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Axiom 51

A lecture given by L. Ron Hubbard
on the 26 March 1955
Okay. I'm real glad to see you here today. I've been hoping that we could make it more than once a week on these. They've been loading me up lately with pcs and so forth. And then I've had various construction problems – the HASI has a couple of pieces of property which we're going to unload one of these days and I've been trying to put them into shape.

One of the more interesting aspects of existence was pointed up in Ability magazine, the editor of which is sitting back there trying to look innocent. You couldn't possibly edit Ability and be innocent, [laughter] And in an article in there it says, "Never do one thing at a time." That's right. Never do one thing at a time.

So much so that I have seriously considered, very seriously considered – on HASI staff, aside for some clerical assistance – of putting everybody on the staff in an auditing position, you see. And let them spend half their time auditing and half their time doing other things.

It's quite interesting because it lets things continue to be real. You take somebody who sits down in some sort of a secondhand state of mind, he's guiding, maybe, a ledger or something like this. And they're just figures, they don't mean anything, they aren't doing anything for anybody. And he starts auditing, he starts getting some successes, you know.

You know, this fellow comes in – Homo sapiens, you know, standard, comes in. Comm lag. Comm lag. Total absence of person. Auditor takes him, straightens him around and makes the guy so he can function again.

He could go back to this set of ledgers with some reality as to what they represent. They represent the wherewithal by which an awful lot of people can get a much better crack at existence than they've ever had before.

So this diabolical plot has been sitting in the back of my mind: to put everybody on staff on at least one auditing assignment per week. That's diabolical, isn't it? But as I say, they have a tendency to forget what we're doing.

Well, what are we doing here today?

I want to talk to you today about communication.

Communicating about communicating is a thetan aware of being aware. Right? A lot of people go around and communicate. And a lot of people know they are communicating.

[sound of plane overhead] If the army would just get off the sky for a moment, we would continue. All kidding aside, I love the army. General staff, though, is on the wrong side of the guns, [laughter]

Now, the thetan aware of being aware is accomplishing a considerable trick. And this was easily the most baffling thing that was confronted in the field of the mind: aware of being aware.

Think this over for a moment – you will discover that an individual who is not aware of being aware is, well, probably a cat. A cat isn't aware of being aware, he's merely aware. He sees a wall, he says, "Huh." See? "Wall." It never occurs to him – . "Hey, what do you know! Here I am standing here looking at this wall!" Got the idea?

These two different thoughts, two different orders of magnitude, two different orders of intelligence and two distinctly different capabilities.

Now, everybody knew that the mind could not be solved – if we mean by "everybody," people who are not aware of being aware. You see that?

A person had to be aware of being aware before he could think about thinking. See? Quite a trick, thinking about thinking. But if you're aware of being aware, it's very, very easy to think about thinking. But if you just say, "Huh. Textbook." You know. "Now-I-will-go-to-the-class-and-talk-to-the-students." You know? Guy isn't aware of being aware. He isn't aware he's instructing anybody – he's just, you know, instructing. It's an interesting state of mind. And you have psychology!

Now, I'm not trying to take a rap at psychology, because I never kick a thing when it's dead. It's a principle of mine. You hurt your foot.

But thinking about thinking is what you have to do when you audit a preclear. You're thinking about thinking. Therefore, you look with some astonishment at people who simply could not conceive of sitting there doing something for somebody else's wits. See? There are people around that couldn't conceive of this. It's utterly impossible. Those are psychiatrists. It's utterly impossible to really do something for somebody else's wits, see?

What are they up against? Just exactly what are they up against? They cannot conceive of being aware of being aware, you see? And they can only conceive of just this one point: aware, you know? They say, "Let's see, I'm sitting here and just to think," you see, "is too rough for me to handle, much less thinking about somebody else's thinkingness."

You get these two stages? Therefore, there are many people who couldn't possibly become auditors. There are many of them. There's nothing baffling about this. If an individual simply starts to work in this field at all, he will immediately have passed the primary test: you must be aware of being aware. Otherwise you wouldn't be aware that anything could be done about awareness, you see?

Well, now let's look at the other side of it. An individual who is simply aware has no slightest idea that there could be anything changeable – good, bad, indifferent, right, wrong – about awareness. You see that? A person who isn't aware of being aware could then not conceive that there were any real values connected with awareness, see? They would go through some sort of a pattern response, a social thing. They have heard somebody say, "I feel good today," you see. So they say this, "I feel good today." They are not aware of whether or not they are or are not feeling good except, in a dim sort of a way, they know they are not physically troubled by anything.

And this accounts for this tremendously interesting case that you will run into every now and then who will look at you with bright purple eyes and, you know, "Duh, duh, duhn." They are haunted day and night by nightmares and phobias and they sit down and they know they can't eat the food, because it's got air molecules on it. (We had one of these recently. That's an actual little phobia that a patient of ours had. He couldn't eat food, because it had air molecules on it.) And they just go through this, you know.

And you come up and ask them, "How are you?" you say. And they say, "I'm fine." You say, '"I'm fine . ..'?" This person has just gotten through having a fit, has just this moment been jumping up and down because of the huge boa constrictor that just jumped off the Rexall drug counter at him, and you say, "How are you?" and he says, "I'm fine."

Well, this would utterly baffle you if you could not, in thinking about thinking, also conceive that there are things and beings who cannot think about thinking. You see? Hey, this person isn't thinking about thinking. This person is simply giving you a social response.

Now that, in essence, by the way, is the criminal. That is the lunatic. That is the person who is causing an enormous amount of domestic or commercial difficulty in some field. They are not aware of anybody else's awareness either, see? Not only are they not aware of their own awareness, they're simply emoting.

Kleptomaniac sees something lying there. Something, unbeknownst to him – he would never even be able to ponder on the source of it – says, "Hand. Pick up. Must have. Pocket." See?

Now we arrest this man. And we say, "We are going to send you to jail. In fact, we are going to turn the key."

And this fellow says, "I've been victimized." See? "They're all against me and I've been victimized because I didn't do anything." And that's true, he didn't.

Inaction of mind is the total crime. See, the guy simply acts, he simply emotes, he has no criteria of action or emotion. None.

Now, where we see a psychiatrist lug some poor psycho up and lay him on an electric-shock machine table and pour the juice to him, we're seeing what? We're seeing a dramatization of the physical universe, which – if it has any conviction – is convinced that what you need is more juice.

And what happens is a very simple thing. The psychiatrist is not aware of anyone else's awareness. And you, in trying to adjudicate in fields of mental healing, are too prone to consider that you are looking at duplicates of your own abilities. And you are not. If you just figure what a cat would do with the psychotic, you see? How aware, actually, would the cat be of the psychosis of somebody?

Well, let's change it to a parrot. And and let's teach the parrot a lot of difficult words which are not co-related in any way with a physical or mental condition. And we would have this kind of action that he sees a patient and he'd say, "Oh, electric shock," you know? "We've done our job."

Now, you can become very baffled, you can become completely baffled in trying to talk to these people if you do not know this trick about awareness of awareness, you see? We don't know this, why then, they look like idiots or something, who are simply refusing to think, as far as we're concerned.

But we conceive that they could, if they would. And there is where we make our mistake.

See, we're saying, "Listen, you. Why the devil don't you think about this for a moment?"

I've gone into a sanitarium, I talked to a psychiatrist, I've said, "Why do you electric shock these patients?"

I had one psychiatrist, one time, tell me, he said, "Why don't you keep records of what you are doing?"

And I said, "Well, we do."

"Well, you don't keep records like we do." And he said, "Now, look at these records." And it says date of the shock, this, that, so on and so on and by whom and how many readings on what machine. And we're all set. Gives no after-reaction of the patient.

I looked over these records and was polite. It's a good thing when you're around some insensate being to be polite, because you make sudden moves and they have sudden reactions. And a lot of them mistake you for a patient, which psychiatrists do all the time. Anybody that gives them a bad time is a patient.

All right. Here we have this psychiatrist telling me that this was a scientific set of records. And when I challenged this and asked him what he had ever learned from an analysis of these records, he looked straight at me and said that he had learned conclusively that patients who were not electric shocked left the sanitarium, uniformly, three weeks earlier than patients who were electric shocked.

You know, you just feel the gears throw out a fine spray of teeth when you hear something like this. And I said, "Well then – what is your procedure, then, if you know this about electric shock?"

"Well, I'll have you know that it's a rule of this sanitarium that if a person isn't electric shocked in this sanitarium, he can't be retained here. We're not going to have anything to do with people who can't be electric shocked. Everybody who comes in here is electric shocked."

Well, I backed up and I said, "You've just told me that people who were not electric shocked here are discharged three weeks earlier, on an average, than people who are electric shocked. Now, why do you still electric shock people?"

And he looked at me utterly thunderstruck and he said, "You are questioning the procedure of this sanitarium." See? Just gung.

Now, this same psychiatrist – under a little Dianometric processing, as far as I was concerned – was actually incapable, utterly incapable, of being aware of any mental state of any kind.

"Yes," you say, "but the man is a psychiatrist." This is – "What goes on here?"

Oh, he isn't aware of any mental state of any kind whatsoever. He calls them all physical states and physical objects and is not aware that there is any mental characteristic involved. The behavior pattern which he observes is the behavior pattern of a machine. He looks at a patient and tells you then that his medulla oblongata is short-circuited into his tibia. Get the idea? And therefore his behavior pattern is so-and-so and so-and-so.

We had all this nonsense in that very interesting field of general semantics where it's the cortisone yap-yap that goes rudygud on the whupwhup. You get the idea?

What is this but no-responsibility, no-responsibility? But higher than that, what is it but unawareness of being aware?

If every characteristic is a machine characteristic, then we have this picture: We have an awareness machine behavior – an awareness of machine behavior. Do you see that as distinct from being aware, different than being aware of being aware, see? Being aware of being aware. Being aware that somebody else can think, that somebody else can emote, that they can create, that they can make postulates, that they can communicate. See, that is one level.

Now, let's take a look at the other level and we see that the individual could conceive that if there is gas in the tank, the engine turns over and makes the wheels go around, you see?

A psychiatrist has no more in his indoctrination, in his training, he has no more concept of any of these upper-level awarenesses. He has the concept, totally, in his textbooks of the behavior of part A scraping against part B. You got the idea? In other words, aware of mechanical action or aware of biological action, but not aware of being aware.

Now, the next time you read in the paper, as you do routinely and ordinarily, the next time you read in the paper about "medical science" (we don't know what that is, by the way – science is an organized field of knowledge, by definition), "medical science brings hope to whopwhop sufferers. New miracle drug when squirted into eighteen patients only killed ten."

You say, "How in the name of, can they fail – that somewhere, somehow, without any looking, making, thinking or responsibility of their own – are they going to mine it out of the ground or take it out of the liver of a shark and find some sort of compound here which by putting it in a little vial and going whssst, everything will now be all right? How can they think like this?"

Well, they think like this if they are only aware of a machine reaction and not aware of being aware.

Now I hope, if you take a look at that, some comprehension of these mental and medical practices will take place. Because otherwise, you're liable to go along simply being dismayed and outraged.

The state of being outraged comes about when one observes a joke but doesn't get the point. You see that? There has to be a missing point for a state of outrage to take place.

So that if we look over here at all these things as a vast mystery against which we should protest, against which we should scream loudly and so forth, it must be that we haven't seen the joke. It just must be.

Well, the point of the joke right there is that here, you're looking at somebody who is capable of being aware of a machine instead of aware of awareness.

Now, let's look at it the other way. Let's take this in the field of communication. Many people communicate. Many, many people communicate without being aware that they are communicating. In fact, most of the communication you run into is done on this basis.

Communication. Fellow goes down the street and he says, "How are you, Joe? How are you, Bill? How's everything? How's everything getting along?" so on. And nine-tenths of the time when Bill says, "Well, I feel okay," we have no registry of this fact. You see? He says, "How are you?" "How are you, Bill?" let's say. He says, "How are you, Bill?"

And Bill says, "Well, I feel pretty good." This is a return communication. And he is not aware of Bill's having communicated. He just thinks the environment does this all the time, see? There is no intentional communication. You see this as different? So this person can get dismayed about communication because of this: he knows that communication goes on, that there's no responsibility for it and he just talks and other people talk at him and they just talk.

And he says to his wife, "How are you this evening, dear?" and she doesn't answer. And he goes on and he starts to read the paper and he says, "Well, how are you this evening?" She doesn't answer.

And something is wrong with the environment – maybe it's the piano, maybe that needs tuning. Maybe the heat isn't on right. Maybe – maybe something disagreed with him at supper and then, quite unreasonably, a half an hour later, will become very angry with his wife. He doesn't know why – he has no alertness as to the causation connected with and surrounding the circumstances.

In other words, he's a sort of a talking machine that somebody (God or somebody) not him, put the record on – needle on the platter – You see that? He's a talking machine. He's going through life and somewhere way back on the track, somebody picked up the head of the phonograph and put the needle on the record and then everything goes along all right. And he knows very well – if he really thought it over, only he doesn't – that everybody else is in this condition, too. His record started running, everybody else's record started running and you know, we all have communication and so on. And we get old after a while and blow away. This is the way it is. Some people talk too much – well, he knows what that is – somebody has got two records on there. Some people talk too little – they've got a crack in their record. But there's no intention to communicate on other people's part or on his own part. You got that?

And that's right there with this awareness of being a machine or, you might say, awareness of the operation of a machine – the awareness of action or of mechanical parts – goes right along with simple awareness of communication. Sort of – the individual every once in a while stands back and realizes he's talking. He realizes he's been talking for some time. He says, "Well, you know, I've been talking too long. I'll shut up now." That's as close as he gets, see, to being aware of communicating.

Fantastic, utterly fantastic when you think it over, that you would be guilty of an error which is simply this error. Your bafflement about life stems from having made the error that all those life units with whom you have been associated or surrounded were aware of being aware like you are, see? You're aware that you're aware of things. You're aware that somebody else can think or feel. Otherwise you wouldn't want to be trained as an auditor. See that? You must be, just by natural selection, you might say – you're here! You must be aware that other people can be aware, otherwise you'd never be interested in that.

Also, you must be aware of being aware yourself, otherwise you'd never be interested at all in straightening out anything that might be cross-wired in your mind. Get the idea?

All right. And you feel, then, if you're like this – you being worse off, naturally, than anybody else, you being in much worse shape than other people, it follows – then there's something incredible about your relationship with other people, see? Must be something wrong with you because they don't emote or alert along these lines. And they are a bafflement to you. So here you sit, studying Scientology. Scientology is a very nice thing to have to study. I'm very glad to have it myself. I am. Very definitely.

But here is your bafflement: the difference between being aware of aware and the difference between merely being aware. And the people who have baffled you and who have very often seemed very superior to you, who have seemed utterly overwhelming to you, have simply been incomprehensible. And the only reason they have been incomprehensible is because they were not aware of being aware.

If they'd been aware of being aware, they would have taken your reactions and thoughts into account and wouldn't have baffled you. It's just as easy as that. They were not aware that you were aware of anything but the mechanical motion of your arm. That was their idea of you. And this wasn't you. So we didn't get a duplication on this communication line. All right. It's of the greatest simplicity.

Then, your bafflement of why you don't completely parallel off and match up with others also goes along right with this: you, most of the time, are aware of an intention to communicate. You see? "I will communicate," you know, that sort of thing.

You say, "But, gee whiz, Joe!" You know? And you sit back and you say, "As soon as he gets through with that, I'm going to tell him a couple of things," you know. You have an intention about communication. And you also know when you're talking and when you're not talking.
 Now, you think that would be a pretty low-grade level of awareness, isn't it? The guy who is aware of talking when he's talking. You'd say, "Well, holy rrnnnn, the guy must be a zombie if he's not aware he's talking when he's talking."

Well, think of this: How many people are aware of listening when they're listening? Well, just as many people are aware of talking when they're talking. And that's not very many.

Now, you've all possibly had the experience of meeting some old fellow or some lady with whom it was very pleasant to converse. Any one of you can think of somebody like this. It was pleasant to converse with this person.

It was very easy to talk to them, to lay out your views. And a lot of people have found you rather easy to talk to, same way, you see?

Why?

This person was aware that you were aware and had an intention of communicating when they communicated. They had an intention of listening when they listened. The intention was there. All right.

As we get, then, all of these people around us having no intention with regard to this but just going on communicating, no intention about listening but just going on listening, we've what? We've lost a major section of the Communication Formula, which includes Attention and Intention, see? They talk without any intention of talking. Once in a while it dimly comes through to them that they've said something they "shouldn't ought to have said," you know? "Somebody in this room has said something – well, let it go." You know? Bang-up – just that alert.

Because when people have talked to you and you have felt out of communication with them – although ordinarily in talking to people you didn't feel out of communication with them – but you talk to somebody and you felt out of communication with this person, there's just this thing that's missing: their intention to communicate is not there and they are not aware of communicating. So they have no intention to communication.

And you, outraged, look at all this outflow of sound or something and you feel something is missing here. And not being able to find it in their heads – not being there – you figure it must be in yours, which is a reasonable assumption. You see this? All right.

So any person with whom you have had any difficulty in communicating at ail – any person with whom you've had difficulty in communicating – has been well below optimum on communication intention. See, their communication intention was poor.

Now, why all this? Why am I telling you all this? Well, I'm sneaking up on you.

Communication and postulates, by Axiom 51 in The Creation of Human Ability, can change anything. You see this now? Postulates and a live communication can change MEST or minds or conditions or persistence or anything. Those two things can with no faintest liability, no liability connected with changing anything by postulate or a live communication. There is no liability. All right.

There is a liability – you can get away with it and it'll lie there as a sleeper for a while, you can square things around every now and then (if you're real slippy about it) and you'll still get a persistence – whenever you try to change MEST with MEST. You can get away with this. You can go on. As a matter of fact, that's the game. It's an impossible thing, but we go on trying to get away with this impossible thing: we change MEST with MEST, Now the changing of MEST with MEST is impossible.

Why? Because somewhere, somehow, there's always going to be a persistence of the condition which one sought to change and you can trace this down with the greatest of ease. Sometimes you've run an engram on somebody and you say, "Well, we certainly got rid of that engram." And you went down the street with the chronic somatic the other guy had, gently nibbling at you. Restimulation is simply the persistence resulting from trying to change MEST with MEST.

The prize fighter who finally winds up punch-drunk is not punch-drunk from the blows he has received. He is punch-drunk from the blows he has given. He's tried to change the upright condition of the other boxer. And he, at length, is asleep on his feet while he's standing up. He tried to change the level of awareness of his fellow boxer. And although he's still aware, he is now unaware. He's got both sides of the change and that's being punch-drunk. He should be lying on the canvas looking at the birds twitter. He's not, he's walking around.

Why did this come about? He was changing MEST with MEST. So he got a persistence and a confusion of condition.

We could also put confusion in there with great legality and say, "Whenever you try to change MEST with MEST, you will get a persistence and a confusion – some slight degree." But you get a persistence of any condition you try to change with MEST alone.

Well, what does change MEST then? Postulates and a live communication change MEST.

Then how can an individual possibly get into a bad state of mind? Look at all the people he has to talk to. Look at all the people he has to talk to! Look at all the people there are to talk to him!

Well, if this stuff called communication as-ises MEST (which it does), if it as-ises conditions, if it blows things to glory, then nobody could possibly get in trouble, because he's surrounded by people who are willing to communicate – and he himself is willing to communicate, so obviously he can't possibly have a chronic somatic. See, he can't have. Therefore there can't possibly be anybody in the whole world who has any need of Scientology. Nobody needs Scientology, obviously. Look at all the communication there is. Turn on your radio. Turn on your television. Go down and talk to Joe. Go over and talk to Bill. Walk up a street – you have the need of some communication – knock on the door at random of some dwelling.

If the person, to whom you were communicating was aware of being aware, it is perfectly true that your chitter-chat with them would alleviate the way you felt. And the longer you talked to them, the better you'd feel.

Well, what if the reverse happens? The longer you talked to them, the worse you feel. Hm? What if that happens? Well, very simple. Very simple. It must mean that somebody around there isn't communicating.

If communication is demonstrably this all – powerful solvent which reaches to any level of case and if there's all this communication in the world, then nobody could be sick. There couldn't be any of these persisting, unwanted conditions.

So we must conclude that it all isn't communication. We must conclude that when the announcer steps up to his little microphone and says, "Drink Bitty-Witty soap powder, the only soap powder that contains a set of dishes in every granule," it must be he doesn't have much of an intention to communicate. This is true, he doesn't have much intention to communicate.

In the earlier days when he was hotter, why is it that people would listen to somebody like Lowell Thomas and feel real fine as having heard a broadcast of something? They didn't reply to him unless they wrote him a letter or something of this sort, but the man did have an intention of communicating.

Up until the last ten or fifteen years of his reign, King Roosevelt the First had some intention of communicating to the populace. And as poor as it was, it was still better than anybody else had anything to offer. He was competing, if you remember, with Amos 'n Andy and all other kinds of programs.

Speaking of Amos 'n Andy, there's another oddity. Why did the US hang on the loudspeaker? Well, those guys sure had an intention to communicate and they wrote their show while it was being performed. They never went in with a prepared script. As the years rolled along, they started to use prepared scripts. They were just reading words after that and they lost their popularity. All right.

We're not saying that communication has to be new and original. We're not saying it has to be highly spontaneous or impulsive or anything. We don't even have to say – it doesn't have to be alive and vibrant and quivering. Listen, a woman sitting on a park bench crying, who intended to communicate that crying, is doing more communication than probably the other half of the people in the town. See?

A real communication at any level of the Tone Scale would still communicate. There is no liability of being at some level of the Tone Scale with a communication. This is the difference between somebody getting – who is in pretty good shape – getting mad and somebody simply being in the anger band.

Intention, direction of communication. The person who's in pretty good shape and gets mad is generally very effective with his anger because he has an intention and he has a direction with the anger. You get the idea? It would actually be better to talk to somebody who was in good shape, who was mad, than somebody who was on a manic Tone 4. You got the idea? One is communication; the other isn't communication.

So we get this little problem which you as an auditor had certainly very well better assimilate and establish: What is communication?

Well, communication is just that formula – we define a live communication as being real sure we have a live form involved in it. But it has two live forms and it has Distance and it has Duplication, it has Intention and it has Attention. And this is communication. When it has all of these parts, why, it's all right.

But let's look at this word intention, which is basically what I'm talking to you about today, and we discover that the intention to communicate – when omitted from the Communication Formula – just lets a lot of words to take place. The intention of communicating. You see how this is? Intention. Direction.
Now, very often we'll run some preclear on some Communication Process. We'll have this preclear say, "Give me some things you could say to your mama."

And the preclear says, "Oh, how are you, dear?" "How are you, George?" and "How are you, Bill?"

And if we just let him give us these and we didn't check further into it – if he was in real rough condition – we would discover that there was no intention there on Mama's part as he gives us these words, to communicate to him. Got that?

So there's a little sleeper traveling along here in Communication Processing. And you will be as successful with Communication Processing as you know this little factor about intention. Is there a live form? Has the individual a concept of a live form there? When these "Okays" are being given to him by the mythical person, are they actually intended for him? Or is Mama (when she says, "Okay") over here facing the wall or is she saying it to the ceiling or is she just saying, "Okay," no intention to say "okay" to anything? You got that?

We have to be very alert to this fact. Otherwise Communication Processing, as wonderful a tool as it is, will become simply so much dust.

We have, then, this with which we are confronted: that communication is the universal solvent. It's just as much a universal solvent as any potion that was ever dreamed up in a laboratory.

Let's go further on this and let's say we have here, sitting over here, a big ridge. Let's say we've got this great big ridge here, see? All right. Let's try to get rid of the ridge with knives. Let's try to throw it off into the garbage can or let's try to get rid of it by putting a bigger ridge there. Let's try to get rid of it by doing this, that and the other thing. There will be some slight success to all of these things – some slight success. But we'll still get the persistence of the basic thing which the ridge was – the idea of a ridge.

And we see our patient in a few days and he's thinking about this ridge now. And he's talking more about the ridge than he was before. Huh! Well, we didn't get rid of the ridge, did we?

All right. Now let's take this ridge and let's just take the crudest thing we could do – real crude. Here's a ridge. We have the individual put alive form – you see, now, it doesn't have to have mass – life doesn't have mass. Here we have this now, over here, life does not have anything but a live form or idea. See this? So we don't have to have a mock-up. But we could let the individual put a mock-up there, see? It doesn't matter if we did this. Live form here, live form here – here's the ridge, all right, right between them. And we have the first live form say "Hello," but remember, to the second live form. See? An intention of saying "Hello," of greeting this other live form.

When a person is stuck in symbols, he is letting the words perform the intention of the communication: the word "hello" contains the intention of greeting somebody and it doesn't. The only thing which can intend to greet somebody is not a word out of the dictionary or the spelling book, but it is another live form.

All right. We have a live form on this side of the ridge, a live form on this side of the ridge. First live form says "Hello" with the intention of saying "Hello" and greeting the other live form (direction). And the second live form now has the intention of saying "Hello" and says it back to the first live form. And the first one says "Hello" to the second live form. And the second live form says "Hello" to the first live form. Back and forth. Bang, bang, bang, bang, bang!

Where's the ridge?

Black magic! Utter black magic.

You could probably have somebody put a live form in front of his head and a live form back of his head and if he kept that long enough and maintained the intention and his attention in the processing, he'd wind up without a head. He'd feel, probably – his body would feel better for it, which is the oddity.
We are proposed one of the most confounding enigmas in the world. And nearly everything we do with Communication Processing, although it will pass through batches of somatics, improves the case, as long as it is communication. Intention, Attention, Distance, Duplication, live forms. All right.

Now, if this is the case – if this is the case and we always better with communication and all communication does is actually perform an almost mechanical as-ising of any mass to which it's addressed – we are left with the conclusion that a thetan is just being difficult when he says, "Anything is better than nothing. I must have mass." He must be just being difficult. But he works that way. And we have to remember in Remedy of Havingness that he feels this way. So we give him mass.

But at the same time in order to keep him in possession of this mass, we would also have to eliminate a certain amount of communication, because the communication addressed to his mass would throw it away.

It would take a long time to do it that way, to disintegrate mass just with two live forms and "Hello" and "Hello." There are faster ways of doing it, a little more specific.

But here we have a universal solvent which, actually, doesn't wind anybody up in the soup. There we are. It's wonderful stuff, the total function of which is as-ising – nonpersistence. Of course, nonpersistence of what? Not of life, but of MEST. The nonpersistence of MEST. Therefore, it must to some degree, resolve time. It would inevitably resolve time if it resolved mass. And the funny part of it is that it doesn't have to be done under a cloud in the dark of the moon on Psychiatrist Friday. Doesn't have to be. There's nothing connected with it except a couple of live forms banging away at each other. "Hello, hello, hello, hello, hello, hello, hello, hello," each with the intention of greeting. Life can't help but survive. It's MEST that has a hard time. All right.

There couldn't be anybody sick anyplace if there were people communicating. But also there couldn't be undesirable masses if people were communicating.

How do these masses which are desirable persist in the face of communication? Mock them up. Postulates. Simple as that, you see? You don't have to have a mechanical, automatic persistence of MEST objects around you. If you need the side table, mock it up and put your drink down on it.

I'm not saying that your universe would be as solid as the physical universe or, perhaps, as observable to somebody, but you can certainly have one.

Now, where we have communication, we do not get a persistence of MEST. And if the thing which everybody is fighting is a persistence of MEST, which is apparently true, counteracted with the fact that they're evidently hungry for some, which is evidently true, we certainly have an interesting game.

But there's one liability to playing games that you can't end. Did you ever think of it being a slight liability in playing a game that you can't end? It's cute. It finally ends you, doesn't it? It'd have to. You would venture upon this game that can't end, so therefore, the end of the game would come about with your end, not the game's end. And that's kind of the way this universe has gotten rolling.

Well, all of a sudden, incredibly enough, in the year after Dianetics 1955! you have this incredible thing showing up, this horrible, fantastic thing: that

you can end the game without getting ended yourself. In other words, you could end any game that you don't want to play.

Now, if you think of your cycles-of-action on the whole track – the spirals and other things – if you think of these as games which you didn't end but which ended you, if you think of your association with this person or that, this school or that, this club or that, as games which you began and which ended you, we'll see that we've gotten quite a reversal all the way along the line.

We met this girl named Agnes and this girl was fine up until the moment when she ran away with the chauffeur or something of the sort. You get the idea? That's a game we didn't end, somebody else ended it.

And a guy has a tendency to hang up on those games. Why? Because a game when it tries to end one, doesn't end one with communication: it ends one by changing MEST. So we get a persistence of that. See? Here's a fellow going along and he's playing the game called war and a bullet hits him. He gets a nice persistence – very, very neat persistence of this.

And you start to run him and he's got a facsimile. He's got a past death or something of this sort, suddenly shows up. Why has he got a facsimile? Because he wanted one? Not necessarily. It's because the game ended him. See, MEST changed him. He didn't change and there was no communication, really, involved in the whole proceeding.

You'll find any serious engram, if you explore it a little bit – just before it or just after it – is held in suspense by a repression of communication. An engram cannot persist in the absence of communication.

I remember, one time, I was running a past death on a preclear. And the preclear was tied to a tree being speared by horsemen for sport. And we thought this was an awfully interesting engram and we ran it, but it just didn't release, didn't release. Until we just went just a little bit earlier and we found out that the reason they made this person a target is because the horsemen wanted information from this person and this person didn't give. And this little interchange there at the beginning was totally what was wrong with the engram. It wasn't being speared against trees. It was repressing communication.

So every place we repress this universal solvent, it doesn't solve. Anytime we say this universal solvent mustn't be, then nothing solves. When we say communication mustn't exist, we certainly get a persistence of MEST.
 All right. As we look over these various factors, we look over the importance of communication, we should be able to take a good solid evaluation of existence and break Mankind down into two categories, not of equal sizes. And the one category would be what we call below 2.0 on the Tone Scale and that category dislikes communication – doesn't want communication, dislikes it. Communication: the motto of that section from 2.0 down, is – as they go deeper and deeper, it becomes more all and everything, see – but it starts down and it says, "There are many varieties of communication which are no good." That's immediately below 2.0 and then there are more and more and more and more and he goes on down the Tone Scale until communication is totally bad.

And the other group would be the group from 2.0 up. And we would get the behavior on the Tone Scale just on this basis: they are, less and less, as they go upscale, inclined to believe that communication is bad and more and more inclined to believe in and use communication as something good.

You'd find somebody at about 8.0, you'd probably get into an argument if you tried to convince him that there were a lot of real bad things about communication.

The only person whose universe you're gummed up in is the person who believed communication was bad, because there was no solvent present. Do you see that? So you can get gummed up in somebody's universe and interiorized and mixed up and so forth. You got a persistence of MEST because the communication was absent. You see how this would be then?

Where communication was present, you got no aberration. Where communication was absent, you got aberration. It's as simple as that.

It's not necessarily true that you have to go into communication with everything at all times because it takes, if you're in good shape, darn little communication to knock out anything. You could even mock-up the communication yourself and it still works. It's fabulous business.

So we have reached another turning of the leaf in the history of Dianetics and Scientology on the very crystal-clear establishment of the fact that the solvent for MEST for which we have been searching, which is usable and workable on any and all grades of case with whom any communication can be accomplished at all, is communication. And the handling and usages of communication are the basic skills of the auditor. We've solved this problem. And with this piece of information, we do not now have an unsolvable case.

Well, thank you very much. 


