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Now I would like to take up with you some of the more interesting aspects of exteriorization as such. I've covered this thing a bit in theory. We can see at once that an individual, in order to exteriorize, must to a marked degree recover his power of choice.
How do we go about getting an individual to recover his power of choice? We get him to decide. We exercise him in decision. That is the first theoretical level of process.

But I have said theoretical because the process itself is, to a marked degree, nonfunctional. 

Why? It's because the individual is trying to stay in agreement with what he conceives to be the physical universe. And he will actually push his power of choice so far-just so far-before he lays it aside, since he is afraid that he will lose his game.

It tells you that there must have been a great many eons where the thetan had no game. It tells you at once this must have been the case.

If you could observe the sadness of a child at being separated from his playmates, his crowd, the neighborhood gang, the kindergarten, so on-the sadness of that separation is not an aberration at work. It is the loss of his game and of his playmates. This is an interesting thing since it lies on the track of anybody and everybody right in one lifetime. The disappearance of the game brings him to believe that there is no game, that there is only action and motion, and so we get work as opposed to play.

Games are so scarce as to be almost absent in a society which is very much in motion. Sounds interesting, doesn't it? Because we have to have the consideration that there is a game. And that is the first thing we rehabilitate with the preclear.
Do you see that people in motion and doing this and doing that and going here and going there is not necessarily people playing a game? It would be people in action, in motion.

We notice at once the curve of possession. The curve of possession begins with simple curiosity concerning, goes into desire for, continues into enforcement of and then goes into inhibition of. And below that we get a disappearance.
Now, we have no game at the top and no game at the bottom. But the oddity is, is we have another DEI cycle with no game, which we could call work. Well, there being no game, he gets curious about work.

So he decides that, well, maybe there's a game here in this thing called work. Everybody is in motion, there's no particular esprit or spirit involved here in any way, shape or form, so therefore, maybe we'll just, you know, go to work. You know, that's probably a substitute. You understand, it's a substitute-it's ersatz-an ersatz game.

And, ah, he desires to go to work. And then, because of the demands of this and that and the overhunger of some and the overrepulsion of others, he is enforced on the level of work; he has to work. He has to work in order to eat.
We can speak of all the economics of which we wish to speak, but the only way to rehabilitate a country in the throes of a depression is to create-invent-work.

That would be about the only way you could do it. But you could do it at a higher level: you could invent a game.

Work and a game are not quite the same thing. Work has a different emotional context. It has with it the idea of necessity. A game is something out of which a person can exteriorize at will.

When you're playing baseball, you can always say to the other kids, "I'm tired," and go over and sit down on the grass. And they say, "Yah, yak yah. Come on back and play. What's the matter with you? Yap, yap, yap."

And you say, "Well, I'm tired," and so they go on and play the game for a while without you, see.
And now we get into work-show you the singular difference of this. We get into work and the fellow has been standing there pulling on this drill press handle, back and forth and back and forth and back and forth and he feels that if he just sees that drill press go down one more time, through one more piece of metal, that he is going to fold up.
So he says, "Dickens with this. I am very tired," and he goes over and he sits down on a bunch of old boxes. "Hahhh!" and heaves a long sigh of relief. He's not permitted to leave this game. Immediately somebody is going to come along and they're going to say to him, "No work, no pay. No pay, no eat. No eat, no wife, no house, no family. There is the drill press." And he drags himself back exhaustedly to that drill press.
Little more certain interiorization, hm? Goes down a little bit more certainly into a deeper interiorization.
Now, you could, for a moment, believe that this was the lowest rung, but this is not the lowest rung. Somebody gets curious about slavery. They desire slavery. They desire that slavery occur because in this way then, "[in a gruff voice] We always have people standing to drill presses and we don't have to put up with this nonsense called labor unions! We don't have to put up with this nonsense of power of choice!"

So, here and there, somebody is picked up and, out of the slavery of economics, is moved into the slavery of no pay. This is quite important, by the way, because this is an overlooked point in socialism, communism and other ideologies-that it is a dropped-scale activity.

See, this individual on the Curiosity-Desire-Enforce-Inhibit cycle, just above that, did carry with it the fact that the individual did have the right to starve. He still had the power of choice of starvation. He still could back out of the game and say, "Take your old pay-the devil with it. I'll become a tramp. We'll go out and walk up and down the roads. We're no longer interested. Somehow or other we'll pick up a few nuts and potatoes that have been overlooked in dug fields, somehow"

And the employer has to say, "Oh, well, if you feel that way about it, [sniff] that's it."

But at this lower cycle, this does not occur. More power of choice missing-more certain interiorization. The fellow stands at the drill press. He was curious about slavery or he never would have tried to resist it. Somebody else desired it; he didn't. You get how from the top consideration of intention we have swung down toward the bottom consideration of other-determined intentions.
So the desire is an other-determined intention. They want a slave in him. And the next step down for that is enforced slavery. And then he stands there pulling the drill press handle and he says, "Whew! I want to leave this game; it's too much for me, standing here. I think I will sit down for a moment."

And you're liable to find manacles on this man placed there, steel bands to hold him upright at a drill press. He's not permitted to move away from that machine. He's liable to be kept at that machine twenty-four hours a day, such as galley slaves were in a bygone age. Chained to their bench, they were never permitted to leave those benches unless the ship itself was laid up, at which time they were chained into a bagnio. All right.

Here we had enforced slavery and now the nation really goes to pieces. Now it really goes to pieces, since it has introduced into its vital structures a more certain interiorization and we get now an inhibition of slavery.
You'd say, "Well, this would be the dawn of a new era. This would be a dawn of a new era." Oh, no. It starts out first as the slave inhibiting slavery. How does he inhibit it? He just makes it tough, that's all. He just makes it tough to hold him upright. He makes it hard to do for his slave masters.

How does he do this? Well, they can very closely approximate his standing up and pulling that drill press handle, but they cannot necessarily absolutely supervise that that drill press drill is going to come down on the right hole every time. And it keeps missing just a little bit. And it misses more. And because everybody in the place is doing this, they occasionally drag somebody out and whip him, tear the flesh off his bones and nobody is quite making the grade. You get the idea?

And it gets worse than that and worse than that and after a while, somebody says, "Slavery is not the answer. The answer is nobody do nothing nowhere at any time. We quit."

Now everybody is interiorized into the slavery and what chance do you think anybody has to invent work or a game in this kind of a society? And you get the fall-apart of an empire, whether it is a familial empire that simply exists between the kitchen and the bedroom, you know, or we get the fall-apart of an industry or a company or we get the fall-apart of a nation as great as the Roman Empire. And we begin to lose its possessions one way or the other, just as certainly as can be.

And we get this: We get individuation-the eventual individuation of anything which has adopted a greater interiorization. The more the interiorization, the more certain it is that we will get an eventual individuation.

Hasn't very much to do with self-determinism, but it has an awful lot to do with the fact that there are body parts and-of this family, this nation, this industry, or the individual-and we get the arm in revolt against the body and individuated from the body and the person starts speaking of this arm as though this arm has its own determinism and intention.

We have the individual speaking of his foot and its intentions not to walk. We get the individual speaking of a tumor as having a complete full-blown personality and who knows but what it has. And this is individuation with the total end of destruction. And the individuation occurs-first it itself has some life in it and then even it is determined to destroy itself, too.

We get then, instead of a wholeness, we get an individuation-that's not an individuality, you understand, that's an individuation: a splitting apart with different identities. And these things come to war with each other.
And as we get this symptom, we get at the same time the desire in these individual parts-the desire magnifying in these individual parts, rather-to destroy not only other parts, but themselves as well. And we have come across the Create-Change-Destroy cycle to a point where we have only destruction at every hand.

We could get to a point where every individual in the society was himself bent on self-destruction, without much self-determinism as to exactly how he was going to accomplish it. We get in the Dark Ages, after the breakup of the Roman Empire, vast numbers of individualized people-individuated people-running up and down flogging each other, starving, doing all sorts of odd things.

We get in India the fakir lying on his bed of spikes-not as a magic trick, but simply lying on a bed of spikes. Very well.


An individual could theoretically be buttered all over the universe and then himself break up to fight himself. Get the idea? His personality, then, is at war with itself. He is warring against himself. And this comes apart since he has made a slave out of a body. He made the slave out of the body and then further interiorization became the order of the day.

And then the more slavery, the more force, the more duress, the less power of choice that can be exercised, the greater the interiorization will occur. And we get a fellow really going into his head and then going into his head to such a degree he butters a around the place.

Let's take somebody who has had a terribly hard job to do; let's take it at the work level again. This individual has been doing work greater than he could perform. It has had more demand upon body, strength and energy than he himself could muster. He has held the body in a certain position through exhaustion, through any mechanism the body had by which it was trying to say, "Quit, quit, just for a little while; let's stop, let's rest for a moment," you see?
And he said, "No, you don't. Stand right there." This thetan said, "Stand right there and do just this." or "Run along that road and keep running." And after a while, he goes into the body, snap! And then he's more and more into the body and then he himself, although still part of the body, starts to break away into various parts of the body. Do you see this? It's a very curious phenomenon and it is the phenomenon of-the phenomenon of interiorization.

Therefore, as we go down cycle into less and less choice being expressed, we get greater and greater interiorization. And we go from a game, to work, to slavery, and out the bottom of slavery.


Now, if we started communication and we started communication rising up this scale, we will knock down-unfortunately, according to some people's views, since we all know that we have to be neurotic in order to work or think, we all have to be crazy, according to low levels of this look-if we start to communicate, what do you know, something interesting occurs.
If we were at a level where we couldn't even be a slave, we actually come upscale through an enforcement of slavery, a desire to be a slave, curiosity about slavery. And then enter into an inhibition of work. And then we come up scale further to an enforcement of work, a desire to work and curiosity about work. And then we get into the level of game.
And first we start to inhibit the game and then we start to enforce the game and then we start to desire the game. And somewhere along about that line, your preclear is going to go into action and as far as you're concerned, he's going to say, "We've gone far enough; I've found out that games can exist. And if I go much higher than this, I'm going to go out the top and no game is going to be possible. So, no, you don't. No more processing."

Processing, then, doesn't continue forever. It will only continue up to the band somewhere in the game/DEI cycle. That's where the preclear will stop. But you could go right ahead and exteriorize him out through the top of that, probably, if you made a good enough game of it. All right.

You see, exteriorization and interiorization, then, are the two opposites. As an individual recovers his ability to exteriorize at will, so he goes up Tone Scale. As he becomes less and less able to exteriorize and so is interiorizing at will, he goes down Tone Scale.

And these two phenomena are accompanied by: upscale-regain of power of choice; downscale-loss of power of choice. And the common denominator to the whole scale, top to bottom, is communication, any part thereof. And out of that we could draw a very interesting and informative chart, let me assure you. See that?
When you ask an individual, "How could you tackle that?" or "What could you do about that?"-not "What are you going to do about that?" or something, in tackling the present time problem, you're asking him to communicate with it. Well, we find him with a present time problem where he is an individual and the problem is an individual, too. Got that? We have individuation. Not individuality, but individuation. Problem is an individual-he is an individual, from an individuation standpoint. The problem over there has a personality.

And we ask him, "Now, how could you tackle that?" not, you understand, "What are you going to do about it?" That is not anywhere near as good as, "How could you . ..?" since we only want a light idea that he might be able to communicate with it, see, and that's the easiest, simplest way to introduce this idea, is just get him to dream up some way that he possibly could possibly do something about it if conditions were otherwise and he could just modify this all over the place. And you let him then go through and actually tap this individuation over there called a problem and he can put a communication line through to it and, therefore, he can participate with the problem, the problem can participate with him to some slight degree.

And the better and more communication that he puts into this problem, the less individuation exists and, therefore, the greater control over the problem. We've at least come upscale to a control.
Now, in view of the fact that his consideration, his ability to consider, is greater than the problem's ability to consider-which loses? In view of the fact that he has life in him and is communicating with his auditor and the problem is not-which loses? The problem loses, of course.
That's how we then solve a present time problem.

Now, we could demonstrate this to him on the simple basis of asking him, "Well, perhaps you can't tackle that one. You've said you just can't tackle that one. You can't

tackle that problem, there would be no way whatsoever to communicate with that area. All right. Can you tell me a problem of comparable magnitude? Can you think of one? Could you invent one? Problem of comparable magnitude?"
And he says, "Well. Oh, well," and so on and so on and he says, "Well, yes. My grandmother getting sick. That would be a problem of comparable magnitude."

And you say, "Well, how could you tackle that?"

"Well, I could go out and cheer her up."
Aahhh! He's already postulated that this other problem is of comparable magnitude and, therefore, he has postulated when he communicates with this problem of comparable magnitude-which is more or less an invented one, more or less-that he can also communicate to the actual problem. And the next thing you know, he's in communication again, isn't he?

Now certainly, two problems of comparable magnitude can communicate one with each other, can't they? Certainly. So-they do, by the way. You start mocking-up a problem alongside of a mocked-up, fixed problem and the two will discharge against each other. There's some kind of a communication goes up there: Matched Terminals.
So he sees this as an example and he says, "Therefore communication is possible to some slight degree." And he comes out of "Communication is impossible" and so starts upscale on the subject of this problem.

Now, the oddity is, if you went ahead and practiced this with regard to the problem, you would bring him up a little bit to a point where he thought problems were awfully necessary and that new problem was quite necessary, too, and he's liable to put it back and dream it all up again. You've just gotten into the slavery band there, you see, he's going to make a slave out of this problem.
Little bit higher, if you went up on the next band, he's going to make that problem work for him. He's going to make the body work just because he has that problem. We get

up a little bit higher, he's still liable to have something to do with it unless he has other games, he's liable to make a game out of the solution to that problem. We get him devoting his life to, "How do you make checkmates in eight moves?" you know? You know, this is a problem and he makes a game out of that problem. See that?

Well, by that time, he could invent so many problems of comparable magnitude that it didn't seem very important to him to use that particular problem for his slavery, his work, or his game. Follow me? And therefore, you just say, "Whew! Gone. We can dream up a better one."

The great oddity is-the mystical element which we're confronting here-is that he can't be touched by the problem unless he's got it there mocked-up to touch him. Hence, we get all sorts of mystical beliefs about gods and protections and amulets and all kinds of things, you see? That's an other-determined protection.

Well now, he is his own best protection. If an other-determined protection can exist, certainly as he inverts and comes over onto the ability of choice again-he controls a sphere of influence and actually won't hurt him. As long as he has a postulate that a snake can bite, the snake can bite him.

Now, if he actually has a great many cross-lined considerations and the snake is still in the slavery band, you know, he wants the snake for a slave, he may skid downscale to a point where one day, quite startlingly, the snake bites him. But he had a slave in the snake.

Now, if the snake were really working with him, you see, much less chance of this occurring-much less chance. And if he was simply playing a game with the snake, snake probably wouldn't bite him at all //it was also the snake's game. Got the idea?

Audience: Mm-hm.

Every once in a while, these factors go amiss and the individual says, "That snake can't bite me," snap! See, every once in a while, the factors go amiss. That's because he hasn't consulted the snake about the matter.

Now, there is the apparency of other life and the actuality of other life. And many religions get these two confused to where they believe we are all the same life unit. Get that? That's right down the slavery band. We're all the same thetan.

Well listen, if that were true, then the process would work. We could just assume then, "Well, all right. Let's work on it. Now, we're all the same thetan; we're all the same thetan; we're not the same thetan; we're all the same thetan and let's just work it out and naturally we would all get a nice blend-in together and we would be very, very happy."

Only if we say, "We're all together; we're all together; I'm together with that; I'm together with that." we start going down, down, down, down, down . .. boom! "Where am I?"

The only proof of the matter is that the process leads downscale. Therefore, we have processing proof that we are individuals-processing proof that we are individuals. And processing proof that we're not all the same thetan.

Now, processing proof may or may not be real proof, you understand, but it's good enough for us since we can exteriorize people by reestablishing their individuality as a thetan. And people go to pieces if we simply bring about individuation.
You know, "You're individuated, but you're really all the same mass." And power of choice doesn't exist in this particular level of field. Now, as we see that power of choice goes up, therefore, there isn't one big choice for the whole universe, evidently, to which we are subject. We ourselves can, each one of us, have a power of choice regarding our environment. And it's possible to each of us.

And the more an individual goes upscale, the more an individual becomes and, simultaneously, the greater sphere of influence that he can handle and manage.

And you could have a near infinity of influence and your next-door neighbor could have a near infinity of influence and you'd never bump into each other. See, that's a theoretical thing, but something which you explore when you get up into the upper ranges and it's much more easily understood because it is understanding itself. All right.

Exteriorization, then, brings about a rise in tone. Where it brings about a drop in tone, it hasn't occurred. Got it? Something is awfully wrong here where we start getting a drop in tone. We say to somebody, "Be three feet back of your head" and he feels terrible, he feels griefy, he feels upset and so forth.

He has exteriorized-now, get this very slippy logic here-he has exteriorized on your determinism and he's probably just a little bit more of a slave than he was an instant before. We're simply moving this guy around the universe, you see? We've made a pawn out of him. He doesn't like this.

We banged him out of his head. He must have been in such condition that he could be banged out of his head simply by your action and intention. And then we banged him out of his head and he all of a sudden finds himself out there on the auditor's action and intention. Whew! And he realizes this: Instead of an operating thing which occasionally did have power of choice, he now has no power of choice. So he feels sad about the whole thing.

He's out. He can't get in. He feels he couldn't move in and out at will and so forth, so he feels sad. How would you repair this individual? You really don't have to. He'll bang back in the second that you stop holding him out. See, he's on the slavery band. You say, "Well, end of session." and zoom. He'll either be confused as to where he's supposed to go or what he's supposed to do or the body-determinism in the thing will simply pull him in. But he is the thing, he is moved by other things. He is the piece of steel that we could move over to the right or move over to the left or move up or down and it would stay where we put it, you see?

Now, if we really banged him out of his head and we said, "You will stay now back of your head three feet, you will be unable to return into it," he probably would for quite a while until the spell wore off. And, man, would he feel horrible, because we've done something else: We have apparently exteriorized him from his head, but we have interiorized him into our control and command. And we haven't exteriorized him, you see, on an individualized basis. We have further complicated his interiorization. We've practically, really, put him in our bank. See, that's kind of the way he feels about the whole thing.

So the simple mechanical action of moving in and out of things is not the totality of exteriorization and interiorization. You could move a fellow out of an army and into an industry and you would have accomplished, you think, an exteriorization.
Supposing you moved him into the industry as a total slave, whereas at least he'd been a sergeant in the army-would have gone downscale. He finds himself more a slave in this new position than he was in, in the old position and so he's unhappy about it. He would rather have been in the earlier trap. See? And you have people, then, mourning and moaning around about the earlier trap, and almost the entire subject of regret on a low-toned look is nostalgia about the earlier trap since one evidently had more power of choice in the earlier trap than he has in the trap he is now in.

So the motion of-this isn't slippery logic, you can see this very clearly-the motion of an individual out of something is not necessarily exteriorizing him. We have to look what we're moving him out of, into. See? What did we put him into when he came out of.

And the new "into" can be more of a trap than the old "out of." And this is the entire mechanism behind revolutions. Freedom! Libertad, fraternidad, equalidad, drink Coca-Cola! And we move a populace out of some era of justice into an era of greater slavery because of less justice. We move them out of merely incompetent management into maliciously incompetent management.

So we don't ever really move anybody anyplace with force and duress or other-determinism. They have to have a power of choice about the whole thing.

Now, one of the early processes of exteriorization still remains-one of the better processes. You merely ask a fellow, "What is exteriorization?" "Well, that's real good, that's fine, that's fine." "Now, what is exteriorization? Now, you tell me, to you, what is exteriorization? What do you suppose exteriorization is? What does it mean?" "Good."

"Now, what is exteriorization?" "Fine."

"Now, what is exteriorization?" "Good. That's swell."

"Now, what is exteriorization?"

He starts making up his power of choice on the subject of exteriorization. And this remains to date one of the more successful methods of exteriorizing somebody.

Interesting, isn't it? One of the more successful methods of exteriorizing somebody-by definition. We just keep asking him the question, he keeps answering it. He keeps making up his mind what it is.

Now, if we wanted a total on the thing and to help him a little bit, we could ask him also what it is not. "Now, could you tell me what exteriorization isn't?" See? We could run one side of it flat and then run the other side of it flat. What is it? What isn't it? Getting this thing really established, you know, get it really established.

You'd never get a chance to get a totality-never get a chance to get a totality of understood definition on his part, because he would come out of his head before he had the subject more than scratched. Five, ten hours of this, something on that order, and he'd all of a sudden be out of his head.
Why? We're giving him the choice of definition. We're giving him the liberty to establish an understanding. See? What is it? And he keeps saying so-and-so and it's so-and-so and it's so-and-so and it's so-and-so. And it's so-and-so and it's so-and-so.
Now, we could also start in on it and, "It's not so-and-so. No, it's not so-and-so. No, it's not being in something." He's liable to stick on that one because he'll stick on its opposite. "It's not being in something. And then, come to think about it, it might be in something if it were out of something else. But really it's not out of something else, you know," and he gets himself going zzzzz, booh, zzzzz. And he starts straightening this thing up in his mind. It's not this and it's not that. It is this and it is that.
You're establishing his power of choice by establishing his power of considering-almost practically the same thing and he can consider it's anything.

After a while, if you were to run this real flat, he would start to give you silly answers. It's this, that and the other thing. But don't mistake the silly-answer harmonic which occurs earlier for the later freedom. Before he's out of his head, he's liable to start giving you silly answers.

Now, when the fellow said-you say, "What is exteriorization?"

And he says, "It's moving out of your head."

And you say, "Well, that's very fine. Now, what is exteriorization?"

He says, "It's moving out of your head."
"Now, what is exteriorization?"

And he says, "It's moving out of your head."

And you say, "What is exteriorization?"

"It's moving out of your head."

Actually, you'll go on out of ARC with him. He'll start downscale after a while. He's talking about a conviction. He is convinced that this is what exteriorization is and he will have gone out of session if he keeps giving you a repetitive answer. So you must discuss this matter with him. Enter into two-way communication on going out of your head,see.

The truth of the matter is, if you enter enough two-way communication into the matter, why, he will discover practically the totality of the system of exteriorization, see, one way or the other.

But you regain to him his power of choice over this matter.
Now, it's one thing to quote something and another thing to know something. And if you were to audit a Scientologist, he would tell you the acceptable answers of the group and then he would start to dream these things up on his own and they would be entirely different tones. See, which is he doing? And we'd discuss whether he was doing it or not.

Therefore, processing by definition directly rehabilitates the power of choice. And therefore, it's good processing-very good processing.

Well, we look over the entire subject of exteriorization-interiorization and we find that there are various mechanisms which occur at the same time. And one of these mechanisms is A and one is R and one is C. And the C as-ises and the R establishes and the A is the consideration of how far, how near.

And these three things must be kept in view. We exercise or act on the communication. The reality of the situation is something he has usually been taught to avoid. See, he's been taught to avoid the real thing. "Am I really in my head? Well, I really shouldn't think about that. Hah. You know, I really better not know about that. It's not a subject I want to take up." And so we ask the fellow-if we ask the fellow, "Where are you?" or "Where are you not?" or something like this, he's liable to rebel a bit against establishing himself, any way, shape or form. He knows this is kind of dangerous.

Let's look at this. Let's look at this-this business of change in the individual-the change of mass, change of position. These things are time-are liable to build another time track.

Well, why are we liable to build another time track? We're liable to build another time track if his power of choice is destroyed thereby.

So, we have people walking out here in the street and, as far as he's concerned, they're

interiorized. They're doing this or that. See? And he feels that to stay in there with any idea of a game at all, well, he'll have to do this or that, too. Otherwise, he's liable to fly straight out of agreement with them and off their time track.

So, they're moving in certain patterns so, therefore, in order to continue on their time strata, he feels he should move on certain patterns.
He has lost his power of choice where other people and thinkingnesses are concerned. You see this? Hence, we get these Other People processes. That's fabulously important to auditing, because they return the power of choice to agree or not to agree with the people in the society where the individual lives. To agree or not to agree, that is the question. To be or not to be is too shallow to be considered.

And as we spot them-people, people, people, people-all he's doing there is looking. People, people, people, people-he's saying, "Well, [mumble], what do you know. Maybe I can be in agreement with some of these people, [mumble]" Spot, spot, spot, spot, spot.

After a while, we start asking him, "Now, a person out there you're separate from." "Another person you're separate from." "Another person you're separate from." We're letting him unlook. We're letting him turn away slighdy from all these comparative things. We're letting him unlook at the situation. We're saying, "Separate from, separate from, separate from." We might as well be saying, "Unlook, unlook, unlook."

And he says, "I can look at them or not look at them, as the case may be. How interesting."

And now we go into a higher level of postulate: things he doesn't know about them. And we knock out the mechanical skid that keeps him into an unknowingness about the

situation, so that eventually he loses his compulsion to stay in an unknown strata which is also a known strata with regard to other people and his environment. And we return his power of choice over not-knowing.
He can know or not-know at will which says, of course, then, that he can affinity, reality and communicate or not affinity, reality, communicate at will. Because "know" stands as a postulate or consideration which becomes the ARC Triangle.

So when we rehabilitate the ability to know or not to know, as the case may be, we rehabilitate, of course, the ability to communicate or not to communicate, as the case may be. So therefore, you could separate off that strata and go out of communication with the past and other things.
We rehabilitate affinity: he can like or not like, as the case may be. He can consider this real or not real, as the case may be. He can consider it's there or not there, as the case may be, if we rehabilitate the power to know or not to know.

Now, let's take perception. Perception contains at least fifty-seven different channels, such as sight, sound, hearing-as a specialized reaction to sound, which is registering and understanding it-smelling, tactile, so forth. We could rack these up and find out that all of these perceptions together, considered as individuations, actually add up to one thing: systems of knowingness.
Perceiving in any way, shape or form, brings about a system of knowingness. And a system is always clumsier than a fact. An ability to create a system is greater than an ability to utilize a system. Creation is always above this level.

So the individual, each one on his own, has created some kind of a system on this. People have systems for remembering, of all things. They have systems for forgetting. Well, they have systems of looking and systems of not looking, systems of smelling and systems of not smelling, systems of hearing and systems of not hearing-completely aside from the mechanical idea of perceiving or not perceiving, you see?
Boy, do they get complicated! The body has a system for looking and not looking and then a system on that system. For instance, an eyelid-close and open-is a system for looking and not looking, see? To see or not see: shut/open. It's worse than that. You get down a litde lower, you get a more complicated system. And the system is to be conscious or not to be conscious. It's a more complicated system of looking and not looking or knowing and not-knowing, see?

All kinds of complexities enter into this. People drink or take dope or not drink and not take dope in order to turn on and off their perceptions.

Now, this is the doggonedest thing you ever saw in your life, because this is certainly a massive system. This has gears and wheels; it has vias and blueprints. The reaction of the body to port-"The reaction of my body to port wine is so-and-so and so-and-so. And therefore, by taking a glass of port wine, I can establish knowingness or unknowingness, perceivingness or unperceivingness, see? I can establish this at will."

Some people will tell you, "Well now, port wine," (it isn't a consistent pattern) "port wine makes me less alert and makes me more comfortable and less aware and less critical of my fellows. It makes me feel much better. And so therefore, I have a system of not perceiving called port wine."

Another fellow says, "Port wine makes me alert and keen and much more able to perceive deeply into the middle of problems and so forth. And, thus, I have a system called port wine."

Here's a great oddity, is once we get away from the simplicity of look and not look, we then drop into such things as eyelids, open or shut. And then drop into such things as eyes in good shape, eyes in bad shape. And then drop into such things as unconsciousness or consciousness, degrees of, via various systems.

We don't any longer postulate, "I'm conscious of it. I'm not conscious of it." We have to have a gear shift and chutes and baskets and all kinds of things by which port wine will go into the stomach and then it affects the neurons and comes back sideways and then I adjust this and then I adjust that and then I adjust something else. And now that I've adjusted that something else, then, all of a sudden, we get a better or a worse perception.

And, of course, this gives us a better or worse knowingness. And it's all very complicated. And the more complicated we make it, the less certainly it is occurring.

As we remove the power of choice from the individual, we replace it with systems which bring it about. So in order to reach individuals by processing and return their power of choice, we have systems. But they're, each time, the system just above his power of choice which then regains to him a certain amount of his power of choice and knocks out a certain amount of system. And then we go up and knock out just a little more system and give him just a little more ability to do this.
Now, there's a process-give you a more accurate idea of this-there's a process known as Unspotting which is a gorgeous process. It's perfect. It works beautifully. Nothing wrong with this process at all, except it tears people's eyeballs out and does interesting things, see-directly addressed to perception and goes like this: We unspot-"Unspot that person." "Unspot that chair." The fellow looks at it and then consciously makes a consideration that he's not going to look at it and he goes zip-looks away. And he's consciously going to look at this door now and then he's going to unspot the door-looks away. You make him make the postulate, "I'm now going to unspot the door." Bang! We've added a little action into it and the energy masses which move around are too gruesome to behold.

It's one of these processes which, "Well, we always have that, you know." His eyesight doesn't improve and we've decided he's only going to have another hour and a half or two hours in processing and we take him out and make him unspot. See, we're going to change his eyesight, that I guarantee you. You're also liable to change his face masses and all kinds of other things and practically unmock him.

But I can guarantee you'll get a change of eyesight, because we're taking over the automaticity of unlookingness. He's looking at the door and then some kind of a machine makes him stop looking at the door-some sort of a system makes him stop looking at the door, see?

Now, we look over here and some sort of a machine makes him stop looking at the wall. Looking at things, you see, is usually a little bit in one's power of choice, although it can get automatic, too. One only looks at those things which attracts one's attention. Well, that's kind of an automaticity.

But the first one to disappear, as we know very well from SOP 8-C, Opening Procedure, is letting go. And that goes on automatic first. One lets go automatically first. Now, he makes the consideration to let go and that's all in SOP 8-C, see? "Make up your mind to let go and let go." "Make up your mind to let go and let go."

Well, we could also put into that level a little higher level than this: "Now, make up your mind to unspot it and unspot it." See? "Make up your mind to unlook and unlook." Rip! Crash! This machinery-old-time machinery will start going back into action again because it's so long gone that an individual fixates.

The entire problem of fixation is the problem of deterioration of automatic machinery which unfixes one. He once had a machine which unfixed him. "You know, if I find myself looking at Medusa's head, I have a machine over here which says, 'Whirr, Click!' and I'm no longer looking at Medusa's head.

"If I am looking at anything dangerous which is going to hurt me, this machine will monitor it, measure it and take my glance away."

After a while, we go walking through life and we see something and then we unsee it on an automatic basis. And then the automaticity starts to go by the boards because it's an untended machine. It has no power of choice in it. It's just like a slave, you know? And a slave goes downscale to a point of where he'll inhibit the very thing he was supposed to do.

And so it starts bogging it. It doesn't any longer take one's attention off of things and one gets afterimages. And the entire system of afterimages is the system of breakdown of the automatic unlooker.

Therefore, the engram itself is authored by an automatic unlooker gone wrong. If one's automatic looker breaks down, one will then have pictures-image pictures.

Now, of course, one can always simply start mocking-up image pictures and take over that automaticity of creation, but the basic mechanism that we're fighting really isn't that mechanism. The basic mechanism we're fighting is a broken-down unlooker. So we take over the function of unlooking. You follow me? We take over the function of unlooking-unspotting. Got it? Hm?

There's a law that runs through all of auditing, is: That which the preclear has on automatic is dispensed with by making the preclear do it. And we can put anything that is on automatic back onto conscious volition. No, it's not necessarily true you should put everything in the preclear back onto conscious volition and you certainly shouldn't put everything in the body back onto conscious volition-such as breathing exercises. They've usually brought about asthma by putting the individual into conscious volition of what should be an automaticity: breathing. Do you want to spend the rest of your time saying, "Now I breathe; now I don't breathe; now I breathe; now I don't. .. Now I unbreathe; now I breathe."

You don't take apart automatic machinery either unless the preclear has regained his ability to create it-two little provisos that come along there.

That's why unlookingness is such a fantastically rough process on some preclears, because they don't have the ability to set something on automatic. They've lost that and you come along and tear apart the machine by making him unspot, unspot, unspot. And it's very rough and you'll certainly change his eyes. But you're liable to leave him going down the street in a state of fixation.
He'll forget to say, "Unlook at the bus" and, therefore, will carry an afterimage of the bus. Even after he's turned his head away, he'll have pictures of the bus. And he'll wonder, "Why is the picture of the bus going down the street. I didn't have facsimiles around; everything was nice and black. And it was nice and black and comfortable and everything and now, all of a sudden, my nights are made horrible by buses running up and down, here and there" and so on, you see? There was no unlooker at work.

Now, you could unhear or unsmell in similar fashion. Now, this is not the perfect remedy for no perception. The remedy for no perception lies in the field of choice to know, choice not to know, because one perceives simply as a system to know. Any perception is a system of knowing. And one had to, before he wanted to unperceive, he had to postulate that he didn't know, since it's impossible for a thetan not to know unless he says so.

So, unknowing is unperceiving. So we have to rehabilitate, any way we can, his ability to unknow and know at will. And there we're liable to take over an awful lot of automaticities of one kind or another. But at the same time, they're low machine order and we're putting the individual way up. We're rehabilitating his ability to know or not-know at will.
It is more important for an individual to know how to forget than how to remember. More important. The first thing he regains is how to forget-that he should regain, that you'll see him do a big resurgence: he can start to forget at will.
Well, that's the third postulate. Let's take the first postulate and rehabilitate that-not to know. And he will cease to be troubled with afterimages and all kinds of things. Terrific mechanical rehabilitation takes place in the individual simply by getting him to know or not to know, as the case may be. And that, of course, will take care of, to agree or not to agree, as the case may be.

to cooperate with you at all, because he knows-the one thing he knows: in order to have any kind of activity at all, he's got to stay in solid agreement with all these people. And there are all these people and so he's got to practice looking at them and not-knowing about them. And he's got to practice them not-knowing about him or knowing about him.

And it's all done by having them not-know about him. And all of a sudden he gets off compulsive knowingness, obsessive not-knowingness. And having gotten off of these two things, his power of choice is then most swiftly established.
But this process is sometimes a little high for preclears. Sometimes just establishing rudiments of auditing is a little high for preclears. But we can always catch them in rudiments or in spotting people or in Separateness enough so they will eventually be able to exercise the facility to know or not to know, as the case may be.

You got that now?

Audience: Mm-hm. Yes.

All right. Thank you very much.
Thank you. Thank you.
Then we get, as this part of the cycle, recurrent depression, which is an inhibition of work. And here, this recurrent inhibition of work brings about a state of mind on the part of the society that work is not available. You understand that they are below the level of invent, however. And a depression is simply that state into which a society sinks where work has been inhibited to such a degree that it has lost the power to invent work.





As we look over this break-apart of the whole, we look at this consecutive Curiosity-Desire-Enforce-Inhibit cycle taking place. And each time it's a deeper and deeper interiorization- more interiorized.





There's really no place to go then except just a bunch of items, individuations without much power of choice, just sort of drifting. That's the bottom: "impossible to communicate one with another."





It sounds sort of like you'd go upscale to a point of where everybody is the same sphere of influence or everybody is in everybody else's sphere of influence, but this doesn't happen. Space at this point becomes infinite.





But he looks around and, as far as he's concerned, everybody else is in his head and he is bound by the agreement of reality. It's another interesting point. That's why a society does not change easily from one thing to another thing and why a revolution always changes it minutely indeed. Scatters the rubble a little bit further, is about all a revolution does. Therefore, the use of force, therefore, really doesn't change a psyche.





But if you haven't brought him out of agree or not agree, as the case may be, as you find in Level One of modern processing, you're going to have somebody completely unwilling








