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Chapter 1: Dragons, Divine Parents, Heroes and Adversaries: A complete cosmology of being
So, as you can plainly see, the title of this talk is "Dragons, Divine Parents, Heroes
and Adversaries: A complete cosmology of being". Sounds dreadfully New-Age to me
- but it's not! New-Age people are very creative, but they can't think critically - but I
can think critically. so, this is a creative, theoretical enterprise - conjoined with the
capacity to tell the difference between bad ideas and good ideas.
What I'm going to talk to you about, hopefully, are the greatest ideas that humanity has ever produced. they are also ideas, that we don't understand well, and we risk
forgetting the highest level of formal development of those ideas - we are criticizing
things that we have invented as a species, but that that we cannot understand rationally.
We are predisposed to believe that ideas that we can't understand rationally have
to be wrong. sometimes that's true, but sometimes we're just not smart enough to
understand them. I can give you an example of something that we are not really
smart enough to understand:
We are not really smart enough to understand, why people would line up for 4
nights for 10 blocks to watch Star Wars! I mean, they won't do that for a lecture - and
they wouldn't pay money for it! It seems, that Star Wars is naturally interesting, and
people just take that for granted. but the fact, that people will line up and engage
voluntarily in a ritual activity of that sort, is a manifestation of something that is very
deep in the human psyche that we do not comprehend Well.
So, I'm going to talk to you about what I like to think of as the grammar of belief. I
got interested in this back in the mid-80s. I was mostly driven by the interest in
global warfare that was ideologically motivated - and also atrocity. Warfare was not
so difficult to understand, in some sense, because you can map it on to animal territoriality. but atrocity in the service of ideology is a whole different thing!
For example, it is now certainly clear, that in World War II, when the Nazis had to
make a choice perhaps between winning the war and accelerating the rate in which
they were killing Jews - they chose the latter! It's very difficult to understand that
using a model based on animal territoriality.
I started reading about belief systems widely: in political writings, economic writings, religious writings and psychological writings - anywhere I could find a thread
that I thought was promising. I read a lot of Jung, I read a lot of Freud... almost all
the great clinical psychologists. A lot of Solzhenitsyn, a lot of George Orwell and a lot
of Dostoyevsky and Nietzsche.
They're all people who, as far as I can tell, have something very original to say.
Out of that, I learned to understand why people need belief and why it is actually
inevitable - why faith is inevitable! Faith is inevitable, because your knowledge is finite and therefore you have to take some things for granted - or you fall into an infinite regress.
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I also learned what constituted the difference between pathological belief and
non-pathological belief - by the way, I think that those terms can be defined technically, which is a statement that runs contrary to the pre-supposition, of moral relativism. I'm definitely not a moral relativist! I think that the motivation for moral relativism fundamentally is the desire to abdicate responsibility. Even though you can make
a strong intellectual case for the claim, that moral relativism is correct... the intellectual case for it and the actual motivation have nothing to do with one another, however.
I've also found out something else, which is quite interesting, and I don't know
how much I can touch on it tonight, but I don't think that Newton and Darwin are
commensurate. I think that most modern peoples are Newtonians, not Darwinians. I
think that you can understand the grammar of belief, which is religious in nature,
using Darwinian principles, but that means that you have to give up your Newtonian
presuppositions. so, I think I can make that argument implicitly wit h what I'm doing
as I progress.
The first thing I'm going to tell you, is that it's necessary for you to look at the
world through a limited frame of reference. the reason for that is - you're not very
smart. your consciousness can only handle about 4 bits of information per second,
that is not very much, given that the number of bits of information coming at you
from the external world are - for all practical purposes - infinite!
Like Aldous Huxley suggested: "your brain seems to be primarily a reducing
agent!" your body is a reducing agent as Well, because there are a lot of things that
you just can't detect. then, the room that you are sitting in is a reducing agent, because it is keeping all sort of things out that you would otherwise have to deal with.
the stability of this city is a reducing agent, because we're not going to be stampeded
by barbarians at any moment with any luck.
We deal with the complexity of the world, in part, by inhabiting a sequence of reducing structures - until the world is reduced enough, so that we can actually deal
with the minute elements of it, that we can comprehend at one moment. Those are
elements that we comprehend are not the familiar objects of objective reality! in fact
animals, and people included, are not much interested in objective reality. We are
interested in pragmatic reality!
Pragmatic reality is the reality you act on, not that you perceive! and because
we're embedded in bodies and because we are biological organisms and because we
are concerned with survival and reproduction - among other things - "How to act?" is
a much more important question for us than "what is the the world constituted of?"
How to act is also the prime Darwinian question, in some sense - because if you
act wrongly, from a Darwinian perspective, you end up dead before you can reproduce! so Darwinism is a pragmatic theory. in fact, the American pragmatists - on the
North American East Coast - recognized that in very short period of time after Darwin's studies were published. they recognized the connection between pragmatism as
a theory and the Darwinian theory instantaneously!
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So, the world that we inhabit - given that we're alive and given that what selected
us, selected us to act - is actually a pragmatic world! and the objects of a pragmatic
world aren't objects: they are "tools" and "obstacles" - and they have valiance, a priori! they have value a priori!!
From a Newtonian perspective it's like this: you look at the world, then you think
about the world that you see - the objects of the world that you see - and then you
evaluate them and then you act. that is not how the brain works, that's just wrong!
You might see the value of things before you see the object itself. there are people, for example, who are blind, they have "blindsight". these people can recognize
emotions on faces, without knowing they can see. that's because their retina is attached to their amygdala.
Your retina is attached to lot of your body, not just your visual cortex: It's attached to your spinal cord, it's attached to your nervous system at multiple levels of
analysis simultaneously. so, you can use your eyes to detect things that you don't
know you're seeing. what you often detect, in some sense, under those circumstances
is valiance - value! you're very good, for example, at detecting teeth and predatory
eyes - the reasons for that are self-evident, fundamentally.
This is the smallest unit of meaning that makes up a referential frame, I think... It
has three elements, one of which links the mind to the body. the mind-body problem
is actually not that difficult to solve, once you take a pragmatic approach, once you
look at how the brain works from a pragmatic perspective - because then, you're your
consciousness is fundamentally something that is grounded in action. On this basis,
you can understand the transition between consciousness and action as a sequence of
analysis that are increasingly action-oriented.
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The basic framework is something like this and you're always looking at the world
through this framework:

The framework has as one pole, where you are and what you're doing - where you
are now! So that's point A. you are always trying to get from point A to point B, because you are a linear creature and you' re embodied, so you have to be movin g. Fundamentally when you are looking at the world you look through a sequence of maps
and maps tell you how to get to where you want to go.
The maps specify where you are, because, obviously, you can't get anywhere if you
don't know where you are - and many people, of course, are confused about where
they are so, they don't get anywhere... you also have to know where you are going!
Okay, that's point A and point B and every time you look at the world, you're
looking through a framework that has those two valued points implicit in your cognitive structure. and What you think is, generally, that where you are going is better
than where you are - because, otherwise, why would you go there?
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Now, some people do choose to go to the places that are worse than wher e they
are, but they are a "special case - you probably live with some of them!
When you're going from point A to point B you have to move, and movement is
not abstract, movement is what you do with your body! that means, once your abstract representation transforms itself into action you are no longer in the realm of
abstraction. So, in order to get from one place to another, you have to know where
you are and you have to know where you're going - and then you have to walk, fly,
run, roll... you have to perform some sort of embodied action, to get there.
Of course, you have conscious control over your voluntary muscular system, but
underneath that, you don't really have anything at all. You can move your arm, but
you have no idea what muscles you're moving. So basically, your conscious representation of your body grounds out in involuntary movement of the larger muscles systems.
Now you might ask: "Well, what does specify 'where you're going'?" and the answer to that, in large part is: Biology - but biology in a complex manner! This is
where a higher order Morality starts to become a concern.
You share with other animals, all the way down the phylogenetic chain, various
forms of of implicit motivations. You can lump those, but it's kind of arbitrary: I
lump them into "self-maintenance" motivations and "self-propagation" motivations you can pack it different ways, like I said: it's more conceptual than based on anatomy, but it'll do.
Self-maintenance: Well, you don't want to get too hot and you don't want to get
too cold, your hypothalamus deals with that - that is a very old part of the brain
which is way more important than your cortex.
You can take out the whole cortex of a female cat and as long as you keep it in the
cage, and has its hypothalamus, it can pretty much behave like a cat! Except that it is
hyper-exploratory, which is the last thing that you would expect from an animal with
no brain!
Okay, you can't be too hot, you can't be too cold. You got to regulate your water
intake, you have to eat, you have to deal with the consequences of eating. then, you
have to be with other people: there is a specialized place circuit, there is a specialized
erotic circuit. Furthermore, there is a specialized circuit for exploration - which is, by
the way, about half of what the hypothalamus does.
Those systems have often been conceptualized as "drives", but they not really that
- they are more like isolated one-eyed personalities: they're like Cyclops, they want
one thing! now, they're not stupid, but they not very amenable to argument. So,
when you're hungry you're hungry and maybe another motivational system might
object to that, but... and that's happens frequently, which is why people are often
confused, and also why you need a cortex!
You need a cortex in order to allow the competing motivational systems to array
themselves properly and harmoniously across time, so they all get their due - instead
of fighting like 2-year olds in a room, because 2-year olds are basically hypothalamic.
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You know, they are lots of fun, but they are not organized, and they are not social at
all.
So, what happens with those motivational systems, very deep in your brain? What
happens is, that they specify the value of where you are: one of the values might be
"I'm thirsty" - and then they tune your perceptions, so that things that are associated
with the quenching of thirst are much more likely to be picked up by your perceptual
system.
They also bias your perceptual processing and your evaluation towards improvement of that motivational lack. Therefore, you can't really think of them as drives,
because they are way more complicated than that! They specify where you are, so
there is an element of self-consciousness that is associated with that: "I'm thirsty!"...
and they also specify your target!
For this, they usually use fantasy - you know, when you get thirsty, you think:
"Well, what would I like to drink?", and you have little fantasy about a glass of juice
or maybe about a bit of water, something like that. Then your nervous system is
tuned, and you walk into the kitchen and you ignore everything that's irrelevant to
the search for liquid and you focus in on everything that's relevant to the search fo r
liquid - that means that you are so blind, you cannot believe it!
There have been many experiments that have shown, that... you can do things
like...
I'm sure that some of you have seen this: You can introduce a gorilla into a basketball game and 60% or 70% of the people watching - as long as they are paying attention to the ball - won't see the gorilla! And this is no little, tiny gorilla, that is
somewhere off in the corner: The gorilla is standing in the main center, 6 feet high,
beating his chest!
Even when you know that, if something else changes in the background, you
won't see that either. So as far as you guys... that carpet could be changing colors 15,
20 times a minute - you wouldn't even notice it! Unless you had some weird obsession with carpets...
Ok, so that's the beginning, in some sense, of a universal system of values, right?
And I can tell you how universal this is, I always have to tell the story, because it's so
damn funny, I just can't believe it:
One of the things that your brain is very concerned with is relative status. That's
wired in, by the way, which is why relative poverty is often such a social problem.
People hate being low in status, especially man. Male status hierarchy is a bit different than womens', women are pretty sensitive to status, too, but they use different
markers. Anyways...
Part of what happens when your status goes up, is that your brain serotonin levels
go up - and when your brain serotonin levels go up, you're less irritable and you experience less negative emotion per unit of uncertainty or threat. So, when you demean someone and you lower their presumed status, as far as the very primordial
circuit is concerned, you alter the system that regulates their emotions - and they
hate that! People hate that more than anything, it's an unbelievable archaic circuit.
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You can tell this, because: Depressed people basically act like they are low status,
and depressed people are depressed about everything! Now, it is not easy to be depressed about everything, so the fact that that's the case, means that whatever has
gone astray has to be very primordial, because it effects everything.
People often use anti-depressants to cure depression - hence their name - and anti-depressants decrease the rate in which serotonin is taken back up by the neurons
that produce it.
300 million years ago crustaceans emerged and crustaceans live in dominance hierarchies, even if they're not particularly social. If one lobster fights with another and
gets defeated, then he won't fight with another lobster, even if the fight has already
been over for 20 minutes - unless you give him anti-depressants, in which case he will
fight again right away!
The reason I'm telling you this, is because the status structure that underlies your
being - not just your brain, but your being - is so old that you share it with crustaceans! So, you mess with that at your peril! It's not learned, by no means.
Anyways, you wonder around inside one of these little frames, going from point A
to point B all the time. One annoying thing about life - and this is one of the Sisyphus's story - is that: as soon as you climb from point A to point B and you get there,
then there is another point A and another point B!
That's kind of interesting, because that suggests that getting somewhere isn't really what people want, because as soon as you get somewhere, then you're done going
there - and then you have to go somewhere else! So, getting somewhere seems in one
sense to be an accomplishment and in another sense it is just the next r ock up on the
mountain.
You all know this, because you all graduated from the university and that was a
good day... but the next day, you weren't a university student anymore, you were just
some unemployed loser! That sets up a whole new set of problems, that's how the
whole frame shifts, right? When your frame shifts like that, then the value of everything shifts around it as well.
So, it turns out that people are actually more interested in getting from point A to
point A than they are in actually being at point B. And almost all the positive emotion that you feel - which is related to the dopaminergic circuitry - you experience
those emotions in relationship to the pursuit of the valued goal, rather than in relationship to attainment of the goal.
The attainment of the goal actually satisfies you or, more specifically, it satisfies
that motivational circuit - but then the damn thing just shuts off and another one
starts yelling at you! So, this is more like a perverse form of victory.
One answer to that, that's universal, is that you should establish a relationship
with a transcended value - because it never runs out of motivational power! You can
see an example of that in popular culture in the "Pinocchio-" movie.
In the Pinocchio movie, one of the things that happen is: When Geppetto wishes
that his son becomes a fully developed individual, instead of a puppet - which is a
good thing for parent to wish - he wishes upon a star, and a star signifies something
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of transcendent value. The meaning of that is, fundamentally, that if you want to
raise your child to be an independent being, then you better set your sight on something transcendent or it won't happen - and believe me, there are lots of times that it
doesn't happen.
Part of the utility of a transcendent value is, that it never loses its motivational effectiveness. Now, you might say "Well, that's no proof that there are transcendent
values!" Yes, that's true, but.. you know, there is more to the story.
Okay, so... when you are in one of this little stories - which is basically what they
are - the simplest story is: "I was in one place. I went by this means to another place."
That's the simplest story, it's not that exciting.
A much more exciting story is: "I was going from point A to B and something
weird happened and then I didn't know where I was. Then I was in chaos for two
years and then I figured out, how to climb out of there!" Everybody likes that story,
right? That's a "Death and rebirth-" story, by the way, or a "Fall from paradise-" story,
with the regaining of the paradise at the end. This is an archetypal story, because
everyone lives it!
Anyways, when you are in one of this little stories, frames of reference, what you
see in front of you are really things that... One of the best scientists wh o ever studied
visual perception wrote a book, the book's called: "An ecological approach to visual
perception".
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He called those things "affordances", and an affordance is something that affords
you something. Affordances can be both positive and negative - I like to think about
them as "tools" or "obstacles":

So, or example: If I need to make a bee-line for that door, you guys are all instantly obstacles and the way I would respond to that, implicitly, is that you would all be
negative!
Imagine, that we just set fire: Well, you were people the minute before that, but,
the second after that, you're obstacles! And your emotional reaction to the people
that are in front of you are going to reflect that.
You all know that, because you drive: Once you are encapsulated in your little insectoid-shell and don't have to deal with the immediate responses of other people,
you're going to treat them like obstacles, like demonic obstacles - at the drop of a
hat! That's pretty much automatic behavior.
So, tools are things that get you to where you want to go, and you might remember that human beings are tool-using animals par excellence, right? We are so toolusing, that that is what we see - it's build right into us, we are always scanning the
world for tools.
12

When you look at gravel, for example, what you actually see are throwing sized
rocks.That's why they manifest themselves as that kind of object in the environment.
You're built at a certain level of resolution and the way your nervous system parses
up the world is: things that are useful for you and things that aren't - and those are
not objects!
The whole idea of object is a very modern derivative of that much more primordial system, and it's, by no means clear at all, that our notion of object is more real
than the notion of affordances. In fact, as far as your brain is concerned... "Objects?
No one cares about objects!"
What your brain cares about are affordances and what your brain is adapted to, is
the world as a set of affordances and obstacles. Furthermore, if you are a Darwinian,
it's very difficult to escape the conclusion, that what selected you is reality - and if the
reality that selected you, shaped you in a way, so that what you see are affordances
and obstacles - or you die - then it's a perfectly reasonable proposition to state, that
what reality is, is in fact a set of affordances, tools and obstacles! And that is how
your brain works, by the way!
Let's say that I look at the projector, maybe I'm thinking about picking it up.
What then happens is, that my eyes activate a part of my motorcortex, that would
adjust my hand to grip it like that. So, part what I understand as the projector is gripable object.
And that's not secondary derivation, I don't see the object and then think "This is
how I would grip it!" That would take forever, you'd never catch a baseball if that's
what you're were doing!
It's like: "Oh, a round object is..." *Clunk*. That's just not going to work! Really,
your nervous system is nowhere fast enough to do that consciously. You're using reptile circuitry to catch baseballs - the mammalian stuff is too damn slow. Therefore,
you catch the ball - especially if someone pitches it fast - often before you can even
see it! You just think you saw it... after you caught it!
This is the case with tenni players, too. What they seem to do is: They judge
where the ball is going to go by the angle of the racket, because if they wait untill the
ball is off the racket, they can't move fast enough to hit it back - they don't have the
reflexes for it, they can't move the neuromessages fast enough to do it!
So, basically, the world lays itself out as tools and obstacles. When you encounter
obstacless, they make you feel bad but...
Let's say that I'm looking at this room and I'm thinking about you guys as obstacles. Now you might say "How bad does that make me feel?" - and the answer to that
is "Well, not very bad, because all I have to do is to make a circuitous route and I can
get to the door!" So, then the fact that you're obstacles is a very minor impediment to
the execution of my plan - and as a consequence, it will produce a correspondingly
low level of negative emotion.
You can think of those as known unknowns: Known unknowns aren't that big of a
problem, because you can plan for them and you might have a an alternative plan,
that you could put in place in case they show up. What people really don't like are
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unknown unknowns - and unknown unknowns... you don't walk around those, man!
They blow your whole map!
Your map is quite complicated, as it is hierarchically structured. More specifically,
you go from point A to point B, so that you can go to a bigger point A to point B and
so forth:
✓ You cross the road
✓ to get to the library
✓ to study for the exam
✓ to pass the exam
✓ to get your degree
✓ to get a job
✓ to be a person
✓ to be a citizen
✓ to be a, you know... to have a good life!
So, then, if someone gets in your way while you crossing the road, then, to some
degree, they're interfering with you getting a good life! Now, not very much - but
sometimes you react like that.
That can certainly happen when you are dealing with an intimate partner. Maybe
your partner makes some little mistake and you'll say "You always do that, you've
always done that and you're always going to do it!!"... which is really not a good way
to conduct an argument!
So, Unknown unknowns: Well, unknown unknowns leap at you from places that
you wouldn't expect - because otherwise you would have planned for the damn
thing! These are the things that always poke their beak up at you when you least expect it! They are just like, say, serpents in the garden of Eden - that might be one way
of thinking about it: You can't keep the damn snakes out of the garden. That's, because you can't make a bounded area and keep the complexity out of it, the complexity always sneaks back in.
Try protecting your children from the internet, for example. You can't make a
bounded circumstance and get rid of the complexity, it always comes sneaking back
in.
So, what would be an unknown unknown? This one here is a good example: You
have an intimate relationship, you've had it for ten years and you trust your partner.
So, what does that mean? It means, that you know where you are, you know who you
are and you have pretty good idea of where you're going! And then, one day, you find
out that your partner has been cheating on you - not with one person, but with three
people! And for the whole ten years!
Well, hypothetically that comes as a shock! Although you may have ignored many
intimations that such might be the case. Let's say that it comes as a shock! Well,
what happens to you?
You don't know where you are and you don't know where you've been - that's interesting, isn't it? Because, you'd think that you know where you've been, because
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you've already been there! But all of s sudden, something can happen that you are so
flipped over that you don't even know where you were!
That means, in some sense, that the past is dependent on the present... a very peculiar thing. You also have no idea where you are going!
In terms of not knowing where you are: That's really deep! Because, you might
think "Well,
• I thought, I was in a marriage - that turned out to be wrong• I thought, I knew who my wife (or husband) was - that turned out to be wrong
• I concluded, on the bases that I knew my wife, that I knew something about
woman - that turned out to be wrong
• I thought, I was in a relationship with someone I can trust - that was wrong
• I don't know enough about trust, I'm obviously to gullible!"
And so, what all of this does, is that it throws virtually everything that has ever
happened to that person in severe doubt, right?
That the emergence of chaos!

Sometimes, you are going from point A to point B and something you don't expect
manifests itself in the middle of your plan, but it's not such a catastrophe, because
you can just work around it. But then sometimes, something pops up and you just do
15

not have a plan anymore! So, then you might ask yourself: "Just exactly where you
are, when you don't know where you are?" and I would say: "That's a place!" - and it's
actually a place that's well documented in classic-religious and -mythological stories:
That's chaos:

The Daoists believe, for example, that the world is made out of chaos and order. • Order: that's where you are, when what you do gets you what you want.
• Chaos: that's where you are, when you have no idea what's going on.
Now you might ask: "Well, is there a way that I should act when I'm in chaos?"
and the answer to that is: "There'd better be, because it's a place you are going to
visit several times during your life... and everyone's going to that!"
That's why it's an archetypal story, that is the descent to the underground. The
underground is that horrible place that lurks underneath all of our presuppositions.
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It's the frigid lake underneath the thin ice that everybody is skating on, and it's
something that can manifest itself at any moment!
That's why in the Daoist symbol - the black paisley is chaos, by the way, and the
white paisley is order - in the order paisley, there's a little black dot. That's, because
order can, and does, turn into chaos at any moment and the reverse is also tr ue: chaos can turn into order at any moment.
An insight will do that for you! For example, alcoholics report that when they hit
rock-bottom, its like *click* - there is a catalyses and all of a sudden they look at the
world in a different way! Now they are a new person, they are back from the underground - they've risen from the dead, so to speak!
The reason for this is, party, because it looks like your right hemisphere is pretty
good at inferring patterns in novel and chaotic places. It is keeping track of things
that happened to you, that are anomalous, and it makes alternative maps of the
world that are there for you to rely on if that ever becomes necessary.
Now you might ask yourself, how upset should you be when something that you
don't expect happens? It turns out that that's is really a difficult question to answer.
What the problem is, when something you don't expect happens, you don't know
what it is! So, then you might say, "Well, how upset should I get?" and the answer to
that is "You don't know!"
What happens then? Well, you 've got some built-in approximatorsn for this situatioen. One would be your genetically determined level of neuroticism, which is basically sensitivity to negative emotion. If you are more sensitive to negative emotion,
you're going to manifest more psycho-physiological preparation per unit of threat or
uncertainty - which is to say that some people get more upset about the same thing
than other people do! Now, who is right? Who knows?
You wake up in the morning and there is a little ache in your side... Hm, well,
what is that? Is it a sore muscle or is it cancer? You don't know! And if you're
hipochondrical, it is going to be cancer - and sometimes the hypochondriac is right
and he is the one that survives, when he goes to the emergency room and finds out
exactly what's going on. So, it's an unanswerable question.
The other way that your brain determines how upset you should be, is by calculating your position in the dominance hierarchy, because the higher you are in the dominance hierarchy, the more resources you have at your disposal - and so, the less upset you have to get when anything horrible happens.
That means, if you are barely clinging to the bottom of the social structure, you
can be sure that your brain is going to estimate any anomalous occurrence as a catastrophe! That is the reason, why people don't like being at the bottom of the dominance hierarchy, and it is also why people who are there die a lot sooner! They die a
lot sooner, regardless of their absolute level of wealth: It's relative deprivation that
counts!
Okay, so here is a bit of a clue about how else your brain might calculate how upset you should be. Here is a little map of me, when I'm doing something that I frequently do, which is to write a manuscript:
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So, you might say: "What are you doing, when you're writing a manuscript?" That
turns out to be a very complicated question, comparable to "What are you doing,
when you read a book?
Well, you're writing, or typing, letters, you're typing words, you typing phrases,
you're typing sentences, you're typing paragraphs, you're typing the structure, that
the paragraphs fit in to - that will be the essay.
Then, in regards to myself: I'm practicing science, because I usually write some
scientific manuscripts, and that's part of embodying my professorial role and that's
part of, hypothetically, being a productive citizen - although some of you might differ
with that, given that I'm a professor.
And then on outside of that... well, this is what I think is on the outside of that, is
: I'm confronting the unknown. Now you might say, "Well, what are you really doing,
18

when you're writing a sentence?" and the answer to that is: "You're doing all of these
things better or worse - and if you're doing a really good job of writing your sentence,
you're doing all of them at once!" and that would be one of the things that would
make the sentence particularly meaningful!
If something anomalous occurs, let's say, the letter T on my typewriter gets stuck
- well, that's going to irritate me because then I can't type a sentence. But it's not
going to irritate me too much, because that doesn't really interfere with my ability to
be a productive citizen. So, I'm going to estimate the magnitude of how upset I
should be - when something unknown occurs - by estimating where in the hierarchy
of action that anomaly is disruptive.
Okay, let me run you through this again:
Let's ask: "What is a good person?", you might think of that from an objective perspective, but that would be a mistake, because a quality, like good, is a pragmatic
quality and it's based on action, not on an object. Here is how you decompose being a
good person:

A good person is a good parent - more than that, that is a subcomponent.
A good parent is a good parent, someone who has a job and takes care of the family. Then, the person, who takes care of the family is... they can play with the baby or
they can complete a meal. These are abstract concepts, you can't tell a four year old:
"Make a meal!", and the reason you can't is that they don't know the subordinate
components of making a meal.
You can say: "Do you see that fork?" Hopefully, they know what a fork is. "See
that fork?" "Yes!" "Pick that fork up, bring that fork to the table and put it there! "
They can do that, because their nervous system is organized enough to operate at
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that level of abstraction - but they can't do something like make a meal, which is, as
if you would tell a three year old in their room to "Clean up your room!"
They will just look at you - and then, when you come back in half an hour, they
will just look at you again! You can say: "'Hey kid ! Do you see that teddy bear?"
"Yes!" "Pick up the teddy bear and put it on that space in the wall!" And then, once
you teach the three year old how to do a hundred of those things, and they got it and
have some little motor routines, you can say "Clean the room!" - you can encapsulate
that entire set of motor routines within the higher order concept!
So, a part of being a good person is... well, maybe you're making a meal and part
of that would be that you're cutting up the vegetables. But then things get interesting, because when you are cutting up the vegetables, what you'are actually doing is
that you are gripping and moving something - and that's no longer abstract, right?
That's where your conceptual philosophical presuppositions, like being a good person, hit the road, they hit the level of embodied material reality: That's the dissolution of the mind into the body!
Now, if someone says to you "Cut those vegetables more thinly!", that might irritate you - but if they say "You are a bad parent!", observing the same phenomena,
then you're going to get into a fight with them! The reason is, obviously, that if it
were just a matter of cutting the vegetables thinner, all you have to do is to make a
minor modification in the hierarchy that constitutes your self- representation - or,
really, your self: it's not just a representation!
But if you are "not a good parent", it's like... if that's t rue, you've got a lot of repair
work to do! A lot of your world has fallen apart and as soon as things fall apart which they always do - you're in chaos and as soon as you are in chaos, then your
body defaults to emergency preparation and you're stressed - and if you're stressed
long enough, then you die! So, you don't like that!
When your body gets stressed, what happens is: becaue it doesn't really know
what's going on, it prepares for everything! That's the generalized stress response,
cortisol production does that. Cortisol production is good, it wakes you up in the
morning - but if it's chronic, you get old! It's so general in its negative actions, that
the best way to conceptualize its detrimental long-term effects is that it's accelerating ageing.
So, it makes you more likely to have heart disease, cancer, depression, Alzheimer's, diabetes and obesity... that will do. It's enough! Any of those are enough to kill
you!
All right, so there is a hierarchy, that's a hierarchy of values: the higher the va lue the less you want to have it disrupted!
There is psychologist named Piaget, some of you might know about him. Piaget
was very interested in what happens to value structures and their hierarchical organization once they have to apply outside of the confounds of a body. Here's a way of
thinking about it:
Two years olds are basically hypothalamic, that's why they are so much fun! First
they're happy, then they're sad, then they're hungry, then they're tired, you know 20

they just zip from one pretty straight forward, and rather awe inspiring, motivational
state to another.
But at two, they can't play. They can play by themselves, but they can't play with
other children, they can't get that until they're three and they need to get it by the
time they're three, because if they don't get it by the time they're four - they will never get it! And then you have an antisocial kid, who is going to be outsider for his entire life and there isn't anything you can do about it! So, that has to happen between
two and four.
What happens about age three is, that the kid learns how to play a game with another person. What playing a game is, fundamentally, is the development of the ability to share a frame of reference - which is what you're doing when you play monopoly!
It's stupid to play monopoly, obviously... who cares, if you have a whole pile of
counterfeit paper? But that doesn't matter, because the way you're constituted is that
your brain will treat anything that you act upon - as if it constitutes a valuable goal in
a valid framework of reference!
If your mind couldn't do that
a. you couldn't abstract, and
b. you could not get along with another people!
So, you can sit around the table and you can say "Let's pretend, that monopoly is a
reasonable facsimile of reality!" - which you wouldn't say, but it's what you mean and everybody says "Yes, that would be amusing!" And then you set your goal, which
is to get all the little hotels and all the money and *puf!* your emotions go along for
the ride! What's so interesting about that is that you can get everybody into the
game!
So, one of the things that's really interesting about people is that we can establish
a shared fictional frame of reference and it organizes all our emotions, so they are
predictable. That's also why we can watch movies! You go to the movie, you identify
the hero, you figure out what the hero wants *puf!* you are the hero!
But the way that works is not the way we think of it typically: You don't look at
the hero, you think about what is he doing, and evaluate it emotionally, and then feel
it.
What you really do is: You specify the hero's goal - and then you map him on to
your body and you read off the emotional responses of your own body and that's how
you understand the hero! So, it's embodied! You're using your embodiment as a computational device, that can run simulations of other consciousnesses - and it does
that with the body! And we like doing that, you can go to a movie and be Brad Pitt
for an hour and a half, you're brad pitt doing remarkable things. That's also how we
understand other people, we're very good at that.
Anyways, we have this shared frames of reference, for example when we' re playing monopoly. Okay, so children at three learn how to play games and that means,
they learn how to organize their own internal motivational states into a hierarchy
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that includes the motivational states of other people - and that is what it means when
we say "they can play" - and that's what you guys do when you're out in the world!
We're also playing a game right now and we all know the rules, that's why we can
all sit in this room and play the game without fighting with each other. You know
what I'm talking about: the room is set up like a theatre and we all know the theatre
game: The chairs are all facing this way at the moment, that's a hint that you should
look forward and the podium is raised so... the room is basically telling you what to
do, because it's a stage - like all rooms - and because you're smart and socially conscious, you can walk into the stage room and your body knows what to do!
Furthermore, if you civilized and social and you just do that, then all the other
primates can predict what you're up to - and they won't kill you! Yes, well, that's
what it means to be part of the same tribe, you know. People are very peculiar creatures and god only knows what're they up to - but as long as they're playing the same
game, you are you don't have to know what they're up to, because you can predict
what are they going to do and you understand they motivational states.
So, part of the building and constructing of higher order of higher order moral
goals, is the establishment of joint frames of reference, that allow multiple people to
pursue the goals that they're interested in simultaneously!
What you have to think about with regards to that, is: not all shared frames of
reference can manage that! There is a small subset of them that are optimized - so
that not only can multiple people play them, but multiple people can play them and
enjoy them and do it repeatedly across a long period of time.
So, it's iterabability that defines the utility of a higher order moral structure - and
that structure is not that arbitrary! It's an emerging property of biological interactions and you might say "Well, it's kind of arbitrary, because people can do what they
want!" But it's not arbitrary at all, because a lot of what is constraining your games is
your motivational substructure and those ancient circuits that are status oriented,
and they operate within...
Virtually every animal has a status counter. Creatures organize themselves into
dominance hierarchies the reason they do that is: Because that works! It's a solution,
it's a solution to the Darwinian problem of existence. That is not just a epiphenomenon, it's the real thing!
So, a huge chunk of your environment is:
• dominance hierarchy plus
• "god only knows where you are"... and that's order and chaos!
Part of the reason that people fight to preserve the dominance hierarchy is, that
it's better to be a slave, who knows what the hell is going on - than someone, who is
thrown screaming and naked into the jungle at night! That is the difference between
order and chaos, we like order better then chaos and it's no wonder. Now, we'll invite
a little chaos in for entertainment, now and then, but that has to be done voluntarily
- and generally, you don't want the kind of chaos that upsets your entire conceptual
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structure! You know, you're willing to fool around a little bit on the fringes, but when
the going gets serious, you're pretty much likely to bailout - and no wonder!
Now, I want to tell you a little bit about this chaotic domain, I can tell you a couple of things about it: It's the underworld of mythology. One of the things that's interesting about the underworld is, that it has suburbs - and one of the suburbs of the
underworld is hell! Hell is the place where you end up when everything that you
know falls apart and you get resentful and bitter about it.
One of the things that I have noticed in my work as a clinical psychologists is,
that there's two things that really do people in... three:
• lying, that's not good, and apart from that
• resentment and
• arrogance!
If you get resentful enough, you might end up like Elliot rogers and all those other people who go on random shootings sprees, because they have a disagreement
about the structure of existence - and the fact that they ended up, hypothetically, at
the bottom of the heap.
So, those are real places and people get stuck in them and these are no places that
you would voluntarily choose to go to, if you had any sense at all. I have to tell you: if
you read the accounts of the people, who do random mass-murder, they will tell you
exactly where they are - and they will tell you exactly what they are motivated to do!
What they are motivated to do is to take as much revenge on existence as they
possibly can imagine, in the most unfair possible way and as fast as they can possibly
manage it! That is their conscious aim and this is not a form of insanity - they know
exactly what they're doing and they have precise idea what are they aiming at. This is
a deep archetypal possession, for lack of a better word.
Now, I want to show you how some of this things are mapped, symbolically.
They're not really symbols, in my estimation, because a symbol implies that there is
something behind... there is a reality behind the representation, that's broader then
the representation and the symbol is just a shadow of it. These are no symbols,
they're representations that are as accurate as they can possibly be. I'll start with
something that is rather easy to understand... let's try this one:
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What happens, when you look at the medusa? You turn to stone! What happens,
when a rabbit sees a wolf? Right, it turns to stone as well! The medusa is a symbol, a
representation, of all those things that make you turn to stone, when you look at
them!
Animals can deal with threat, they have instincts to deal with threat. But... let's
take zebras as an example: maybe there is a bunch of zebras, they are out there in a
herd and there is also a bunch of lions - and they are right there, next zo the tebras!
And the zebras, what are they doing? They're grazing!
And we think: "Well, those zebras aren't very bright, because there is a bunch of
lions, like, why aren't the zebras, you know, in the forest, building a fort to keep the
lions out!?"
The reason they're not doing that is, because: although they can react to threat,
they cannot conceive of the class of threatening objects! Now, human beings can
conceive of the class of threatening objects... so, what civilization is, in large part, is
an attempt to find a remedy for the class of threatening objects!
There are representations of those sorts of things, the medusa is one of them. The
reason is feminine is very difficult to explain... you see the little cartoon of Robert
Crumb?
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He's got a big oedipal problem, old Rob Crumb, and the problem with him is,
fundamentally, that his mother was something like a giant spider and did everything
she could to crush the life out of him - hence his remaining relationship with women.
That's partly the reason, why femininity can be something that's turns you to
stone: It's an experience that many man are familiar with, by the way, because the
average man is rejected far more often then he is accepted. And since women are the
gateway to reproduction, they constitute nature itself - and nature itself tells most
man "You should go home and stay under your bed!"
There have been done lots of experiments about this, so, for example: Psychologists have an undergraduate woman go out into the concourse and see how long it
takes her to find someone, who agrees to sleep with her, and that takes like... two
seconds after she asks the first man!
Then they flip it and they get your random undergraduate guy to do the same
things and you can imagine the consequences of that, since many of y ou man have
lived through it...!
Mother nature... the woman wears the face of mother nature and the face is generally rejecting - especially towards man, who are low on the dominance hierarchy,
which is one of the things that irritates guys like Elliot Rogers and one of the things
that motivates their desire to take revenge. That is an universal phenomenon
So, that's part of the reason that the feminine is nature and why nature, by the
way, is mother nature: Its diagnosis of your status is not good enough - and no wonder.
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What seems to have happened is, that these domains that I talked about, which
can be represented as chaos and order, can also be represented as masculine and
feminine. I think the reason for that is that... human beings are fundamenta lly social
primates, right? We're very very social and we know that one of the correlates of
brain size in primates is the social group size!
We also know that most primates, say chimps - who we are quite closely related
to - they don't like to go out and investigate leaves or pear at things through microscopes: they spend all their time interacting with other chimpanzees! Although
they're chewing all the time, they have to do that, because they have a ridiculously
ineffective digestive and eating system.
Their brain is adapted to the social circumstances as the primary reality, so, you
could say that the tribe is the primary reality - and then, there is the secondary reality, which is all that which is outside of the tribe. And that corresponds to chaos and
order!
Order, in contradiction to chaos, is symbolized by masculine symbols and that's
why ideologies like radical feminism presume the existence of a patriarchy: It fits into
the symbolic structure of our minds, that idea. It is true in some sense, becau se, just
like a chimpanzee troops, the primary-, or meta- hierarchy that makes up human
civilization is fundamentally masculine in its origin and structure!
So, masculine is fundamentally the dominance hierarchy - and feminine is fundamentally all the things that are outside or that challenge the dominance hierarchy.
Therefore, it is perfectly reasonable... it's weird, because our brain is organized to
apprehend the world in terms of personalities, fundamentally.
That is, because, as we emerged over the course of evolution, it's been relatively
constant that there ware males around and that there were females around - and the
males were fathers and the females were mothers - and they were both mates as well.
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That was a constant of the evolutionary landscape and that's what our brain evolved
to process.
Then, what happened when we developed the capacity to abstract was, that we
used this underlying social cognitive abstraction structure to start to represent the
structure of being itself! So we can say: Well, there is a dominance hierarchy, that's
society and that's masculine - and there is all the things that challenge the dominance hierarchy, they're outside and they are feminine.
The weirdest thing about that, however, is that it actually works! We've got aw ay
with that for some reason, it seems to be practically reasonable to map the world in
that manner - it keeps us going!
Allright, I'm going to try to explain this, this is an alchemical symbol:
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At the bottom of this symbol, there is this round thing with wings. Did you ever
see Harry Potter ? Do you know the game "Quidditch"? Do you remember what they
chase? They chase a golden one of those, they call that the snitch, I believe, and
there is a little fragment of soul in it.
That is very interesting idea, because for the alchemists the primary element of
reality - whatever that was - could be conceptualized as this thing, this round chaos!
What is was conceptualized of, was that reality was a container from which matter
and spirit could emerge - and you might ask "Well, what does that mean?" This is
what it means:
When a child experiences something it can't predict, it does the thing that led to
that uncertain outcome over and over and over - until it can map it! And then you
might think "What did the child do?" What the child did was, to take the domain of
that which it did not understand... and transformed it into matter - which is the predictable world of entities - and spirit - which is the internal psychological structure,
that is adapted to that.
So, what the alchemists basically conceptualized was, that what exists outside of
your conceptual framework is something like unrealized potential and when you
interact with that unrealized potential, you actualize it!
You actualize it into two component elements:
• one being: the material world and
• the other being: your own psychological structure!
That's why they conceptualized matter and spirit - the container of matter and
spirit - as the ultimate reality... and out of that emerges something that's quite primordial: the dragon!
One of the things we know... do you remember the genesis story? It's the snake
that gives people vision, remember that? It gives them wisdom and also produces
self-consciousness.
There is a women named Lynne Isbell, an anthropologist in Los Angeles, and she
was very interested in the sight of human beings, because we can really see! We can
see better then any other creature, except predatory birds. We can see way better
then most primates.
Isbell knew that our tree dwelling ancestors, some 60 million years ago, emerged
at about the same time as snakes - they're younger than lizards, by the way - and that
we were preyed on quite intensely by snakes for tens of millions of years. Sh e also
knew that we were good at detecting snakes at the bottom of our visual field and that
we were particularly good at detecting their camouflage patterns.
So she did a series of field experiments, showing that primate visual acuity was
strongly correlated with the presence of predatory snakes in their immediate environment - the idea that snakes gave us vision is right! Now, why is that relevant in
regards to this image?
We were preyed upon for a very long period of time and we developed a neural
circuit to deal with predators - and that's the neural circuit that is activated in chil28

dren, when they are terrified about monsters at night! The predator-entity, the dragon in this picture, is like a like an amalgam, a manifestation of all the predatory forces and the things in general, that exist outside of the dominance hierarchy. So, it's a
form of primordial reality.
It's not abstract any more, like the matter and spirit container: It's the first practical manifestation of what's terrifying and threatening outside that, concretely.
Remember: animals can respond to threat but they can't conceptualize treat as a
category... this is the conceptualization of threat as a category: It emerges from the
absolute unknown and then it manifests itself as threat.
For example, if you hear a loud noise or a growl behind you when you're in the
forest, the first thing that happens is that you don't know what's going on - and that
is the initial state of contact with potential. And then, when you turn around and you
look, that potential manifests itself into something that is predatory - and you have a
circuit for that!
That's the same circuit that we now use to assess anything unexpected that occurs
to us... that circuit had to come from somewhere.
Therefore, our capacity to respond to surprising entities is an elaboration, an
elaboration up into abstraction, of our capacity to identify predators - so that's the
next level of reality. Out of that chaotic circumstance comes something that's more
human, that is the emergence of masculinity and femininity, out of that more primordial element.
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Let me show you two things... This is a map of our pragmatic territory, as far as I can
tell. The territory that people actually inhabit:

At the first level - that's the square - I call that level "the dragon of chaos": That is
the unknown as such and it's the thing that you fall into, when your conceptual
schemes fall apart.
What manifests itself out of that is femininity, and femininity comes in two
forms: one is benevolent femininity, an example would be this:
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You see Mary on the left there, she's in a structure called a Mandorla, which has,
from a Freudian perspective, obvious sexual connotations. She's standing on a reptile
and she's holding her child away from it. This is a common medieval christian image
and you can think of it as divine, because woman spent an awful lot of time doing
that with their children over the course of millions of years of our evolution - and it's
something that's sacred, because our species depended on that...for its survival!
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This one is even better, this is also a medieval image, I love this image:

So, there is Mary with the christchild and she is standing, again, on a predatory
reptile - but in the background... can you see all those weird little shapes? Those are
musical instruments and they fill the space. The medieval artist had this intimation
that behind the manifestation, as primary as the protective maternality of Mary... was
something like music of the spheres, or a collection of harmonious patterns - and
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that this figure was constantly emerging out of that background of harmonious patterns across the infinite stretches of time itself!
It's a sacred image, because it represents something that human society cannot
live without! Any society that doesn't regard the virgin and the child - the mother
who protects the child from the predatory serpent - as prime element of sacred reality is going to make itself extinct!
I could say, for example, that that's what is happening to the endogenous population of eastern Europe at the moment, where the birth rate is far below replacement.
I'm going to show you another image, this is called "Vierge Ouvrante" or "open
virgin", and this was a common representation in medieval Europe. It 's a weird representation from a Christian perspective, because it, kind of, reverses the normal hierarchy of power.
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What you have here is Mary and she's holding the christchild, when the statue is
closed. Then, when you open her up, what you see inside Mary is: God the father and God the father is holding Christ in his hands.
Now, Mary constitutes the superordinate benevolent feminine. Inside her is the
structure of culture, so you can think: Inside nature is the structure of culture - and
that's represented in this image by God, because in Christian thinking he is the ultimate father, obviously. And then, the God figure is holding what? The crucified individual! What does that mean?

Now, all the people around there: kings, queens, commoners... they are all gazing
at that central figure, which of course is, fundamentally, what everyone in western
civilization has been doing for two thousand years - not knowing why!
Nature gives rise to culture, culture gives rise to the suffering individual! Oh,
that's true enough, it's true for everyone! It's also true for life at every point in time!
But there is more to the image of the crucifixion, because the crucifixion also represents the voluntarily acceptance of suffering and the voluntarily acceptance of death.
It also points to something else that is of paramount importance: there is an element of the human psyche that can die and come back, and die and come back! And
that's what happens to you, when you encounter a catastrophe, but then yo u make
order of it and you climb back out of the underworld! As we all know, your voyage
through life is punctuated by trips to the underworld.
You are somewhere , at some place. and then you go outside of that and then you
go somewhere else and you go outside that as well and so forth. So, what happens to
people is that they generally identify with where they are - order. But order dissolves
and collapses and then reconstitutes itself.
So then you might say: if you are trying to adapt to the structure of r eality itself,
instead of identifying with order, you should identify with the process that allows
34

you to transform yourself across repeated bouts of order and chaos. That is, what this
sort of images are trying to represent!
I will show you one final idea, there is this daoist idea, that's like this... the symbol of the Dao:

I already talked to you about it: Chaos and order, masculine and feminine, constantly in interplay - that's Dao, from the Daoist perspective. Dao is the source of
meaning, so the idea is, that it's the constant interplay between chaos and order that
produces a sense of meaning in human beings - and that idea is true! That is what
produces the sense of meaning!
You know that, because when you're engaged in a compelling operation, yo u're
partly ordered and secured - and you have one foot out in the unknown. If the balance is proper in this operation, you are engaged in what you're doing as a consequence of that balance - and as consequence of that, you lose your selfconsciousness. And if you stay engaged in that sort of situation on a continual basis,
then you find that your life is meaningful and rich - and that is the best antidote to
the fact that life is bounded and full of suffering!
Now, "Dao" means meaning and also means journey, and the center of the Dao is
the place that you're supposed to be in, one foot in chaos and one foot in order.
That's the best place to be in the actual environment itself, because the actual environment is better construed as the constant interplay bet ween chaos and order, than
it is construed as a collection of material objects.
And if you adopt the pragmatic view that points out, that there are meta -realities
above the mere objects that we perceive, you can also apprehend that our brains are
actually adapted to the meta-realities and not the realities! Our brains are about 300
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hundred million years old and what we've done is, to abstract out those things that
are constant across spans of time that are hundreds of millions of years in length and those things aren't chairs, tables or automobiles!
They are meta-structures that are much more sophisticated than that and we ignore that at our peril, because modern people don't believe that meaning exists - they
think it's epiphenomenal! But there is nothing subjective about our world view,
when, in fact, our nervous systems are tuned, so that life is manifesting itself in the
most meaningful possible way - when you happen to be occupying the precise position between chaos and order that maximizes your security and the development of
that security across time. That is the most real thing there is!
To stay in that position is also to accept voluntarily the necessity for a certain degree of suffering, because as you extend your capacities by exposing yourself to the
optimal level of the unknown, you're constantly taking yourself apart and rebuilding
yourself. That's what allows you to thrive, not only in the presence of stability, but
also in a state that consists of the transformation of that stability.
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Here are some representations from ancient Egypt, these are representations of
Horus:
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There's a lot of evidence that many of the ideas we have about Christ are derivatives of Egyptian ideas. Most people who point that out, point it out in a manner
that's saying "It's devaluing the ideas that we're derive from Egypt, because they have
an a-priori motive - a distractive motive!"
As mythology progresses across the centuries, it transforms itself and it tends to
continually encapsulate and re-encapsulate the primary ideas that the human race
has managed to produce, about the structure of reality itself. There are constancies
across these cultural manifestations, because the reality to which they refer, is actual
reality!
Horus is the eye - the eye is not the intellect! The intellect is the thing that forces
everything into a pre-existing structure and it crunches reality to do that, it warps it,
it twists it and the intellect makes people ideological and rigid.
The eye is something completely different: The eye is the thing that pays attention! And your attention is automatically directed to those elements of your experiential field, where the most information is manifesting itself.
That's why, for example, if you're talking to someone in a bar and there's a Tv
flickering, you can't help but look at the TV: It's the change, the transformation, what
your nervous system is attuned to.
The theory is that if you are a follower of Horus - who is the eye and the falcon,
because falcons can see and they fly above everything else - if you are a follower of
Horus, you pay attention! When you pay attention, you absorb information and when
you absorb information, you continually transform yourself and that keeps you on
top of that ever shifting reality. Doing that is meaningful and that is what stops you
from becoming bitter and cruel.
You know, life is suffering and if you don't have an antidote to that suffering, that
is real... then you become resentful about the structure of experience and then you'll
do everything you can to take revenge on it! We saw what happened when people did
that in the 20th century and it would be a good thing, if people woke up and stopped
doing it!
As far as I can tell, after trying to figure this out for 30 years, is: The way that you
do that is by paying attention and transforming yourself when it's necessary - and
stopping the process of identifying with what you already believe. Who the hell cares
what you believe? You should be attending to the things you don't know, which is a
much larger space than the things you do know!
And then you should be construing yourself not as the inhabitant of a sterile, static and already completed structure, but as the thing that lives on the edge of that the thing, that is constantly building and re-building it. Then, if something happens
to your structure, it's not so relevant - because that's not what you are! You are the
thing that can engage in transformations of structure by paying attention... and that's
what these representations mean.
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These are renaissance pictures:
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They elevated the entity that voluntarily accepted the necessity of suffering and
death - so that's represented by Christ - to the highest position in the heavenly hierarchy. What that idea means is: What should constitute the transcended value, that
sits above all other values, is your capacity to voluntarily accept the restricted and
painful conditions of your life, to face them and, as a consequence of facing them,
immediately transcend them!
One of the things we know from clinical psychology is that if you have someone,
who is afraid, which means, that they avoid... So what do you do about that? You
break down the thing they are afraid of, untill you find a small unit that they can approach.
When they approach it, they learn that they can approach it and that they're more
then they thought they were! So then they can approach the next thing and then the
next thing.
For example, you take a women who's got agoraphobia, who can't get into an elevator - and one week later, she can! Then she goes home and has the fight with her
husband that she should have had 20 years ago. The reason for that is: When she is
exposed to the things that she's afraid of - instead of running from them - she learns,
that she is the thing that can be exposed to things she's afraid of. She does not learn
that things aren't frightening!
And learning that she's is the thing that can be exposed to things that are frightening makes her more then the frightening things! And it's certainly possible that we
're more than the things that frighten us - if we weren't, we wouldn't be here!
We shouldn't throw these things away before we understand them - and we're in
danger of doing that now! So, part what of I'm trying to do in my lectures and m y
work is to point out what our forefathers knew, to try to help modern people understand it - and to make he case that these things, that we think of as non-real representations, are more real then anything that we currently comprehend as a real!
The consequences of not comprehending and not living by them, as far as I can
tell, is that things deteriorate - and they can deteriorate to a point, where everything
is intolerable for everyone!
That seems to be a suboptimal destination.
Thank's for the invitation.
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Chapter 2: 20 Minutes on UnderstandMyself.com
Hi everyone. I'm making an announcement today, and I suppose you might
regard it as an advertisement, so I'm warning you to begin with - because I
don't want you to waste your time, if you're not interested in listening to a description of the newest thing that we've created.
We put up a website called UnderstandMyself.com, that is a personality
assessment for individuals.

It's based on a personality model that was developed in my lab by Dr. Colin
DeYoung and Dr. Lena Quilty, about ten years ago.
Dr. De Young is now a professor at the University of Minnesota.
It was based on some ideas that I had been developing with another former
student of mine, Dr. Daniel Higgins, who is a partner with me in this enterprise, along with my former graduate supervisor Dr. Robert Peel from McGill
University.
The test is based on the Big Five personality model, which measures "Extraversion", which is a positive emotion dimension, and is associated with gregariousness, enthusiasm, assertiveness, sociability and that sort of thing.
Then a trait called "Neuroticism", which is basically negative emotionality,
which is associated with a proclivity towards anxiety and emotional pain.
"Agreeableness", which is compassion and politeness. Agreeable people are,
broadly speaking, rather maternal in their orientation, they tend to care more
for others than for themselves. They are more cooperative than competitive whereas so-called "disagreeable" people are more competitive, more brusque, I
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would say, more straightforward and more able to stand up for themselves as
well.
"Conscientiousness" is another one of the dimensions, that's orderliness
and industriousness.
The last dimension is "Openness to Experience", which is a combination of
interest in ideas (which is often known as intellect) and interest in aesthetics
(which is associated with creativity) and that's the dimension that's also most
highly correlated with IQ.
We developed the big five aspect scale in an attempt to take the Big Five Extraversion, neuroticism, agreeableness, concientiousness and openness to
experience (which are the canonical dimensions of personality)... we developed the Big Five aspect scale in order to break down those big five traits, each
of them, into their two most statistically robust subcomponents: We call those
"Aspects"!
That has actually become a pretty popular personality model: The scientific
paper which announced that statistical division has accrued about 750 citations, which is a lot of citations for a scientific paper - it makes it into a kind
of classic.
Especially, as it only had ten years to accrue citations. A citation is when
some other scientists refer to the paper in one of their papers, by the way.
Anyways, I've been working over the last couple of years to generate really
detailed personality reports on each of the big five traits, and the ten aspects,
at about seven different levels of specificity, *It's nine ranging from extremely
low to extremely high - and we think, that we have produced the most comprehensive and accurate personality reports that are currently available.
You answer a hundred questions in order to complete the personality survey. The questions themselves are actually public access, you could also call
them "open-source", they were derived from Lew Goldbergs' IPIP: International personality item pool.
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They're the consequence of many decades of attempts to define a set of
phrases that most comprehensively - and also most concisely - captures the
variation in human personality. You can find those questions at many places
online, but the reports themselves and the comparison sample of approximately 10,000 people, these features are proprietary and constitute essentially the
central elements of value in in our offering.
What we're hoping is that people use this personality test in order to develop a much deeper understanding of themselves, so that they know what
they're like - especially compared to others. With the reports, people can also
compare themselves to anyone else who has taken the test.
See, the thing about personality is that the differences between people actually run quite deep, there's a lot of individual variability. There are people
who are extreme extraverted, they want to spend every moment of their time
socializing with other people.
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There are people who are very introverted and they want to work alone
they find interactions with large groups of people, or even small groups sometimes, quite tiring and they have to spend a lot of time recovering. These people tend to be much more quiet. They're not necessarily shy, because that shyness is more a consequence of the variation on the second dimension: neuroticism.
People who are high in neuroticism feel much more anxiety and emotional
pain per unit of uncertainty and stress than people who are very low in neuroticism, who are often known as "emotionally stable" and who tend to be quite
imperturbable.

Agreeable people, as I mentioned before, are warm and compassionate.

They care very much for other people, but are also likely to be taken advantage of - and to feel a certain amount of resentment; whereas disagreeable
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people are tough and straightforward and competitive and out for victory, but
can also be somewhat self-centered and harsh.
The third dimension is conscientiousness: Conscientious people are hardworking and dutiful.

Conscientiousness is a really good predictor of long-term life success - especially in academic attainment, where it's second only to IQ - and also in
managerial and administrative routine work jobs that require attention to detail and a fair bit of responsibility.
"Openness to experience" is the creativity dimension: Some people are extremely high in openness to experience, and they want to do nothing but discuss ideas and and spend their time in creative and artistic pursuits.
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Other people are more conservative, because low openness is associated
with conservatism. They're not really interested in novel ideas, they don't
think abstractly that often and they're they're not out for new experiences or
flights of fantasy or imaginative exercises or any of that thing - there are a lot
more concrete and practical.
Now the reports that we've prepared not only provide you with information
about all of the aforementioned Big Five traits, they also break each one down
into its dual aspects, so there's actually 15 different sources of information that
are contained in the reports.

For extraversion, you get a description of the degree to which you'r e "assertive", which means forthcoming in public and willing to put your opinions
forward. The second aspect is "enthusiasm", which is a more pure marker of
positive emotion and the capacitiy to look forward and to enjoy events and
situations sponateously.
With neuroticism, you learn about the traitaspects "withdrawal" and "volatility". Withdrawal is the tendency to be stymied or stopped by fear - to be
frozen, in some sense, like a prey animal. Volatility is an aspect that's associated with irritability and the tendency to be easily rubbed the wrong way and to
react emotionally to that.
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For agreeableness there's two aspects, one is "compassion", which means
pretty much what it says: It's the ability to embody the feelings of others and
to react in a caring manner to that. The second is aspect is "politeness", which
is something like respect for authority and social conventions. One of the
things you see, for example, is that liberals are higher in compassion and conservatives are higher in politeness, even though both of these aspects are part
of trait agreeableness.
Conscientiousness breaks down into two aspects as well, which are quite
interesting: One of them is "industriousness", which is associated with diligent
hard work and the ability to stay task focused without distraction. "Orderliness" is the second aspect of Conscientiousness, which seems to be associated
with disgust sensitivity and is a pretty good predictor of conservative belief. It
has turned out that some elements of conservative belief are associated with
higher than average levels of disgust sensitivity.
The final trait division in two aspects is that of openness to experience. It
can be divided into "openness" proper, which is essentially a dimension of creativity and aesthetic sensitivity - preference for engagement in activities that
are associated with fiction, drama or art. The second aspect is "intellect",
which is an index of interest in ideas, abstractions and philosophical concepts.
The report produces a very high resolution representation of personality
and there are very interesting differences at the aspect level that are worth
concentrating on.
We tried to develop a personality test that isn't designed to make you feel
good about yourself - although it might, it depends on your personality - but
to give you the most accurate and straightforward description of who you are,
that is possible, so that you can use that genuine information in order to organize your life.
The report also helps you to understand the difference between yourself
and other people, because we often think that the reason that we don't share
the same viewpoint, is because we have differences of opinion - but it actually
goes a lot deeper than that!
This is a lot deeper and more profound, because you're very perceptions are
dependent on the variability in your personality! It isn't only that people differ
in their opinions, they differ very much in how they see the world, how they
actually perceive the world - because your personality constitutes a kind of
template, or filter, through which you organize your perceptions.
It's very important to understand that there is substantial personality variability in the world and that you're often talking to people who see things differently than you.
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A good example of that is the divide between, let's say, left-leaning people
and right-leaning people: the left-leaning people tend to be very high in openness to experience, and relatively low in conscientiousness - especially in the
aspect of orderliness - whereas the conservative types tend to be very high in
conscientiousness - especially orderliness - and relatively low in openness.
Those different tendencies are fundamentally different orientations in the
world. You could say that the more conservative types, the more right-wing
types, are much more concerned with the preservation of tradition and tend to
believe, that things that have been done the tried-and-true manner in the past
are the most reliable.
In contrast, the people who are on the Left, who are more radical, are more
concerned with the fact that he environment shifts radically, rapidly and unpredictably - so we have to be willing to shift with it.
Those are both valid viewpoints, because every element of lived experience
has an orderly element and a chaotic element. You have to be prepared for
both.
The purpose of straightforward political dialogue between people of different personality types is, to help determine on an ongoing basis
• how much we should be relying on tradition and
• how much we should be attempting to transform ourselves.
There's no permanent solution to that problem, because things stay the
same and change - and they do that at different rates at different times.
Therefore, dialogue is unbelievably important, which is the reas on why I'm
such an advocate for free speech: free speech is the mechanism that keeps
people of different types speaking instead of fighting, so it's really important!
The website is called "UnderstandMyself.com". You can go there and sign
up for the personality test, the report is immediately delivered to you after you
fill out the questions. Each question is posed as a phrase and it will take you
about 15 minutes to complete the questions.
You can only do it once and the reason for that is, is that the norms that we
compare you against - that would be the self-reports of the 10,000 other people
against whom you're compared to - they were only allowed to do it once and
so we have to maintain stringent control over that, to maintain the validity of
the test.
I would say:
• don't do it when you're hungry
• don't do it when you're tired
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•
•

don't do it when you're feeling down or in a bad mood about
yourself or feeling self-critical, and
don't do it when you're likely to be interrupted or distracted

You want to take it seriously and you want to think about your answers.
Now, you're supposed to answer as you are typically - not, as you'd like to be!
You don't want to be either too hard on yourself or too good to yourself. You
want to be as accurate as possible, because then you'll benefit most from the
feedback. The last thing I want to add is something a few of you already know
about:
We've also developed a set of interventions called "self authoring", and
that's available at "selfauthoring.com",
and what self authoring can help you do, is reconfigure certain elements of
your behavior and perhaps, over the long run, your personality.
The self authoring suite helps you write an autobiography and detail out
both positive and negative experiences of your past, so that you can capitalize
on the positive experiences and figure out, how to duplicate them - and how to
put the negative experiences to rest. We feel that that's a good way to reduce
trait neuroticism over the long run. The evidence shows, that writing programs of this sort tend to improve peoples mental health, decrease their negative emotion and stabilizes them.
If you take the personality test and you're not happy, for example, with
your scores on trait neuroticism - you feel that you would benefit from some
additional emotional stability - then the "past authoring program" from the
self authoring suite might be something worth considering.
With regards to the other personality traits: the "present authoring program" at "selfauthoring.com" is also a personality exercise of a sort, but it
helps you to center on your virtues and your faults, using a Big Five model
again. The purpose for you is, being able to identify what's good about your
personality and figure out how to capitalize that on that in the future and , on
the other side, you can identify where your major weaknesses are and figure
out how to rectify those. That's useful for general personality work.
Then the last one, which we've done the most research on, is called "future
authoring", and the future authoring program helps you think about your life,
and we think about it as an adjunct to conscientiousness over the long run and also as an exercise that could increase positive and decrease negative emotion, by helping you establish your goals and stabilizing your view of the
world.
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In the future authoring program you're asked to consider your life along
seven dimensions:
1) friendships
2) intimate relationships
3) what you do outside of work with your private life, in terms of
useful, creative, enjoyable or social activity
4) what you're aiming for in your career
5) how you're going to configure your self-education
6) how you're going to take care of yourself, mentally and physically
7) how are you going to handle your use of drugs and alcohol,
because those are pitfalls that people often encounter that
tear them down and hurt them badly.
You're asked to think about yourself three to five years down the road, as if
you were taking care of yourself, as if you were a valuable person! You want to
extend that courtesy to yourself, because you're as valuable as anyone else and
you should treat yourself that way!
You're asked to design a future three to five years down the road, where
your experience along each of those dimensions is optimized. Then you're
asked to write for 15 minutes about what your life could be like, three to five
years down the road, if you were taking care of yourself the way you should
and things were working out properly.
With this task you can develope a vision of the life that you'd like to lead.
Then you're asked to reverse that and to write for 15 minutes - and think
about this as well - about what your life would be like if you let your bad habits and your characterological weaknesses take the upper hand and auger you
into the ground, so that you became a failure:
Bitter and resentful and isolated and unhappy and all of the terrible things
that go along with that, like bad luck and missed opportunities - let's call them
ethical errors.
And then you're asked to take your positive vision for the future and elaborate that out into a detailed plan, where you justify your goals:
• You describe what those goals are
• you rank order them in importance
• you describe, how you would be better, how your family and your
society would be better, if you stuck to your goals and
• you make a contract with yourself, to determine how it is that
you are going to approach those goals and stay on path.
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These are quite extensive exercises and we developed them, you might say,
as an alternative to lengthy and expensive psychotherapy. There's a fair bit of
research evidence suggesting, that writing exercises of this sort are extremely
effective ways of reconfiguring the manner in which you approach the world.
We ourselves have done research in this field as well, specifically in three
different locations andwith several thousand college students - although this is
not a program only designed for college students. Our research has indicated:
Even if you do a relatively poor job of, let's say, the future authoring program,
it increases the probability that you'll stay in your university program by about
25%, which is a walloping improvement. The intervention has also abo ut the
same effect on your grade point average.
These positive results seem to be particularly true for people who are doing
the worst, it's been really effective for disenchanted ethnic minority males in
Holland, compared to the dutch national females - who do better than anyone
else in the sample that we looked at: Two years after the entire group did the
future authoring program, the ethnic minority males - who were underperforming by about 80 % - caught up and slightly exceeded the performance of
the dutch national women! That was an absolutely staggering result, as far as
we're concerned, and we also duplicated that at in Canada at Mohawk College,
showing that the program worked particularly effectively for men, again. It
worked extraordinarily well for males - who are in general underperforming
females in the academic world - especially, if they hadn't done that well in
high school and hadn't carved out a very specified route forward in their academic achievement. This program is an excellent way of getting your act together.
The UnderstandMyself.com-page is designed to give you a picture of your
personality in detail, and then the self authoring program is designed to help
you reconfigure the way that you approach life.
We're hoping that the combination of those two things are a particularly
effective way of bringing high-quality psychological information and advice
and help to a very broad audience at a very low cost and at a relative minimum
of demands on time.
We do know with the self authoring program, that the more you write the
better it works, which is sort of tantamount to saying "the program works better, and your life gets better, the more you think about the future!", which really stands to reason. But it's nice to see that actually represented and duplicated as part of a scientific research project.
We tried to keep the programs as reliable as possible, as straightforward as
possible, as dependent on your own actions as possible - because the writing is
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really crucial to reconfiguring your personality - and as widely distributable
and as low cost as we could possibly manage.
We're trying to provide you with accurate psychological information, so
that you understand yourself and other people better. With this knowledge,
your life can be configured in a manner that is hopefully much more beneficial
to you personally, helpful to your family and also has a positive effect on the
broader society around you - because that's a great triumvirate of attainment,
and it's exactly what you should be aiming for.
I encourage you to determine who you are and to think about that very
carefully and then to determine very carefully who you want to be and why
make a plan. You don't get the opportunity to do that in school. Junior high,
high school, college, university... no one ever sits you down and helps you figure out where you came from, who you are and what you're doing - and you
really need to know that!
I should also say, that with the UnderstandMyself.com site, we're also
working on a couples module that will enable the people who have filled out
the report to ask someone else to also do the questionnaire and then they'll
both get a report that details out their similarities and differences, so that they
can come to understand where they're going to be in agreement, get along and
share interests - and where they're likely to have conflict and what might be
done about that. I would say, that's at minimum a month to two months away.
We're also going to release a high school version of the self author ing suite,
so that people can start to plan their lives when they're much younger. We'll
only ask the high school students to think about three to six months out into
the future, because when you're that young, that's about the practical limit of
your... I wouldn't say ability to think forward into the future, but the younger
you are, the shorter your time horizon - partly because you haven't been exposed to the world that much and there's you still have plenty to learn.
Anyways, we have a high school version in the works and I'll announce that
when it comes.
We all hope that you find these offerings useful and practical and that they
help you put your life together, so that you can be a solid citizen and a responsible person and as emotionally stable as possible - and maybe even find some
happiness along the way, from time to time. That would be really good!
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Chapter 3: Jordan Peterson debate on the gender pay
gap, campus protests and postmodernism
Newman:
Jordan Peterson, you’ve said that men need to, quote, “grow the hell up!” Tell me why.
Peterson:
Well, because there’s nothing uglier than an old infant. There’s nothing good about
it. People who don’t grow up, don’t find the sort of meaning in their life that sustains
them through difficult times. And they are certain to encounter difficult times. And
they’re left bitter and resentful, and without purpose, and adrift, and hostile, and
resentful, and vengeful, and arrogant, and deceitful - and of no use to themselves,
and of no use to anyone else, and no partner for a woman. There’s nothing in it that’s
good!
Newman:
So you’re saying, I mean, that sounds pretty bad.
Peterson:
It’s bad!
Newman:
You’re saying there’s a crisis of masculinity. I mean, what do you do about it?
Peterson:
You tell... you help people understand, why it’s necessary and important for them to
grow up and adopt responsibility. Why that is not a shake your finger and get your act
together! sort of thing. It's more like a delineation of the kind of destiny that makes
life worth living. I’ve been telling young men... I wasn’t specifically aiming this message at young men, to begin with. It just kind of turned out that way.
Newman:
And it’s mostly, you admit, it’s mostly men listening.
Peterson:
It is!
Newman:
I mean, about 90 percent your audience is men, right?
Peterson:
Well, it’s about 80 percent on YouTube. Which is a… YouTube is primarily a male
domain. So it’s hard to tell, how much of it is because YouTube is male and how
much of it is because of what I’m saying.
What I’ve been telling young men is that there’s an actual reason why they need to
grow up, which is that: they have something to offer, this thing people have within
them, this capacity to set the world straight! And I told them, that it is necessary to
manifest that in the world - and that doing so is where you find the meaning that
sustains you in life.
Newman:
So what’s gone wrong, then?
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Peterson:
Oh god! All sorts of things have gone wrong! I don’t think that young men hear
words of encouragement. Some of them never in their entire lives, as far as I can tell that’s what they tell me. The fact that the words that I’ve been speaking - for example
the YouTube lectures that I’ve done and put online - have had such a dramatic impact is an indication that young men are starving for this sort of message! Why in
the world would they have to derive it from a lecture on YouTube? They’re not being
taught that it’s important to develop yourself.Newman:
But does it bother you that your audience is predominantly male? Does that... isn’t
that a bit divisive?
Peterson:
No, I don’t think so. I mean, it’s no more divisive than the fact, that YouTube is primarily male and Tumblr is primarily female.
Newman:
Well, that is pretty divisive. Isn’t it?
Peterson:
Tumblr is primarily female.
Newman:
Right. You’re just saying "that’s the way it is."
Peterson:
I’m not saying anything. It’s just an observation, that that’s the way it is. There’s
plenty of women that are watching my lectures, coming to my talks and buying my
books. It’s just that the majority of them happen to be men.
Newman:
What’s in it for the women, though?
Peterson:
Well, what sort of partner do you want? Do you want an overgrown child? Or do you
want someone to contend with, that’s going to help you, that you can rely on?
Newman:
So you’re saying that women have some sort of duty, to sort of help fix the crisis of
masculinity?
Peterson:
It depends on what they want. I mean, it’s exactly how I laid it out : Women want,
deeply want, men who are competent and powerful! And I don’t mean power in that
they can exert tyrannical control over others - that’s not power, that’s just corruption!
Power is competence! And why in the world would you not want a competent partner? Well, I know why, actually: You can’t dominate a competent partner. So if you
want domination, …
Newman:
So you are saying women want to dominate, is that what you’re saying?
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Peterson:
No, I’d say women who have had their relationships with men impaire d, and who are
afraid of such relationships, will settle for a weak partner because they can dominate
them. But it’s a sub-optimal solution. It does no one any good.
Newman:
Do you think that’s what a lot of women are doing?
Peterson:
I think there’s a substantial minority of women who do that and I think it’s very bad
for them, they are very unhappy. It’s also very bad for their partners, although the
partners get the advantage of not having to take any responsibility.
Newman:
But what gives you the right to say that? I mean, maybe that’s how women want their
relationships, those women. I mean, you’re making these vast generalizations.
Peterson:
I’m a clinical psychologist!
Newman:
Right. So you’re saying you’ve done your research and women are unhappy do minating men?
Peterson:
I didn’t say they were unhappy dominating men, I said it was a bad long-term solution. That's not the same thing.
Newman:
Okay, you said it was making them miserable.
Peterson:
Yes, it is, and it depends on the time frame. I mean, there can be... there’s intense
pleasure in momentary domination. That’s why people do it all the time, but it’s no
formula for a successful long-term relationship. That’s reciprocal, right? Any longterm relationship is reciprocal, virtually by definition. So…
Newman:
Let me put a quote to you from the book, where you say:
“There are whole disciplines in universities, forthrightly hostile towards men. These
are the areas of study dominated by the postmodern / neo-marxist claim, that western culture in particular, is an 'oppressive structure, created by white men to dominate and exclude women.' ”
But then, I want to put to you, ….
Peterson:
Minorities too! There's also domination of minorities...
Newman:
Okay, sure. But I want to put to you that here in the UK - let’s take that as an example - the gender pay gap stands at just over 9 Prozent. You’ve got women at the BBC,
recently saying that the broadcaster is illegally paying them less than men to do the
same job.You’ve got only 7 women running the top FTSE 100 companies!
Peterson: Yeah.
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Newman:
So it seems to a lot of women, that they are still being “dominated and excluded” - to
quote your words back to you.
Peterson:
It does seem that way, but multivariate analyses of the pay gap indicate that it
doesn’t exist.
Newman:
But that's just not true, is it?
Peterson:
It's absolutely true!
Newman:
I mean, that nine percent pay gap, that’s a gap between median hourly earnings between men and women, that exists!
Peterson:
Yes, but there’s multiple reasons for that. One of them is gender, but it’s not the only
reason. If you’re a social scientist, who is worth your salt, you never do a univariate
analysis. Like you say, women in aggregate are paid less than men. Okay, well, then
we break it down by age, we break it down by occupation, we break it down by interest, we break it down by personality...
Newman:
But you’re saying, basically, that it doesn’t matter if women aren’t getting to the top,
because that’s what’s skewing that gender pay gap, isn’t it? You’re saying "well, that’s
just a fact of life, they are not necessarily going to get to the top!"
Peterson:
No I’m not saying it doesn’t matter, either.
Newman:
You’re saying it’s a fact of life.
Peterson:
I’m saying there are multiple reasons for it, and they’re not being taken into account.
Newman:
Yeah, but those reasons... why should women put up with those reasons? Why should
women be content, not to get to the top?
Peterson:
Why should women put up with it? I’m not saying they should put up with it. I'm
saying that the claim, that the wage gap between men and women is only due to sex,
is wrong! And it is wrong there’s no doubt about that! The multivariate analyses have
been done. So I can give you an example. Wait a second. Let me give you an example!
Newman:
You keep on talking about "multivariate analyses", no no no no ! I'm saying, that 9
percent exists, that’s a gap between men and women. I’m not saying why it exists, but
it exists! Now, if you’re a woman that seems pretty unfair!
Peterson:
You have to say why it exists!
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Newman:
But do you agree that it’s unfair? If you’re a woman...
Peterson:
Not necessarily, ….
Newman:
...and on average you’re getting paid 9 percent less than a man - that’s not fair, is it?
Peterson:
It depends on why it’s happening! I can give you an example:
Okay, there’s a personality trait known as agreeableness. Agreeable people are compassionate and polite. And agreeable people get paid less than less agreeable people
for the same job. Women are more agreeable than men.
Newman:
Again, a vast generalization.
Peterson:
It’s not a generalization.
Newman:
Some women are not more agreeable than men!
Peterson:
Yes, that’s true, that’s right - and some women get paid more than men!
Newman:
So you are saying that, by and large, women are too agreeable to get the pay raises
they deserve?
Peterson:
No, I’m saying that that’s one component of a multivariate equation that predicts
salary. It accounts for maybe 5 percent of the variance, something like that...
Newman:
Surely, the answer, ….
Peterson:
...but here are another 18 factors - one of which is gender! And there is prejudice,
there’s no doubt about that, but it accounts for a much smaller proportion of the variance in the pay gap than the radical feminists claim.
Newman:
Okay, so rather than denying that the pay gap exists - which is what you did at the
beginning of this conversation - shouldn’t you say to women, rather than being
agreeable and not asking for a pay rise: "Go and ask for a pay raise! Make yourself
disagreeable with your boss!"
Peterson:
Oh definitely! There’s that, but I also didn’t deny it existed. I denied that it existed
because of gender!
Newman:
Okay.
Peterson:
See, because I’m very, very, very careful with my words...!
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Newman:
So the pay gap exists, you accept that, but you’re saying… I mean, the pay gap between men and women exists, but you’re saying it’s not because of gender, it’s because women are too agreeable to ask for pay rises.
Peterson:
That’s one of the reasons.
Newman:
Okay, one of the reasons. So why not get them to ask for a pay rise? Wouldn’t that be
a fairer way of proceeding?
Peterson:
I’ve done that many, many times in my career.
Newman:
And they just don’t?
Peterson:
Oh, they do it all the time! So, one of the things that you do as a clinical psychologist
is assertiveness training: You might say, often you treat people for anxiety, you treat
them for depression - and maybe the next most common category after that would be
assertiveness training.
I’ve had many, many women, extraordinarily competent women, in my clinical and
consulting practice. We put together strategies for their career development that involved continual pushing, competing, for higher wages - and we often tripled their
wages within a 5-year period!
Teaching them how to negotiate...
Newman:
And you celebrate that?
Peterson:
Of course! Of course!
Newman:
So, do you agree that you would be happy, if that pay gap was eliminated completely?
Because that’s all the radical feminists are saying.
Peterson:
It would depend on
• how it was eradicated and
• how the disappearance of it was measured,
because you can't..
Newman:
You’re saying if it’s at the cost of men, that’s a problem?
Peterson:
Oh, there’s all sorts of things that it could be at the cost of. It could even be at th e
cost of women’s own interests. So…
Newman:
Because they might not be happy if they get equal pay?
Peterson:
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No, because it might interfere with other things that are causing the pay gap that
women are choosing to do.
Newman:
Like having children?
Peterson:
Well, or choosing careers that actually happen to be paid less - which women do a lot
of.
Newman:
But why shouldn’t women have the right to choose not to have children or the right
to choose those demanding careers?
Peterson:
They do! They can! Yeah, that’s fine.
Newman:
But you’re saying that makes them unhappy. By and large.
Peterson:
I’m saying that… No, I’m not saying that, and I actually haven’t said that so far in the
program.
Newman:
You’re saying it makes them miserable.
Peterson:
No. I said, that what was making them miserable was having weak partners. That
makes them miserable!
Newman:
Right.
Peterson:
I would say that many women, between the age of 28 and 32, have a career/family
crisis that they have to deal with. And I think that’s partly because of the foreshortened timeframe that women have to contend with.
Women have to get the major pieces of their life put together faster than men. Which
is also why men aren’t under so much pressure to grow up! Because the typical woman has to have her career and family in order pretty much by the time she’s 35 - otherwise the options start to run out. That puts a tremendous amount of stress on
women, especially at the end of their 20s.
Newman: I’m going to take issue with the idea of the “typical woman”, because, you
know, all women are different! I want to just put another quote to you from the book,
you say...
Peterson:
Well, they’re different in some ways and the same in others!
Newman:
Okay. You say "women become more vulnerable when they have children."
Peterson:
Oh, yes.
59

Newman:
And you talked in one of your YouTube interviews about,“crazy harpy sisters”. So, a
simple question: Is gender equality a myth in your view? Is that something that’s just
never gonna happen?
Peterson:
It depends on what you mean by equality.
Newman:
Being treated fairly, getting the same opportunities.
Peterson:
Fairly? We could get to a point, where people were treated fairly, or more fairly. I
mean, people are treated pretty fairly in western culture already. But we can do better...
Newman:
But they’re really not though, are they? I mean, otherwise why would there only be 7
women running FTSE 100 companies in the UK? Why would there still be a pay gap,
which we’ve discussed of late?
Peterson:
Oh, that’s easy…
Newman:
Why are women at the BBC saying that they’re getting paid, illegally, less the men to
do the same job? That’s not fair, is it!?
Peterson:
Well, let’s go to the first question. Those both are complicated questions. Seven
women… Repeat that one please.
Newman:
Seven women are running the top FTSE 100 companies in the UK. I mean, that's not
fair.
Peterson:
Well, the first question might be: why would you want to do that?
Newman:
Why would a man want to do it? They earn a lot of money. It’s an interesting job.
Peterson:
There is a certain number of men, although not that many, who are perfectly willing
to sacrifice virtually all of their life to the pursuit of a high -end career. These are men
that are very intelligent, they’re usually very, very conscientious. They’re very driven.
They’re very high-energy. They’re very healthy - and they’re willing to work 70, 80
hours a week, non-stop, specialised at one thing, to get to the top!
Newman:
So you think women are just more sensible? They don’t want that, because it’s not a
nice life?
Peterson:
I’m saying that’s part of it, definitely! And I worked…
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Newman:
So, you don’t think there are barriers in their way that prevent them getting to the
top?
Peterson:
Oh, there’s some barriers. Yeah, like other men, for example. I mean, to get to the top
of any organisation is an incredibly competitive enterprise! And the men that you’re
competing with are simply not going to roll over and say, “Please take the position”!
It’s absolutel all-out warfare!
Newman:
Let me come back to my question. Is gender equality a myth?
Peterson:
I don’t know what you mean by the question, men and women aren’t the same! And
they won’t be the same! That doesn’t mean they can’t be treated fairly.
Newman:
Is gender equality desirable?
Peterson:
If it means equality of outcome, then it’s almost certainly undesirable! That’s already
been demonstrated in Scandinavia. Because in Scandinavia…
Newman:
What do you mean by that, "equality of outcome is undesirable?"
Peterson:
Well, men and women won’t sort themselves into the same categories, if you leave
them alone to do it off their own accord. We’ve already seen that in Scandinavia: It’s
20 to 1 female nurses to male, something like that - it might not be quite that extreme
- and approximately the same ratio of male engineers to female engineers. That’s a
consequence of the free choice of men and women in the societies that have gone
farther than any other societies to make gender equality the purpose of the law!
Those are in ineradicable differences! You can eradicate them with tremendous social
pressure
and tyranny, but if you leave men and women to make their own choices, you will not
get equal outcome!
Newman:
Right, so you’re saying that anyone who believes in equality, whether you call them
feminists, call them whatever you want to call them, should basically give up, because it ain’t gonna happen!
Peterson:
Only if they’re aiming at equality of outcome.
Newman:
So you’re saying give people equality of opportunity, that’s fine?
Peterson:
Not only fine, it’s eminently desirable for everyone, for individuals and for society.
Newman:
"But still women aren’t gonna make it!" That’s what you’re really saying.
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Peterson:
It depends on your measurement techniques, women are doing just fine in medicine!
In fact, there are far more female physicians than there are male physicians. There
are lots of disciplines that are absolutely dominated by women, many, many disciplines! And they’re doing great!
Newman:
Let me put something else to you from the book. You say:
“The introduction of the ‘equal pay for equal work’ argument immediately complicates even salary comparison beyond practicality, for one simple reason. Who decides
what work is equal? It’s not possible.”
So the simple question is: do you believe in equal pay?
Peterson:
Well, I made the argument there. It depends on how you define it...
Newman:
So you don’t believe in equal pay!?
Peterson:
Haha, no! I’m not saying that at all!
Newman:
Because a lot of people listening to you will just say "Are we going back to the Dark
Ages?"
Peterson:
That's because you’re actually not listening! You’re just projecting what you think!
Newman:
I’m listening very carefully and I’m hearing you basically saying, that women need to
just accept that they’re never gonna make it on equal terms, equal outcomes, how
you defined it…
Peterson:
No I didn’t do that! I said that equal outcome...
Newman:
If I was a young women watching that, I would go: "Well, I might as well just go and
play with my Cindy dolls and give up trying at school, because I’m not going to get
the top job I want - because there’s someone sitting there saying it’s not possible, and
that it’s not desirable and it will make me miserable!”
Peterson:
I said equal outcome is not desirable. That is what I said, it’s a bad social goal. I
didn’t say that women shouldn’t be striving for the top, or anything like that, because
I don’t believe that for a second!
Newman:
Striving for the top? But you’re gonna put all those hurdles in their way, as have been
in their way for centuries! And that’s fine! You’re saying "that’s fine!"
Peterson:
No! No No! No I think... I really think that's…
62

Newman:
"The patriarchal system is just fine!"
Peterson:
That is silly! I think that’s silly, I really do! I mean, look at your situation, you’re
hardly unsuccessful!
Newman:
Yeah. And I’ve worked quite hard to get where I’ve got to!
Peterson:
Exactly! Good for you!
Newman:
That’s okay! Battling is good! This is all about the fight!
Peterson:
This is inevitable! Why…
Newman:
But you talk about men and fighting. Let me just put another thing to you from the
book. You say...
Peterson:
Why would you not have to battle for a high-quality position?
Newman:
Well, I noticed in your book, you talk about real conversations between m en containing, quote, “an underlying threat of physicality”.
Peterson:
Oh, there’s no doubt about that.
Newman:
What about real conversations between women? Is that something... are we.. sort of
too amenable and reasonable?
Peterson:
No, it’s just that the domain of physical conflict is sort of off-limits for you.
Newman:
Well, you just said that I fought to get where I’ve got.
Peterson:
Yeah.
Newman:
What does that make me? A proxy man or something?
Peterson:
I don’t imagine. I don’t imagine that you…
(makes boxing gestures)
Yeah to some degree. I suspect you’re not very agreeable!
Newman:
So that’s the thing! Successful women… I’m not very agreeable.
Peterson:
Right! I’ve noticed that actually, in this conversation! And I’m sure it served your career well!
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Newman:
Successful women though, basically have to wear the trousers, in your view? They
have to sort of become men to succeed, is what you’re saying?
Peterson:
Well if they are going to...
Newman:
“I had to fight to succeed, therefore I’m an honorary man!"
Peterson:
If they are going to compete against men, certainly, masculine traits are going to be
helpful. For example, one of the things I do in my counseling practice, when I’m consulting with women who are trying to advance their careers, is, to teach them:
• how to negotiate,
• how to be able to say no
• how to not be easily pushed around and
• how to be formidable!
You need to…If you’re going to be successful, you need to be smart, conscientious,
and tough!
Newman:
Well, here’s a radical idea! Why don’t the bosses adopt some - the male bosses, shall
we say - adopt some female traits, so that the women don’t have to fight and get their
sharp elbows out for the pay rises? It’s just accepted: if they’re doing the same job,
they get the same pay!
Peterson:
Well, I would say partly, because it’s not so easy to determine what constitutes the
same job!
Newman:
That is because, arguably, there are still men dominating our industries, our society,
and therefore they’ve dictated the terms for so long, that women have to battle to be
like the men!
Peterson:
No, that's not true. It’s not true.
Newman:
Where’s the evidence?
Peterson:
Well, I can give you an example very quickly: I worked with women who worked in
high-powered law firms in Canada for about 15 years. These women were as competent and put together as anybody you would ever meet and we were trying to figure
out how to further their careers.
And there was a huge debate in Canadian society at that point, that basically ran
along the same lines as your argument, that was "if the law firms didn’t use these
masculine criteria then women would do better." But the market sets the damn game!
Newman:
And the market is dominated by men! What Im asking...
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Peterson:
No! It’s not! It’s not! The market is dominated by women! They make 80 percent of
the consumer decisions. That’s not the case at all, 80 percent!
Newman:
If you’re talking about people who stay at home and looking after children - by and
large, they are still women, so they’re going out doing the shopping. But that is
changing, …
Peterson:
They make all the consumer decisions!
Newman:
Okay, so what I wanna ask you...
Peterson:
The market is driven by women, not men!
Newman:
Right.
Peterson:
Okay, and if you’re a lawyer in Canada…
Newman:
And they still pay more for the same sort of goods. That’s been proven, that men…
You buy a blue bicycle helmet, it’s gonna cost less than a pink one. Anyway, we’ll
come on to that.
Peterson:
It’s partly because men are less agreeable. Right? So they won’t put up with it.
Newman:
I want to ask you: Is it not desirable to have some of those "female traits" you’re talking about... I’d say that’s a generalization, but you’ve used the words female traits - is
it not desirable to have some of them at the top of businesses? I mean, maybe there
wouldn’t have been a banking crisis, if that had happened?
Peterson:
They don’t predict success! They don’t predict success in the workplace. The things
that predict success in the workplace are intelligence and conscientiousness. Agreeableness predicts success in the workplace negatively - as does high negative emotion.*
(*Big Five/ biometrics scientific terms)

Newman:
You’re saying that women aren’t intelligent enough to run these top companies!?
Peterson:
No! I didn’t say that at all!
Newman:
You said that female traits don’t predict success. But you were saying that intelligence and conscientiousness...
Peterson:
But I didn’t say that intelligence wasn’t… I didn’t say that intelligence and conscientiousness weren’t female traits.
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Newman:
...by implication, are not female traits.
Peterson:
No! No! I’m not saying that at all!
Newman:
I mean, that’s really dangerous territory!
Peterson:
I’m not saying that at all!
Newman:
Are women less intelligent than men, by and large?
Peterson:
No! No they’re not. No, the data on that’s pretty clear: The average IQ for a woman
and the average IQ for a man is identical. There is some debate about the flatness of
the distribution, which is something that James Damore pointed out in his memo.
But there’s no difference in general cognitive ability at all! There’s no difference to
speak of in conscientiousness. Women are a bit more orderly than men, and men are
a little bit more industrious than women, but the difference isn’t big. But that averages in aspects avergae out in the higher dimension conscientiousness.*
(*Personality trait conscientiousness is subdivided into the aspec ts orderliness and industriousness)

Newman:
There are plenty of men who aren’t necessarily as industrious!
Peterson:
Well, of course!
Newman:
We’ll… female traits though, why are they not desirable at the top...
Peterson:
Feminine traits!
Newman:
…feminine traits, why are they not desirable at the top?
Peterson:
It’s hard to say. I’m just laying out the empirical evidence. Like we know the traits
that predict success.
Newman:
But we also know, because companies, by and large, have not been dominated by
women, over the centuries, we have nothing to compare it to! It’s an experiment!
Peterson:
True! And it could be the case that if companies modified their behavior and became
more feminine, they would be successful - but there’s no evidence for it!
Newman:
You seem doubtful about that.
Peterson:
I’m not neither doubtful, nor non doubtful! There’s no evidence for it , the evidence
suggests...
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Newman:
Why not give it a go, as the radical feminists would say?
Peterson:
Well it’s fine! If someone wants to start a company and make it more feminine and
compassionate and carin in its overall orientation towards its workers and towards
the marketplace... that’s a perfectly reasonable experiment to run. My point is, that
there is no evidence that those traits predict success in the workplace! And this evidence is...
Newman:
Because it’s never been tried!
Peterson:
Well, that’s not really the case. Women have been in the workplace for at least since
I’ve been around. The representation of women in the workplace has been about 50
percent. So we’ve run the experiment for a fairly reasonable period of time. But certainly not for centuries.
Newman:
Let me move on to another debate that’s been very controversial for you: You got in
trouble for refusing to call trans- men and women by their preferred personal pronouns.
Peterson:
No, that's not actually true. I got in trouble, because I said I would not follow the
compelled speech dictates of the federal and provincial government - I actually never
got in trouble for not calling anyone anything!
Newman:
Right.
Peterson:
That didn’t happen.
Newman:
You wouldn’t follow the change of law...
Peterson:
Not once it was law. No!
Newman:
...which was designed to outlaw discrimination?
Peterson:
That’s what they said it was designed to do.
Newman:
Okay. You cited“freedom of speech in that. Why should your right to freedom of
speech trump a trans-person’s right, not to be offended?
Peterson:
Because, in order to be able to think, you have to risk being offensive! I mean, look at
the conversation we’re having right now. You know, you’re certainly willing to risk
offending me in the pursuit of truth. Why should you have the right to do that? It’s
been rather uncomfortable!
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Newman:
Well, I’me very glad I’ve put you on the spot! But you were citing freedom of speech...
Peterson:
Hah! But you get my point! You get my point: you are doing what you should do,
which is, digging a bit to see what the hell’s going on. And that is what you should do
- but you’re exercising your freedom of speech to certainly risk offending me. And
that’s fine! I think more power to you, as far as I’m concerned!
Newman:
You haven’t sat there and... I’m just... sorry, I’m just trying to work that out. I mean…
(pauses for a very long time)
Peterson:
Ha! Gotcha!
Newman:
You have got me! You have got me, I’m trying to work that through my head. Yeah, …
It took a while, it took a while, …
Peterson:
It did! It did! Yeah.
Newman:
You have voluntarily... you have voluntarily come into the studio and agreed to be
questioned.
A trans-person in your class has come to your class and said they want to be called
she.
Peterson:
That’s never happened. And I would call them she.
Newman:
So you would? So you’ve kind of changed your tune a little bit…
Peterson:
No, no. I said that right from the beginning. What I said at the beginning, was that I
was not going to cede the linguistic territory to radical leftists. Regardless of whether
or not it was put in law. That’s what I said and then the people who came after me
said:
“Oh, you must be transphobic! And you’d mistreat a student in your class.” It’s like, I
never mistreated a student in my class. I’m not transphobic - and that isn’t what I
said!
Newman:
Well, you’ve also called trans-campaigners “authoritarian”, haven’t you? I mean, isn’t
that grossly insensitive?
Peterson:
Only in the broader context of my claims, that radical leftist ideologues are “authoritarian” - which they are!
Newman:
Yes, but you are saying, someone who’s trying to work out their gender identity, who
may well have struggled with that, had quite a tough time over the years...
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Peterson:
No doubt they struggled with it, yeah.
Newman:
You’re comparing them with, you know, Chairman Mao, who...
Peterson:
No. Just the activists.
Newman:
…who caused the deaths of millions of people. Well, even if they are activists, they’re
trans-people too. They have a right to say these things.
Peterson:
Yeah, but they don’t have a right to speak for their whole community.
Newman:
Isn’t it grossly insensitive to compare them to Chairman Mao! Or Pinochet, Augusta
Pinochet, you know, this is grossly insensitive!
Peterson:
I didn’t compare them to Pinochet. I did compare them to Mao
Newman:
Well, he was an authoritarian.
Peterson:
He was a right-winger, though. I was comparing them to the left-wing totalitarians.
And I do believe that they are left-wing totalitarians!
Newman:
Mao! Mao! Under Mao, millions of people died!
Peterson:
Right!
Newman:
I mean, there’s no comparison between Mao and a transactivist, is there?
Peterson:
Why not?
Newman:
Because transactivists aren’t killing millions of people!?
Peterson:
The philosophy that’s guiding their utterances is the same philosophy.
Newman:
The consequences are…
Peterson:
Not yet!
Newman:
You’re saying that trans-activists could lead to the deaths of millions of people?
Peterson:
No, I’m saying that the philosophy that drives their utterances is the same philosophy
that already has driven us to the deaths of millions of people.
Newman:
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Okay, tell us how that philosophy is in any way comparable.
Peterson:
Sure, that’s no problem. The first thing is that their philosophy presumes that group
identity is paramount. That’s the fundamental philosophy that drove the Soviet Union and Maoist China - and that is the fundamental philosophy of the left-wing activists, identity politics:
It doesn’t matter who you are as an individual, it matters who you are in terms of
your group identity. It's a murderous...
Newman:
You just saying things to provoke, aren’t you? I mean, you are a provocateur…
Peterson:
I never said anything…
Newman:
You’re like the Alt-Right, that you hate to be compared to! You want to stir things up!
Peterson:
I’m only a provocateur, insofar as, when I say what I believe to be true, it’s provocative. I don’t provoke. Maybe for humor, now and then.
Newman:
You don’t set out to provoke…
Peterson:
I’m not interested in provoking. Not in the least.
Newman:
What about the thing... you know, fighting and... the lobster? Tell us about the lobster!
Peterson:
Ha! Well that’s quite a segue! Well, the first chapter I have in my book is called,
“Stand up straight with your shoulders back”: It’s an injunction to be combative! Not
least to further your career, let’s say. But also to adopt a stance of ready engagement
with the world, and to reflect that in your posture.
The reason that I write about lobsters is that there’s this idea, that hierarchical structures are a “sociological construct of the Western patriarchy” - and that is so untrue,
that it’s almost unbelievable! And I use the lobster as an example, because the lobster...
In evolutionary history, we devolved from lobsters about 350 million years ago common ancestor.
And lobsters exist in hierarchies and they have a nervous system thas is attuned to
the hierarchy. Their nervous system runs on serotonin, just like our nervous systems
do, and the nervous system of the lobster and of us human beings is so similar, that
antidepressants work on lobsters!
It’s part of my attempt to demonstrate, that the idea of “hierarchy” has absolutely
nothing to do with socio-cultural construction - which it doesn’t!
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Newman:
Let me just get it straight: You’re saying that we should organize our societies along
the lines of the lobsters?!
Peterson:
I’m saying that it’s inevitable, that there will be continuity in the way that animals
and human beings organize their structures. It's absolutely inevitable and there is
one-third of a billion years of evolutionary history behind that! That’s so long, a third
of a billion years ago, there weren’t even trees! It’s a long time!
You have a mechanism in your brain that runs on serotonin, similar to the lobster
mechanism: That mechanism tracks your status. The higher your status, the better
your emotions are regulated. So, as your serotonin levels increase, you feel more positive emotion and less negative emotion.
Newman:
So you’re saying, like the lobsters, we’re hardwired as men and women to do certain
things, to sort of run along tram lines - and there’s nothing we can do about it?
Peterson:
No, I’m not saying there’s nothing we can do about it. It’s like in a chess game,
there’s lots of things that you can do, although you can’t break the rules of the chess
game and continue to play chess. Your biological nature is somewhat like that, as it
sets the rules of the game, but within those rules you have a lot of leeway.
But the idea that... one thing we can’t do, is, to say that hierarchical organization is a
consequence of the capitalist patriarchy, that’s patently absurd! It’s wrong! It’s not a
matter of opinion, it’s seriously wrong!
Newman:
Aren’t you just whipping people up into a state of anger and…
Peterson:
Not of all!
Newman:
Divisions between men and women, you’re stirring people up! You know, any critics
of you, online, get absolutely lambasted by your followers! You haven't called them
off, have you...?
Peterson:
And by me, generally.
Newman:
Sorry, your critics get lambasted by you?
Peterson:
If they are academics.
Newman:
Isn’t that irresponsible?
Peterson:
Not at all. If an academic is going to come after me and tell me that I’m not qualified
and that I don’t know what I’m talking about? Seriously?
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Newman:
So you are not going to say to your followers “Now quit the abuse, quit the anger!”
?Peterson:
Well, we’d need some substantial examples of the abuse and the anger, before I could
detail that question.
Newman:
There’s a lot of it out there!
Peterson:
Well, let’s take a more general perspective on that. So, I have had 25,000 letters since
June, something like that, from people who told me that I’ve brought them back from
the brink of destruction! So I’m perfectly willing to put that up against the rather
vague accusations that my followers are making the lives of people that I’ve targeted,
miserable.
Newman:
Jordan Peterson, thank you!
Peterson:
My pleasure! Nice talking with you!
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Chapter 4: Why a transcription? What got changed
and how? Why by a German?!
The purpose of this book was, to give interested people the chance to have a written version of Dr. Jordan Petersons content. Maybe some of you want to read in at a
place, where you cannot or do not want to watch a screen, where you can't listen to a
podcast. Maybe you have some issues regarding the capacities to listen. For those of
you, I guess have it printed out is the better way.
Also, as a former teacher, some of you like to use this material in class and do not
necessarily want to watch YouTube videos. Maybe you want to try to translate it by
yourself or compare the text with other philosophical sources.
As the viewers and fans of Dr. Peterson know: He talks quickly and he talks a lot.
He is articulate, no question... but having the text right in front of you, (as I had, I
translated all of these texts into German) is not a very entertaining enterp rise, because he almost always starts the sentences with "and so" so these were most of the
time deleted.
I also erased other elements that hinder the joy of reading it, rearranged the word
order once in a while and added the " - " element quite often, as Jordan oftentimes
jumps from one thought to the other... and.... then.... lands somewhere else : -)
Additionally, I added the grammatical subject one in a while, to enhance the understanding. These are all very minor adjustments, but they had to be done to be able
to put his work into a readable format.
Well, why did a German do it? As I said, I already had the transcriptions in the
file as I translated it, I published the translations already 3 Months ago, thus, i also
already had the cover, the graphics and the "workflow".
Obviously anybody can publish this and this is very probably not the best one simply because I am no native English speaker and have never lived in an English
speaking country, so, hopefully, you can forgive me for the typos errors etc . that I
have done.
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Chapter 5: Excerpts of the Big Five Personality Test
Reports of www.UnderstandMyself.com
The editor also offers a translation service of Dr. Petersons personality test, which translates the reports into German - thus, I thought it would be an interesting feature for all of
you, to see the original paragraphs that www.understandmyself.com provides - and recognize, how deep the differences between individuals really go.
The here mentioned "High" and "Low " values are not the highest ones - there are still
"Very High / Low" and "Extraordinarily High / Low" !
I strongly recommend to all of you, who haven't done the test yet, to do so! It will change
your understanding of yourself considerably as well as that of your social env ironment!

The Big Five Aspects Scale
You have just completed assessing yourself with 100 phrases. Our systems have compared
your-self-ratings to those of thousands of other people. You are being compared to men and
women of all ages. This means that if you are young, your scores on neuroticism will be higher and on agreeableness and conscientiousness will be lower than if you were compared to
people of your own age (with the reverse being true for older individuals). For men, their
scores on agreeableness and on neuroticism will be lower than if they were just being compared to men. We decided to make the comparisons simple, so that you know where you
stand in comparison to the typical person (with age and sex regarded as irrelevant).
Here are your results: You will see below where you stand in comparison to others in the
general population on the major traits and their aspects:
•
•
•
•
•

Agreeableness: Compassion and Politeness
Conscientiousness: Industriousness and Orderliness
Extraversion: Enthusiasm and Assertiveness
Neuroticism: Withdrawal and Volatility
Openness to Experience: Openness and Intellect

Remember that each personality trait and aspect (and your relative position with respect
to them) has advantages and disadvantages. It is for that reason that variation exists in the
human population: there is a niche for each personality configuration. Much of what constitutes success in life is therefore the consequence of finding the place in relationships, work
and personal commitment that corresponds to your unique personality structure. Good luck
with your expanded self-understanding!
Note also that if you find that the descriptions harsher than you might consider appropriate this may mean that you were more self-critical than necessary when completing the questions (remember, the results are based on your own self-report, compared to that of others).
This can occur if you were feeling temporarily or chronically unhappy or anxious, or hungry,
angry or judgmental when you completed the questions.
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Extraversion: Low
You are low in extraversion, which is the primary dimension of positive emotion
in the Big Five personality trait scientific model. You could also think of yourself as
high in introversion. Extraversion is a measure of general sensitivity to positiv e emotions such as hope, joy, anticipation and approach, particularly in social situations.
Your score puts you at the
percentile for extraversion.
People with low levels of extraversion are much less enthusiastic, talkative, assertive in social situations, or gregarious. They find social contact somewhat draining
and tiring, and crave time alone to recharge. They are much less likely to plan parties, tell jokes, make people laugh, or volunteer for community activities. They are
more likely to be depressed and to have lower levels of self-esteem (particularly if
they are high in neuroticism). They tend to be much less optimistic about the past,
present and future.
People who are low in extraversion find it easy to keep things to themselves. They
are by no means compelled to share everything with everyone. They are not self disclosing and do not warm up quickly to other people. They are much more comfortable with one-to-one interactions than in a group-oriented situation. They rarely
speak up in meetings, and are particularly unlikely to speak first, although they will
express an opinion if asked. They are much less likely to captivate and convince, especially in groups, and will rarely be the first to act in an ambiguous situation.
People who are low in extraversion are much better suited to occupations that require work alone or with a few other well-known individuals (such as computer programming or accounting). Jobs involving sales, persuasion, work in groups and public
speaking are quite unlikely to appeal to them, and they are less likely to be successful
at such things (particularly if they are also high in neuroticism).
People low in extraversion are unlikely to be impulsive, even when offered the
opportunity to do something exciting or fun. They are therefore unlikely to sacrifice
the future to the present, when something social or group-oriented beckons. They
find it relatively easy to be alone to study and work. They are not easily distracted by
opportunities to chat, joke and socialize. This is particularly the case if they are also
high in conscientiousness. However, when people are introverted and conscientious,
they are less productive than when extraverted and conscientiousness, perhaps because they have lower levels of energy. When introverted and comparatively unconscientiousness, however, they are more productive than when extraverted and unconscientious.
People low in extraversion are less dominant in social situations, particularly
when they are also low in agreeableness. Less agreeable extraverts tend to be selfcentered – something that can be made worse if they are also low in conscientiousness. More introverted people are somewhat protected against such tendencies.
Those who are politically liberal are slightly less extraverted than conservatives.
Women are slightly more extraverted than men. The mean percentile for women
in a general population (women and men) is 52. For men it is 48.
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Extraversion has two aspects: Enthusiasm and Assertiveness.

Enthusiasm: Low
You are low in enthusiasm, which is one aspect of extraversion. Your score puts
you at the
percentile for enthusiasm.
Individuals who are low in enthusiasm are not excitable. They are also much less
easy to get to know, as they are not chatty or bubbly. When they do talk, it tends to
be about things in which they find particular interest. They open up to other people
with some difficulty, particularly in larger social gatherings or parties. They laugh
much more rarely than others. They prefer solitude and, alt hough they can enjoy
themselves around other people, it has to be in small doses. They are much more private people, and are not markedly positive or optimistic. They avoid the spotlight
and, if creative, may find performing much less desirable and drainin g. They rarely
seek out stimulation, excitement, activity or fun (and, if they do so, prefer quieter
activities). People low in enthusiasm are not gregarious or people -loving, and find it
more difficult to generate a felt sense of excitement when offered t he opportunity to
engage in something that others might find engaging or entertaining.
Enthusiasm is not strongly associated with political preference, either conservative or liberal.
Women are higher in enthusiasm than men. The mean percentile for women i n a
general population (women and men) is 55. For men it is 45.

Assertiveness: Low
You are low in assertiveness, which is one aspect of extraversion. Your score puts
you at the
percentile for assertiveness.
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People low in assertiveness are not known to be “take charge” types. They put
their own opinions forward rarely and with reservation, and do not typically attempt
to dominate and control social situations. Such people tend not to be or captivating
in social groups. They manifest much less of the communication style that is often
associated with leadership. This can be a handicap when they are knowledgeable,
competent and able, but causes less trouble when they aren’t. Those low in assertiveness are much less likely to be people of spontaneous action. They don’t leap in heedlessly and, in consequence, tend to allow others to lead the way. They are much less
impulsive, in consequence, and hardly ever act without thinking.
Liberals tend to be slightly less assertive than conservatives.
Women are slightly less assertive than men. The mean percentile for women in a
general population (women and men) is 48. For men it is 52.

Extraversion: High
You are high in extraversion, which is the primary dimension of positive emotion
in the Big Five personality trait scientific model. Extraversion is a measure of general
sensitivity to positive emotions such as hope, joy, anticipation and approach, particularly in social situations.
Your score puts you at the
percentile for extraversion.
People with high levels of extraversion are comparatively enthusiastic, talkative,
assertive in social situations, and gregarious. They are typically energized by social
contact, and crave it. They take great pleasure in planning parties, telling jokes, making people laugh, and taking part in community activities. They are likely to have
positive memories of the past, high levels of current self-esteem (particularly if they
are low in neuroticism), and to feel positive and optimistic about the future.
People who are highly extraverted have a difficult time keeping things to themselves, and tend to tell everyone everything. They are self-disclosing (particularly if
also high in neuroticism) and they warm up quickly to other people. They tend to
speak first and most often in meetings. They can be captivating and convincing. They
will often be the first to act.
People who are high in extraversion make enthusiastic employees, and are well suited to jobs involving sales, persuasion, work in groups and public speaking (pa rticularly, once again, if they are low in neuroticism). They are not as suited to occupations that require a lot of isolated work (such as computer programming or accounting).
People high in extraversion can also be impulsive, particularly when it comes t o
having fun in social situations. They are more likely than average to sacrifice the future to the present, when something social or group-oriented beckons. It is somewhat difficult for them to be alone and to study and work. They can be easily distracted by opportunities to chat, joke and socialize. This is particularly the case if
they are also low in conscientiousness. When individuals are extraverted and conscientious, they are more productive than if they are introverted and conscientious.
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However, when they are introverted and unconscientious, they are more productive
than they are when they are extroverted and unconscientious.
People high in extraversion are more dominant in social situations, particularly if
they are also low in agreeableness. Less agreeable extraverts tend to be self -centered
– something that can be made worse if they are also low in conscientiousness.
Those who are politically liberal are slightly less extraverted than conservatives.
Women are slightly more extraverted than men. The mean percentile for women
in a general population (women and men) is 52. For men it is 48.
Extraversion has two aspects: Enthusiasm and Assertiveness.

Enthusiasm: High
You are high in enthusiasm, which is one aspect of extraversion. Your score puts
you at the
percentile for enthusiasm.
Individuals who are high in enthusiasm are excitable, happy and easy to get to
know. They will talk rapidly about everything, particularly other people. They laugh
or giggle much more than average. They want to be around people, and they love
parties. They don’t keep people at a distance, and keep little private. They are positive and optimistic. They warm up quickly to other people. They like – and sometimes crave – stimulation, excitement, activity and fun. Enthusiastic people are gregarious, encouraging and people-loving, and they are positive about what might happen next.
Enthusiasm is not strongly associated with political preference, either conservative or liberal.
Women are higher in enthusiasm than men. The mean percentile for women in a
general population (women and men) is 55. For men it is 45.

Assertiveness: High
You are high in assertiveness, which is one aspect of extraversion. Your score puts
you at the
percentile for assertiveness.
Highly assertive people are “take charge” types. They put their own opinions forward strongly, and tend to dominate and control social situations. Assertive people
can be influential and captivating. They have the communication style that is often
associated with leadership. This is good when they are knowledgeable, competent
and able, but not so good when they aren’t. Assertive people are people of action.
They don’t generally wait for others to lead the way. They can be more impulsive
than average, and can act without thinking.
Liberals tend to be slightly less assertive than conservatives.
Women are slightly less assertive than men. The mean percentile for women in a
general population (women and men) is 48. For men it is 52.
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Neuroticism: Low
You are low in neuroticism, which is the primary dimension of negative emotion
in the Big Five personality trait scientific model. Neuroticism is a measure of general
sensitivity to negative emotions such as pain, sadness, irritable or de fensive anger,
fear and anxiety.
Your score puts you at the
percentile for neuroticism.
People with low levels of neuroticism rarely focus on the negative elements, anxieties and uncertainties of the past, present and future. It is rare for them to f ace periods of time where they are unhappy, anxious and irritable, unless facing a serious,
sustained problem. Even under the latter conditions, they cope well, don’t worry too
much, and recover quickly when stressed. They’re good at keeping their head in a
storm, and they seldom make mountains out of molehills.
They tend to have much higher levels of self-esteem, particularly when they are
also average or above average in extraversion. They are at low risk for developing
anxiety disorders and depression (again, particularly if average or above in extraversion).
When good things happen to them, people with low levels of neuroticism can accept it, without questioning whether or not they deserved it. They are usually satisfied with their relationships and careers. Overall, they are tolerant of stress, and can
accept failure and setbacks as part of life. Low levels of neuroticism are associated
with decreased concern about mental and physical health, much fewer physician and
emergency room visits, and reduced absenteeism at work and at school (unless accompanied by very low levels of conscientiousness).
People with low levels of neuroticism can handle risk substantively better, without becoming unduly concerned. They are rarely concerned with securit y, and can
more easily handle recreational, career, financial and social situations where the possibility of loss is higher. They find considering as well as implementing career changes and other transformations that could enhance their lives much less stressful.
Neuroticism is not a powerful predictor of political belief, either conservative or
liberal.
Females tend to be higher in neuroticism than males. The typical woman is higher
in neuroticism than 60% of the general population of men and women combine d. In
part, this may be why women report more unhappiness in their relationships, at
work, in school and with their health than men, on average, and why women initiate
70% of all divorces. This difference in neuroticism between men and women appears
to emerge at puberty. It is largest in countries such as Norway and Sweden, where the
most has been done to ensure equality of outcome between the sexes. This provides
strong evidence that biological factors rather than environment and learning account
for the dissimilarity.
Trait neuroticism is made up of the aspects withdrawal and volatility.
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Withdrawal: Low
You are low in withdrawal, which is one aspect of neuroticism. Your score puts
you at the
percentile for withdrawal.
Individuals low in withdrawal rarely suffer from or are impeded by anticipatory
anxiety. They can handle new, uncertain, unexpected, threatening or complex situations well. They are substantially less likely to avoid or withdraw in the face of the
unknown and unexpected.
People with low levels of withdrawal tend not to feel sad, lonesome, disappointed
and grief-stricken – and, if they do, not deeply nor for long. They experience much
lower than normal levels of doubt and worry, embarrassment, self -consciousness and
discouragement in the face of threat and punishment. They are quite resistant to and
rarely worried about social rejection, and rarely feel hurt or threatened. Even when
actually hurt, frightened, or anxious, they recover easily and quickly. People with low
levels of withdrawal are not worriers. Technically, withdrawal has been associated
with activity in the brain systems that regulate passive avoidance.
Those who are liberal, politically, are slightly higher in withdrawal than conservatives.
Women are higher in withdrawal than men. The mean percentile for women in a
general population (women and men) is 60. For men it is 40.
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Volatility: Low
You are low in volatility, which is one aspect of neuroticism. Your score puts you
at the
percentile for volatility.
Individuals low in volatility are stable and predictable in their moods. They are
not irritable, and feel much less disappointment, frustration, pain and loneliness.
People find them easy to get along with and can often relax around them. They rarely
express their frustration, disappointment and irritability and appear reasonable when
they do so. Even on the rare occasions they become stirred up, upset, angry or irritated, they calm down quickly. They are much less argumentative than average and
rarely lose their composure.
If thoroughly provoked in a dispute, a person of low volatility may react in kind
(particularly if also low in agreeableness). However, such people remain calm and
unperturbed, even when stressed. Volatile people tend to get upset if somethin g bad
does happen, while people high in withdrawal (the other aspect of neuroticism) tend
to be concerned that something bad might happen. Technically, volatility has been
associated with activity in the brain systems that regulate fight, flight or freeze.
Volatility is not strongly related to political preference, either liberal or conservative.
Women are higher in volatility than men. The mean percentile for women in a
general population (women and men) is 57.5. For men it is 42.5.

Neuroticism: High
You are high in neuroticism, which is the primary dimension of negative emotion
in the Big Five personality trait scientific model. Neuroticism is a measure of general
sensitivity to negative emotions such as pain, sadness, irritable or defensive anger,
fear and anxiety.
Your score puts you at the
percentile for neuroticism.
People with high levels of neuroticism are more likely to think that things have
gone wrong in the past, are going wrong now, and will continue to go wrong into the
future. They are also more likely to be unhappy, anxious and irritable when just
thinking or remembering, and when they encounter a genuine problem. They have
substantially lower than average levels of self-esteem, particularly when they are also
low in extraversion. Neuroticism is a risk factor for anxiety disorders and depression.
High levels of neuroticism may interfere with both success and satisfaction in relationships and career, with the strongest effect on relationships. High levels of neuroticism are associated with much more concern about mental and physical health, as
well as more frequent physician and emergency room visits, and much more absenteeism at work and at school (particularly if accompanied by low levels of conscientiousness).
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People with high levels of neuroticism appear to be much more risk -averse than
average, which means they tend to avoid recreational, career, financial and social
situations where the possibility of loss is high. Such people appear to be much more
concerned with maintaining their current status, rather than enhancing it. Perhaps
this is a good strategy in genuinely dangerous or uncertain times.
Neuroticism is not a powerful predictor of political belief, either conservative or
liberal.
Females tend to be higher in neuroticism than males. The typical woman is higher
in neuroticism than 60% of the general population of men and women combined. In
part, this may be why women report more unhappiness in their relationships, at
work, in school and with their health than men, on average, and why women initiate
70% of all divorces. This difference in neuroticism between men and women appears
to emerge at puberty. It is largest in countries such as Norway and Sweden, where the
most has been done to ensure equality of outcome between the sexes. This provides
strong evidence that biological factors rather than environment and learning account
for the dissimilarity.
Trait neuroticism is made up of the aspects withdrawal and volatility.

Withdrawal: High
You are high in withdrawal, which is one aspect of neuroticism. Your score puts
you at the
percentile for withdrawal.
Individuals high in withdrawal may feel above average levels of anticipatory anxiety. This makes it much more challenging for them to approach new, unce rtain, unexpected, threatening or complex situations. They are instead substantially more
likely to avoid or withdraw in the face of the unknown and unexpected.
People high in withdrawal much more frequently feel sad, lonesome, disappointed
and grief-stricken. They have higher than average levels of doubt and worry, become
embarrassed easily, are self-conscious and strongly tend to get discouraged in the
face of threat and punishment. Their anticipatory anxiety is likely to be general. They
are sensitive to social rejection, and can be relatively easily hurt. Once hurt, frightened, or anxious, as well, it takes them longer to recover. They can be argumentative
and lose their composure. They can be provocative in a dispute (particularly if also
low in agreeableness). Perhaps people high in withdrawal are concerned that something bad might happen, while people high in volatility (the other aspect of neuroticism) get upset if something bad does happen. Technically, withdrawal has been associated with activity in the brain systems that regulate passive avoidance.
Those who are liberal, politically, are slightly higher in withdrawal than conservatives.
Women are higher in withdrawal than men. The mean percentile for women in a
general population (women and men) is 60. For men it is 40.
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Volatility: High
You are high in volatility, which is one aspect of neuroticism. Your score puts you
at the
percentile for volatility.
Individuals high in volatility tend to vary in their mood. They can be irritable, reacting strongly to disappointment, frustration, pain and the threat of social isolation.
They can lash out and are relatively easily annoyed. They are more likely to act out or
verbally express their frustration, disappointment and irritability. They can be stirred
up and upset and, once angry or irritated, take a longer than average time to calm
down. They can be argumentative and lose their composure. They can be provocative
in a dispute (particularly if also low in agreeableness). Perhaps people high in volatility get upset if something bad does happen, while people high in withdrawal (the
other aspect of neuroticism) suffer from more concern that something bad might
happen. Technically, volatility has been associated with activity in the brain systems
that regulate fight, flight or freeze.
Volatility is not strongly related to political preference, either liberal or conservative.
Women are higher in volatility than men. The mean percentile for women in a
general population (women and men) is 57.5. For men it is 42.5.
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Agreeableness: Low
You are low in agreeableness, which is the primary dimension of Interpersonal interaction in the Big Five personality trait scientific model. Agreeableness has two
aspects: compassion and politeness, which will be explained separately. Agreeableness is a very complex trait, with marked positive and negative elements all along its
distribution. Because of this, higher scores and lower scores need to be explained at
the same time.
People high in agreeableness are nice: compliant, nurturing, kind, naively trusting
and conciliatory. However, because of their tendency to avoid conflict, they often
dissemble and hide what they think. People low in agreeableness are not so nice:
stubborn, dominant, harsh, skeptical, competitive and, in the extreme, even predatory. However, they tend to be straightforward, even blunt, so you know where they
stand.
Your score puts you at the
percentile for agreeableness.
People with low levels of agreeableness are seen by others as competitive, colder,
tougher and less empathic. They are less likely to look for the best in others, and are
not particularly tolerant (an attitude that is much valued by agreeable people). They
are less concerned about the emotional state of others, are willing to engage in conflict, and will sacrifice peace and harmony to make a point or (if conscientious) to get
things done. People find them straightforward, even blunt. They strongly tend towards dominance rather than submission (particularly if also below average in neuroticism).
People with low levels of agreeableness are not forgiving, accepting, flexible, gentle or patient. They don’t easily feel pity for those who are excluded, punished or defeated. It is also difficult for them to be taken advantage of by disagreeable, manipulative or otherwise troublesome people, or those with criminal or predatory intent.
Their skepticism plays a protective role, although it can sometimes interfere with
their ability to cooperate with or trust others whose intentions are genuinely good.
They also be less likely to reward good behavior or to give credit where it is due.
They can cooperate, when cooperation is in their interest, but very much appreciate
competition, with its clear losers and winners. They will not easily lose arguments (or
avoid discussions) with less agreeable people, and can enjoy the battle. They are generally good at bargaining for themselves, or at negotiating for more recognition or
power and are likely to have higher salaries and to earn more money, in consequence.
People low in agreeableness are therefore less likely to suffer from resentment or to
harbour invisible anger. In addition, because of their tendency to engage in conflict,
when necessary, people low in agreeableness people tend not to sacrifice medium- to
long-term stability and function for the sake of short-term peace. This means that
problems that should be solved in the present are often solved, and do not accumulate counterproductively across time, although people close to those l ow in agreeableness may experience them as overbearing.
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Women are higher in agreeableness than men. The mean percentile for women in
a general population (women and men) is 61.5. For men it is 38.5. The fact that men
are lower in agreeableness than women helps explain their much higher rates of
criminal incarceration (90% male). The primary difference between criminals and
non-criminals is disagreeableness. If the typical criminal is more disagreeable than
98% of people in the general population, then almost all those criminals will be male.
This difference in agreeableness between men and women is largest in countries such
as Norway and Sweden, where the most has been done to ensure equality of outcome
between the sexes. This provides strong evidence that biological factors rather than
environment and learning account for the dissimilarity.
Agreeableness, per se, is not strongly associated with political liberalism or conservatism, but this is because the aspects of agreeableness predict such political belief in opposite ways, and cancel each other out. Liberals are higher in aspect compassion, and conservatives in aspect politeness. However, alliance with the category
of belief that has come to be known as politically correct is strongly predicted by
agreeableness (particularly compassion). What this appears to mean is that agreeable
people strongly identify with those they deem oppressed, seeing them, essentially, as
exploited infants, and demonize those they see as oppressors, seeing them as cruel,
heartless predators.
There are large differences between men and women in terms of spontaneous interest, and these also appear associated with agreeableness. Agreeable people, caring
as they do for others, are more likely to enter professions associated with peopl e,
such as teaching and nursing, which are dominated by women. This is true even in
the Scandinavian countries, where attempts to produce gender-equal societies has
reached a maximum. Disagreeable people, by contrast, appear to prefer systematizing
over empathizing, and are more interested in things – machines and technology. In
consequence, professions such as engineering and trades associated with construction and machinery tend to be dominated by relatively disagreeable men.
Agreeableness has two aspects: compassion and politeness.

Politeness: Low
You are low in politeness, which is one aspect of Agreeableness. Your score puts
you at the
percentile for politeness.
People who are low in politeness are not deferential to authority – nor are they
obedient. They can be respectful, but only to people who clearly deserve and demand
it, and they are markedly willing to push back when challenged. They are not particularly uncomfortable confronting other people. People low in politeness are not motivated to avoid conflict, or to steer clear of conflict or fights. They may find themselves quite frequently in trouble with authority. Their skepticism may make it difficult for them to find a place in the middle or lower in hierarchies of power and dom85

inance. They tend strongly to be dominant, rather than submissive (particularly if
they are also low in neuroticism).
Those who are liberal, politically, score somewhat lower in politeness than conservatives (the opposite pattern is seen with compassion).
Women are higher in politeness than men. The mean percentile for women in a
general population (women and men) is 59. For men it is 41.

Compassion: Low
You are low in compassion, which is one aspect of Agreeableness. Your score puts
you at the
percentile for compassion.
Much less compassionate people are not primarily oriented towards the problems
of other people or other living things. They are less swayed by cuteness. They are
willing to make other people experience negative emotion by engag ing in conflict
and competition. They like to win, and will engage in confrontation to do so. They
are substantially less concerned about helping other people. They make sure their
own needs and interests are attended to, and are less willing to sacrifice for the sake
of other people. This can make them harsh and unsympathetic. People might turn to
them for the cold, hard truth, but not for a soft, patient, eternally -listening ear. They
are less empathetic and caring. However, because they are not primarily otheroriented, they can often negotiate very effectively on their own behalf, and are likely
to get at least what they deserve (for their hard work, for example). In consequence,
they are unlikely to harbor feelings of resentment or hidden anger.
Those who are liberal, politically, score somewhat higher in compassion than conservatives.
Women are also higher in compassion than men. The mean percentile for women
in a general population (women and men) is 61. For men it is 39.

Agreeableness: High
You are high in agreeableness, which is the primary dimension of Interpersonal
interaction in the Big Five personality trait scientific model. Agreeableness has two
aspects: compassion and politeness, which will be explained separately. Agreeableness is a very complex trait, with marked positive and negative elements all along its
distribution. Because of this, higher scores and lower scores need to be explained at
the same time.
People high in agreeableness are nice: compliant, nurturing, kind, naively trusting
and conciliatory. However, because of their tendency to avoid conflict, they often
dissemble and hide what they think. People low in agreeableness are not so nice:
stubborn, dominant, harsh, skeptical, competitive and, in the extreme, even predato86

ry. However, they tend to be straightforward, even blunt, so you know where they
stand.
Your score puts you at the
percentile for agreeableness.
People with high levels of agreeableness are seen by others as cooperative, warm
and considerate. They are quite likely to look for and even sometimes to see the best
in others, and are interpersonally tolerant (an attitude that is much valued by agreeable people). They do not like to see other people’s feelings get hurt, and tend to be
much concerned about the emotional state of others, preferring peace and harmony.
They tend highly towards submissiveness rather than dominance (particularly if also
above average in neuroticism).
People with high levels of agreeableness are forgiving, accepting, flexible, gentle
and patient. They feel pity for those who are excluded, punished or defeated. They
tend to insist that people work cooperatively, and often believe that competition,
with its losers and winners, is morally wrong. However, highly agreeable people can
be taken advantage of, particularly by disagreeable people, including those with
criminal or predatory intent. They will lose arguments (or even avoid discussions)
with less agreeable people. They tend not to be very good at bargaining for themselves, or at negotiating for more recognition or power. They may have lower salaries
and earn less money, in consequence. All of this can lead to resentment and hidden
anger. Furthermore, because of their tendency to avoid or reduce conflict, highly
agreeable people may sacrifice medium- to long-term stability and function for the
sake of short-term peace. This can mean that problems that should be solved in the
present accumulate counter-productively across time.
Women are higher in agreeableness than men. The mean percentile for women in
a general population (women and men) is 61.5. For men it is 38.5. The fact that men
are lower in agreeableness than women helps explain their much higher rates of
criminal incarceration (90% male). The primary difference between criminals and
non-criminals is disagreeableness. If the typical criminal is more disagreeable than
98% of people in the general population, then almost all those criminals will be male.
This difference in agreeableness between men and women is largest in countries such
as Norway and Sweden, where the most has been done to ensure equality of outcome
between the sexes. This provides strong evidence that biological factors rather than
environment and learning account for the dissimilarity.
Agreeableness, per se, is not strongly associated with political liberalism or conservatism, but this is because the aspects of agreeableness predict such political belief in opposite ways, and cancel each other out. Liberals are higher in aspect compassion, and conservatives in aspect politeness. However, alliance with the category
of belief that has come to be known as politically correct is strongly predicted by
agreeableness (particularly compassion). What this appears to mean is that agreeable
people strongly identify with those they deem oppressed, seeing them, essentially, as
exploited infants, and demonize those they see as oppressors, seeing them as cruel,
heartless predators.
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There are large differences between men and women in terms of spontaneous interest, and these also appear associated with agreeableness. Agreeable people, caring
as they do for others, are more likely to enter professions associated with people,
such as teaching and nursing, which are dominated by women. This is true even in
the Scandinavian countries, where attempts to produce gender-equal societies has
reached a maximum. Disagreeable people, by contrast, appear to prefer systematizing
over empathizing, and are more interested in things – machines and technology. In
consequence, professions such as engineering and trades associated with construction and machinery tend to be dominated by relatively disagreeable men.
Agreeableness has two aspects: compassion and politeness.

Compassion: High
You are high in compassion, which is one aspect of Agreeableness. Your score
puts you at the
percentile for compassion.
Highly compassionate people are much interested in the problems of other people, and other living things, particularly if they are young or helpless. They are quite
concerned about helping other people avoid negative emotion. They make more time
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and do more kind things for others, even when doing so may interfere with fulfilling
their own needs and interests. They have a markedly soft side. Other people consider
them sympathetic and nice, and will turn to them often for a listening ear. They are
highly empathetic and caring. However, because they are so other-oriented, they may
find it difficult to negotiate on their own behalf, and may not get what they deserve
(for their hard work, for example). This can lead to resentment.
Those who are liberal, politically, score somewhat higher in compassion than conservatives.
Women are also higher in compassion than men. The mean percentile for women
in a general population (women and men) is 61. For men it is 39.

Politeness: High
You are high in politeness, which is one aspect of Agreeableness. Your score puts
you at the
percentile for politeness.
Highly polite people tend to be deferential to authority, and are generally obedient. They are respectful and hate to appear (or to be) pushy. They are uncomfortable
challenging other people. Highly polite people will try diligently to avoid conflict,
and have a more intense desire than average to steer clear of confrontations or fights.
Those who are liberal, politically, score somewhat lower in politeness than conservatives (the opposite pattern is seen with compassion).
Women are higher in politeness than men. The mean percentile for women in a
general population (women and men) is 59. For men it is 41.
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Conscientiousness: Low
You are low in conscientiousness, which is the primary dimension of dutiful
achievement in the Big Five personality trait scientific model. Conscientiousness is a
measure of obligation, attention to detail, hard work, persistence, cleanliness, efficiency and adherence to rules, standards and processes. Conscientious people implement their plans and establish and maintain order.
Your score puts you at the
percentile for conscientiousness.
People low in conscientiousness do not regard duty as particularly important, and
they don’t like to slog away at their tasks. They will only work hard if pu shed, generally by outside forces (supervisors, spouses, friends, parents) and don’t mind wasting
time. They are highly likely to procrastinate (particularly if they are also above average in neuroticism). Even when people with low levels of conscientiousn ess commit
to doing something, there is a good chance they will be late, or delayed, even when
there is no real reason for it. They tend to formulate and deliver excuses for their
failure under such circumstances, typically blaming the situation for the pr oblem.
They are not decisive, neat, organized, future-oriented, or reliable, and they find
themselves too-easily distracted.
People with low levels of conscientiousness are much less likely to obtain higher
grades in academic settings (particularly if they are also less intelligent), and generally require substantial supervision to stay on task. For this reason, they make sub optimal managers and administrators. They do not feel compelled to do things by the
book, however. This can perhaps be an advantage, if they are engaged in creative
tasks, where rules must be broken for advancement to take place. They will rarely
make career accomplishment a primary goal, turning instead to pursuit of safety and
security (if high in neuroticism), creative accomplishment (if high in openness), establishment of intimate relationships and friendships (if highly agreeable), or social
success, excitement and fun (if extraverted). Such people are by no means achievement-oriented.
People low in conscientiousness tend to relatively be free of guilt, shame, selfdisgust and self-contempt. Other people, however, are likely to react negatively to
their tendency to slack off and avoid responsibility (particularly if those other people
are disagreeable and conscientious).
Individuals who are low in conscientious tend not to be concerned by failure.
They are not judgmental, to themselves or others, and find and formulate situational
explanations for disappointment, frustration or lack of success. They can handle periods of inactivity and unemployment with comparative ease. They downplay the relationship between hard work, diligence and success, assuming instead that chance
factors and luck in life play a determining role. They live, in large part, for leisure and
very much look forward to time off. They can be very good at relaxing, and living in
the moment (particularly when low in neuroticism). They are much less concerned
than average with cleaning, moral purity and achievement. It’s far more fun to be at
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the beach or at a party with a person low in conscientiousness – but you might not
want to invite them over on moving day.
People low in conscientiousness are substantively more likely to be political liberals rather than conservatives. This is particularly true if they are also high i n openness.
Women are very slightly more conscientious than men. The mean percentile for
women in a general population (women and men) is 51.5. For men it is 49.5.
Conscientiousness has two aspects: industriousness and orderliness.

Industriousness: Low
You are low in industriousness, which is one aspect of conscientiousness. Your
score puts you at the
percentile for industriousness.
People who are low in industriousness are much less likely to be successful in
school and in administrative and managerial positions (particularly if they are also
less intelligent). If they are highly intelligent, they tend to be regarded as underachievers. They focus less on work than others and are substantively more likely to
procrastinate, miss deadlines, or fail to complete assignments or projects completely.
They put off responsibilities, concentrating more on fun, worry, relationships, excitement or creative endeavour. They aren’t concerned with schedules, timelines or
efficiency, and will have to be supervised excessively before their tasks will be completed. They lack focus and are too-easily distracted.
People low in industriousness are not judgmental to themselves or others. They
let people, including themselves, off the hook. They believe that people fail not because they don’t apply themselves or work hard but because chance and luck play the
determining roles. They are resistant to guilt, self-disgust or self-contempt, and have
a very laissez-faire, whatever-will-be-will-be attitude toward life.
Those who are liberal and those who are conservatives appear equally industrious.
Men are slightly more industrious than women. The mean percentile for men in a
general population (women and men) is 51.5. For women it is 49.5.

Orderliness: Low
You are low in orderliness, which is one aspect of conscientiousness. Your score
puts you at the
percentile for orderliness.
People low in orderliness are not disturbed, upset or disgusted by mess, disorder
and chaos. They simply don’t notice such things (or, if they do, they don’t care). They
see the world in shades of grey, not in black and white, and are very non-judgmental
and devil-may-care in their attitudes toward themselves and others. They don’t use
schedules, list, or routines and, even if they plan, rarely implement those plans, preferring to take things as they come, and let chance determine the outcome. They are
not oriented toward detail and do not abide by rules or procedures.
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People who are low in orderliness don’t care for routine and predictability. Their
schedules are loose, their time unscheduled, and disruption doesn’t bot her them.
They require constant reminder and supervision to maintain attention and focus, and
are too-easily distracted. They can, however, tolerate the mess, disruption and intervening periods of chaos that may accompany creative endeavour.
Those who are low in orderliness are much less likely to be political conservatives.
Orderliness is the second-best predictor of conservatism, after openness to experience.
Women are more orderly than men. The mean percentile for women in a general
population (women and men) is 54.5. For men it is 45.5. This may account for some
of the trouble in relation to housework between women and men. Since women are,
on average, more orderly, household disorder will trigger disgust and discomfort in
them faster. This may happen with sufficient frequency so they end up doing a disproportionate share of such work (even though if they waited a bit longer their less
orderly partners, often men, might end up equally troubled and motivated to fix the
problem). Orderly people are more likely to have items such as event calendars,
drawer organizers, laundry baskets, irons and ironing boards in their immediate environments.

Conscientiousness: High
You are high in conscientiousness, which is the primary dimension of dutiful
achievement in the Big Five personality trait scientific model. Conscientiousness is a
measure of obligation, attention to detail, hard work, persistence, cleanliness, efficiency and adherence to rules, standards and processes. Conscientious people implement their plans and establish and maintain order.
Your score puts you at the
percentile for conscientiousness.
People high in conscientiousness are dutiful. They slog away until the work is
done. They work hard and dislike wasting time. They are unlikely to procrastinate
(particularly if they are also below average in neuroticism). If a highly conscientious
person promises to do something, he or she will probably do it, even in troubled circumstances, without excuses. They are decisive, neat, organized, future-oriented,
reliable and not easily distracted.
Highly conscientious people are likely to obtain higher grades in academic settings (particularly if they are also intelligent), and make good administrators and
managers. They need to have everything in its proper place, and tend to be concerned with detail. They want to do things by the book. Highly conscientious people
can be prone to guilt (although they are likely to organize their lives so that they
have little to feel guilty about). Highly conscientious people are also susceptible to
shame, self-disgust and self-contempt.
Individuals who are highly conscientious can react badly to failure (particularly if
they are also above average in neuroticism). They are judgemental and easily disgust92

ed by their own moral transgressions, as well as those of others. They suffer shame
and guilt when unemployed or otherwise unoccupied, even when that occurs through
no fault of their own. Highly conscientious people are also fundamentally committed
to personal responsibility. They tend to be convinced that those who work hard
should and will be rewarded, and that those who don’t deserve their failure. They are
more concerned than average with hygiene, moral purity and achievement. They can
tend towards micro-management and control.
Highly conscientious people are more likely to be political conservatives, rather
than liberal (particularly if they are also low in openness).
Women are very slightly more conscientious than men. The mean percentile for
women in a general population (women and men) is 51.5. For men it is 49.5.
Conscientiousness has two aspects: industriousness and orderliness.

Industriousness: High
You are high in industriousness, which is one aspect of conscientiousness. Your
score puts you at the
percentile for industriousness.
Highly industrious people are likely to be successful in school and in administrative and managerial positions (particularly if they are intelligent). They value work
highly and typically want to be doing something useful. They are dutiful, and tend
not to put things off. They do not often mess things up. They always finish what they
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start, and they do it on schedule. They are frequently figuring out how to accomplish
more in less time, with fewer resources. They have focus.
Highly industrious people are also likely to judge shirkers or people who are incompetent quite harshly, and to want them out of the way. They are likely to believe
that people fail because they don’t apply themselves or work hard enough. They feel
guilty, rapidly, if they do not do their duty. However, because they typically stay on
or ahead of schedule and accept their responsibilities, they rarely experience actual
guilt.
Those who are liberal and those who are conservatives appear equally industrious.
Men are slightly more industrious than women. The mean percentile for men in a
general population (women and men) is 51.5. For women it is 49.5.

Orderliness: High
You are high in orderliness, which is one aspect of conscientiousness. Your score
puts you at the
percentile for orderliness.
Highly orderly people tend to be disturbed and disgusted by mess and chaos.
They keep everything tidy and organized. They tend to think in more black and white
terms: things are good or bad, acceptable or unacceptable, with little room for grey
areas. They make, like and stick to schedules. They want everything where it should
be – and want to make sure it stays where it belongs. They are detail-oriented. They
are rule-abiding, and tend to insist that rules are observed. They can be judgmental
towards themselves and others if and when rules are broken or procedures ignored.
They do not like to be without routine and predictability. They can be good at ensuring that complex sensitive processes are managed properly and carefully.
Excessive orderliness can also constrain creativity (even among those high in
openness) as creative endeavours often require mess, disruption and intervening periods of chaos.
Those who are highly orderly are also more likely to be political conservatives.
Orderliness is the second-best predictor of conservatism, after openness to experience.
Women are more orderly than men. The mean percentile for women in a general
population (women and men) is 54.5. For men it is 45.5. This may account for some
of the trouble in relation to housework between women and men. Since women are,
on average, more orderly, household disorder will trigger disgust and discomfort in
them faster. This may happen with sufficient frequency so they end up doing a di sproportionate share of such work (even though if they waited a bit longer their less
orderly partners, often men, might end up equally troubled and motivated to fix the
problem). Orderly people are more likely to have items such as event calendars,
drawer organizers, laundry baskets, irons and ironing boards in their immediate environments.
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Openness to Experience: Low
You are low in openness to experience, which is the primary dimension of creativity, artistic interest and intelligence (particularly verbal intelligence) in the Big Five
personality trait scientific model. Openness to experience is a measure of interest in
novelty, art, literature, abstract thinking, philosophy as well as sensitivity to aesthetic
emotions and beauty.
Your score puts you at the
percentile for openness to experience.
People with low levels of openness to experience are more conventional, conservative people. They are not known for their curiosity or interest in novelty or
change. They are comparatively disinterested in learning, particularly for its own
sake, and generally stick with what they know.
They rarely engage in prolonged abstract thinking, and seldom consider philosophical issues, such as the meaning of belief systems and ideologies. They do not
find it necessary to attend cultural events such as movies, concerts, dance recitals,
plays, poetry readings, gallery openings and art shows, failing to find them meaningful or engaging. They don’t typically enjoy writing, and stay away from complex problems and abstract ideas.
They read less than the typical person, and stick to more mainstream material
when they do so. They have a narrow range of interests, and a conventional vocabulary. They have some difficulty with abstract thinking and learn less quickly, as well
as being less intrinsically interested in doing so. They come up with new ideas infrequently, and have some difficulty getting their thoughts across to others (particularly
if they are average or below in extraversion). People lower in openness to experience
like to stay on the beaten path, and find satisfaction in the tried -and-true (particularly if they are average or above in orderliness). They avoid difficult intellectual problems or challenges.
People low in openness to experience can often adapt well to situations or occupations that are more routinized and predictable. Because of this, they have little
trouble fitting in at the bottom of hierarchies. They are better suited than those who
are more open to entry-level, repetitive, rote positions, because they are rarely compelled to think up new ways to do things. They are infrequently creative or revolutionary thinkers. Thus, they shake things up much less than average, particularly if
they are also agreeable and less assertive.
Individuals low in openness to experience are less entrepreneurial in spirit and
more appreciative of conventional employment (particularly if average or above in
conscientiousness). They have little interest in creating new ventures, whether for
profit, curiosity, or personal transformation. At least moderately high levels of openness to experience appear necessary to the formation and leadership of business and
other forms of complex organization, although conscientiousness appears required
for the attention to detail and process management that such organizations also always need.
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People lower in openness to experience have a narrower, more focused range of
interests. This makes it easier for them to settle on a single path in life, to specialize
to a necessary degree, and to create an integrated identity (unless they are very high
or above in neuroticism and/or very low or below in conscientiousness). People lower
in openness also rarely undermine their own convictions or beliefs by excessive questioning (particularly if they are average or below in neuroticism). They are generally
not intellectual rebels, revolutionaries or protestors.
Openness to experience is the dimension that best predicts political allegiance
(with conscientiousness, particularly the aspect of orderliness, co ming in at second
place). Those who are liberal, politically, are very much more likely to be high in
openness to experience than conservatives.
Women and men differ very little in openness to experience at the trait level, although there are differences in the aspect levels.
Trait openness to experience is made up of the aspects of intellect and openness.

Intellect: Low
Note: Do not confuse the personality aspect of Intellect with IQ. Intellect is a
measure of interest in abstract ideas, essentially, while IQ is a measure of processing
speed, verbal ability, working memory, and problem solving capacity, and is better
measured with a formal IQ test. It is perfectly possible to have a high IQ and a low
score on the personality trait of Intellect.
You are low in intellect, which is one aspect of openness to experience. Your score
puts you at the
percentile for intellect.
People low in intellect are unlikely to be engaged with ideas and abstract concepts. They are less interested in learning philosophical concepts, seeing little use in
them. People low in intellect do not appreciate too much information, particularly if
it is complex. They are substantially less intellectually curious, and infrequently tackle and solve complex abstract problems. They are unlikely to engage in issue-oriented
discussions, or to enjoy reading idea-centered books. They can be less articulate (particularly if average or lower in extraversion), experiencing some trouble formulating
and communicating their ideas. They tend to have a vocabulary of less than normal
breadth and depth, and are likely to stick with the tried-and-true, rather than learning new ideas and skills. They are less likely to enjoy being exposed to novel, creative
concepts and are relatively uninterested in adapting to or seeking out new experiences and situations.
People low in intellect rarely find complex, rapidly changing occupations to their
liking, and are therefore more likely to fail at them (unless very high in conscientiousness and very low in neuroticism). They are much better suited to stable,
straightforward and more traditional occupations, where the rules for success are
well-defined and tend not to change.
Liberals are higher in intellect than conservatives (although the big gest difference
between the two is openness to experience at the trait level).
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Women are lower than men in intellect (although not in IQ). This is probably a
difference in interest: people high in intellect, compared to openness, are more likely
to prefer the sciences to the arts. The mean percentile for women in a general population (women and men) is 45. For men it is 55.

Openness: Low
You are low in openness, which is one aspect of openness to experience. Your
score puts you at the
percentile for openness.
The closest synonym for openness (rather than openness to experience, which encompasses openness and intellect) is creativity. People low in openness or creativity
do not find beauty important, and may not even notice it. They don’t generally require or request an outlet for their creative ability, and will certainly not wither away
without it. They don’t typically appreciate art or beautiful crafts, and are much less
sensitive to color and architectural form. They are rarely collectors and, if th ey are,
are generally not passionate about it. They are much less imaginative, much more
rarely daydream and reflect much less often than average. If they enjoy music or other art forms, they stick to what is conventional and popular, and rarely enjoy more
than one genre. They are much less often musical or artistic themselves (both of
these are rare in the general population). They rarely become immersed in a book, or
a movie, or in their own thoughts.
People of low openness tend to be stable and conventional (particularly if they are
also average or above in conscientiousness). At least moderate levels of openness
tend to be necessary for entrepreneurial success, and prove comparatively useful at
the top of hierarchies, even in very conservative occupations such as banking, accounting and law, which need creative people in leadership positions to provide new
vision and direction.
Liberals are higher in openness than conservatives (although the biggest difference between the two is openness to experience, at the trait level).
Women are higher in openness than men. The mean percentile for women in a
general population (women and men) is 56.5. For men it is 44.5.

Openness to Experience: High
You are high in openness to experience, which is the primary dimension of creativity, artistic interest and intelligence (particularly verbal intelligence) in the Big
Five personality trait scientific model. Openness to experience is a measure of interest in novelty, art, literature, abstract thinking, philosophy as well as sensitivity to
aesthetic emotions and beauty.
Your score puts you at the
percentile for openness to experience.
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People with high levels of openness to experience are much more likely than average to be characterized by others as smart, creative, exploratory, intelligent and visionary. They are highly interested in learning, and continually acquire new abilities
and skills. They are very curious and exploratory. They find themselves unusually
interested in abstract thinking, philosophy, and the meaning of belief systems and
ideologies. They will seek out cultural events such as movies, concerts, dance recitals,
plays, poetry readings, gallery openings and art shows. They are very likely to enjoy
writing (or even to be driven to write). They enjoy complex, abstract ideas and love
to confront and solve complex, abstract and multi-dimensional problems.
They are very likely to be prolific readers, with a strikingly wide range of interests.
They have an atypically broad and deep vocabulary. They can think and learn very
quickly. They are very proficient at formulating new ideas, and tend strongly to be
articulate (particularly if average or above in extraversion). People high in openness
can see old things in new ways. They can formulate any single problem in a highly
diverse range of ways, and can generate a very large number of problem -solving solutions. They seek change, often to make things better, but also just for the sake of
change.
People who are high in openness to experience are less well adapted to and tend
to do less well in situations or occupations that are routinized and predictable. They
do not fit in very well at the bottom of hierarchies. They are typically ill -suited to
entry-level, repetitive, rote positions, because they are always thinking up new ways
to do things, and such ideas are seldom welcome from someone at the bottom. They
are radical thinkers. They shake things up, particularly if they are also disagreeable
and assertive. They are somewhat more likely to be revolutionary rebels (particularly
if average or below in conscientiousness).
Individuals high in openness to experience tend strongly to be entrepreneurial in
spirit, as well as smart and creative. They have much higher than average interest in
creating new ventures, sometimes for profit, sometimes for curiosity, and sometimes
for personal transformation. High levels of openness to experience appear necessary
to the formation and leadership of business and other forms of complex organization,
although conscientiousness appears required for the attention to detail and process
management that such organizations also always need.
Because people who are high in openness to experience tend to be interested in
almost everything, this can make it harder for them to settle on a single path in life,
to specialize to a necessary degree, and to create an integrated identity. This problem
can be exaggerated if they are high in neuroticism and/or low in conscientiousness.
People characterized by the combination of high openness to experience and high
neuroticism often undermine their own convictions and beliefs by questioning and
making themselves lost and anxious. Open, unconscientious people tend to be “under-achievers” (particularly if also above average in neuroticism). Such peopl e appear
to have the capability to succeed, can learn quickly, and are creative, but they can
have some trouble implementing their ideas.
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Openness to experience is the dimension that best predicts political allegiance
(with conscientiousness, particularly the aspect of orderliness, coming in at second
place). Those who are liberal, politically, are very much more likely to be high in
openness to experience than conservatives.
Women and men differ very little in openness to experience at the trait level, although there are differences in the aspect levels.
Trait openness to experience is made up of the aspects of intellect and openness.

Intellect: High
Note: Do not confuse the personality aspect of Intellect with IQ. Intellect is a
measure of interest in abstract ideas, essentially, while IQ is a measure of processing
speed, verbal ability, working memory, and problem solving capacity, and is better
measured with a formal IQ test. It is perfectly possible to have a high IQ and a low
score on the personality trait of Intellect (or the reverse).
You are high in intellect, which is one aspect of openness to experience. Your
score puts you at the
percentile for intellect.
People high in intellect are quite interested in ideas and abstract concepts. They
enjoy being confronted with novel information, even when it is complex. They are
substantially more curious and exploratory than average, and frequently like to tackle
and solve problems. They will actively engage in and seek out and initiate issue oriented discussions, and are likely to read, think about and want to discuss ideacentered books (most frequently non-fiction). They are generally articulate and can
formulate ideas clearly and quickly (particularly if average or higher in extraversion).
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They have a wide vocabulary, and actively enjoy learning new things. People high in
intellect will often find and generate novel, creative concepts and voluntarily search
for and adapt well to new experience and situations.
People high in intellect find complex, rapidly changing occupations to their liking
and will generally do well at them (particularly if they are also high in conscientiousness and low in neuroticism). However, they are substantially less well -suited to stable, straightforward and more traditional occupations, where the rules don't change,
and will experience frequent periods of boredom and frustration in such positions.
Liberals are higher in intellect than conservatives (although the biggest difference
between the two is openness to experience at the trait level).
Women are lower than men in intellect (although not in IQ). This is probably a
difference in interest: people high in intellect, compared to openness, are more likely
to prefer the sciences to the arts. The mean percentile for women in a general population (women and men) is 45. For men it is 55.

Openness: High
You are high in openness, which is one aspect of openness to experience. Your
score puts you at the
percentile for openness.
The closest synonym for openness (rather than openness to experience, which encompasses openness and intellect) is creativity. Highly open, creative people love
beauty. They need an outlet for their creative ability, or they have difficulty thriving.
They want to be surrounded by art or beautiful crafts. They are sensitive to color and
architectural form. They like to collect things. They are imaginative, and like to daydream and reflect on things. They are affected comparatively deeply by music, often
of many genres, and may be musical or artistic themselves (both of these are rare in
the general population). They can get thoroughly immersed in a book, or a movie, or
in their own thoughts, and become somewhat oblivious to the outside world. They
respond strongly to beauty, creativity and art.
Highly open, creative people can be impractical and flighty, however (particularly
if low in conscientiousness). It can be extremely difficult to transform creativity into
money, or into a career. High levels of openness are, furthermore, necessary for entrepreneurial success, and often prove useful at the top of hierarchies, even in very
conservative occupations such as banking, accounting and law, which need creative
people in leadership positions to provide new vision and direction.
Liberals are higher in openness than conservatives (although the biggest difference between the two is openness to experience, at the trait level).
Women are higher in openness than men. The mean percentile for women in a
general population (women and men) is 56.5. For men it is 44.5.
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Chapter 6: About MerchOfMeaning.com & Couponcode
In April 2019, probably the 4.4.19, the online-store www.merchofmeaning.will be
started. The purpose if this tore is, to provide the fans of Dr. Jordan Peterson with a
platform, on which all his books, the books that he is suggesting are available, as well
as merchandising and especially clothing. (Did you see the lobster -superman sign
that Jordan displays on the cover of this book...?)
The book section will be enhanced by subject related books in the time to come,
so this will literally be a "Merchandise of Meaning-" Shop: The Slogan is

Objects Of Significance
With the following coupon-Code you will get a 10%
discount on your first order, just enter the code - or
send me an email containing it:
ESPIRUS27
Be sure to check every once in a while if we're already online. It will be opened in
April, the the most probable date is the 4.4.19
Why then? Because.... of the 27.
See you there!
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Appendix
Sources / Imprint
CHAPTER:

1) Text basis for the transcriptios, Images, Graphics::
Video on YouTube:
Channel: „Jordan B Peterson“
Channel-Url:
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCL_f53ZEJxp8TtlOkHwMV9Q
Title: “Jordan Peterson: Dragons, Divine Parents, Heroes and Adversaries: A complete cosmology of being”
Video-Url: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nqONu6wDYaE

2) Text basis for the transcriptions of the Cathy Newman Interview:
Channel: „Channel 4 News“
Channel-Url: https://www.youtube.com/user/Channel4News
Title: “Jordan Peterson debate on the gender pay gap, campus protests
and postmodernism”
Video-Url: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aMcjxSThD54
3) Text basis for the transcription:
Video on YouTube:
Channel: „Jordan B Peterson“ Channel-Url: see above
Titel: “20 Minutes on UnderstandMyself.com”
Video-Url: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4IdzC6mJzLA
5) Text basis for the transcriptions of the Big Five Personality Test Reports:
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The „Big Five Aspect Scale“, as done as a translator on
http://www.Understandmyself.com
Approval of releasing the Copyrights to the Public by Dr. Jordan B.
Peterson:
Video-Url:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JyONgwyKEGA
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