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RECLAIMING THE SELF: 

creating and maintaining personal reality – an alternative view 

Bill Carey

 It seems to be widely accepted in our society that "destiny" is somehow shaping our existence and that there is nothing we can do about it. We are told that, since we are destiny's pawns, it is futile for us to think that we can - or should - take individual responsibility for who we are or what we do.

There is another option to accepting this admittedly seductive counsel. If we accept that we are self-determined beings, we can open the way to the restoration of fully functional existence and thereby the recovery of personal autonomy. The method involves revisiting, reevaluating and finally taking responsibility for all of our agreements with our cultural milieu - past, present and future. 

What follows is a personal account of the conclusions I have drawn from following such a path, as well as some suggestions for others who may wish to do likewise.

 Over twenty-five years ago, as I entered middle age, I realized that for the first time in my life I could no longer depend on others to "look after" me; that is, to make my decisions for me. I could no longer merely be the effect of others' decisions. I finally fully understood that I, and only I, was ultimately responsible for my life. Like many others of my generation it had not up to that time occurred to me that, rather than the development of my life depending on the decisions of others, who I am, where I am and what I am doing is solely my responsibility. When I fully integrated that concept, which in real time occurred very quickly, I turned a corner in my mind.

 In essence, I realized that at an elemental level I had been working from a fundamental hypothesis, from which all else flowed. My basic hypothesis was, "I'm somebody else's problem." Change occurred for me when that postulate was rejected; that is, when I fully accepted that I - and only I - am responsible for my behaviour at any instant. Further, I understood that my reality (which I define as how I process and interpret my sensory input at any moment) is my own construct; it not imposed by others. Implicit in this was the concurrent acceptance of responsibility for the whole of my self. I then understood that it is not necessary for me to prove anything to anyone or to seek the agreement of others in order to validate my existence.

 Once I realized I was responsible for my life -- past and future -- my entire suite of past agreements, as well as the decisions which stemmed from those agreements, were available for review and modification. I then elected, in order to expedite the process, not to recall specific instances of agreement, but only to modify my agreement. In effect, I suspended all agreement for a time, then selectively evaluated and reincorporated by agreement that which was useful and discarded that which was not.

 Moving from the known to the unknown (and for me this was unknown territory) was frightening. But I quickly learned that its benefits infinitely outweigh its hazards. While it looked from one side like stepping off a cliff, it became from the other side a new, novel, useful, and in my case, irreversible way of apprehending reality and concurrently reconstructing the self. That is, the understanding that personal reality is self-defined became a construct with which I could restore full functionality.

 I characterize the creation of personal reality as follows: each of us selects out from a chaotic sensorium those inputs and constructs which we deem useful, however we may define "useful". Furthermore, the selection process is self-determined, just as is the definition of useful. Finally, selection and definition remain arbitrary and voluntary, although our culture seeks to coerce agreement with the cultural consensus.

 In my view, differentiating sensory input is the first step in individuation, which the dictionary defines as, "the process by which individuals in society become differentiated from one another." I have come to understand this process to be the creation of a personal reality. Social psychology, however, defines this activity as "socialization"; that is, the way the self learns how to interact with its social surroundings. This definition presumes that something called the "self" is always present; and, moreover, that the self, at some early point in the development of personality, learns how to function effectively within its parent society through assimilation of that society's definition of its physical and cultural environment. I have learned - experientially - that the process begins much earlier than this. Indeed, individuation; that is, the creation of selfhood, begins at the instant one begins to differentiate sensory input; that is, at some point before birth.

 The paradox is that individuation, by definition, sets limits upon the self. However, it is an essential survival mechanism, since without learned differentiation all would remain perceptual chaos. John Locke's notion of the infant mind as a tabula rasa, a clean slate, is a useful simile: individuation begins by one’s agreement to delimit a limited specturm of input from that chaos. This primal agreement has been called "the decision to become human". The creation of personality is initiated by the "awareness of being aware." At that instant the self begins. However, here is where the simile fails. Rather than the self being somehow written by the impingement of the sensorium, all else after that instant is overlay. As such it can be removed, modified or, if one so wishes, replaced.

 To reiterate: perceptual input remains chaotic, and meaning is not inherent in our perception of our environment. Rather, meaning is assigned only after it is learned. That is, our culture prompts us to invest a culturally defined definition of what our sensory input is signalling through an act of cognition. Prior to our agreement with these meanings, or labels, sensory input remains undifferentiated.

 In my experience the ability to experience undifferentiated input, and to respond noncognitively, remains available and can be accessed in a number of ways. For example, one can experience this on a selective basis by removing the cultural definition, or, more concisely, the referent suite, from a word by continued repetition. This exercise demonstrates at least two useful concepts. First, at some point during the continued repetition of a randomly selected word, one will become aware that the sound previously assigned the label, "word" is now just another sound. Content of the sound; that is, its "meaning," has been removed. It is now undifferentiated input, inducing no cognitive response.

 Initial reaction to this realization is usually some degree of panic as the self scrambles to reassign meaning. At this point it is useful to become aware of how personal meaning is assigned. Simply becoming aware of this mechanism will confirm that meaning is in fact assigned to the sounds we call "words": meaning is not inherent in the sound.

 Furthermore, reflecting upon why a particular meaning, as well as an emotional valence, has been assigned to the word in question can provide insight into the influences which impinged upon the self at the time that meaning was assigned.

 Once this is understood it will eventually become obvious that the assignment of personal meaning is not limited to words, but to all sensory input, ordering perceptual chaos according to societally agreed upon parameters. Thus the content previously assigned can be removed on a nonselective basis from all stimuli -- sound, light, gravity, temperature, and even time -- while still remaining aware of these inputs. Alpha state consciousness, achieved through meditation, or volitionally through systematic relaxation (and automatically just before falling asleep) is a convenient medium for this experience.

 Essentially, while one remains aware of the sensorium, nothing is labelled. If in this state the self applies a label to anything, normal consciousness resumes, almost with a snap, and often with regret, since this condition of relaxed, undifferentiated awareness is extremely refreshing: one is at the point of infinite potential. The moment one once again permits the mind to delimit existence through its insistence upon taxonomy, a finite reality -- that is, the logical construct of that taxonomy -- is once again actualized. With practise, however, it is not difficult to decide to remove cognitive labelling and thus rehabilitate one's potentiality whenever and for however long one wishes to do so.

 What, then, is the role of agreement?

 I am now convinced that agreement, whether it be the consensus of two or of a million, creates reality. The psychologist Harry Stack Sullivan suggested that how we decide to behave in a given situation involves our analysis of the interaction of several people, all but one of whom may be imaginary. Thus agreement with oneself can also effectively create reality. There are, certainly, personal as well as environmental constraints. Few individuals or societies, however, test the constraint envelope, since it's infinitely easier to accept a societal (or personal) definition of limits. All too often we are coerced into agreeing to that assignment by our culture, creating what others have termed consensual reality. Once again: personal reality is created from chaos by the assignment of meaning.

 Each of us creates our own reality -- piece by piece and bit by bit. Whenever we find a bit of another's personal reality to be useful and/or appealing we incorporate it; that is, we agree with it. Thus does a collective, consensual reality emerge. And thus, if someone is able to adequately articulate his own reality and is able, therefore, to convince others of the utility and/or appeal of a bit of it, do one’s heroes emerge. Yet the only reality inhering in anything is that which we each, individually and personally, assign to it.

 This is not to say that something that we call, for instance, "table," exists only because of our agreement, but rather that our agreement to label a particular matrix of sensory input "table," and to act toward that matrix accordingly, is an arbitrary investment of meaning and purpose within the societal consensus. Further, this investment of meaning and purpose by agreement is not limited to tangible objects, but also to beliefs, attitudes, emotions and opinions; that is, to our entire perceptual and emotional sensorium.

 An important, perhaps primary, way in which society imposes consensus is by exploiting childrens' fear of being alone, through withholding agreement with any of childhood's non-consensual output. Since an infant is incapable of surviving alone, this is a powerful tool to enforce society's version of reality. Children then grow to adulthood, still deeply convinced that to survive they must not be alone, and if they disagree, they will become alone. It's not easy to break this chain, but it can be broken. However, breaking the chain by self-integration; that is, by the realization that each of us creates and refines our reality, remains an active, not a passive, process. It is a function of the self, not a result of effort by others, no matter how well-meaning that effort might be.

 Our usual response to a new situation is to repeat as closely as possible our last successful response to what we perceive to have been a similar situation in our past. These "stock" responses can be compared to clothing in our psychological closet. Extending the simile, the reconfiguration of personal reality can be perceived as cleaning out one's closet of clothes which no longer fit, thus rehabilitating spontaneity. However, in my closet I'm the only one who really knows what fits and what doesn't. Others may suggest, and give well-meaning advice, but I'm the only one who can open the door and discard what I now know to be useless.

 Fully functional existence is, and will always remain, self-determined. That is, all is available; however, one can (and will) freely choose, or freely elect not to choose, components of one's selfhood which may or may not be fully functionalized. The choice is always there. Insofar as manifesting behaviour which may be deemed by others to be dysfunctional is concerned, I repeat: it's a free, non-confluent choice, once it is realized that acceptance of responsibility for the self forgoes confluence. As a self-determined being, I freely choose my behaviour, without undue regard of the value judgements imposed by others. That being said, however, choice of behaviour which one understands to be self- or societally-destructive is contradictory to full functionality.

 As I now understand my own experience, the process of reconfiguring my reality, and thus rehabilitating my functionality, was not so much a picking and choosing of bits and pieces from a number of spiritual and philosophical writers in order to create my own personal viewpoint, but rather the other way around. Once I had grasped what was for me the pivotal concept that personal reality is created by the self, together with all the other correlatives deriving from this fundamental insight, I began to discover elements in other disciplines which I recognized as congruent with my own viewpoint. Prior to that time these elements were invisible to me, thus giving new meaning to St. Paul's remark that "the scales fell from my eyes", the obvious metaphor for what I've just described. If it is accepted that one's reality is one's own personal creation it will be immediately obvious that one really only "sees" what one is looking for.

 And this would seem to be the basis of "scientific method," which operates as follows: an hypothesis is enunciated ("Perhaps the following is true. . . ."), then data is procured through experiments designed to prove the hypothesis is not false or, in statistical terms, that "the null hypothesis is rejected." The experimenter can then declare, with full societal approval, that since he has "proved" his hypothesis not to be false, it must be true. That is, scientific method requires that the experiment be designed only to prove that which is a priori assumed to be true is not false.

 In much the same way, convinced devotees within each of the various religions, philosophies, and cults tend to have the same relatively narrow view of truth, and go to great lengths to construct and disseminate involved "do it yourself" procedures designed to show others the way to immutable truth. This, I think, is the basis for much of the presumed necessity for the complicated rituals and specialized vocabularies which pervade New Age philosophies, certain cults, as well as all established religions, be they Eastern or Western.

 Nevertheless, there are always those who say that, if you do thus-and-such, you will be saved, or that the only way of describing "how things work" is their way. These are sure signs of somebody who has gotten stuck in some aspect of "power" he's found he can access. Others are convinced that crystals, pyramids, statues of the saints, or the viscera of chickens possess certain inherent powers. Depending upon the charisma of whoever originally assigned the "powers" we utilize to an object, or class of objects, certain of these things become more widely accepted than others.

 It's worthwhile to remember, however, that those powers, like meaning, are assigned by the self; they are not somehow inherent, fixed and immutable. Over time they become part of the conventional wisdom, and we tend to think of them as intrinsic to the object.

 In my view, however, everything works; that is, the power we invest in any of these things, the significance we assign, tends to assist in "giving oneself permission" to be aware of aspects of oneself -- one's abilities -- hitherto ignored or more likely denied. I'm not convinced of any intrinsic power inhering in any of these artifacts existing independently of the observer.

 Stress-reduction trainers, when teaching breathing exercises, say things like, "Give yourself the permission to relax. . . Be aware of what it feels like to relax. . ." They also speak of "concentrated awareness" when dealing with specific muscle groups. Recalling the lessons learned from voluntary transiting between cognitive and noncognitive response and applying those lessons to our perception of sensory stimuli, it is not unreasonable to suggest that this concept of concentrated awareness can be extended to the ability to focus on -- to be aware of -- anything, including any and all of one's own organs, physiological processes or other heretofore unrecognized abilities. It can easily be surmised what can be done with that ability, once one gives oneself permission to do so.

 My realization that concentrated awareness could be focused on whatever I wished, when I gave myself permission to do so, was a part of my "turning the corner", mentioned earlier. It resulted in, among other things, my experiencing a phenomenon that I can only describe as contacting; that is, becoming absolutely, viscerally aware of all the pain in the world. Living with that, and learning how to switch it on and off was, I later realized, a tutorial in the stewardship of what some writers have called power: I learned that any ability can be invoked at will.

 That is, I understand, a bald, unrelenting and terrifying statement. As is the experience. However, I was fortunate in having heard a comment by Ram Dass regarding his own experience with the mantram, "Om Mane Padme Hum." Briefly, during a time when he was repeating the mantram as a meditative exercise, he suddenly heard a chorus of excruciatingly bass voices (which he imitates in an impossible mutation of his own normal voice) chanting the mantram. He got very excited, and went to his guru to tell him of this enormous revelation which had been vouchsafed to him. His guru said, in effect, "Don't worry about it. You just joined the 'OM car.' [That is, everyone who has ever chanted this mantram]. It's nothing to worry about -- it happens all the time."

 In my own case, I had only joined the Pain car. "It's nothing to worry about -- it happens all the time." Thus reassured, I began to understand the dynamics of "power". The only way I can describe the mechanics of this is to say that the key, if there is a key, lies in allowing oneself to access and to exercise one's inherent, or built-in, abilities -- to become aware.

 If one wishes to access hitherto unavailable abilities, so be it. What one does with those abilities is another question. While each ability can have its own utility, all carry certain caveats in their use, the most important of which is that manifesting an ability, or "power", is the easiest way to lock oneself into a less than fully functional state. In the '60s this was accurately, although inadvertently, described as getting off on a power trip.

 A story is told about a Zen master and a Hindu guru, who were walking together along a riverbank and decided to visit a nearby island. "Let’s walk to the island," said the guru. "Why not take the ferry?" suggested the Zen master. "Because," said the guru, "I’ve spent twenty years learning to walk on water." "Why take twenty years learning to walk on water," asked the master, "when you can take a ferry for a penny?" Thus the remainder of the key is usually to eschew the invocation of an ability.

 [All of that being said, it is useful to remember that Shakespeare's Glendower asserts that "I can call spirits from the vasty deep." To which a sceptical Hotspur answers, "Why, so can I, or so can any man. But will they come?"] 

The message in all that I have said so far is this: each of us is, when all is said and done, alone. That is, we are ultimately constrained by the meaning we have invested in our perceptions. The parameters of our constraints are unique to each of us, since no one assigns precisely the same meaning, even to a shared event. The immediate corollary to this is, however, that since meaning is not somehow inherent, but rather only a system of self-assigned labels, we remain free to change the labels if we so choose. Nonetheless, since it is impossible to totally agree on any meaning, we still remain essentially alone.

 I once dreamt that I was building a house, and that the concrete foundation was completed. The plate had been installed on the top of the foundation, preparatory to putting up the exterior walls. As I began to erect the walls, however, a disintegrative entity appeared, and the foundation began to sink. I soon discovered that if I thought in a disciplined way about the foundation, I was able to bring it back to proper grade. But then the entity would then assault some other aspect of the reality I was in, and I would have to focus on that aspect in order to maintain it.

 In this way I learned that, in order to maintain everything simultaneously, I had to be aware of everything -- if my awareness slacked, the entity would attack the neglected part. At first this required considerable effort, but with practice it became easier. This is, of course, an allegory of how we each maintain our own personal reality -- by remaining aware, at some level or another, of each of its components at all times.

 Another person who came to realize the nature of personal reality as I have outlined it (but who did so long before I did), said this about that realization:

 What is the total structure of a man? You are, within yourself, the world. You are, within yourself, the space-time continuum. You asked me, "Was there a difference"? There probably was. I made my world different. I changed it.

 So have I, and so can anyone. 

Return to "A New Reality"
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  Twelve of us are in the second-floor offices our group had rented near the University.  As in earlier meetings, we're sitting at a long table, drinking coffee, talking about what we'd been doing, what had worked for someone, what hadn't worked for someone else.  When N enters the room,  it's clear to everyone that a great change has come about.  As he joins us at the table, he begins to speak and, as one of us hurries to set up a tape recorder, Tom takes some hasty notes.  What follows is verbatim from those notes.  N is speaking: 

I estimate one week to clear all postulates, two weeks to repair old injuries -- in two weeks I will feel much better.  I must eliminate the toxins of a lifetime.

 I am using many efforts now, to move, to think, to breathe, to rehabilitate control centers.  I'm conscious of all these, and of all my musculature.

 My major goals, in order, are to withdraw;

 to go to the stars -- not necessarily by means of spaceships;

and to gain complete control of my adaptation of MEST to myself.

I have a split-second perception of the actuality of time -- there is a red-hotness, a bubbling...

 basic cause... time is static.

I feel like a localized entity, with self-constructed tensions and balances.

 I can dissolve what has been done with raw purpose from this MEST.

The sensations of MEST and THETA are two different sensations.

I have two types of perception -- sight, hearing, feeling, etc., as localized tensions.  If I coordinate these [two types] I perceive the entire universe of MEST.  There is also a web-like communication system.  THETA?  Dunno.

 I perceive a certain slanted lattice-like structure.  It is the essence of motion.

 and then the tape transcript begins:

Let’s try the experiment, as soon as Don sits down. 

Don: Let’s see how this records… would you say a couple of words? 

Abracadabra and gobble-honk [laughter] 

Tom: Prime, hmmm? 

Yeah – with a dirty mustache at that. That was the day I broke the back. You didn’t see me then – I wore a mustache – an adolescent periwig – […pause…] 

All right, let's try the experiment. Everyone close their eyes.

 Your object is to isolate yourself in space, isolate yourself in time, isolate yourself from the influences of energy. Now to do this, you have to listen to my voice. There's no counter-effort against you, only your effort to isolate yourself. Now you have to align your desire, your dynamics, along with what I tell you to do. [...pause...] I assume all of you are doing this.

 Now attempt to feel the something inside your skull, an idea of a vibration— a moving, living, motion— something vibrating. It's like a tiniest whisper that exists throughout the universe. It's a perfect, coordinated metric system. It's a higher level than sense perceptions. It has to do with the key— Now keep trying.

 There's no counter-effort present, no counter-emotion. Your efforts are all directed toward this particular understanding. Don't go back in your past history. Stay up in present time. [...pause...] 

All right. Let's all open your eyes, now. Does anyone get the same idea, any type of perceptic whatsoever? Any feeling of motion?

 Pat: A concept.... 

Tom: Definite feeling of that vibratory motion, but not localized. 

Pat: I got the same here. I couldn't tell whether it was my blood stream, or muscles, or my imagination, or what the hell it was.... 

Well, it does exist. In any case, I feel that this is the basic manipulator, the lever by which we, as human beings, after our decision to become human, manipulate matter, energy, space and time. Along these lines of ebb and flow, of wax and wane, of cause and effect, we bring about the corruption and alteration of matter, energy, space and time into our local bodies, and we continue it.... Everything else is mostly chaotic.

 What is not the result of life is, as far as we are concerned, chaos— at my present level of understanding. If there is a directional purpose for non-life "matter" as such, I don't know of it. Now this ties in with the idea that MEST, as such, is no such thing. By virtue of theta existence, MEST is brought into being, when and if desired. Thus how do we create a building? How do we create a rock? How do we create the sun? I don't know yet.

 Gene: Then the material universe, as such, was created by theta? 

Definitely. At the moment I would say so.

 Gene: Do you place a beginning, in the sense of a point in time? 

There's no such— it's meaningless.

 Tom: What about galactic dynamics?

 It's actually a higher life form, in some ways.

 Pat: What? 

Galactic dynamics.

 Tom: You've seen pictures of the spiral galaxies.... 

Um-hmm. He's talking about the production of nebulae, the production of worlds and suns, destruction, grouping, forming, collections of energies, directions. I would say, off-hand— I can make a very good analogy— these things are higher life forms. But they're beyond our understanding at the moment. But again....

 I have a whole new world to explore....

 Now one of the major problems with which I have wrest, and have achieved some solution, is what to do with my own central activities and my environment. My basic purpose is, again, to withdraw. You consider this, now and in the future. What shall I do in the— near future? Perfectly normal. I shall knock off as many responsibilities as I possibly can.

 Tom: Do you have any more knowledge bearing on what we were talking about a couple of months ago? 

Self-coordination of protein?

 Tom: No. On the international situation. 

No. Static. The same. The situation hasn't altered. I told you I thought it would. To the best of my knowledge at the moment, it is reasonably the same, and you can expect similar predictions, and the—acme—of predictions will arrive in a very short time. The crisis that I spoke of is past.

 Tom: Well? 

That's enough.

 Tom: No, I didn't mean, "Well, is there more?" I meant, "Was it well?" 

I would say, it is neither. War is a very amoral institution. It doesn't decide anything— it goes nowhere— has no goal.

 Pat: How about a brief summary of your awareness levels? 

Well, physically, they extend all the way down to my bones, and they seem to want to extend below that. Now, by concentration of effort, I can go down below that level to a crystalline level, which is a new concept. I think protoplasm, as such, is a pseudo-crystalline structure and I can sense this. I cannot truly sense a molecular level or an atomic level.

 Gene: This pseudo-crystalline— is that structure? 

There are localized nuclei that tend to stay in the same position with time, at a reasonably static [location? ed.]. They can grow, by deposition, in protoplasm. Possibly this might be a way of acquiring energy for motion.

 Gene: Are there any planes involved in these crystals? 

Yes. They have some of the crystalline laws but it is strictly in a pseudo-sense: they have no hardness in that sense. They do have dimensionality. They do have local nuclei.

 Gene: Does it have any direct connection with the framework, as an external or internal phenomenon, that you were speaking of? 

No, it does not.

 How long can you people maintain sustained communication? Very long? How many minutes? How many seconds? How many minutes can you communicate in present time?

 Tom: With whom? 

With anyone.

 Tom: I'd say about twenty-five minutes.

 Pat: That's a hell of lot longer than I could! 

I have to learn a new technique, a new skill.... I feel very good about you all. Personally— everyone in the room— about the group...[pause]…Even the poor psychotics.

 I feel that if I wanted to, I could generate affinity in almost a pure form. I can certainly communicate my reality to you up to a limited degree— but it is so new to me, give me time, please, to find out what happened to myself. I feel an intense desire to laugh and laugh and laugh. Howl!

 Gene: As a physical manifestation of what? 

I don't know, frankly. Relief?

 Pat: Now this key you were talking about— This throbbing concept for conveying— Does it have anything to do with the key to release things? 

It has to do with the direction of MEST. Alignment of purpose of MEST. In other words, the same. If I were to construct a lump of coal (it took MEST two hundred— twenty million years?) it might take me ten millionths, twenty millionths of a second, if I were to use the key. I can duplicate it. To duplicate an atom, instantaneously with time— possibly two or three millionths of a second as I know it. In other words, at will. The only inertia is the basic inertia of matter itself, which could mean my theta communication with it.

 Pat: Could I ask the group here some questions? 

Surely.

 Pat: What questions do you have, Sarah? 

Sarah: I don't have any— but I'm observing— thinking... 

Pat: Think of one — think of one — you may never have another opportunity! [laughter] 

Tom: He may withdraw! 

Gene: When we were attempting to carry out the directions, the perception of this key, or this point of contact between theta and MEST, I experienced a perception of something that was not in my head; however, it was not spatially coordinated but was simply outside of me. 

No. There's a lot of counter-emotion, counter-effort. There apparently are residual things in a room. One can sense past activities in here. Even before we were here— laughter and gaiety— and grief— they're actually still existing within the confines of this room.

 Pat: By the same token, then, you should be able to sense our emotions, counter-emotions, and so on. 

I can, to a large degree.

 Don: The question I have is--more data on communication--various parts of the body— what tends to block it? Processes you go through to unblock it? 

Very easy answer to that— very easy: self-determinism. I have answered your question. Pat has all the data you need.

 Pat: We're all going to search for something that will help us so that we won't have to help ourselves. 

Sarah: No, I want to help myself but I want to have the data to do it the fastest and the quickest way. 

Tom: May I jump my turn? 

Surely.

 Tom: Ummmm.... 

Incidentally, emotion is actually a volatile. I can bring it on, literally, if I care to. I can throw it away. I can sustain it, interrupt it, and so on.

 Tom: Do you remember how many hours you had of this type of processing? 

By myself, about twenty. With Pat, approximately thirty, counting all the times we've been together. Actually, he processed me continuously from the time he saw me until just recently.

 Pat: I'll start pushing buttons again hoping he'll process me.[laughter] 

The presence of an auditor with new knowledge is in itself a theta characteristic. Incidentally, I've learned something new: how to create.

 Pat: Yeah! Say, that's interesting. Go on! 

I can sum it up: in school I was taught how not to create. I have now learned how to use my thoughts in creating. It's a different sensation from thinking. I feel as if I were a receptacle. Theta itself is a creative purpose. Pure creation. Pure cause. If (by analogy) I present to theta the problem, as a receptacle I receive the answer, but the answer is pure concept. It may take, I would imagine, a thousandth of a second for the concept to arrive and depart. Now, at the moment, I have spread most of my attention over my time track [...pause...] and there are certain problems which will have to be resolved. And there are certain problems which will be presented as if I were a receptacle, again, so I have not only myself to draw on. I have an apparent higher stage. Now this higher stage may have been invented by myself. I don't think it was. I am in full communication with my nervous system so I'm quite certain it was not. There are certain residual postulates left over that might indicate a trend in that matter, but I'm reasonably certain--within approximately ninety-five percent--that they are not involved.

 But I am in communication with something else.

 Now, you've all had flashes of intuitive answers at some time in your existence, possibly in your childhood. The feeling of bursting light-- water thrown on you— warmth— sudden fire in your brain— awareness that occurs in a split second: that's the same sensation. But it's true creating. You have to unlearn how to think socially. You have to unlearn the stupidity of our educational system. You have to get back your own reality which was taken away from you by your teachers. You agree to it, of course, in order to communicate. In doing so, you lessened your ability to create. If you gain back your ability to create, you re-create your own reality, your own communication and you communicate with yourself— [...pause...] A marvelous sensation, to be able to do that.

 Tom: Creating sensations? Perceptions? 

No. Even ideas. One of my problems now is to raise my intelligence, by creating new nervous matter, as a new receptacle. I was told this couldn't be done— but I am proving that it can be.

 Pat: What relation does thought have to this system? 

Thought permits it to happen.

 Pat: About this concept that was presented— the individual is composed of counter-effort solely, which he uses as his effort. 

Quite true.

 Pat: Thought permits it to happen, from a static? 

It has to, by virtue of its intermingling with MEST. The individual is composed of counter-efforts of MEST itself, as a chaos.

 Pat: Oh, yeah. I follow you.

 Joe?

 Joe: Well, there are plenty of questions.... 

The best one you want to answer— if you, as it were, reintegrate yourself and come fully into the room.... Can you do that? Try? I don't think you're doing it yet.... Want to wait a while, hmmm?— We're willing to let you. [...pause...] I feel of all the people in the room that you are the one who would like to ask the most fundamental question.

 Joe: Yeah— it involves control centers. It's a very simple question and I've known for some time that I probably had the answer.... 

What about them? What do you want to know? I can tell you certain things, basically. You can atrophy them, isolate them, can even destroy them— you can amplify them, actually drive them crazy in a sense, in that they lose their ability to coordinate. Rehabilitation of control centers is done mostly by getting rid of the emotion connected with the destruction, atrophication, amplification of the control center. Any shock of MEST directed against your body tends to lessen control of the control center, if you permit it. Now why do you permit it at all? Because you want to agree. Because basically your goal is to get together with other pieces of theta. In doing so you agree to some of these things because you have conceived this is the way to do it. Thus you lessen control of your own control centers. You shift the control and you atrophy them. To rehabilitate them, run off the emotion connected with loss of control or atrophication of control, or overcontrol, which happens also. I think you'll have to get rid of quite a bit of counter-emotion before you do that— that you have accepted. Does that answer your question?

 Joe: That's it. Now— the question really is.... [...pause...] 

Yes?

 Joe: Well, the answer's right there.

 Harry: The only question I can ask and will probably know the answer to very shortly myself.... But you interested me with your statement of your ability to sense counter-emotion--as a practical one in auditing. 

I feel that I can easily analyze each case in the room. I feel— I give you this with a little regret— I don't like to feel, as a postulate of my own, that I should be this way— because of the affinity I have for all of you.

 Pat: Is this on the basis of counter-emotion only? 

Yes.

 Pat: Nothing else involved? 

No.

 Pat: O.K. with me. I told you which way I wanted to go. I don't want to know the analysis. I want to know— is this right? Or am I wasting time? 

Umm-hmm. It's right.

 Pat: (interrupting Tom) — Self-determinism. 

Tom: I keep digging deeper each time.... [laughter] 

Pat: I'm sorry, I apologize! 

You see, I'm in a very precarious position. I feel affinity and sympathy for all of you. That is to say, I can, and in fact I— desire— to help all of you. In doing so I lower my own tone. I raise yours. And the point is, how far can I lower it? How low can I let the water go, and still retain control of my own existence as such, and improve myself?

 Pat: My request is that you maintain your own control, and the hell with us. 

It's a very hard request— [...pause...] It's different now.

 Pat: I would prefer it— for myself.

 All right.

 Tom: Yeah. I was wondering.... I don't know just how to phrase it— you can sense the counter-emotion. I can—-feel—-how you can sense that, very well, and I had to make a terrific resolve not to be self-conscious about it. Can you sense purposes? 

Yes. Goals.

 Tom: Am I on the— right track? I don't know what it is— consciously.

 Yes. You are, basically. Your whole body, your very attitude, your manipulation of your body, your face, activities in past. Very definitely. Every person has his goals— no matter how atrophied they may be. And they still are expressed day by day, motion by motion, thought by thought, as in me. Of course there is an extreme beyond which I can't go. I seem to be able to sense goals, the purpose of your life, counter-emotion, counter-effort, from the standpoint of human counter-effort. Even basic desires seem to be expressed. You read a man's face as though it were a book. Really.

 Pat: Rough life, isn't it? 

Joe: Not at all. 

Sarah?

 Sarah: I haven't any questions. I'm just soaking things in. It hasn't got to the question stage yet. 

Now, very shortly, as you communicate these things that have occurred to other members, to other people, there will be inquiries— profound ones.

 Pat: The question is, what do you want to do about it? How do you want to handle the situation? 

Too many factors involved. It's too hard to predict. I'll have to wait a while.... [...pause...] Incidentally, the final step of all is the rehabilitation of your control centers. Once you've done that, you're over the hump, I assure you.

 Pat: I gathered that. 

I think the easiest way to do that, for the majority of you, is to run off your counter-emotion. Run it off thoroughly, completely. Again and again and again. I even think it's possible with certain individuals to progress toward complete, direct rehabilitation of the control centers. I think last night, when I shifted and finally balanced out those two control centers, I actually, literally hit the hump and went over it. The last mountain was crossed.

 Sarah: Am I correct in assuming that they should be equal? 

Yes. Now there is a purpose even beyond that. I feel that as soon as I get "finished" with my reliving, rehabilitation, that there will even be a higher control center. Now, this is only supposition on my part.

 Pat: Will this be in terms— supposition-wise— in terms of these two? 

Somehow they are knit together. Knitted— literally knitted. By pure communication. Incidentally, it hurts when you get your control centers balanced out. Definite— pain. Very definitely. It's amazing [...pause...] The emotion itself can sometimes be translated into pain if you've got enough apathy on it. Deep apathy apparently produces a certain amount of physical pain. [belches] But it is a different type of pain. It's a dull pain; not a sharp tearing of the cells or a change of their location. [...pause...] There's not enough communication in the room at the moment. Come on, boys, wake up! [laughter] 

Tom: Remember our multiple auditing? 

It works very nicely. I think it should be carried on further.

 Tom: What happens? 

I would say that as receptacles you train your sights, as it were, on a common denominator. An individual can be aided in rehabilitating his control centers. There is a definite sensation for the individual with multiple auditing. However, counter-emotion plays an extremely important part. It is the essence of the game. You can ruin or make the session with counter-emotion.

 Pat: Can I ask you for a scan of the session? From your point of view, what things did I do or not do which interfered with your processing? 

In the last session? Nothing.

 Pat: The session before? 

You very definitely interfered several times— by agreeing too much or suggesting too much.

 Pat: How about counter-emotion? 

It's good. Very definitely. Excellently done. You have high skill in that regard, as far as I'm concerned. For another case, you might not; in my case, you did.

 Gene: [inaudible] 

The word "why" I think is a very unfortunate semantic misconception. The mere conception itself is unfortunately unsemantic. There's no such thing as "why".... How? Yes. Purpose? Yes. What does a child mean when the child asks "why?"

 Pat: "How does it happen? 

How does it happen? What is its cause? How does it work that way? As an adult, what do you mean when you say "why"? You want several things. First of all, you want satisfaction. You want realignment of your own goals. You want sympathy. You want agreement. You want to be reassured that you are correct, and if you are incorrect, you want to erect your citadel so you can disagree with the verdict. That's "why" as an adult.

 Gene: [inaudible] 

The content of "how" is again bound up with cause and effect and goals— Wherever there's cause— there's always effect, but there's not necessarily effect by itself— it's antecedent to where there's always cause and effect. Now, again, take a child. A child is in itself a cause. It says, "Why?" The effect of the answer will modify the cause of the child— if the child accepts what it thinks to be a cause. Actually this is no cause at all. This is an effect.

 changing tape - some conversation lost

Pat: What I would like to do— I think this might be advisable— if everyone here would try to think of some damn stupid question somebody is going to ask him, and let's get 'em out. 

Get as wild as you can.

 Tom: Someone sent me a paper about theta perceptics. What would you say about "theta critters"? 

I don't know yet. That's a genuine answer. His data and my data are two different things. I'm a different cause. A different segment. It may be that I shall view these same things.

 Tom: Another stupid question— are we property? 

Pat: Charles Fort, William Blake? 

No, we're not property. At least not so far as I know. And that's a certainty. I know, in this case. We're not property.

 Pat: Harry, do you remember all the questions that you had when you first read the first book? 

Harry: Yeah, I remember a lot of them. 

Tom: "What's across the bridge?" was one of mine. 

View one of the activities of theta this way: It is to conquer--yes. Conquest--yes. It's also merely to act, and its action must be as direct as possible with the least distance involved as possible. Human beings use the least effort necessary to accomplish the goal. So does theta. Anything above this represents an overabundance which is superfluous.

 Pat: I'll be darned! 

It follows very nicely. A new concept for me also.

 Pat: It's entirely new--entirely new. 

Tom: Can you either repeat it or clarify it? 

Pat: The relationship between theta and MEST, which has never been resolved until this particular time. Nothing in common. 

Can you get the concept of theta as the least being with a directed purpose? If you can get that— [...pause...] Wait a while on that. I have more computations on that. I think in about a week I can answer more questions— more feasibly

 Pat: Will you agree to answer questions? 

Oh, surely.

 Pat: Let's get real wild here— 

Yes. These questions are too mundane.

 Sarah: What do you intend to do with these new powers? 

I haven't got any new powers.

 Pat: All right, there's the answer.

 They've always existed.

 Don: What are you going to do with those you have— taken back, after having given them away? 

Given away to what?

 Don: Well--"self-determined" them away.

 I haven't given away any powers and I haven't received any powers back. All I have done is recover the full use of my control centers. And I am at this moment, and will continue to do so for some time, reintegrating all of my purposes, goals, postulates, effects, causes, until I have rid myself of all my agreements to be, as it were, modified cause.

 Gene: Can you use telekinesis? 

No. Until I get down to the molecular level, no— the atomic level. However, I think telekinesis is a feasible possibility— based upon this vibratory effect. Now I have agreed with MEST, as it were, to modify myself as pure cause into some effect. I have taken the—least—amount to do this. Thus I am definitely curtailed. I shall continue to be curtailed. You'll all feel this sooner or later—the limitations of your particular "body".... However, I assure you it is a very magnificent machine. It has many actions and "powers" (put it that way) of which you have no knowledge at the moment. I'm quite sure there are several in me, perhaps two or three hundred, of which I have no knowledge consciously at the moment. I never learned to use them. By agreeing at an early age to be more and more socially human, I ignored them, thrust them aside. They are somewhat atrophied. I'm partially dead— even now— and I shall bring myself back to life in the maximum possible extent.

 Wild questions! If some wide-eyed, harebrained female should walk in here—

 Tom: Assuming past existences in MEST form--if that assumption is correct? 

It is.

 Tom: It's logical to assume future ones? 

Umm-hmmm. There's a direct purpose. If you get this concept of "time" you'll realize that. You'll see how it coordinates. As soon as you actually get this concept (it will come to all of you), you will see that the future is not an enigma— but apparently I don't possess the power to travel into it to any marked degree. From time to time, yes. That is, from instant facsimile to instant facsimile— yes. But no marked conscious control.

 Tom: Is it likely that in future existences you will lessen your self-determinism? 

I don't know....

 Tom: Well, that was what I meant.

 Suppose an A-bomb exploded right in the pit of my stomach?

 Tom: You suppose it. 

It could happen.

 Gene: Do you expect to retain conscious data of this life in a future existence? 

I don't know.

 Gene: Do you have any ideas on the concept of Brahmin adepts? 

No.

 Tom: All facsimiles are available to you? 

The majority of them, yes. Back on the time track, there is, by analogy, a straight black line extending back to conception and beyond. There are one or two little bulges on the line that I have to go around yet. These can easily be resolved by the end of the week, I'm quite sure. All facsimiles, all postulates contained therein, which means time-cut by time-cut by time-cut, from the minimum to the maximum, all these shall be explored, and thus all facsimiles shall be available. Now, one of the problems which I shall have to solve is, "What will I do with my facsimiles?" I am, of course, modified by my past. How much can "theta" aid me? As a concept. I don't know the answer to that question yet. [...pause...] Wild questions! These are too technical.

 Gene: How did you do it? 

It all started in a movie. I'm quite certain about that now. It was the Christmas story— downtown— with Alistair Sim. I sat in the movie and I heard the spirits of Christmas Past, Christmas Present, Christmas Yet To Be. And there was Ebenezer Scrooge's grave, and there was I. For approximately thirty seconds I was wide open, in full communication with myself. And I literally saw God.

 And I found Him. That is to say, Something. Tears came to my eyes— It was grief— regret— exaltation. For the first time in my life I genuinely asked myself, "Where the hell am I going?" And it was no place. I had become mostly effect, damn little cause.

 So I stopped. The resolution was made then: be honest, above-board and open, and if this technique would work at all, to give it a chance. Quit playing, lying, patty-caking, avoiding, and so on. That's when it all started— a movie for me. I don't know what it will be for you. That's your own decision to make. You might say I had reached an epicenter? an apogee? an accident? I don't know. [...pause...] Nevertheless, that's what started it off. Then there were a few other items. [...pause...] My own home life increased the resolve. Pat’s returning here, again, and finally the application of these techniques. In each case there was, after each session, enthusiasm, then a letdown as I returned home, then a further resolve to be honest and to be self-determined. With honesty, I assure you, comes self-determinism. And the basis of honesty is communication. Without that—

 Sarah: What kind of communication? 

From the very basic physical level to the most abstract. I'm sorry to say it that way.

 Pat: That's a gradient scale. 

Tom: Counter-emotion has a lot to do with it. Will what decisions I make— 

Suppose a man comes up to you and hits you in the pit of the stomach. What happens now?

 Tom: I lose my wind. 

What are you going to do about it?

 Tom: Bend over and gasp.

 Why?

 Tom: I can't breathe. 

Who said so?

 Tom: I feel it. 

 Are you certain about that? Do you have to feel it? Do you have to agree with the blow?

 Tom: I don't know. 

Have you ever seen anyone else hit in the pit of the stomach and bend over?

 Tom: I did it. 

Now, when I was in an automobile accident, I went into a state of shock. I went into a state of shock because I thought that was the way to best survive an automobile accident. Actually, I could have gotten up and walked away--immediately--after having been thrown to the street. But that was, for me, the way to survive an automobile accident, because of previous data, so I survived it--and got a grade A-1 facsimile out of it.

 Pat: That, in other words, is an explanation for the reason why data itself is aberrative— various kinds have been accepted in various ways. One question that is sure to be asked: "What must an auditor do to enable the individual to proceed?" 

Want to.

 Pat: Now go through the rest of it.

 Know his technique and ascertain his counter-emotion and rehabilitate the self-determinism of the individual.

 Sarah: What counter-emotion should an auditor put forth? 

Depends upon the case. In my case, I think Pat did very well, with a few mistakes. Apathy— raise them up just a little bit, a degree. Beg him— if you can get to him at all. If you can't— imitation, mimicry. If you can— grief. Up with grief— fear. Up fear— irritation, anger, rage, terror, say, "You God-damned bastard, you're wasting my time!" And so on, up the scale.

 Sarah: In other words, keep your emotion just a shade ahead? 

Just a shade, if you can.

 Pat: What I was after more than anything else was the relationship of auditing technique or as knowledge or data, to a person's self-determinism. I think that a couple of days ago I interfered with your self-determinism to some extent. 

Umm-hmmm. You did.

 Pat: You came down.... If you could talk about the relationship? 

Well, in general, most of the data Pat gave me I would have dug up for myself. But at all times you must in no wise make the person feel that you are agreeing or disagreeing. If he gives you data, accept it. You can sense, if he wants you to agree, agree. Now in my case he said, "Do you want sympathy?" "Charity?" No. Didn't want it. Didn't need it. At first I did. After a while I didn't. Again, rehabilitate self-determinism— on a very low plane— if you can do that, yes. High plane— yes. If data is requested, give it. If it isn't requested, don't give it. That's it. But be very careful not to suggest. If the person gives you regret or sympathy— a facsimile— by none of your actions ever suggest that you think it's a good thing or a bad thing. Merely accept it. The best auditing art, as Pat has said, is to say, "I just don't give a damn. I'm a neuter. I'm actually a disinterested party in the self-determinism of this person." If you don't, he'll latch on to yours, and he'll stay that way for twenty or thirty hours before he'll move. Of that I'm quite certain.

 Joe: How do you align that with the fact that wanting to is the basis of...? 

Counter-emotion is controlled better that way.

 Pat: That's an interesting concept.

 It is. The individual will sense it. Tom?

 Tom: Yes, two questions. How about sonic, visio [recalls], etc.? 

Visio is excellent. Sonic I can turn on or off at will— frankly, it's too noisy. [laughter] 

Tom: You think you will gain, by realigning all randomity in past heavy facsimiles? By running effort? 

Very definitely. I'll probably run all three of them, and I very definitely will gain.

 Tom: Will that take very long? 

About a week.

 Tom: You can run more than one at once? 

Oh, sure. After all, I'm going to go through the entire activity of a lifetime.

 Tom: What lifetime? 

Mine— at this particular present time. This particular lifetime. Now it is not necessary to go through, in my particular case, past lives and past deaths, unless I desire to do so. I don't know how much theta will be trapped back there, if such a concept is feasible— I think it is. I'll have to find out. I don't feel I want to return ‘back there’ until I have re-established myself perfectly— then I shall do so. Now these concepts of the early evolutionary changes, the original decision to be, to be human, to exist, they are as yet nebulous and vague. But they are there and they can be contacted. To what degree of excellence, I don't know. As well as a facsimile? I assume yes. I have at various times done this. That's as much as I can say. As much as I know.

 Pat: One other question about auditing— a question which is going to come up, I think: how is it that an auditor can bring another person up higher than his own tone? 

The auditor then becomes a servomechanism.

 Tom: To do that the auditor has to agree to become an effect.

 Yes. He has to want to. He has to agree to become, as it were, a part of the other person's effect. He has to agree to be caused-upon. And you , to a very marked extent, did that toward the last. I would imagine, in the last five hours of auditing, your actual verbalization took up less than five percent. In the first twenty hours, possibly twenty-five percent.

 Pat: This has been pointed out a dozen times in processing, that you do assume control of the individual— to that extent, to just above that extent at which he might balk. What is the goal behind that technique? The goal is to help some specific condition, right here, now, fast— but you aren't necessarily rehabilitating an individual's self-determinism that way. This is another goal, and you can't do that until the individual begins to use his self-determinism. Low-toned people— how much self-determinism do they have? You act as a servo-mechanism but you do give up more and more control as you go up the tone scale. All the people we have been processing, and ourselves— egad! 

Very good elucidation. Now, the wild questions— you still haven't asked them! Somebody's going to come in here and say, "I hear you've got a new type of person, a self-determined individual." I wish you would not spread the myth of my having two heads, five arms, a tail, a simian or non-simian approach, or what-have-you.... Incidentally, I haven't decided what I'm going to look like yet. [laughter] 

Gene: What's the basis for determining that? 

Pleasure.

 Tom: It's variable, anyway.

 Oh, yes. Variable to a marked extent. Just pleasure.

 Gene: Will you get sick? 

To the extent that I can resist disease, no. Now that's not an equivocal answer— it's a very honest one. I still believe there are bacteria that I can't resist. There must be. But many, many bacteria I can resist now that I could never resist before.

 Gene: Can you learn faster than you could? 

I think so.

 Gene: Do you know more than you did? 

No. I'm rapidly learning, however.

 Gene: Are your reflexes faster than they were? 

I think so.

 Gene: Is your efficiency up?

 I think so. [...pause...] What are you trying to prove?

 Gene: I'm not trying to prove anything.

 Yes, you are.

 Gene: I'm just asking questions— thinking of all the questions which I can that a person might think of... 

Tom: Do you have any idea to what degree we're limited in understanding by the logical structure of the English language? 

The logical structure of the English language? [...pause...] Say it again— I don't think there is any.

 Tom: Oh, yes. The Hopi language is structurally different— 

Did you ever agree to the logical structure of the English language? Did you ever agree to the idea of be, is, am, not, are, want, need, desire, computation, apperception? Where is the logic to this? Does logic exist? Is there a structure which is well-defined and rigorous— that is absolute or even non-absolute? That is agreed upon? Yes, there is. Is that logic?

 Tom: All right. The question needs to be rephrased. How much is our communication restricted by the form of the language? 

Enormously. I'd say approximately ten percent of what I say is communicated. Same with you, of course.

 Tom: How much can this be improved?

 That's why you have counter-emotion and counter-effort. You improve immensely. For instance, I would eliminate many verbs. I'd eliminate quite a few participles and invent new ones. [...pause...] I'd speak in terms of emotion as a logic; mind-body emotion as a logic. Instead of sheer Is, Am, or Maybe, I would say to a child, "Were you right?" And he could answer, "My heart felt that I was right, and my lungs felt that I was right; I responded in the total effort that I was right." Now what's the word for that? Not right based upon law or punishment, or even agreement, but right based upon physical mind-body coordination. Is there a word to describe that kind of right? It doesn't exist.

 Joe: One of the biggest questions is beginning to be answered. Your thinking evidently is on a totally different level.

 It's well coordinated at this point.

 Sarah: Is there any way that you can communicate, completely? 

No. I'm sorry.

 Tom: How about with another person at your level? 

We'd still have the same difficulties, but we could probably overcome them to a very large degree.

 Sarah: I'd like to go further.... Is your ability to communicate heightened or lessened at this point? 

Heightened— and lessened.

 Sarah: Can you explain? 

I can, but I won't.

 Incidentally, I just love beer. I can taste it— It's the most delicious stuff. That's not a suggestion. It IS the most delicious stuff. I had a mug of beer when I was sixteen, working in a red hot brewery. It was cold. It was in a copper container. It had just come out of the aging cask— and it was delicious. Just perfect. Absolutely perfect. I haven't tasted any beer since just like that. And that's where it's fun. That's where it's enjoyable— [laughter] 

Tom: I've got a serious question here! [lots of laughter] 

Sarah: How many people felt his delight in that beer? 

Pat: I guess everyone did.

 Yes....

 Tom: You've heard of what [name witheld] is doing down in Texas? [...pause...] 

No comment. I don't know exactly what he's doing.

 Tom: All that I know is that I got a letter from him.

 That's my answer to the question: "No comment." I don't know exactly what he's doing. [...pause...] If we have to set up a religion for some purpose, and no other method is feasible, can be applied, all right. I'll wear, as well as anyone else, a burnoose. [laughter] And even shave my head. I don't think I'll permit castration, though— that's going too far. [laughter] But I will shave my head.

 Sarah: Here's a question that people will ask, maybe: How do the present day social arbitraries look to you now? [laughter] Some damn fool will ask it, surely!

 Let's skip it! I'll spin in! [laughter] 

Tom: How was it that it took— you resolved at this movie to do it— then it took thirty hours with Pat and twenty hours by yourself. Was there any structural... any— basic— difference between you and Pat, or Gene, or me, et cetera? 

At what point?

 Tom: At any point. 

Pat: Oh, yeah. Good question. 

I think there was. [to Pat:] Why did you select me? Now you answer that question, as an adult "why?"

 Pat: Self-determinism--primary. You had more of it than anyone else. Two--you could feel effort. Three--there is this unknown quantity that you brought out in the auditing room, which I sense as you probably sense counter-emotion. Perhaps a sense of goals, too. There's a purpose somewhere back there that I talked about, plus this factor which you brought out in there about— before.

 Well, that answered your question to a certain extent. There may have been some structural differentiation.

 Tom: I wasn't asking why he picked you.

 No, of course not. I hope he answered your question for you.

 Tom: Well, I don't know the nature of this unknown quantity [...pause...] and if you don't want to communicate that, it's all right. 

Pat: I can communicate it, but it won't make a great deal of sense to other people and I'm not sure if I'm even kidding myself. But... when I was in Wichita I got very low, extremely low on the tone scale. Extremely low. Way down. And all of a sudden, for the first time in my life, I sensed a goal, a purpose of mine; and I knew the relationship of other people around me, and I knew why (as he says, an adult "why") they were there and what part they were playing, and I have sensed that in coming up here. I sensed that when I first met him. And then, in the auditing room, he says, "Did you ever have the feeling that we've been here before? That we'd been through this before, we'd done this before?" His goals— one secondary goal: to the stars. Some of these just click. Anti-gravity. 

There's still a purpose. If I go down and talk any more I'll just get too damn low again. There's something there. How much of it is mixed up with aberration, dub-in, ghouls, things that go "boomp" in the night--I don't know. 

Tom: You mentioned a structural differentiation of some sort.

 What is the total structure of a man?

 Tom: I imagine you have more data on that than I have.

 No. What, for you, is it? You tell me.

 Tom: [pats thighs] This.... 

What else?

 Tom: Soul.... 

Umm-hmmm. There's more. What else? [...pause...]

 Tom: God, too.

 You are, within yourself, the world. You are, within yourself, the space-time continuum. [...pause...] Now you asked me, "Was there a difference?" There probably was. I made my world different. I changed it.

 Tom: Will there be people, do you think— are there people, who will never, no matter how willing they are, get to where you are? 

I have no data on that.

 Sarah: Do we seem like stupid children to you now? 

That's a question everyone is going to ask me.
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 In Gender Advertisements, his 1979 publication, Goffman investigated the way that commercial advertising both reflects and helps shape our concept of "masculine" and "feminine" behavior. After examining a selection of advertising pictures from magazines, Goffman concluded that women are consistently subordinated to men in a variety of situations, relating to them not as equals but as children to parents. Writing in the New York Times, Anatole Broyard explains: "Like children, . . . women are allowed to cop out of reality because the men beside them take responsibility for it. Like children, they `are saved from seriousness, ' allowed to look and behave childishly, assuming physically inefficient and clowning postures." Furthermore, notes Anne Hollander in the New York Times Book Review, "it is women who are permitted to burst into tears, to stare absently into space while men speak earnestly to them, or to hide their mouths with their hands when startled. . . . And because of the general understanding that gender displays are natural to human behavior, portrayals along such lines in the social interplay of the sexes must be taken as `both shadow and substance': They show not only what we wish or pretend to be, but what we are."

 While critics herald the truth of Goffman's interpretations, they do question some of the assumptions from which his conclusions were drawn. Hollander, for one, suggests that the way male-female relationships are depicted in photographs may be more a reflection of pictorial conventions than a reflection of the status of women today. Some thematic images of female subordination are ironic, she argues, "invoking a detached understanding of established pictorial rituals as well as an engagement with current social ones." And Anatole Broyard articulates a similar view: "Increasingly today, it seems that advertising is not only read as parody, but intended as parody as well. Much of the humor of advertising depends on this double meaning, which is a play on the oversimplification being depicted." Broyard's stated intention is not to discredit what he considers a valuable study, but rather, as he puts it, "to show that men and women are more complicated than they are advertised to be."
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eoretical lines of approach in Sociotherapy

Sociotherapeutic work in relationship to social identity

In communication between people, the concept of identity is central. Who am I and who am I in relation to others? What do I have in common with others and what makes me different? A (badly) disturbed sense of identity is often the reason for seeking professional help. Goffman (1980) analyses the concept of identity that can be of good use in the framework of the treatment process.

The way in which a person perceives himself, experiences himself, the subjective experience of one's person and the perceived continuity of one's character, Goffman calls the ego identity.

 The way in which a person associates with others, that which he willingly shows of his feelings and thoughts, Goffman calls the personal identity. The personal identity points to the basic norms and values that are expressed in the relationships that an individual begins with others.

 Contrary to having just one ego identity and one personal identity, a person has many so-called social identities. Goffman calls social identity, the identity that is based on the behavior, positions and roles that are dictated by different social situations, social structures and actual interactions. Sociotherapists mainly focus on the development of the social and personal identity of the client and focus to a much lesser degree on the so-called ego identity.

 In order to facilitate change or growth in personal identity, the sociotherapists need to create conditions in which open and mutual communication between clients and sociotherapists is possible.

 To help restore the social identity of clients means for the sociotherapists to focus on the dimensions of interaction. This implies the client gains insight and a certain balance develops between opening up and withdrawing, between exercising influence and adapting oneself. The four named dimensions of interaction can be further classified. 

Withdrawing from the environment and exercising influence on the environment are dimensions of differentiation, of self-awareness.

Opening oneself up to the surroundings and adapting to the surroundings are dimensions of integration, of the sense of being part of "us".

 Skills to express these dimensions contribute to socialization and to satisfactory interaction with oneself and others.

Hartmann (1964) describes that the identity is formed by ego capacities. Ego capacities are the building stones of the social skills. Ego capacities are essential for people, in this case the client, to adapt to the environment (adaptive function). Adaptation is the result of good cooperation between two other functions: the synthesizing function and the executing function. If problems occur in one or both functions, then the adaptation cannot achieve the optimal result, and the client's contact with his environment proceeds problematically. The great importance of the synthesizing function is:


• 
the ability to connect various aspects, for example wishes, needs, aspirations with the possibilities of the environment at a given moment in time

 


• 
the ability to create unity in one's own actions

 


• 
the ability to create unity in the insight into the demands of the environment

 


• 
the ability to cope with a certain level of fear and frustration

 


• 
the ability to simplify a complex situation.

These are all very complicated tasks. Therefore, good executive functions are needed. The executive function entails:


• 
observation, memory and intuition


• 
understanding, thought and intelligence


• 
learning


• 
speech, language and coordination.

In this respect Sociotherapy is directed towards the improvement of the executive functions. Sociotherapists work with the client on the perceptible behavior, here and now. According to Cumming and Cumming (1962) improvement of the executive functions leads to improvement of the synthesizing functions. To put it another way, through the improvement of the executive functions, the disturbances in the synthesizing functions will have less effect on the behavior.

http://www.pantarhei.org/literat/uksoc05.htm#iden
What is Environment? 28 Extracts from talks given between 1933-09-12 and 1980 by J Krishnamurti

1933-09-12 4th Public Talk, Frognerseteren, Norway

 From these prejudices there arises conflict, transient joys and suffering. But we are unconscious of this, unconscious that we are slaves to certain forms of tradition, to social and political environment, to false values.

 1933-12-29 1st Public Talk, Adyar, Madras, India

 To me, then, true criticism consists in trying to find out the intrinsic worth of the thing itself, and not in attributing a quality to that thing. You attribute a quality to an environment, to an experience, only when you want to derive something from it, when you want to gain or to have power or happiness. Now this destroys true criticism. Your desire is perverted through attributing values, and therefore you cannot see clearly. Instead of trying to see the flower in its original and entire beauty, you look at it through coloured glasses, and therefore you can never see it as it is.

 1933-12-30 2nd Public Talk, Adyar, Madras, India

 Religion, politics, society are exploiting you, and you are being conditioned by them; you are being forced in a particular direction. You are not human beings; you are mere cogs in a machine. You suffer patiently, submitting to the cruelties of environment, when you, individually, have the possibilities of changing them.

 1934-01-01 4th Public Talk, Adyar, Madras, India

 There is no joy in your work, in your environment; you are afraid, you are envious of the possessions of others. From that there arises struggle, and from that struggle comes discontent. Then, to overcome that discontent, to find satisfaction, you turn to the opposite.

 1934-01-02 5th Public Talk, Adyar, Madras, India

 Now there is the memory which is associated with the pleasure of yesterday. That is, you have enjoyed a beautiful scene; you have admired the sunset or the moonlight on the waters. Then later, say when you are in your office, your mind returns to that scene. Why? Because when you are in an unpleasant and ugly environment, when your mind and heart are caught up in what is not pleasant, your mind tends automatically to return to the pleasant experience of yesterday. This is one type of memory. Instead of changing conditions around you, instead of altering the environment about you, you retrace the steps of a pleasant experience and dwell on that memory, supporting and tolerating the unpleasant because you feel that you cannot alter it. Therefore the past lingers in the present. Have I made that clear?

 1934-03-28 1st Public Talk Town Hall, Auckland, New Zealand

 Look and you will see that most human beings are slaves, merely cogs in this machine. They are not really human beings, but merely react to a set environment and therefore there is no true individual action, individual thought; and to find out that intimate relationship between all our actions, religious, political or social, you as an individual must think, not as a group, not as a collective body; and that is one of the most difficult things to do, for individuals to step out of the social structure, or the religious, and examine it critically, to find out what is false and what true in that structure. 

 Now you are driven whether you like it or not, whether you think it is sane or not; you are driven by conditions, environment, which you have created, because you are still possessive, and now perhaps another system will come along and drive you to the opposite - to be non-possessive. Surely it is not morality; it is just sheepishness to be driven by environment to be possessive or non-possessive. Whereas, to me, true morality consists in understanding fully the absurdity of possessiveness and voluntarily fighting it; not being driven either way.

 1934-03-30 1st Talk in Vasanta School Gardens, Auckland, New Zealand

 But if you want to alter it, and if you think that, as human beings, we ought to have a different state, different condition, different environment, not only for the select few, but for the whole of humanity, then let us consider the problem together; not that I want to dogmatize or to push you in one direction or another, influencing you to act in a particular fashion, but rather through considering together we shall come to a natural conclusion from which we must necessarily and naturally act. 

 Please, I hope you will think with me with regard to this, otherwise you will not quite understand it. So, with the burden of the past, the burden of innumerable memories, we confront, we meet every experience - a fresh experience, a fresh thought, a fresh environment, a fresh day; with the background of the past we meet the present.

 1934-03-31-A 2nd Talk in Vasanta School Gardens, Auckland, New Zealand

 Again, to repeat the same thing put differently, we have external ideals imposed on us through education, through politics, through social influence, environment. Then we feel they are confining, limiting, controlling, dominating, usurping our individual thought, so we develop our own ideals - we think we develop our own ideals, beliefs, to which we try to conform. 

 So to put it differently, mind and heart are the result of environment, and then your environment controls the way you think and the way you feel. 

 There must be something more, something which is more lasting.'` I said to discover that, let us begin from things we know, and from that start - not from a mysterious thing which we do not know, about which we can but romance. So mind and heart, thought and feeling, are the result of environment, and so long as you are a slave to that environment, there cannot be understanding; you cannot then master environment, and to master environment is to understand it. 

 That is, environment is after all, the social system and that system which we call religion, made up of many doctrines, beliefs, dogmas, innumerable prejudices, and the mind is a slave to this environment. Take for instance, if you depend on mind for your livelihood, as most people do, as everyone must, you are controlled to a great extent by the beliefs that you hold. 

 Suppose that you are a Roman Catholic, and you want to find a job in a Protestant place, or if Protestant, you want to find a job in a Roman Catholic institution or office; if they discover your beliefs, it might not be so easy to find a job, so you put away your beliefs or accept what the other says momentarily, because you desire to earn money, because you must have money. Through external environment, mentally, you are under control, so your beliefs are merely the result of environment, conditioned by the environment; and as long as you do not break down the false environment of society and religion, your beliefs and ideals are worthless, because they are but the result of environment born of fear. 

 So to understand that which is lasting, eternal, there must be conflict between the individual and the environment, and only in that conflict can you pierce through the walls of limitation. We accept thoughtlessly or unconsciously so many conditions imposed by society or by religion, accept them as being true. Traditionally, our mind is driven into a mould, and we unconsciously accept these things, and therefore we are slaves to these things; and it is only by continually questioning, by constant awareness, that we can free the mind from the environment, and therefore be master of the environment. 

 After all, virtue is merely the result of a false environment, isn't it? To resist the environment, you must have great character nowadays. 

 If the environment is changed, if the social conditions are changed, then to be possessive or non-possessive is the same thing, then you call possessiveness neither virtue nor an evil thing. Whereas now, as society is constituted, to break away from these false standards is considered either a virtue or a sin. But if we begin to alter the environment in which the mind and heart are held, then this whole idea of virtue and sin have a different meaning altogether; because, to me, virtue is not to be sought after, to be gained, to be possessed, or sin to be abhorred or run away from - whatever is meant by sin. 

 So if you merely accept either, and live in either, surely you are not being creatively individual. You are merely like so many sheep, either capitalistic sheep or communistic sheep, driven by environment, condition, forced to accept. Surely such a thing is not moral; such a thing is not rich or spiritual, true, And I say the true human state can only come about when you, as individuals, voluntarily do these things, because you see the necessity, the immense profundity in this - not merely superficial excitation.

 1934-03-31-B Talk to Theosophists in New Zealand

 You are Christians; find out what is true and false in Christianity - and you will then find out what is true. Find out what is true and false in your environment with all its oppressions and cruelties, and then you will find out what is true. Why do you want philosophies?

 1934-04-01 2nd Talk in Town Hall, Auckland, New Zealand

 Now, to me, to discover the cause of suffering, there must be that acute state of mind and heart which is seeking, which is trying to discover. In that state, you will see that the mind and heart have become the slave of environment. Mind, with the vast majority of people, is nothing but environment. Mind and heart are environment, depending on their condition; and as long as the mind is a slave to environment, there must be suffering, there must be continual conflict of the individual against society; and the individual will be free of environment only when he, by questioning the environment, conquers the limitation placed on him by environment. That is, it is only when you understand the true significance of each environment, the true worth of the environment which has been placed about you by society, by religions, that you pierce through the limitation imposed, and thereby there is born true intelligence. When you understand a thing you are no longer in conflict, you are no longer bound by that which has been imposed on you by authority, by tradition, by deep-rooted prejudices. So intelligence is necessary to be supremely happy and to awaken that intelligence, mind must be free of environment. The innumerable encrustations created by religions and society, throughout the ages, have become our environment. You can be free of environment, which individuals have created, only when you understand its standards, its values, its prejudices, its authorities. And you then begin to find out what is the fundamental cause of suffering, which is the lack of true intelligence, and that intelligence is not to be discovered by some miraculous process, but by being continually aware, therefore continually questioning, trying to discover the false and the true in the environment placed about us. 

 Whether you call yourselves believers or disbelievers, by your conduct you are not showing it; so whether you believe in God or not is of very little importance. It is merely a superficial idea imposed by conditions and environment, through fear, through authority, through imitation. 

 Now, I say this friction is a false thing, that it cannot exist in a humanity where there is well-organized planning for the needs of human beings, where there is true affection. So let us find out if the "I" is the false creation of a false environment, a false society, or if the "I" is something permanent, eternal. To me, this limited consciousness is not eternal. It is the result of false environment and beliefs. If you were doing what you really wanted to do in life, not being forced to do some particular job which you loathe, if you were following your true vocation, fulfilling yourself in your true vocation, then work would no longer be friction. 

 But your work is not your vocation. Environment and social conditions are forcing you to do a certain piece of work whether you like it or not, so you have already created a friction. Then certain moral standards, certain authorities have established various ideals as true, as false, as being virtuous, and so on, and you accept these. 

 But your work is not your vocation. Environment and social conditions are forcing you to do a certain piece of work whether you like it or not, so you have already created a friction. Then certain moral standards, certain authorities have established various ideals as true, as false, as being virtuous, and so on, and you accept these. 

 So gradually your whole mind is warped and perverted and in conflict till you have become conscious of that "I" and nothing else. Therefore, you start with a wrong cause, produced by a wrong environment, and you have a wrong answer. That memory has many layers, and constitutes that consciousness which we call the "I". And I say that this "I" is the false result of a false environment, and hence its problems, its solutions, must be entirely false, illusory. Whereas, if you, as individuals, begin to awaken to the limitations of environment imposed on you by society, by religions, by economic conditions, and begin to question, and thereby create conflict, then you will dissipate that little consciousness which you call the "I; then you will know what is that fulfillment, that creative living in the present. 

 There is still in that consciousness death; there is still in that consciousness a limitation; there is still in that consciousness an emptiness, a continual gnawing of sorrow. Whereas, if you free the mind from that consciousness of the "I" by discovering the right values of environment, which no one can tell you, then you will know for yourselves that fulfillment which is truth, which is God, or any name you like to give it. But through the developing of that limited self-consciousness, which is the false result of a false cause, you will not find out what truth is, or what God is, what happiness is, what perfection is; for in that self-consciousness there must be continual conflict, continual striving, continual misery.

 You are constantly self-conscious, and that is a fact, but as I showed you, it has no reality. It is merely the habit of centuries of false environment which has made a fact of something which is not real. And though that fact may exist, and does exist, so long as that continues there cannot be fulfillment. There is still in that consciousness death; there is still in that consciousness a limitation; there is still in that consciousness an emptiness, a continual gnawing of sorrow. Whereas, if you free the mind from that consciousness of the "I" by discovering the right values of environment, which no one can tell you, then you will know for yourselves that fulfillment which is truth, which is God, or any name you like to give it. But through the developing of that limited self-consciousness, which is the false result of a false cause, you will not find out what truth is, or what God is, what happiness is, what perfection is; for in that self-consciousness there must be continual conflict, continual striving, continual misery. 

 Then no one need tell you what the cause is, because you are functioning intelligently, because you are beginning to question, not to accept. Then you are becoming real individuals, not machines driven by environment and fear. Then there will be more thoughtfulness, more affection, more humanity in the world, not these awful divisions. 

 Now what is an individual? Not a human being who is driven to action by environment, by circumstances. I say true individuality consists in freeing the mind from the environment of the false, and therefore becoming truly individual, and so there must be co-operation.

 1934-04-02 3rd Talk in Vasanta School Gardens, Auckland, New Zealand

 Therefore, we say, "To find, to think about something which I like, I must meditate." So you are giving a false answer to a false cause. That is, environment - economic, social, religious - prevents you from doing, fulfilling what you want to do; and as it prevents you, you have to find moments, an hour or two, in which to live. So, disciplining the mind, forcing it to a particular pattern then, is necessary, and hence the whole idea of discipline. Whereas, if you really understood the limitation of environment, and broke through it with action, then this process of disciplining the mind to act in a certain manner would become wholly unnecessary. 

 If you condition that free flowing movement of thought, of mind and heart, then you must have conflict, and that conflict then must have a remedy, and then the process begins: the searching for remedies, substitutes, and never trying to find out the cause of this conflict. So through the process of full awareness, you liberate the mind and heart from the hindrances which have been set about them through environment; and as long as environment is conditioning the mind, as long as the mind has not discovered the true significance of the environment, there must be conflict, and hence the false answer which is self-discipline. As long as that ego consciousness remains, there must be fear; and that is the fundamental cause of fear. And I tried to explain last night also, how this limited consciousness which we call the "I" is brought about, how it is created through false environment, and the fighting that is brought about by that environment. That is, as the system now exists, you have to fight for yourself to live at all, so that creates fear; and then we try to find remedies to get rid of this fear. 

 We are just like animals really, though we may call ourselves civilized, each one fighting for himself and his family; and that is one of the fundamental causes of fear. If you really understand environment and the battling against it, then you do not care, and fear loses its grip. 

 To be really free of that fear, which is to be free of that emptiness, that shallowness, is not to cover it up by remedies; but rather to recognize that shallowness, become aware of it, which gives you then the alertness of mind to find out the values and the significance of each experience, of each standard, of each environment. Through that you will discover true intelligence; and intelligence is deep, profound, limitless, and therefore shallowness disappears.  Because instinct has been so perverted, so bound by tradition, by authority, by environment, that you can no longer trust it. That is, the instinct of possessiveness is a false thing, an unnatural thing. 

 But the essential thing is that there is this continual movement of mind and heart. If all action is really the expression of that movement, then action becomes the new society, the new environment and therefore society is not being approximated to some ideal, but in that action, society is also moving, never static, never still, and morality is then a voluntary perception, not forced through fear, or imposed externally by society or by religion.

 1934-04-06 Talk to Business Men in Auckland, New Zealand

 So why call yourselves by different names and separate yourselves? Whereas, if we really altered the environment to which we have become such slaves, then we should be really Gods in ourselves, not follow anybody. Personally, I do not belong to any sect, large or small. 

 I will put it this way. An ordinary individual now, as he is, is nothing else but the focal point of the environment, of society, of religion, of moral edicts and economic conditions - as the ordinary individual, he is that. 

 Because what we call individuals are nothing else but the result of false environment. This focal point of the present state of individuality is really false, isn't it? 

 I call that a true moral act when we perceive a thing completely and act, and not when forced by circumstances, or there is brought about a brotherhood forced by the sheer brutal necessity of life. That is, when business people, the capitalist, the financiers, begin to see that this distinction does not pay, that they cannot make more money, they cannot be in the same position, then they will bring about environment forcing the individual to become brotherly; as now you are forced by environment to be unbrotherly, to exploit, so you will also be forced to co-operate. Surely that is not brotherhood: that is merely an action brought about by convenience, without human intelligence and understanding.

 1934-06-16 1st Public Talk the Oak Grove, Ojai, California

 Now, each one tries to immortalize the product of environment; that thing which is the result of the environment we try to make eternal. That is, the various fears, hopes, longings, prejudices, likes, personal views which we glorify as our temperament - these are, after all, the result, the product of environment; and the bundle of these memories, which is the result of environment, the product of the reactions to environment, this bundle becomes that consciousness which we call the "I". 

 The whole struggle is between the result of environment with which mind identifies itself and becomes the "I", between that, and environment. After all, the "I", the consciousness with which the mind identifies itself is the result of environment. The struggle takes place between that "I" and the constantly changing environment. 

 In other words, falsehood tries to become the real, the eternal. When you understand the significance of the environment, there is no reaction and therefore there is no conflict between the reaction, that is, between what we call the "I" and the creator of the reaction which is the environment. So this seeking for immortality, this craving to be certain, to be lasting, is called the process of evolution,  the process of acquiring truth or God or the understanding of life. 

 You follow him with thought, or without thought; with thought when you think that you are following him with intelligence because he is going to lead you to immortality, to the realization of that ecstasy. That is, you want another to immortalize for you that reaction which is the outcome of environment, which is in itself inherently false. Out of the desire to immortalize that which is false you create religions, sociological systems and divisions, political methods, economic panaceas, and moral standards. 

 So this continual search in which each one of us is caught up, the search for happiness, for truth, for reality, for health - this continual desire is cultivated by each one of us in order that we may be secure, permanent. And out of that search for permanency, there must be conflict, conflict between the result of environment, that is the "I", and the environment itself. 

 When you talk about "I", "mine", my house, my enjoyment, my wife, my child, my love, my temperament, what is that? It is nothing but the result of environment, and there is a conflict between that result, the "I", and the environment itself. Conflict can only and must inevitably exist between the false and the false, not between truth and the false. 

 So do not think this struggle between the self and the environment, which you call the true struggle, is true. Isn't there a struggle taking place in each one of you between yourself and your environment, your surroundings, your husband, your wife, your child, your neighbour, your society, your political organizations? 

 You consider that battle necessary in order to help you to realize happiness,  truth, immortality, or ecstasy. To put it differently: What you consider to be the truth is but self-consciousness, the "I", which is all the time trying to become immortal, and the environment which I say is the continual movement of the false. This movement of the false becomes your ever changing environment, which is called progress, evolution. So to me, happiness, or truth, or God, cannot be found as the outcome of the result of environment, the "I", the continually changing conditions. 

 I will try to put it again, differently. There is conflict, of which each one of you is conscious, between yourself and the environment, the conditions. Now, you say to yourself: "If I can conquer environment, overcome it, dominate it, I shall find out, I shall understand; so there is this continual battle going on between yourself and environment. 

 Now what is the "yourself"? It is but the result, the product of environment. So what are you doing? You are fighting one false thing with another false thing, and environment will be false so long as you do not understand it. Therefore the environment is producing that consciousness which you call the "I", which is continually trying to become immortal. 

 And to make it immortal there must be many ways, there must be means, and therefore you have religions, systems, philosophies, all the nuisances and barriers that you have created. Hence there must be conflict between the result of environment and environment itself; and, as I said, there can be conflict only between the false and the false; never between truth and the false. Whereas, in your minds there is this firmly established idea that in this struggle between the result of environment, which is the "I", and the environment itself, lies power, wisdom, the path to eternity, to reality, truth, happiness. 

 Our vital concern should be with this environment, not with the conflict, not how to overcome it, not how to run away from it. By questioning the environment and trying to understand its significance, we shall find out its true worth. 

 Most of us are enmeshed, caught up in the process of trying to overcome, to run away from circumstances. environment; we are not trying to find out what it means, what is its cause, its significance, its value. When you see the significance of environment, it means drastic action, a tremendous upheaval in your life, a complete, revolutionary change of ideas, in which there is no authority, no imitation. But very few are willing to see the significance of environment, because it means change, a radical change, a revolutionary change, and very few people want that. So most people, vast numbers of people, are concerned with the evasion of environment; they cover it up, or try to find new substitutions by getting rid of Jesus Christ and setting up a new saviour; by seeking new teachers in place of the old, but they do not ever inquire whether they need a guide at all. 

 There are escapes through religions, with their edicts, moral standards, fears, authorities; and escapes through self-expression - what you call self-expression, what the vast majority of people call self-expression, is but the reaction against environment, is but the effort to express oneself through reaction against that environment - self-expression through art, through science, through various forms of action. Here I am not including the true, spontaneous expressions of beauty, of art, of science; they in themselves are complete. 

 I am talking of the man who is seeking these things as a means of self-expression. A real artist does not talk about his self-expression, he is expressing that which he intensely feels; but there are so many spurious artists, like the spurious spiritual people, who are all the time seeking self-expression as a means of getting something, some satisfaction which they cannot find in the environment in which they live. 

 Through this search for security and permanency, we have established religions with all their inanities, divisions, exploitations, as means of escape; and these means of escape become so vital, so important, because, to tackle environment, that is, the conditions about us, demands tremendous action, voluntary, dynamic action, and very few are willing to take that action. On the contrary, you are willing to be forced to an action by environment, by circumstances; that is, if a man becomes highly moral and virtuous through depression, you say what a nice man he is, how he has changed. For that change you depend upon environment; and so long as there is the dependence on environment for righteous action, there must be means of escape, substitutions, call it religion or what you will. Whereas, for the true artist who is also truly spiritual there is spontaneous expression, which in itself is sufficient, complete, whole. 

 You are seeking; and what are you seeking? There is a conflict between yourself and the constant movement of environment. You are seeking a means to overcome that environment, so as to perpetuate your own self which is but the result of that environment; or, because you have been thwarted so often by environment, which prevents you from self-expressing, as you call it, you seek a new means of self-expression through service to humanity, through economic adjustments, and all the rest of it. 

 If there is conflict, there is the desire to overcome that conflict, to escape from that conflict, to dominate it. And as I have said, conflict can exist only between two false things, between that supposed reality which you call the "I", which to me is nothing else but the result of environment, and the environment itself. And hence if your mind is merely concerned with the overcoming of that struggle, then you are perpetuating falseness, and hence there is more conflict, more sorrow. But if you understand the significance of environment, that is, wealth, poverty, exploitation, oppression, nationalities, religions, and all the inanities of social life in modern existence, not trying to overcome them but seeing their significance, then there must be individual action, and complete revolution of ideas and thought. Then there is no longer a struggle, but rather light dispelling darkness.

 1934-06-17 2nd Public Talk in the Oak Grove, Ojai, California

 If you observe, you will see that when there is conflict, you are at once seeking a solution for it. You want to find a way out of that conflict, and you generally do find a way out; but you have not solved the conflict, you have merely shifted it by substituting a new environment, a new condition, which will in turn produce further conflict. So let us look into this whole idea of conflict, from where it arises, and what we can do with it. 

 Now, conflict is the result of environment, isn't it? To put it differently, what is environment? When are you conscious of environment? Only when there is conflict and a resistance to that environment. 

 So, if you observe, if you look into your lives, you will see that conflict is continually twisting, perverting, shaping your lives; and intelligence, which is the perfect harmony of mind and heart, has no part in your lives at all. That is, environment is continually shaping, moulding your lives to action, and naturally out of that continual twisting, moulding, shaping, perversion, conflict is born. So where there is this constant process of conflict there cannot be intelligence. And yet we think that by continually going through conflict we shall arrive at that intelligence, that fullness, and that plenitude of ecstasy. But by the accumulation of conflict we cannot find out how to live intelligently; you can find out how to live intelligently only when you understand the environment which is creating conflict, and mere substitution, that is, the introduction of new conditions, is not going to solve the conflict. And yet if you observe you will see that when there is conflict, mind is seeking a substitution. We either say, "It is heredity, economic conditions, past environment", or we assert our belief in karma, reincarnation, evolution; so we are trying to give excuses for the present conflict in which the mind is caught, and are not trying to find out what is the cause of conflict itself, which is to inquire into the significance of environment. 

 Conflict then can exist only between environment - environment being economic and social conditions, political domination, neighbours - between that environment, and the result of environment which is the "I". Conflict can exist only so long as there is reaction to that environment which produces the "I", the self. The majority of people are unconscious of this conflict - the conflict between one's self, which is but the result of the environment, and the environment itself; very few are conscious of this continuous battle. One becomes conscious of that conflict, that disharmony, that struggle between the false creation of the environment, which is the "I", and the environment itself, only through suffering. 

 Suffering makes one conscious of this conflict, and yet suffering will not lead man to that fullness, to that richness, that plenitude, that ecstasy of life, because after all, suffering can only awaken the mind to great intensity. And when the mind is acute, then it begins to question, the environment, the conditions, and in that questioning, intelligence is functioning; and it is only intelligence that will lead man to the fullness of life and to the discovery of the significance of sorrow. Intelligence begins to function in the moment of acuteness of suffering, when mind and heart are no longer escaping, escaping through the various avenues which you have so cleverly made, which are so apparently reasonable, factual, real. 

 Whenever there is the lack of understanding of environment there must be conflict. Environment gives birth to conflict, and so long as we do not understand environment, conditions, surroundings, and are merely seeking substitutions for these conditions, we are evading one conflict and meeting another. But if in that acuteness of suffering which brings forth in its fullness a conflict, if in that state we begin to question environment, then we shall understand the true worth of environment, and intelligence then functions naturally. Hitherto mind has identified itself with conflict, with environment, with evasions, and therefore with suffering; that is, you say, "I suffer." Whereas, in that state of acuteness of suffering, in that intensity of suffering in which there is no longer escape, mind itself becomes intelligence. 

 You have so many environments, which have been imposed on you by society, by religion, by economic conditions, by social distinctions, by exploitation and political oppressions. The "I" has been created by that imposition, by that compulsion; there is the "I" in you which is fighting the environment and hence there is conflict. It is no use creating a new environment, because the same thing will still exist. But if in that conflict there is conscious sorrow and suffering - and there is always suffering in all conflict, only man wants to run away from that struggle and he therefore seeks substitutes - if in that acuteness of suffering you stop searching for substitutes and really face the facts, you will see that mind, which is the summation of intelligence, begins to discover the true worth of environment, and then you will realize that mind is free of conflict. In the very acuteness of suffering lies its own dissolution. To put it briefly again, before I answer the questions that have been given to me: First of all everyone is caught up in suffering and conflict, but most people are unconscious of that conflict; they are merely seeking substitutions, solutions and escapes. Whereas if they cease seeking escapes and begin to question the environment which causes that conflict, then mind becomes acute, alive, intelligent. In that intensity mind becomes intelligence and therefore sees the full worth and significance of the environment which creates conflict. 

 But to think over it is not to intellectualize it, that is, to sit down and make it vanish away through the intellect. To find out if what I am saying is true, you have to put it into action, and to put it into action you must question the environment. That is, if you are in conflict, naturally you must question the environment, but most minds have become so perverted that they are not aware that they are seeking solutions, escapes through their marvellous theories. 

 So if there is conflict, and if you want to find out the cause of that conflict, naturally the mind must discover it through acuteness of thought and therefore the questioning of all that which environment places about you - your family, your neighbours, your religions, your political authorities; and by questioning there will be action against the environment. There is the family, the neighbour and the state, and by questioning their significance you will see that intelligence is spontaneous, not to be acquired, not to be cultivated. 

 Question: You say that the "I" is the product of environment. Do you mean that a perfect environment could be created which would not develop the "I" consciousness? If so, the perfect freedom of which you speak is a matter of creating the right environment. Is this correct? 

 Krishnamurti: Wait a minute. Can there ever be right environment, perfect environment? There cannot. 

 What is environment? Environment is created, this whole human structure has been created, by human fears, longings, hopes, desires, attainments. Now, you cannot make a perfect environment because each man is creating, according to his fancies and desires, new sets of conditions; but having an intelligent mind, you can pierce through all these false environments and therefore be free of that "I" consciousness. Please, the "I" consciousness, the sense of "mine", is the result of environment; isn't it? As that has not been the case with you, there is the sense of "mine', possessiveness. That is the result of environment, that "I" is but the false reaction to environment. Whereas if the mind begins to question the environment itself, there is no longer a reaction to environment. Therefore we are not concerned with the possibility of there ever being a perfect environment. 

 After all, what is perfect environment? Each man will tell you what to him is a perfect environment. The artist will say one thing, the financier another, the cinema actress another; each man asks for a perfect environment which satisfies him, in other words, which does not create conflict in him. Therefore there cannot be a perfect environment. But if there is intelligence, then environment has no value, no significance, because intelligence is then freed from circumstance, it is functioning fully. 

 The question is not whether we can create a perfect environment, but rather how to awaken that intelligence which shall be free of environment, imperfect or perfect. I say you can awaken that intelligence by questioning the full value of any environment in which your mind is caught up. Then you will see that you are free of any particular environment, because then you are functioning intelligently, not being twisted, perverted, shaped by environment. 

 Question: How then can you say that there is no conflict between the false and the true? Krishnamurti: I said yesterday that there can be struggle only between two false things, conflict between the environment and the result of environment which is the "I". Now between these two lie innumerable avenues of escape which the "I" has created, which we call vice, goodness, morality, moral standards, fears, and all the many opposites; and the struggle can exist only between the two, between the false creation of the environment which is the "I", and the environment itself. 

 First of all, in order to fight, you must know what you are fighting, so there must be understanding of the fundamental, not of the divisions between the false things. Now we are so conscious, we are so fully conscious of the divisions between the false things, between the result and the environment, that we fight them, and therefore we want to reform, we want to change, we want to alter, without fundamentally changing the whole structure of human life. That is, we still want to preserve the "I" consciousness which is the false reaction to environment; we want to preserve that and yet want to alter the world. So what one has to do is to find out if one is dealing with the fundamental, or merely with the superficial. And to me the superficial will exist so long as you are merely concerned with the alteration of environment so as to alleviate conflict. That is, you still want to cling to the "I" consciousness as "mine", but yet desire to alter the circumstances so that they will not create conflict in that "I". 

 I call that superficial thought, and from that there naturally is superficial action. Whereas if you think fundamentally, that is, question the very result of the environment which is the "I", and therefore question the environment itself, then you are acting fundamentally, and therefore lastingly. And in that there is an ecstasy, in that there is a joy of which now you do not know because you are afraid to act fundamentally. 

 Question: In your talk yesterday you spoke of environment as the movement of the false. Do you include in environment all the creations of nature, including human forms? Krishnamurti: Doesn't environment continually change? Doesn't it? For most people it doesn't change because change implies continual adjustment, therefore continual awareness of mind, and most people are concerned with the static condition of the environment. Yet environment is moving because it is beyond your control, and it is false so long as you do not understand its significance. 

 "Does environment include human forms?" Why set them apart from nature? We are not concerned so much with nature, because we have almost brought nature under control, but we have not understood the environment created by human beings. 

 So we are not concerned with the stability, with the continuance of an environment which we understand, because the moment we understand it there is no conflict. That is, we are seeking security, emotional and mental, and we are happy so long as that security is assured and therefore we never question environment, and hence the constant movement of environment is a false thing which is creating disturbance in each one. As long as there is conflict, it indicates that we have not understood the conditions placed about us; and that movement of environment remains false so long as we do not inquire into its significance, and we can only discover it in that state of acute consciousness of suffering. 

 Question: It is perfectly clear to me that the "I" consciousness is the result of environment, but do you not see that the "I" did not originate for the first time in this life? From what you say it is obvious that the "I" consciousness, being the result of environment, must have begun in the distant past and will continue in the future. 

 First of all you will admit, if you think about it, that the "I" is the result of environment. Now to me it doesn't matter whether it is the past environment or present environment. After all, environment is of the past also. You have done something which you haven't understood, you did something yesterday which you haven't understood, and that pursues you till you understand it. You cannot solve that past environment till you are fully conscious in the present. So it doesn't matter whether the mind is crippled by past or present conditions, What matters is that you shall understand the environment and this will liberate the mind from conflict. 

 I will show you why. If the "I" is the result of the environment, if the "I" is but the essence of conflict, then the mind must be concerned, not with that continuance of conflict, but with freedom from that conflict. So it does not matter whether it is the past environment which is crippling the mind, or the present which is perverting it, or whether the "I" has had a birth in the distant past. You know what it means, that you have a burden in the present, the burden of the past in the present. That is, you bring with you the environment of the past into the present, and because of that burden, you control the future, you shape the future. If you come to think of it, it must be so, that if your mind is perverted by the past, naturally the future must also be twisted, because if you have not understood the environment of yesterday it must be continued today; and therefore, as you don't understand today, naturally you will not understand tomorrow either. That is, if you have not seen the full significance of an environment or of an action, this perverts your judgment of today's environment, of today's action born of environment, which will again pervert you tomorrow. So one is caught up in this vicious circle, and hence the idea of continual rebirth, rebirth of memory, or rebirth of the mind continued by environment. 

 But I say mind can be free of the past, of past environment, past hindrances, and therefore you can be free of the future, because then you are living dynamically in the present, intensely, supremely. In the present is eternity, and to understand that, mind must be free of the burden of the past; and to free the mind of the past there must be an intense questioning of the present, not the considering of how the "I" will continue in the future.

 1934 3rd Public Talk, Ojai, California

 So let us decide whether you want a shelter, a safety zone, which will no longer yield conflict, whether you want to escape from the present conflict to enter a condition in which there shall be no conflict; or whether you are unaware, unconscious of this conflict in which you exist. If you are unconscious of the conflict, that is, the battle that is taking place between that self and the environment, if you are unconscious of that battle, then why do you seek further remedies? Remain unconscious.

 1935 5th Public Talk, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil

 You follow a system or mould yourself after a pattern because there is fear, the fear of right and wrong which has been established according to the tradition of a system. If thought is merely functioning in the groove of a pattern without understanding the significance of environment, there must be conscious or unconscious fear, and such thought must inevitably lead to confusion, to illusion and false action

 1935 Public Talks in Argentina

 You have this mould, this environment of which almost all of us are unconscious, for it is part of us; it is the very expression of our desires, fears and hopes. While you conform consciously or thoughtlessly to this system, you are not individuals.

 1948 2nd Public Talk, New Delhi, India

 So, to understand this environment and be free of it in ourselves, not only is it necessary to know all the hidden, stored up influences in the unconscious, but to know what we are in conflict with. As we have seen, each one of us is the result of environment, and we are not separate from environment.

 1955 1st Public Talk, Amsterdam, Holland

 Surely the contradiction is part of the environment, it is not separate from it. We are part of the environment, - which is, religion, education, social morality, business values, tradition, beliefs, various impositions of churches, governments, the whole process of the past: those are all superficial conditionings; and there are also the inward unconscious responses to those superficial conditionings.

 1957 3rd Public Talk, Colombo

 So it is very important to understand not only the conscious, but also the unconscious mind. The unconscious mind is much more powerful, much more insistent much more directive and conservative than the conscious mind; because the conscious is merely the educated mind which adjusts itself to the environment. He is adjusting himself, as you do, to the environment, to the pressure from outside, but inwardly he is the same - that is, the unconscious is still the residue of the past.

 1958 3rd Public Talk, Poona, India

 The mind is conditioned, is -- Page 17 -- it not? All your environment is shaping the mind; the climate, the customs, the tradition, the racial influences, the family, - innumerable conscious and unconscious pressures are shaping the mind. You are a Hindu, a Parsi, a Mussulman, a Christian or whatever you are, because you have been influenced by your environment.

 1964 4th Public Talk, Saanen, Switzerland

 How is the unconscious to be cleansed immediately of the past? The analysts think that the unconscious can be partially or even completely cleansed through analysis - through investigation, exploration, confession, the interpretation of dreams, and so on - so that at least you become a `normal' human being, able to adjust yourself to the present environment.

 1965-66 2nd Public Talk, Madras, India

 When we observe - without reading psychologists, the Freuds, the Jungs, and all the rest of the modern philosophers and psychologists - we know what the unconscious is: the racial residue, the experience of the race, the social conditions, the environment, the tradition, the culture - culture being political, religious, educational - which are all deeply embedded in the unconscious.

 (1966-1971 The Urgency of Change)

 All these are the factors which condition us. Our conscious and unconscious responses to all the challenges of our environment - intellectual, emotional, outward and inward - all these are the action of conditioning. Language is conditioning; all thought is the action, the response of conditioning.

 1971 Public talk, Rome, Italy

 So thought is the instrument of pleasure, and thought is the instrument of pain, fear - consciously or unconsciously. Then there is the whole question of hidden fears, unconscious, deep rooted fears inherited through the environment, through culture, through the race, through family, you know, the stored up fears. Now how is one to be free of all that?

 1972 4th Public Talk, Saanen, Switzerland

 If you have, what place has thought in the whole of consciousness? How deeply the unconscious, the hidden parts of our minds, the secret recesses, how deeply they are contaminated by the environment, by the society in which we live, by or through education and so on. How deeply the whole mind is polluted and whether it is possible to free the mind altogether from this pollution of civilization.

 (1973-1979 Exploration into Insight)

 Or does the unconscious invite these fears? Does it hold them, do they exist in the traditional depths of the unconscious; or is it a thing that the unconscious gathers from the environment? Now, why does the unconscious hold fears at all?

 1980 2nd Public Talk, Sri Lanka

 Then the book says in the next chapter, man has lived with fear from time immemorial - fear, not only fear of nature, fear of the environment, fear of disease, fear of accidents and so on, but also the much deeper layers of fear, the deeper, unconscious, untrodden waves of fear. We are going to read the book together till the chapter ends and says, "Watch it and you will be able to end it".

 END
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  MONOGAMY IS AS  OLD AS ADAM 

Monogamy is as old as Adam. But that’s not the real issue. From the beginning,  through the generations, even to this day, monogamy, polygamy and celibacy are known forms  of marital status, and of course rising up strong is "homogamy", the old time  abhorred practice of homosexuality which is once again fighting for recognition and  acceptance. What is in question here is how and when monogamy began to be imposed as the  only right form of marriage acceptable to God and man.

   MONOGAMY AND SHOULD-BE MONOGAMY 

The practice of faithful monogamy stipulates that a man can marry only one wife at  any one time in his life. Even though the various forms of marriages have been practiced  through the generations, monogamy has emerged to become law in some countries today, such that the legal registration of more than one wife become a violation. This is termed  "Should-be" or "must-be" monogamy.

The first instances of such widespread enforcement were in Western Europe and  it eventually gained woldwide acceptance in the modern world, especially in the Western  Hemisphere. How did it happen? More so, how did it become known as the only acceptable standard to the God of the Bible when so many of the Bible’s founding patriarchs were  openly polygamous? The answer of course would be one of greatest concern to Christians.  And it will be an interesting but a very tragic one.

 SOME HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

We have to look at some other related history first. The Roman system was an empire  built on conquest with incorporation. The secret of Rome's strength lie in her ability to  incorporate vanquished nations into her own political body. Never before had so many  people been brought under one government without making slaves of most of them. The Romans  were basically barbaric and lawless in characteristics, but were experts in adaptability,  absorbing nations, cultures and religions and cross breeding them into one another, by  force if necessary. Through this, the rulers sought to keep the entire empire under  control. Gradually the Roman Empire became permeated with the philosophy of the Greeks and  the religions of the Jews and Christians. The natural part of human life was raised to a  higher plane. Combined with the Greek influence, Roman law and political ideas have had a  strong influence on the West. Thus the Greek notion of democracy, the religions of the  Jews and Christian, the law and political influence of the Romans, all these mixed together made the civilization of the later Western world. Clearly, history tells us that  the Roman civilization is the direct ancestor of the modern West.

 THE ROMAN EMPIRE AND THE ROMAN CHURCH  

Christianity became known as the official western religion, and the native  religions of the western world became known as heathen - uncivilized and unenlightened.  However it was not so in the beginning. It may be a surprise for many to know that during  the first 3 centuries, the Christians suffered tremendously under the Roman government  which tried to destroy them. However, Christianity was spreading too vigorously to be kept  under control. The strategy of elimination through persecution eventually changed to one  of embracing it and controlling its destiny to fulfill the purpose of their rulers.

 The church on the other hand made a compromise to accept Rome and became the  destroyer of her mother (Israel) who bore her. In the process, truth suffered. Biblical  commandments that the Apostles taught were subordinated to pagan convenience. The church entered into apostasy. This was fully realized in the 4th century when Emperor  Constantine the Great declared himself a Christian, the first pope and the ruler of the  church, which he called, the Roman Catholic Church that existed to these days. By his own  authority he set up church councils, installed and deposed bishops, imprisoning and  banishing them, imposed religious edicts under penalty of Roman Law. He set up the Council  of Rome and Nicene, and bridged the Empire of Rome to the Church of Rome.

 One after another, the unscrupulous and cruel wolves as prophesied in the  scriptures, entered the Church to take control, ravish and strip the Church to total  spiritual nakedness and bankruptcy, and then clothed her in mockery and strange garments.  Greco-Roman ideologies, values and pagan practices and rituals were adopted as standards  and holiness in the Church. The Christian Jews who had understanding of God’s truths  refused to toe the line. As a result, they were denounced as traitors, betrayers and  murderers of the Lord, and were replaced by the Gentile "spiritual Jews", where  the old, including the Hebraic understanding of the scriptures were forcibly put away and  replaced by the Greco-Roman way of interpreting the scriptures. The wolves now had a  totally free hand, this time in the Name of God. Sounds like a fairy tale, but painfully  true. This is the background and setting for the origin and history of the  "must-be" monogamy theology.

 CATHOLIC PRIESTS WERE MONOGAMOUS AND POLYGAMOUS BUT MADE CELIBATE

Due to the widespread illiteracy of the scriptures, especially that of the Gentile  believers who were totally ignorant of the Torah, whatever the Catholic priests said were  considered as God’s Law and divine truths. One area of total distortion was that of  marital relationship. Surprising to almost all of us, it was common for Catholic priests  to have multiple wives and mistresses. In 726AD, it was acceptable for a man with a sick  wife to take a second wife so long as he looked after the first one. With concerns for  protecting Church property from inheritance however, offspring could not inherit church  property and it was later declared that all sons of priests were illegitimate. In 1022,  Pope Benedict VIII banned marriages for priests (monogamous or polygamous). Finally in  1139, Pope Innocent II voided all marriages of priests and all new priests had to divorce  their wives. All these were done to possess and protect money and church property. Making  polygamy a sin and marriage unacceptable for a priest was a slow and purposeful process.

 CELIBACY AND  ASCETICISM PROPAGATED AS HOLINESS 

Backing up this hidden agenda, was an anti-human Greek doctrine concocted from the  pit of hell by the hatred of Satan, manifested as holiness against all human nature and  passions. It is called asceticism; the paganistic teaching that to be spiritual is to be  poor, thus sex and all human passions would have to be denied for the highest fulfillment  found only in monastic lifestyle. This distorted view of human passions and sexuality put  a terrible burden on the shoulders of all who wanted to be spiritual. Worse still, it  became the root and the source of much more other lies and deception regarding holiness  and marriage forms in the whole Christian world.

 Celibacy was propagated as the new standard of high attainment in holiness. Sex  was taken to be unclean and sinful. Marriages were painted, at best as being a necessary  evil to guard against sexual sins such as fornication. Because of such a heathen belief,  monks and nuns were considered holier and closer to God than anybody else, and priests  would necessarily be celibates. Marriage was considered an activity of the flesh, if  possible, to be avoided by those seeking spirituality. Thus monogamy would be tolerated as  an acceptable norm among the "less spiritual" and polygamy would be condemned as  an abomination. Clearly, Greek philosophy and Roman monogamy were in control of the entire  Church. This prevailed in what is known as the Dark Ages of the Church.

  ROMANS WERE NOTORIOUSLY  MONOGAMOUS 

Christianity was strongly and aggressively propagated from the Roman Empire into  the West and from the West into the rest of the world and thus came to be known as a  western religion. It should be noted that the Romans were notoriously monogamous due to an inherent exclusivity (which we shall discuss later) in monogamy. These are some of the  practices and enforcement, even on their own monarchs and nobles. Nero, the Caesar who  divorced, banished and murdered his first wife in order to marry the  second. He  blamed his atrocious act of burning Rome on the Christians. What resulted were countless  martyrs. Even Napoleon the great conqueror who crowned himself could not overthrow this  law, and had to divorce his beloved wife, Josephine in order to marry another so as to  yield a son. Such facts and examples are clearly evident in European history. Yet were the  Romans truly monogamous? History tells us that in the Roman Empire and in medieval  Christendom, though marriage was monogamous, mating was often polygynous. A lord of a manor would have one wife but his household was set up as an unofficial harem of servant  girls.

 This briefly sums up the origin of should-be monogamy theology and ideology.

 MONOGAMY PROPAGATED THROUGH CHRISTIANITY AND WESTERN SUPREMACY 

Thus we see how Christianity was corrupted with the Greco-Roman philosophy and  values to the point of being almost totally heathen, bowing down to saints and angels,  paying for salvation with money and penance. Despite reformations and revivals in the 15th  century that challenged and overthrew the ritualistic corruption, Greco-Roman values and  interpretation of the Bible are still very much in the Christian lifestyle. This includes  enforced monogamy, the Roman form of idolizing woman and the goddesses. Christianity today  is still very much Romanized where monogamy is Law rather than being Hebraic in nature  where polygamy was well accepted in the sight of God and man. By renouncing the Jews, the  ways of the patriarchal fathers and their ways were also renounced, thus so was Biblical  polygamy. This is a big mistake of the early Church. And because the reformed Church did  not thoroughly cleanse herself from Romanism, Biblical patriarchy was only partially  restored and polygamy is still considered an abomination. The Universal Church is still  arrogant and piteously far from returning to her Hebraic Roots. She will, but only through much trials and tribulations before she is willing to let go of her sacred should-be  monogamy calf.

  MARTIN LUTHER CHALLENGED SHOULD-BE  MONOGAMY  

For political purposes, young Prince Philip of Hesse was arranged to marry the  daughter of Duke George. This unhappy union led him to several affairs at later time, for  which he felt so condemned that he refrained from the Lord’s supper. He could have  easily annulled his marriage through the Roman Catholic Church, which was a common  procedure that would not have caused the slightest comment. But being an avowed Lutheran,  he refused to consider this way out but instead considered to keep his first wife and  marry another woman, a charming 17 years old Margaret von der Saale. After winning the  girl’s approval, he approached her mother who said, "We must not break  God’s laws!" Martin Luther and Melanchthon, a fellow reformer were consulted.  After much consideration, with 7 other prominent men, a letter was jointly signed with the  approval given, but he was told to keep it a secret. Philip lived with his 2 wives and had  children through them. Soon the secret leaked out and the Reformation was placed in severe jeopardy.

Because the penalty for bigamy in the Holy Roman Empire was death, Prince  Philip was forced to prostrate himself before Emperor Charles V and beg for his  forgiveness. The scandal spread, and this added to Luther’s depression. Melanchthon  was so distraught that he could not eat or drink and later lost his memory. The irony of  it all was that the emperor himself had illegitimate children all over Europe and the pope  had legitimatized each one in order that they all might inherit titles and attain high  office.

 The Reformation is certainly not yet completed. There is much much more that  needs to be done!

  THE POWER BEHIND THE  SHOULD-BE MONOGAMY 

Christianity was propagated from the Roman Empire into the West and from the West  into the rest of the modern world. And wherever the gospel is preached, Roman monogamy was  portrayed as God’s only divine standard. Luther could not change it. There were too  much to undo. But because the major part of the world is still unchristianized, there are  actually much more societies of the world that are polygamous than monogamous. The wolf  spirit behind the corrupt Romans still continues, out living the Roman Empire, and is  manifesting itself, not just in the religious system of Roman Catholicism in Rome, and in  the religious systems of Protestant Christianity, but also in the supremacy of Western  culture, economy and technology. Thus the ambition of this spirit to conquer the world did  not die with the Roman Empire, but continues into the supremacy of the Western world as  she becomes the whore, whose wine the kings and the nations of the world are drunk with.  She is the Jezebel of Revelation, the spirit of Babylon that lived through the ages. It is  now in the Greco-Roman Worldview that is fast taking over the world. It is so  transparently clear that there is no true gospel except in the Jesus that came through the  Hebraic race, not just in race, but also in culture and interpretation.

   MONOGAMY AND THE MODERN WORLD 

"Should-be" monogamy never gained worldwide attention until the last few  centuries. The should-be monogamy idea was not popular in previous generations, not until  its strong uprising in the last 150 years or so. In fact, polygamy was still openly  practiced in the last generation in non-western countries, and is today still practiced in  modern societies, even though not so openly because of the outcry of the Western Feminism  movement. How quickly the should-be monogamy concept has taken over, such that it makes  polygamy appear sinful and wrong ever since the beginning. A  worldwide ethnographic survey of 849 human societies show 708 whose customs are polygynous  (more than 1 wife), 4 polyandrous (more than 1 husband) and 137 monogamous.  Other than the religious and supremacy factors, there can be a few other reasons  for this.

   MONOGAMY, FEMINISM AND  HOMOSEXUALITY 

The next reason is that during the last war torn period and after, polygamy was  badly abused by irresponsible men who had made it appear evil. The restoration of  women’s dignity and respect, giving them their "rightful liberation" and  equality had automatically promoted monogamy to be the only right form of marriage, and  polygamy since then was declared abusive and unworthy of a good respectable marriage.  Supported by the deceived Church as good teaching and declared as the only right way of  marriage instituted by the Holy God, this "truth" becomes law, not just among  Catholics and Protestants, but also in modern societies. Alas, feminism has in recent  years changed partner, now courting what I call Homogamy, which is homosexuality and  lesbianism, relentlessly fighting for its legalization. Monogamy is fast becoming out of  date. The passing fad seems quick to come and fast to go, and the poor church is presently  being dragged into Homogamy. She had compromised once, why not twice? Thus the Church did  not just commit spiritual adultery, but also spiritual lesbianism with Jezebel. Thus we  see another logical trend. The more feminism is in power in a land, the more monogamous it  is and the more it is swept over by homosexuality and lesbianism. The more patriarchal and  polygamous the land, the least likely it is to be taken over by homosexuality and  lesbianism.

  THE  APPEAL OF MONOGAMY – EXCLUSIVENESS OF ROMANISM 

Another reason for the quick popularity of monogamy lies in the exclusive nature of  the should-be monogamy form that is extremely appealing. But what exactly is the exclusive  nature of this modern monogamy form? Dr Nathaniel Branden, an advocate and authority on  the subject of romantic love, has well defined it in his book, Taking Responsibility,  "Romantic love means finding a soul mate – someone whose values and sense of  life mirror our own. We feel a drive to organize our life around this person and no one  else. If someone says, ‘I love you’ in a romantic context, this what they are  understood to be saying." This seems a good modern notion of romantic monogamy that  we would all readily accept. The author has the good intention of bringing responsibility  back into the decaying society. I respect him for that. But his writing has also given us  some other unintended insights. In real modern day practice, monogamy is but the  exaltation of free love and the justification of self-love. Possessiveness is not only  condoned, but glorified. That’s why it is so appealing. It readily satisfies the  inner desire of a woman to possess her man exclusively, and the inner need of a man to please and idolize his woman completely above all other things, to be completely engrossed  in her only. A candlelight dinner never fails to portray a very romantic moment. We say,  "Oh! How romantic!". But how awfully unromantic it will be if another party is involved. For should-be monogamy to work, the elements of romantic exclusiveness must be  involved. I am not saying that candlelight dinners and privacy are bad. But essentially,  this reveal that the elements of the Roman spirit are nothing but exclusivity, possessiveness and idolatry. And such elements are perpetuated as dominant factors into  all aspects of modern life of the should-be monogamy culture and this is where the  failings begin. God and others are eventually out of place, the 2 persons involved finally imprison one another, thus marriages of such kind are open to destruction. Let’s  probe further.

We know by now that for sure, the origin of the should-be monogamy was not  Biblical as assumed by many. It’s definitely not from the biblical patriarchal  fathers, as many of them were polygamous. It really was from Rome, where the whore of  Babylon still rules to this day. This same book confirms this vital fact. It says,  "Although in Western Europe, the idea of romantic love (in some sense) has had a long  history, its acceptance as the proper basis of marriage has never been as widespread as it  has been in America culture." He continues, " Why the United States? The answer,  at least in part, is philosophical. What was distinctive about the American outlook and  represented a radical break with its European past were its unprecedented commitment to  political freedom, its individualism, its doctrine of individual rights, and, more  specifically, its belief in a person’s right to happiness here on earth. Both the  individualism and the secularism of this country were essential for the idea of romantic  love to take wide cultural root." It’s now crystal clear where should-be  monogamy originated and why it is so appealing to the human self. Historically, the Romans  were known to be highly monogamous but kept mistresses and abused their maids and slaves,  and were also known to be very sadistic in sports and love making. And we know in part,  this characteristic has found its place in modern society.

This historical observation and social deduction are not wrong, for we can also  see throughout the world that the more affluent, self-sufficient, self-centered, secular  and individualistic the people are, the more romantically inclined and monogamous the  society is. Should-be monogamy as righteousness is hollow, a placebo, a false consolation  and a false truth for the self-seekers and the uninformed.

   MONOGAMY AND ROMANTIC  

Even the word, Roman-tic tells us where should-be  monogamy is from, the Roman culture and the Roman Empire which is Western Europe, where  values contradict biblical standards. And we can be so blind as not to see it before our  eyes when we read the word Roman-tic, and yet we expound and exalt it at every wedding and  declared it as holiness at every pulpit! To be very romantic is to be very Roman. To be  very Roman is to be very anti-patriarchy and very anti-God. As a minister myself, I woke  up one day to this very rude shock. We are still under the power of the Roman Kingdom  (which was the last kingdom of the statue as seen by Nebuchadnezzar), even thought it had  collapsed. But the church is still under that power and is still not yet into the Kingdom  of the Rock that was not made with hands!

  MONOGAMY, ROMANISM, ROMAN CATHOLISM  

Looking at the name, practices and ordinances of the Roman Catholic Church, where  polygamy is never to be tolerated, it would be blind not to see that the culture of Rome  had become the culture of the Roman Catholic Church. It is also clear that the medieval society and the modern world are the children of the Roman Empire. The medieval society  was a hodgepodge of customs, language, laws and attitudes taken from the late great Roman  Empire, with some Germanic admixture and has now shaped our modern world. Both the  medieval world and our own world are very much descended from Rome. By the 14th  century, much of the Roman influence was no longer obvious, the culture of Rome had become  the culture of the Roman Catholic Church. Some educated commoners who look beneath the  surface could find the Roman roots of the many institutions of medieval culture. But the  Romans are now ancient history and what they had left behind had been well tended to by  the Christian clerics. And today we still live in the shadows of a culture the Romans  began creating 2800 years ago.

  MONOGAMY AND PROTESTANTISM  

What about the Protestant world? With America drinking it all in and taking the  lead, "civilized" nations swallowed the Romans’ doctrine of love, digested  it into her religious system, namely Christianity, and exported it with the Gospel as a  total package for living. Alas, wherever the Gospel went, the whole package was received  and swallowed without question as total Gospel truth. Thus the true Biblical Gospel which  God has ordained to be rooted in the Middle Eastern patriarchal culture is deceptively  suppressed and replaced with one that is adulterated by a heathen Roman culture. There  will always be some tolerable societal differences in all parts of the world, but the ways  of God were defined and taught in the Biblical patriarchal setting of our forefathers  where polygamy was not just tolerated, but accepted. But the western Gospel is  romantically and not patriarchally inclined, thus it is actually not just anti-polygamy but also in truth, anti-patriarchy. This is why the Old Testament seems to contain many  passages of polygamy and patriarchy that cannot be expounded by western Protestant  Christianity and this is where her blindness and powerlessness lie.

   THE CONCLUSION 

History brings forth a conclusive evidence. The enforced should-be monogamy, no  matter how much it is sanctioned legally or socially, or how righteous it is portrayed  religiously, it was never originated from the Scriptures, and has never been set as the  only standard for marriage by God. It originated from the pagan Romans that had and are  still overtaking the world under the modern title, Greco Roman Worldview.

 Like I mentioned earlier, the Reformation is certainly not yet completed. There  is much much more to be done. In fact the worst is yet to be undone!

--- END ---
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 Preface

 Polyamory and non-monogamy, whilst increasingly acknowledged aspects of relationships, have not yet been accepted as valid alternative ways of living. This book will aim to show that `responsible non-monogamy' can be both a positive choice at a personal level, and a radicalising current in society, providing a true alternative to the dependence and exclusion of traditional monogamy, and the lack of responsibility and honesty in covert non-monogamy.

 Responsible non-monogamy means a non-monogamous lifestyle or arrangement in which all the partners concerned are aware of and consent to the form of relationship -- thus it is distinguished both from traditional monogamy and polygamy, and from the practice of serial monogamy together with secret affairs which is the mainstream of present Western society. The term polyamory ``more loves than one" has become a generic term intended to cover all forms of responsible non-monogamy, and helps to emphasise that there is more than just sex at issue in non-monogamy.

 The first part of the book is about `doing it' -- the practical experiences of people who have attempted to live in a polyamorous way. The second concerns `theorising about it' -- how non-monogamy relates to theories of sexuality, gender, religion and spirituality.

 The history of non-monogamy has been hidden in much the same way that the history of homosexuality or of the working class has been concealed, since the history books have been written by and for upper class, heterosexual  (in the West, usually Christian) men. Thus the book will attempt to uncover some of this history and describe historical antecedents for the current rise of interest in the polyamorous option, whilst recognising that previous versions of non-monogamy were often quite different in their aims and social context.

 Bisexuality has often been regarded with scepticism and prejudice precisely because it appears to lead to non-monogamy: and this has been a greater challenge to many people than a different sexual orientation. Thus the recognition of the validity of responsible non-monogamy is actually a key element in the acceptance of bisexuality, and a number of articles in the book cover this subject. This is not to imply that every polyamorous person is inevitably bisexual, or even agrees with conventional sexuality labels, and the book also contains accounts from heterosexually and lesbian-identified people.

 A wide variety of models for organising non-monogamous relationships exist and have been successfully applied. These include triads, polyfidelity (non-monogamous groups closed to sexual relationships outside the group), `line marriages', open marriages and distributed commitment. Personal experiences of triads, open relationships and distributed commitment, and of other forms, are given in the first part of the book. It is a point of contention in the poly community as to whether `swinging' can be regarded as responsible non-monogamy -- we think that it can be, provided that the choices made are negotiated and consenting. The article on group sex explores this area in more detail.

 The second part of the book provides a historical and political context for non-monogamous choices, and describes some well-known and not so well-known precursors to todays poly community. Finally, we provide an extensive bibliography, a glossary of terms, and details of existing support groups.
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Supporting the KM Environment—The Roles, Responsibilities, and Rights of Information Professionals
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As I have conducted workshops across Australia, New Zealand, Asia, and the United States over the past few years, it has become increasingly evident to me that while some information professionals have successfully embraced change and moved forward, many others are struggling to find their place in the knowledge management (KM) environments that have emerged within their organizations. Many of those who are struggling have years of expertise, while others are relatively new to the profession. Regardless of their tenure, many individuals have seen their roles and responsibilities downgraded because they were not perceived as contributing directly to the KM initiatives. Some of our readings tell us that we have to develop new skill sets to remain relevant, while others tell us that we need a new mindset to move into our 21st century roles. I hope this article, which incorporates my own thoughts and ideas and those of colleagues and workshop participants, will encourage constructive discussion of the roles, responsibilities, and rights of information professionals in this era of knowledge management.

  

How KM Has Changed Our World

 

Let us begin by looking at what KM is and how it has changed our roles within our organizations. Knowledge management is a management philosophy comprising elements of a number of disciplines, including human resources management, organizational learning, information management, and information technology (IT) (Standards Australia, 2003). The amalgamation of these elements into what many consider a “new” discipline has raised numerous issues, including those of ownership, resourcing, competencies, roles, and responsibilities. Many organizations have embraced KM with a clean sweep - new management, new funding and resourcing, and new objectives - often ignoring the relationships between what they believe they need and what they already have.

  

Many organizations that have embraced KM already have well-established information management processes, yet they have often sidelined or overlooked those processes when new KM initiatives have been introduced. This situation has had a significant impact on the success of the initiatives. Where a KM process is established without being underpinned by good information management, the knowledge that is created or reused may be substandard or inaccurate, as may be based on irrelevant, inaccurate, outdated, or unauthoritative information.

 

Information professionals are trained to manage information and to provide the most relevant and up-to-date information to their client base. They are also trained to ensure that information products and services are aligned with the achievement of organizational objectives. These are critical processes in ensuring that information users have the “best” information available so that the knowledge generated is “good and valid” and meets organizational requirements. This tells us that our skills and knowledge are still relevant and valuable, yet KM initiatives and environments are being established and nurtured without a clearly defined role for information professionals.

 

There are obviously a number of possible futures for us. In his latest book Beyond Degrees, Guy St. Clair introduces us to Knowledge Services, which he defines as the amalgamation of information management, knowledge management, and organizational learning. St. Clair presents Knowledge Services as a new profession that underpins the 21st century, knowledge-focused, learning organization. I recommend this book, as it presents a clearly articulated view of one possible future.

 

TFPL, a consulting firm in the UK, provide a framework for a different future in their research into the skills required in the knowledge economy. The resultant Knowledge Skills Map depicts skills sets covering strategic and business skills, management skills, intellectual and learning skills, communication and interpersonal skills, information management skills, and information technology skills. They also provide core competencies for knowledge cultures.

  

In addition to the KM books that relate to our profession, we must begin the read (or at least be aware of) the KM books that our managers and decision-makers are reading. This is where they get many of the ideas that will shape our futures.

  

 

Some Thoughts about KM and the KM Environment

 

Knowledge management is seen as a means of achieving organizational goals. It consists of the systematic processes that are put into place to identify, create, capture, share, and leverage the knowledge that is needed for an organization to succeed. Putting it simply, KM aims to (1) determine what knowledge an organization needs to be successful; (2) capture and store explicit knowledge until required for reuse; and (3) manage and exploit the tacit knowledge that resides within people.

  

KM initiatives use four primary processes to achieve these aims:

1.       identification/discovery

2.       creation/acquisition

3.       capture/storage/codification/retrieval

4.       sharing/transfer/flow

 

The KM environment is holistic, with all processes and programs having an organizational focus rather than a section/department/business unit focus, and incorporating the external environment in which the organization operates. It is also open and visible - knowing what everyone does and why (where they fit in the organization and what they contribute). The KM environment is a sharing culture, value based and people focused, motivated and committed, proactive, resourced and supported, and technology enabled.

 

 

So Where Do Information Professionals Fit?

 

When working in a knowledge environment, the information professional has three primary roles and responsibilities:

1.       to provide information products and services that continually and consistently match the requirements of the organization;

 2.       to educate information users to ensure that they can access and use the information products and services effectively to maximize the quality and consistency of organizational knowledge; and

 3.       to facilitate the sharing and transfer of knowledge.

 

Each of the four primary KM processes is underpinned or supported by tasks/activities that require the skill and knowledge of an information professional.

  

Knowledge identification/discovery

Defines what knowledge the organization needs for  business success and identifies what it has and doesn’t have (as well as what it has that it doesn’t need)

Needs assessment

 

Information audit

 

Knowledge audit

Knowledge creation/acquisition

Determines where valuable knowledge is being created  within the organization (and by whom, which process, etc.), and defines what  the organization needs to acquire from external sources

Select, source, and acquire external resources

 

Source and evaluate external information

 

Identify and evaluate internal information

  

Facilitate communities of practice

 

Design and develop information products

 

Package information

  

Negotiate contracts and licenses

Knowledge capture/storage /codification/retrieval

Supports the capture, storage, and codification of valuable knowledge for effective retrieval

Develop thesauri/ taxonomies

 

Index and abstract

 

Code

 

Catalogue/classify/ metadata

 

Ensure effective and efficient access and delivery

 

Train in access and retrieval

 

Communicate delivery options

 

Knowledge sharing/transfer /flow

 

Develops a sharing culture so that knowledge is transferred efficiently to where it is needed

Map information/ knowledge

  

Facilitate communities of practice

 

We can successfully undertake many of these processes or activities using our existing skills and knowledge. Continuing education (CE) courses can help us with those that were not covered by our LIS programs.

 

We are well trained to manage explicit knowledge that is documented in reports, records, databases, and so forth, but explicit knowledge has no value to an organization until a person uses it. To create new knowledge and to effectively reuse captured and stored knowledge requires an explicit-tacit (or a tacit-tacit) interaction. Consequently, storing explicit knowledge is only a part of the KM process - it must be stored in such a way that it can be accessed and used by the right person, at the right time, in the right context before it has business value. Information professionals can become facilitators of this process by -


          facilitating the access and retrieval process by creating indexes, taxonomies, thesauri, and abstracts; applying metadata and otherwise cataloguing and classifying the documents;


          Educating information users in efficient and effective retrieval practices;


          Ensuring that any required external information is acquired;


          Maintaining a liaison with IT professionals to match access and delivery options with user preferences; and


          Maintaining a liaison with human resource/training professionals regarding information and computer literacy skills and training.

 

KM acknowledges that the knowledge that exists within an organization’s employees is its key to success; therefore the first of two major changes in our roles as information professionals is a shift from a technical/process focus to a more people-orientated focus. The emphasis is not only on the processes that enable information to be provided and used effectively, but on the personal attributes necessary to take on the required facilitation and communication roles.

  

The second major change is a shift from the traditional concept of providing a service to being part of the organization’s core business. We continue to become highly skilled at information access and delivery, but we lack the overall knowledge of the organization and its operations to participate actively in planning and decision-making (Abell and Oxbrow, 2001). This is particularly evident where information professionals have taken on a diverse range of new responsibilities without dropping the activities that no longer add business value.

  

We need to examine our new responsibilities and evaluate where our competencies place us. We then need to determine what actions are necessary to enable us to move forward. It is likely that those actions will include a mixture of skill/knowledge-based and personal development programs, as selecting CE programs that are purely skill or knowledge focused alone will not enable us to become key players if we do not have the requisite personal attributes of motivation, confidence, and assertiveness.

 

Competencies comprise skills, knowledge, and personal attributes. These components must be present in the right balance for a person to be competent at a specific task, so it is important to understand what the components of a competency are in order to evaluate whether we have them or need to acquire them. To select CE and personal development programs, we must also identify the components of the competencies that we wish to acquire or improve. We can then rate ourselves in order to prioritize our individual learning requirements.

 

Breaking down the competencies into their components gives us the lists of skills, knowledge, and personal attributes that comprise the competencies. One of the critical issues here is that often a skill can be learned but cannot be applied effectively without the requisite personal attributes. For example, communication is a skill, and the processes can be learned. To be effective communicators we must have the confidence, motivation, and self-assurance to apply the learning. Consequently, “communication” is listed as a skill, whereas “effective communication” can be listed as a personal attribute. A further example is the skill of negotiation. Once again, we can learn the processes, but without the necessary personal attributes such as effective communication, motivation, open-mindedness, flexibility we are unlikely to negotiate well.

  

Below are some examples of the skills, knowledge, and personal attributes that workshop participants have applied to the KM competencies. These are not definitive lists, but examples of the how the lists of skills, knowledge, and personal attributes can be developed from the competencies.

 

Knowledge Identification/Discovery

Defines what knowledge the organization needs for  business success and identifies what it has and doesn’t have (as well as what  it has that it doesn’t need)

Information Professional Contributions

Skills

Knowledge

Personal Attributes

Needs assessment

 

Information audit

 

Knowledge audit

Audit/Survey

 

Analysis

 

Evaluation

 

Planning

 

Decision-making

 

Prioritization

 

Negotiation

 

Project management

 

Communication

 

Team development and management

 

Facilitation

Of the organization

-Political

-Cultural

-Social

-Economic/Financial

-Technical

-Structure

 

External Environment

 

Industry

 

Social networks

 

 

Confident

 

Effective communicator

 

Self-starter

  

Collaborative

 

Flexible

 

Open-minded

 

Able to learn

 

Inquisitive

 

 

 

Knowledge Creation/Acquisition

Determines where valuable knowledge is being created  within the organization (and by whom, which process, etc.), and define what  needs to be acquired from external sources

Information Professional Contributions

Skills

Knowledge

Personal Attributes

Select, source, and acquire external resources

 

Evaluate resources

 

Identify and rate internal information

  

Facilitate communities of practice

 

Design and develop information products

 

Package information

  

Negotiate contracts and licenses

 

Information/knowledge maps

Selection

 

Acquisitions

 

Evaluation (content, vendor, format, delivery, etc.)

 

Communication

 

User profiling

 

Negotiation (with users, vendors, management)

 

Financial management

 

Mapping

 

Training/instruction

Of the organization

-Political

-Cultural

-Social

-Economic/Financial

-Technical

-Structure

External Environment

  

Information seeking behavior

 

User behaviors and preferences

 

Legislation

 

Content

 

Industry

 

Learning styles

Effective communicator

 

Self-starter

  

Collaborative

 

Flexible

 

Open-minded

 

Able to learn

 

Inquisitive

 

Proactive

 

Risk-taker

 

Confident

 

Knowledge  Capture/Storage/Codification/Retrieval

Supports the capture, storage, and  codification of valuable knowledge for effective retrieval.

Information Professional Contributions

Skills

Knowledge

Personal Attributes

Develop thesauri/ taxonomies

 

Index and abstract

 

Code

 

Catalogue/classify/ metadata

 

Ensure effective and efficient access and delivery

 

Train in access and retrieval

 

Communicate delivery options

Thesauri/taxonomy development

 

Indexing

 

Abstracting

 

Coding

 

Cataloguing and classification

 

Metadata application

 

Training/instruction

 

Communication

 

Negotiation

 

Facilitation

 

Search and retrieval

 

Information organization

 

User behaviors and preferences

 

Technical infrastructure

 

Learning styles

 

Effective communication

 

Confident

 

Collaborative

 

Open-minded

 

Knowledge Sharing/Transfer/Flows

Develops a sharing culture so that knowledge  is transferred efficiently to where it is needed

Information Professional Contributions

Skills

Knowledge

Personal Attributes

Map information/ knowledge flows

 

Facilitate communities of practice

 

Facilitate information/knowledge sharing

Mapping

 

Analysis

 

Communication

 

Training/instructional

 

Team development and management

 

Facilitation

 

Of the organization

-Political

-Cultural

-Social

-Economic/Financial

-Technical

-Structure

External Environment

 

Industry

 

Social networks

 

User behaviors and preferences

Effective communicator

 

Self-starter

  

Collaborative

 

Flexible

 

Open-minded

 

Inquisitive

 

Proactive

 

Risk-taker

 

Confident

 

Professional associations and educators must develop comprehensive and cohesive CE programs enable information professionals to meet the needs of the KM environments in which they work. Information professionals must evaluate their individual levels of competence and develop structured plans for their own professional and personal development.

 

Information professionals have roles and responsibilities as well as rights in the KM environments in which they work. The following roles, responsibilities, and rights do not comprise a definitive list but are examples suggested by workshop participants:

 

Roles


          To provide the information management component of KM.


          To provide information products and services that support KM initiatives.


          To support the information management (IM) components of the KM processes.

 

Responsibilities


          To ensure that KM is supported by good IM.


          To have a clear understanding of our role in the KM processes and the significance of our contribution to the KM achievements.


          To work in collaboration with other KM individuals and teams, not in competition with them.


          To have confidence in our ability and to apply skills and knowledge assertively.

 

Rights


          To be acknowledged as key players in KM initiatives and significant contributors to KM achievements.


          To have professional LIS and CE programs that meet the evolving needs of information professionals and their organizations.

 

I hope that this article will serve as a starting point for thought, and discussion, action that will lead to an easier and clearer path for information professionals to follow.

 

I am happy to receive comments and feedback at sueh@caval.edu.au .
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