, really find out
what as going on and publish the truth. Believe it or not, they won’t attack you worse than before.
They will leave you alone. The original attack wasn't based on your overts, no matter how many they
may have been. It was based only on the withholds missed by you.

14. Lack of auditing results. Thisis a cousin to #1, above: no progress. Handling this assists
organizations immensely. Cleaning up missed withholds gives auditing results, hence new pcs, €etc.

15. Dissemination failures. “What have | failed to find out about you?’ handles this.
Thetroubleisthat it istoo simple, so auditors missit. The missed withhold extends into virtually
every other area of scientology: TR-4, the communication formula, not-knowingness, PTP’s,
havingness, etc.

SHTVD-4A Prepchecking

(Auditor: LRH; Pc: Dorothy Broaded) [Demo tape.]

6205C02 SHTVD-4A Prepchecking
(Auditor: LRH; Pc: Dorothy Broaded) [Demo tape.]

SHTVD-4B

[Above, continued.]
6205C02 SHTVD-4B

[Above, continued.]
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6205C03 SHSpec-142 Craftsmanship -- Fundamentals

A session missed withhold is anything the PC thought but didn’t tell the auditor. That isfinsfor the
session, but in prepchecking, you want meat, not skim milk. You want meaningful acts. Itisn’t
necessarily antisocial or unmannerly acts like masturbation or nose-picking -- embarrassing acts -- that
you are looking for. What you are looking for is overts, not just seamy withholds. Thereisa
difference.

[ Comments on the above TVD]

Y ou can have a chain based on a not-knowingness, even if there is nothing there to be not-known.
Thisisn't common. [Missed withhold of nothing.]

Y ou never give up on the fundamentals. When the PC gets nattery, he has a missed withhold, whether
the natter has any basis in reason or not. Not many. Y ou audit by those. Y ou should get your own
reality on this. It can be crammed down your throat, but it is better understanding, since a stable
datum fixed in by a confusion and not by understanding isn’t available in atight spot. Thisleadsto
auditing by being reasonable. Fundamentals are meant to be used. If | tell you somethingis a
fundamental, don't just believeitis. Find out if itisor isnot in your own universe. It will be, but if
you never find this out for yourself, Y ou will just keep going on by rote and ritual. If you do find this
out for yourself, you will not need all your old stable data or superstitions.

“What | expect of an auditor isto audit the PC that is right there in front of him by the most
fundamental fundamentals that he can command and understand.” He will always get wins that way,
and hewon’'t be in afog about any of it. Hewill be able to evaluate importancesin the ritual.

In prepchecking, your “What” question will often miss the mark by a bit, because, after all, until you
have done the prepcheck, you don’t know exactly what the chainis. And if it isthat unknown to the
PC, how could you know all about it before you found out from the PC? Besides, all basic incidents
must be unknown at least in part, or the chain would blow. Auditing by fundamentals, you know
enough about the chain to formulate a“what” question that will come close enough to get what you
need. Asyou go earlier, you find yourself asking about similar things, but not the exact same overt at
the earlier time. You get a“what” question that describes the incident in workably general terms and
go from there, hoping for the best. All you have to null is the incident that you got the “what” question
from.

Prepchecking is not an exact activity. It depends on the PC in front of you. Becauseit isinexact, you
must do it in the framework of total exactitude that is given in Model Session, TRs, metering -- al
your fundamentals that must be known solidly. When you have that, you can play by ear with
confidence and results.

Any craftsman can create the illusion of terrific ease and offhandedness. However, the common
denominator of all great art is*agreat ability to do asmall detail.” If one triesto shortcut the ability to
do the details and just does the offhanded action, the result isslop. An auditor’ stiny details consist of
the meter, TRs, Model Session, etc.

How do you get to be a superb auditor? By knowing all these small parts perfectly. If you find
yourself wondering about any one of them, you must practice, drill to get it straightened out. Y ou can
go over these items and ask yourself if any of them have been shaky in recent sessions, and work on
what you find. Don’'t let embarrassment stop you from finding out [what needs to be worked on].
Only when you have mastered the detail will you be free to audit the PC in front of you. You won’t be
freeto audit the PC in front of you aslong as you are enslaved by “don’t knows’ among your auditing
tools, because you get a chain of error that mounts in She session, based on the basic not-
knowingness.

Don't think that you will get results, real, honest-to-God results, if you are anything less than a master
of the craft. That isthe discouraging point of auditing. The running of repetitive processes without
attention on the PC, hoping far the best, does make alot of people well, as does engram running. This
could get long-time auditors stuck in awin. But we haven't had techniques prior to 1962 that reached
all cases. We have them now, but they require precision auditing, a master’ s touch. Y ou have to find
out that the technology we have does give the PC wins. Y ou find that out by auditing and seeing the
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results. If you know all the parts: TRs, metering, Model Session, etc., then you can audit by
fundamentals with confidence and ease. There is no more tension.

6205C03 SHSpec-143 Prepchecking

Here is how to make prepchecking not work: ignore the PC and omit the datum that it is easier for a
PC to confront athink than a mass.

A GPM isathought chamber surrounded by mass. The PC is perfectly happy to ook at the thought
chamber but doesn’t like looking at the mass, so he gets the thought first and confronts the mass an a
gradient. Thisiswhy it is possible to get much deeper into the GPM with agoal than with an item.
He can confront the goal because it is athought. Running Routine-3, we have the PC confront all the
little masses -- the lock items -- first, and then he will gradually get to where the goal starts showing up
toward the end of the list. The goal ticks because it is surrounded by mass. Then you list theitem and
it appears towards the end of thelist. Y ou went into the GPM on the wings of thought and you follow
through with the ugly burr and buzz of heat, cold and lightning: the somatics. Thisisliketaking ajet
plane to Africa. Eventually, you have to walk. But in running Routine 3DXX, you travel by thought
only a short distance, using the prehav scale, take the first level that keeps banging; from thenonitis
all mass, listing items.

The PC does the same thing with his withholds and missed withholds. Pc’swill confront any quantity
of thought and ideas. If the auditor doesn’t push and shove, the PC will go nowhere except on the
wings of thought, which don’t really get the PC anyplace. 1n 1956, LRH noticed that lots of think-
confront didn’t change a graph much, it at all. By 1959, he had determined that you had to be able to
confront the mass to get anyplace. The PC isworking on second-hand thought anyway, pulled out of
locksinthe GPM. Y ou will be fooled by such processes as Rising Scale Processing. In this process,
though the process is pure thought-confront, if the PC made gains it is because he confronted some
mass or changed position in the GPM. Every now and then, you do get some results with confronting
thought, and because of your own willingness to go an confronting thought, you buy it as good
procedure. But it isthe rearrangement on massthat really produced the gain.

It isthe samein prepchecking. Every now and then you will get a good win by taking thought instead
of deeds. You haveto get action to get masses to move. The PC can add thinksto his case faster than
you can pull them off. In a session, there is no doingness going on except thinking, so it isfineto
take thoughts as session missed withholds. Histhoughtsin PT cancel out the “thinks” of past goals,
which iswhy you have to keep rudsin while listing. Something in PT is much more important to the
PC than something that happened a billion years ago, even though it is the billion years back stuff that
aberrated him. But auditing is donein PT, and the PC is always trying to sell the auditor on the ideas
that:

1. Histhinkingness is what is wrong with him.
2. PT isfar more important than anything the auditor istrying to go into.

The auditor must not Q and A with his own human agreement with this. He must have certainty that
the longer ago it happened, the more effect it had on the PC’ s aberrated state, and that doingness and
havingness are more important than thinkingness.

Y ou clear up ruds as close to PT as possible, and you prepcheck as far from PT as possible. Given
the goal of each procedure, that is the most effective thing to do. You don’t have the time or
inclination to clear up ruds on the whole track, because you are handling the whole track with beefier
processes. Just because you can do something in ruds by pulling thinks, don’t be fooled into
supposing that running think will get you anywhere in prepchecking. In prepchecking, you have to
get dones. Thereisabasic difference on importances between the auditor and the PC, concerning the
location of the charge. In prepchecking, you cannot let the PC direct the questioning. He will stay
closeto PT and in think. If you don’t have good auditor control, good prepchecking isimpossible.
Y ou can key things out by shallow looks. Thisisfinsfor ruds, but you don’'t get any resurgence to
speak of, no permanent change.

If the PC isthinking about it now, he did it then. Y ou must operate on the basis that the chain islong
and has a basic that is unknown to the PC. All thisis available to you by taking locks off the top and
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going back, under good auditor control of the PC. Y ou only get charge off later incidents to the point
where the PC can see earlier. The chain the auditor is getting the PC to go down has no R for the PC
because he has no C with its further reaches. The withhold system [Steps 2, 3, 4, and 5 of
prepchecking: when, all, appear, and who. See p. 186, above, and see HCOB 21Mar62
“Prepchecking Data -- When to Do a What” for more current procedure.] takes the charge off each
incident; brings the incident to View so that he can as-isit and then go earlier. He will go earlier. God
help you if you go into the GPM with this, but persevere. Find an incident that happened earlier.
Memory is occluded by the most recent overt on the chain. Recovering memory of who onewasin
one'slast life has virtually no therapeutic value, though it is very interesting to the PC and gives some
resurgence.

Y ou are prepchecking chains of similar incidents. The chargeis built up out of the first unknown. In
Routine 3, you are dealing with packages of engrams called identities, so Routine 3 deals with whole
lives of engramsall in abundle, leading to the GPM. Prepchecking deals with chains of incidents, and
when you get the earliest unknown, the whole chain will blow. The PC will know where things come
from and will feel better.

The permanent gains you can expect from adroit prepchecking are:

1. The PC understands his case better.

2. He sees where things come from.

3. Hefeels better about life, people, and the environment around him.

But prepchecking doesn’t solve the whole case, from one end to the other.

6205C15 SHSpec-144 New Training Sections

[See HCOPL'’s 3May62 “Practical Auditing Skills”; 14May62 “Training Sections”; -- Issue Il
“Training -- Classes of Auditors”.]

A new thing has happened since the start of teaching the Briefing Course ayear ago: anew training
pattern, laid down in the academies. No new course materials have been added, but a practical section
has been added to get people to confront doingness as well asthought. Datais very important, but its
application in doingness is harder to confront, so we are putting in a practical section to make sure that
correct application occurs. Practical has always been there in the Comm Course and Upper Indocs.
This adds practical to the actual auditing, along with added TR’s, etc.

Y ou could learn a great deal about the mind and reactions of pcs if your technical procedure was
perfect. Your understanding of the mind at present is blurred by the lack of an absolutely perfect
application of scientology to the PC, because of distractions entered in by imperfect auditing. One
stable datum is: when confronted by the unusual, do the usual. Every PC thinks his caseis different
from everyone elses. Actually, heisathetan and heis here. His case operates like everybody else's,
as far as fundamentals go. The PC will give you a salestalk on his unusuality, on all his differences.
It is his privilege to come up with unusuals, non-duplicates of everyone else. Of course he will, with
the bank he has got. The moment the auditor buys the PC’ s unusual ness, he is teamed up with the
reactive mind, and the bank + the auditor process the PC thenceforth.

If your application of auditing iswild and variable and everything looks al different to you, you will
get wild ideas about the human mind. No one could be blamed for varying procedure if they didn’t
know that standard auditing exists. Thisisnow know. Everything a PC can do has a standard auditor
response that handlesit. It isthefact that these auditor responses do work in all cases that makes them
standard responses.

Universities sometimes have courses where the subject is hidden. The students are there, the
professor isthere, but the courseis doubletalk. Thereisno real subject, e.g. Art Appreciation, Music
Appreciation, Domestic Relations. People confuse education with thinkingness. Y ou can go through
school without ever understanding anything. Furthermore, early classroom training is all data, no
practical. So giving doingness along with theory tends to break up the automaticity that equates
education with total think. Education has become a huge practical joke.
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Theory + practical + auditing gives two thirds doingness and one third think. That is about what it
takes. There would be anew TR for each new activity. The result will be very smooth, effortless
auditing. There will be no uncertainties because the auditor knows the correct cause for every PC
response and the proper response for very PC action. This means that there is no need or place for
clevernessin handing a PC, only standardness in handling pcs.

There are certain stable data in the theory. If you didn’t have these, you wouldn’t know where you
were going or why. These stable data are the fundamental things. There are certain practical actions
that you must be able to do and afew auditing skills to be used in auditing processes. These things
can be organized to go together and to complement each other to some degree. [See HCOB 3May62
“Practical Auditing Skills” for asummary of practical auditing skills.] i.e. the student should learn:

1. The basic, fundamental precepts; afew bits of inescapabl e theory.

2. Certain basic practical actions basic to auditing.

3. Auditing skillsthat are relatively easy to do.

These three will be tied up together so that they complement each other.

Class la processes include op Pro by Dup, SCS, and assists. Op Pro by Dup was originally invented
solely as atraining process for auditors to teach them that duplication wouldn’t kill them. It enabled
auditors to give repetitive commands without alter-ising, so instead of asking, “Do birds fly?’, the
auditor won't go off and ask, “ Are our feathered friends airborne?’ It getsrid of obsessive change.

SCS runs out bad control. People must have been miscontrolled [to object to control] . But the
auditor must control the PC or he fails utterly. Control and duplication are the roughest hurdles for an
auditor to get over. [Student auditors] should both give and receive Op Pro by Dup and SCS as afirst
action. [See HCOB 14May62 “Case Repair” for more data on Op Pro by Dup and SCS|]

Assists are the other basic auditing action to teach beginning auditors. They can give spectacular
results.

All these processes teach body mauling, which is a good thing, now that upper indocs are removed
because they |ead people to misrun CCH’s. And none of these processes goof up the PC if done
wrong. They all repair themselvesif they are done right to repair the wrongly done process, unlike
engram running, for instance, which is not self-correcting. These three processes constitute Class la.

ClassIbis ARC S/W in model session plus havingness. Thisisasit down process that gives verbal
repetitive think processing. It will occasionally make someone sane who didn’t know he was nuts,
and it gives the auditor reality on banks and time-tracks, as he seesthe PC cycleintime. You can run
it positively and negatively, which handles someone who winds up in agony when you try to run
pleasure moments. This process has tremendous horsepower.

Class Ilais prepchecks and CCH’s. Prepchecks at thislevel are preferably done by Forms 3 and 6a.
[Form 3: HCOPL 22Mar61 “The Only Valid Sec Check” -- for new students = the Joburg. Form 6a:
HCOPL 3Feb62 “ Auditor Processing Check” -- A shortened form of Form 6, for students who have
done a fair amount of auditing. Form 6: HCOPL 7Jul61 “Processing Sec Check”.] Here the case
would start to get good case advances.

[Class I1b is where the student acquires a complete command of the fundamentals of sessions and E-
meters at an advanced level, including all meter and needle phenomena and all elements and ruds of
model session. See HCOPL 14May62 Issue 2 “Training -- Classes of Auditors’. Classeslicand Ild
include a com