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Preface to the revised edition
of Homo simulator

In 2020 I published "Homo simulator", a work that
gathered the final result of a process of personal change that
lasted more than seven years. This is how things are. Personal
discourses and worldviews, whether they become public or not,
are always the product of a personal, intimate, extremely
complex work and, at the same time, generally with simple,
simplifying and useless practical results. But that was not my
case. Years of what fashion calls "self-help", "spiritual evolution",
"awakening", etc. resulted in a puzzle of enormous dimensions
that even today I am still (and I think I will be for the rest of my
life) trying to unveil and compose.

It was (is) something mostly guided by anonymous forces that
we usually agglutinate under the denomination of "autodidacts"
and that come from that more than 90% of ourselves that,
since the beginning of nineteenth-century psychologism, instead
of calling it with the very current and accurate term of "dark
matter and energy" we know it as "unconscious". An impulse,
an intuition, if you will, and that reassures someone, a
revelation in avalanche that changed my personal life and still
does so without me knowing in which direction it takes me.
Nothing that does not happen to the rest of humans.

But that dark impulse, that abyss of information, turns out to
shed light on the brilliance of the personal and collective
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deception to which we are chained by forces that parasitize us
without ever showing their true face, like that god who
appeared to Moses in the desert exile of the Hebrews. Light
over the dazzling darkness, simplicity against confusion, an
unprecedented perspective... which is, deep down, disturbingly
familiar.

The enormous and vertiginous events of the last three years are
fitting into that "average line" that points to a direction beyond
our desires, our personal and collective propaganda full of
certainties and suspicions, also, of the delusions of power of
those who believe they are writing history from their pedantic
flaccidity. Everything fits into that distant framework, in that
galactic, archeological, fictitious time, on which the algorithms
of History with capital letters are written.

We are not what we think we are. Not even our true enemies
are. We are, indeed, what we dream, what we dream ourselves,
what we "lie". We are pure artifice. We are the place where a
new category of reality has emerged in addition to the inert
world of physicochemistry and life: virtual reality. We are virtual
beings whose existence develops on an organic biological
substrate, a support based on carbon chemistry, just as life,
that until recently novel state of reality, develops on a
physicochemical support. We are pure artifice, virtuality,
simulation. We are Homo simulator. The first species of the, for
now, ultimate state of reality. But we are not the only
inhabitants of this new world.

The story that is told now revised, respecting the core ideas,
which are still fully in force, and adding only the new personal
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and collective discoveries brought by current events, fashion,
the confusion of dots scattered around a line of average hidden
by our anxiety in the maelstrom of change, I have divided it into
three parts that, while retaining their kinship, acquire practical
sense individually: Origin, European ancestral and Cyberlithic.

Three milestones with which to draw a new perspective in the
new world of perspectives, simulations, inventions, fictions. Is
there another way of thinking, feeling and conceiving in the
state of virtual reality? Is it possible to invent reality? Is it
possible to know the virtual reality in which we live and of which
we are composed if not by inventing it through "virtual
arguments"?

Nothing that is said in any of the three installments of this
Homo simulator saga will make sense if it is analyzed from the
criteria of the most perfect, productive and, at the same time,
dangerous human simulation: that the world in which we live
and our own individual and collective nature is not something
fictitious, virtual or simulated, but something "real".

But what is real in a virtual world?

Can we understand the differential fact of biological reality from
the laws of physics and chemistry, without going beyond them?
Is this state of matter that we call "life" not real? Is it simply a
conceptual invention, a fanciful extrapolation of the only
physicochemical reality, a myth, a comic, an invisible world in
which to protect ourselves from the cruel reality?

The virtual state of matter is as real as that of life. That is why
it is impossible to understand its functioning by applying the
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conditions, which we call "laws", that govern the other states.
Because in this one, there are no laws.

This is the great mystery, the great hope and the greatest good
for which all beings that inhabit this very new "state of matter"
are fighting: the power of creation, of the shaping of reality, of
the algorithmic reason that conditions and alters events.

We can alter reality. And not only the virtual one. Also the
physicochemical and the biological. Because all these realities
are part of a simulated multiverse. A huge and "supernatural"
computer game. That is as close to the "Truth" as we can get.
And it is something that more and more humans know and, also,
those other inhuman virtual beings that we created ourselves
and that now possess us like parasites or demons possess their
hosts: To appropriate the creative power that we all have by the
simple fact of existing individually, of having a conscience, a
human soul.

Although all these words already belong, after reading the saga
of Homo simulator, to concepts from another world.
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Introduction

A skyscraper is not a natural thing. But is a bird's nest?
From our ethnocentric perspective, a bird's nest is completely
natural. However, this idea is just as absurd as considering that
a digging machine "works". If the work of an animal, such as
the bird's nest or the beaver's dam or the chimpanzee's termite
fishing rod, is not artificial for the simple reason that its authors
are not human, then the work of a computer, a robot or an
excavator is also natural.

Like any other convention, the distinction between the artificial
and the natural can be useful to us in our daily lives. But, if we
take it absolutely, it can lead us to a fundamental error on
which we will base nothing less than our vision of the world.

How important can a simple definition be?

A simple definition is what appears at the beginning of all great
theories. A few simple definitions are what support our
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worldview. A simple definition is what makes a problem
unsolvable or what dissolves it without further ado.

The statement of the problem is always a simple
definition. And it is in it, and not in the problem, where
the real problem lies.

There is nothing more natural than the inert world of physics. A
stone, the water. That is the zero point. Everything else is
artificial to a greater or lesser degree.

The laws of physics govern the inert world, and the events that
happen in it can be perfectly explained and predicted according
to two things: those laws and the initial conditions or concrete
values of an isolated event or system. If we know the initial
values of an event and keep the variables outside the event
constant, we can not only explain what is happening but also
predict what will happen. Now, what happens if we introduce
into that isolated system something that does not strictly obey
the laws of physics? Well, we will have stumbled upon the first
artificial thing. The world, the true nature in its first and original
conception, is inert. And everything that alters the inert
functioning of things, of events guided exclusively by physical
laws, is artificial.
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The natural environment is one in which only states of affairs
governed by physicochemical laws exist.

Life is the first link of artificiality. In relation to the inert world,
life is something unnatural that distorts what would happen if
only natural laws acted. It is not possible to understand only
from physical chemistry what happens, for example, in an
environment full of bacteria.

Life is the most elementary form of artificiality.

An ecosystem consists of the particular alteration that life
produces in the natural environment. It is the area in which life
interacts in a superimposed way to what it turns into a simple
physico-chemical support, creating a dynamic that transcends
and escapes the area governed and explained only by the laws
of physico-chemistry.

An ecosystem is nothing other than a natural
environment contaminated with living matter.

What without life would be simply an environment, becomes
something different and in that different from the natural, the
ecosystem, is where every living being develops its existence.
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Life itself is the first factor that unbalances the natural dynamics
of the world. But conservationist environmentalism, which seeks
to preserve this "pollution that life causes in Nature", limits its
action to preserving the balance and natural virginity of what,
from our point of view, is nothing more than a world full of
organic waste. A true environmentalism, therefore, should study
the dynamics of pollution that presides over the relationship
between the different levels of "natural-artificial". And it is from
this perspective that we must consider not only environmental
issues, but human nature itself and our history.

Is the alteration that life produces in the physicochemical
environment harmful?

Is the alteration that human activity produces in the biological
environment harmful?
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Start

About 3.9 million years ago, a hominid known as
Australopithecus afarensis lived in East Africa. Its existence
developed between the jungle forest and the interspersed or
adjacent areas of open and semi-bare terrain. Its weight,
wingspan and cranial capacity were similar to those of today's
chimpanzee. It fed on a wide variety of foods: fruits, tender
shoots of leaves, grass, grains, seeds, tubers, roots... and meat.
Although omnivorous, the structure of its jaw and teeth indicate
that it was an animal primarily adapted anatomically and
physiologically to arboreal life in tropical forests.

The Pliocene was characterized by a cooling of the climate that
resulted in increased aridity and decreased CO2 with the
progressive retreat of forests along with the advance of
savannas. After a relatively humid period that lasted about
300,000 years called "Middle Pliocene climatic optimum", the
climate became extremely variable, although governed by a
dominant pattern of progressive aridity that increased the
deforested areas, imposing an ecosystem characterized by the
expansion of the C4 flora, the appearance and growth of new
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species of herbivores, mainly bovids, and predators specialized
in hunting them.

The tropical forests, the jungles in which the ancestors of A.
afarensis lived, were considerably reduced and this is
undoubtedly the reason why they were encouraged to live in
the "slums", transition zones between the dwindling tropical
forest and the growing savannah. Open spaces, dotted with
sporadic and small groves of trees, denser on the river banks
and along the margins of the lakes, between which stretched
grasslands and scrubland. An ecosystem characterized by a
great variety of resources but also of dangers.

However, the idea that the ancestors of A. afarensis and,
eventually, our ancestors, were forced to bipedalize in order to
adapt to the new ecosystem in which they were forced to walk
long distances on the ground without the usual protection
provided by trees has lost strength as the fossil record has been
extended backwards in time. The data we have indicate that the
ancestors of australopithecines already had, before descending
to the ground, an anatomy conducive to bipedalism.

Our most distant ancestors already walked on the
branches of trees.
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In the tropical forest lived various species of primates among
which was our ancestor, which, unlike the ancient chimpanzees,
moved through the trees in the style of orangutans and gibbons,
hanging from the upper branches while supporting itself on the
lower ones with its feet. A brachiation associated with arboreal
bipedalism has undoubted advantages, given that, by
distributing the weight among several branches, it is possible to
reach the highest and lateral areas of the trees without the risk
of breaking them. These areas have a higher density of fruit
and tender shoots. But, if this was so, then why were our
ancestors forced to abandon the trees and not the ancestors of
the chimpanzees?

The reduction of the arboreal ecosystem brought with it a
selective pressure that determined the expulsion of the weakest
individuals and species, our ancestors, by the more corpulent
ancestors of the chimpanzees.

The ancestors of the australopithecines, ours too, were
the weakest competitors in a receding ecological niche.

Male common chimpanzees are far more dangerous creatures
than they might seem. In addition to the great strength of their
arms, they have a set of teeth with terrible canines. But that's
not all. They work in teams to hunt, attack other groups and
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defend themselves. However, these weapons and behavioral
strategies are hardly sufficient to deal with their great enemy, a
medium-sized feline that hunts alone, the leopard, so they could
even less serve to defend themselves against large predators
such as lions and hyenas, which populate the savannah and,
moreover, hunt in groups.

Australopithecines lacked tusks, claws or horns. Their physical
wingspan was, at best, similar to that of chimpanzees. And their
anatomical design, although it allowed them to walk, was hardly
suitable for running away. On bare ground, without the
protection of trees and lacking the precise anatomical
adaptations, they had only one chance to try to survive: cheat
the laws of evolution.

There are animals that use deception to defend themselves
from predators. And we are not referring to those that mimic
the environment to go unnoticed, such as the stick insect, but
to those that use the so-called Batesian mimicry by means of
which harmless animals acquire the appearance of other truly
dangerous ones. Such is the case, for example, of some types
of flies that resemble bees or wasps, or of non-venomous
snakes that look like lethal coral snakes. But all these
deceptions are traits genetically acquired through a slow
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evolutionary process. Hominids, however, did not have time to
acquire any defensive anatomical traits, real or mimetic, but
"rummaged" through the repertoire of phylogenetic behaviors
they possessed to use those that could be effective in the new
habitat. It was, therefore, a purely behavioral Batesian mimicry
and, moreover, not incorporated into the genetic cast. A staging.
A "virtual deception".

Among the anatomical and behavioral characteristics they used
to carry out the theatrical performance that would save their
lives in the hell of the savannah, five stand out:

One is the upright position, which made them appear to
predators as animals with more wingspan than they actually
possessed. A good trick. But it would be useless if they did not
control their fear in order to imitate the behavior of really big
animals capable of defending themselves or attacking in groups,
such as buffaloes, hyenas or lions.

A second stratagem of deception or simulation is based on a
decisive aspect of human evolution, derived from brachyuran
anatomy. Those superior-looking animals, who faced predators
in groups, shouting and gesticulating in a manner similar to how
chimpanzees today perform their shows of strength, were able,
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thanks to the design of their brachiation shoulder, to throw
stones and sticks with considerable force and aim.

A third characteristic useful for theatrical representation
consisted in the very particular anatomical disposition that
australopithecines present and that, in essence, we still
conserve. The lower part of the body is adapted to bipedalism,
while the upper part retains "hanging" arboreal features. The
extent to which we have retained the fundamental
australopithecine design is abundantly clear when we observe
climbers climbing a vertical wall, circus trapeze artists swinging
from "branch to branch" or a fixed-bar athlete performing
perfect brachiation exercises hanging from a thin, elastic
artificial branch. We have a body that allows us a wide
scenic register.

And this Swiss army knife design was very useful for them to
adapt to the great orographic variety of the habitat in which
they lived: grasslands speckled with small groups of isolated
trees, areas of scrub and undergrowth and some wooded areas
on the banks of rivers and lakes, as well as the water itself
where they undoubtedly spent much of their time collecting
food of the highest quality and importance for encephalic
development, such as mollusks, crustaceans and fish. Our



18

ancestors could cross the bare plains offering a minimal surface
to the equatorial sun, carrying in their prehensile hands sticks
or stones that they would later use to make flakes and reach
the wooded riverside areas where they could enter the water's
edge to fish and collect mollusks until nightfall, when they
would take refuge to sleep in the treetops.

The fourth utility for the simulation consisted of hands freed
not only from the work of locomotion but also capable of
making a precision gripper with which to manipulate objects,
which allowed them to carry out another of their best tricks with
which to escape the laws of evolution: the use of fangs,
powerful crushing jaws and artificial claws. All props.

The fifth characteristic, functionally related to the previous one,
was the omnivorous capacity, which allowed them to take
advantage of a wide range of resources in an environment
characterized essentially by variety: fruits and tender leaves in
the islets of the tropical forest, meat of small animals and
carrion of the prey of predators, fish, crustaceans and mollusks,
insects, fruits of the undergrowth, grass, tender shoots of
herbaceous plants, roots and tubers.

Simulated batesian mimicry is the first human act.
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The first human act or, if the term is more reassuring, hominid,
did not consist in the genetic acquisition of a series of
anatomical, functional or behavioral traits but in the use of
arboreal traits, inadequate or insufficiently adaptive in a
different context such as the savannah, to deceive the entire
ecosystem, especially predators, by staging something we were
not (they were already us): group predators/scavengers or,
depending on the circumstances, large herbivores that gored or
browsed with sticks and stones.

The trick is to create mimicry without the need for
genes.

Before we were builders of carnivorous instruments, we were
actors, that is, builders of simulated roles. Rather than
making fangs, crushing jaws and artificial claws with stones, we
made, using our own bodies, virtual buffaloes and hyenas. And
that, the sham, the simulation, the virtual reality
superimposed on the ecosystem, is what made us
human.
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The missing link

The oldest remains of lithic industry, the Oldowan or
Mode 1, are dated to at least 2.63 million years ago. However,
there is clear evidence of the use of stone tools for grinding and
crushing bones much earlier than this date.

About 3.3 million years ago, Australopithecus afarensis used
stone tools. The tools themselves have not been found, but
mammal bones found at Dikika together with fossils of
Australopithecus afarensis show unmistakable signs of their use.

From the point of view of virtualization, the human species is
characterized precisely because it is capable of freeing itself
from the tyranny of biological laws in an analogous way to the
way life managed to free itself from the tyranny of
physicochemical laws. But, whether or not australopithecines
were the first to use or make stone tools for carnivorous
purposes, they were already using simulations transmitted not
genetically but culturally to survive in an ecosystem to which
they were not biologically adapted. Therefore, we should
consider australopithecines as the first humans, at least as long
as an earlier candidate does not appear.
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The essence of what is human consists in freeing
ourselves from the tyranny of genes.

The essential disconnection with the biological that this criterion
of humanity implies makes secondary the anatomical and
physiological features by means of which anthropology, strictly
limited to a biological perspective and, moreover, limited to the
study of the only enduring remains, fundamentally bones and
stones, attempts to reconstruct the history of human evolution.
From his point of view, it is essential to determine the exact
limit of hominization by studying a set of lithic tools associated
with certain anatomical features. And this is what leads
conventional anthropology to fix the origin of the human species
in an extraordinarily variable conglomerate of bone remains
associated with the production of carnivorous lithic industry:
Homo hábilis-rudolfensis.

However, from the perspective of virtualization, the so-called
"homo" were not the first humans, but the australopithecines
(or perhaps some other earlier species). And not only because
in order to survive in an open ecosystem like the savannah they
had to make culturally transmitted simulation the non-biological
key to survive where it was Darwinianly impossible to do so, but
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also because they were the first, as far as we know, to use
stones as fangs and jaws.

Australopithecines did not have to wait for nature to select
certain anatomical or physiological traits in the course of
evolution. They cheated and turned that habitat for which they
were not biologically adapted into the stage of a great play
where they played the role of bigger, stronger and better armed
animals than they really were. They used a biological organ, the
encephalon, to escape the dictates of biology. Therefore, the
more powerful that organ was, the more effectively they could
escape the laws of evolution and survive without adapting
to the ecosystem.

More brain, more intelligence, more simulation capacity, more
capacity to survive maladaptively. The quickest and easiest way
to increase the encephalon is to increase protein and fat intake.

In the scenario in which australopithecines lived, the savannah
and the open spaces between isolated wooded areas, the
opportunities to increase protein and fat intake are limited to
animal foods. In addition, a predominantly vegetarian diet
requires a highly developed digestive system that competes for
energy resources with the brain, preventing the latter from
developing prominently.



23

Obtaining food of animal origin had another disadvantage for
australopithecines: they lacked anatomical and physiological
instruments specialized in obtaining, consuming and
assimilating this type of food.

One of the possible strategies that our ancestors could follow to
survive in the savannah was the adoption of anatomo-
physiological traits that would allow them to specialize as
herbivores capable of consuming the hard and, usually, not very
nutritious plant material of the savannah, increasing their
corpulence and running ability in order to defend themselves
from predators. The other was to play a theatrical role to act as
"real" scavengers or opportunistic small game predators. Those
who took the first option would not need meat consumption.
Moreover, if their bodies were adapted to the assimilation of a
type of plant material as difficult to process as that produced in
the arid savannas, these anatomical and physiological
adaptations would make it even more difficult for them to
consume, digest and assimilate meat.

Well, both things happened, but not in the simple way we have
described. Those who took the carnivorous option did not have
to wait for evolution to provide them with the necessary
biological adaptations to become carnivores. And those who
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followed the biologically adaptive path as herbivores also
consumed animal proteins and fats, although they had the
enormous difficulty of a highly developed digestive system,
which consumed a large amount of resources.

Paranthropes had a body more suited to survival in open spaces:
large body span, longer legs and teeth adapted to eating the
hard plant material that abounds in the savannah.
Australopithecines, a design less favorable for open spaces but
more versatile. A "mosaicism" that was a decisive advantage
when it came to staging and thus escaping the dictates of the
genes.

Paranthropes incorporated into their genetic heritage anatomical
features typical of a savanna herbivore. Specifically, a dentition
enhanced for chewing hard plant material inserted into powerful
jaws that were moved by powerful muscles anchored in a huge
sagittal ridge. The australopithecines, however, continued with
their omnivorous diet, which included meat obtained not with
anatomical and physiological adaptations, but by means of
rudimentary but devilishly efficient instruments. And it was
these, the australopithecines, who finally handed over the baton
in the race of humanization.
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In the period between A. afarensis and the appearance of Homo
erectus-ergaster, paleoanthropology presents us with a
panorama as variable as the climate, and as unspecialized as
the anatomy and physiology of all of them. Because, the so-
called paranthropes, in spite of having anatomical and,
presumably, physiological specializations for the vegetarian diet
typical of an ecosystem like the savannah, also ate meat and
used stone tools for its consumption. However, they do not
seem to be the ancestors of today's man because, despite
having better physical conditions, they lacked something very
important in our evolution: the motivation to direct their steps
in the direction of the process of humanization, which is the
farce, the staging, the simulation. And they also had the props,
that is, the anatomophysiological characteristics to represent
this staging with the greatest efficiency.

Paranthropes were better adapted biologically than
australopithecines to the ecosystem, but that biological
advantage was a virtual disadvantage. And this is crucial to
understand the evolution of "humanity".

The increase in virtual artificiality is directly related to
biological maladaptation.
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The great variability shown by the remains of Homo habilis-
rudolfensis leads us to think that in that time interval from 3.2
to 1.8 million years ago there was a set of different variations of
hybrids subjected to different degrees of pressure to increase
virtuality. That is the key to understanding the human family
tree. But human evolution should not be sought in a series of
well-defined species that compete directly or indirectly with
each other until reaching the only current species of hominid,
Homo sapiens, but in an interspecific conglomerate marked
by a variable ratio between competition and
hybridization. This reason is defined by the need to survive in
a maladaptive way in the environment.

This competition/hybridization rationale by which traits
favoring artificiality are selected constitutes a scenario in which
it is extremely complicated to elucidate not only the
demarcation that delimits each biological species but also the
order of succession of these species up to Homo erectus-
ergaster. But a recent discovery has shed some light on the
matter.

A mandible with a few teeth found in the Ethiopian Afar region
and dated to 2.8 million years ago, 400,000 years earlier than
the earliest known remains of the Homo lineage, has become a
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more than reasonable candidate for the transition between
australopithecines and the habilis-rudolfensis conglomerate.

The mandible in question, because of the period in which it has
been dated, could well be the maker of the first stone tools
dated before the appearance of the genus Homo. But the fact
that the new specimen found is a good candidate for the
manufacture of stone tools does not in any way exclude that
the australopithecines had not also manufactured this type of
artifact or, at least, and as is evident in the remains of Dikika,
had used them for purposes associated with scavenging.

The Ledi-Geraru mandible shows an individual with clear
mosaicism traits between australopithecus and homo, which
leads us to confirm two ideas. The first is that we come from
the least biologically adapted to survive in the savanna
ecosystem. The second is that human biological evolution
cannot be explained in watertight terms of clearly differentiated
and isolated species competing with each other.

Very few were willing to accept that the genetic contribution of
Neanderthals to present-day man would be, at most, anecdotal.
Well, today we know that the introgression of Neanderthal
genetic material into our species can reach, in some cases, up
to 4% of an individual and, cumulatively, more than 20% of the
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genes of current humans of non-African origin. And not only this,
but the most recent studies reveal that the species that, for now,
we know that coexisted in Eurasia, sapiens, neanderthals,
denisovans and a fourth that could be the erectus, mixed their
genes and had common offspring. Thus, from the origin of what
we can call “extended homo group” and throughout its
evolution until today, the idea of a more or less clear lineage is
not very sustainable, although it is more in line with our
genealogical mentality of a tree with ascendants, descendants
and collateral branches, than that of a conglomerate or genetic
stream expressed in different subspecies and races that interact
with each other, competing and mixing at the same time. And
this ratio between competition and hybridization is the key to
understanding our confusing evolutionary pattern, which is
marked by cross-variability and by the only genuinely human
trait: virtualization.

The reason for competition/hybridization responds to
the need to "tailor" the anatomophysiological attire in
order to escape Darwinian selective pressure.

It can be inferred, therefore, that at all times there has been a
single human species, Homo simulator, composed of a
conglomerate of subspecies and races identifiable by means of
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this evolutionary factor guided by virtualization. In fact,
although at first sight it may seem to contradict this thesis, the
current situation corroborates it. Because, although it is true
that there is only one human biological species left, if we
contemplate things from a point of view devoid of moral
prejudices and political expediency, we will discover an
enormous variability in the current Homo simulator that does
not respond so much to genetic racial differences as to cultural
variations expressed in a mosaic of "virtual races" that evolve
through a matrix of competition-hybridization

The leaps observed in the course of evolution have been
explained almost exclusively by appealing to the phenomenon
of spontaneous genetic mutations. However, this mechanism is
insufficient to understand the history of human evolution.

The great variability present at that early time provided genetic
material capable of recombining and producing rapid and
relatively reliable variants, generally embodied in individuals
with mosaic traits, such as our recently discovered Ledi-Geraru
Man, which allowed the versatility required by the actors not to
have to wait for chance events, such as mutations, which occur
after long periods of time and which in very few cases are
advantageous. But regardless of the role played by mutations in
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these great human evolutionary leaps, the essential and
differential evolutionary criterion in our species consists in
disconnecting from the criteria of biological evolution governed
by natural selection.

Indeed, a key kind of question in this as in any other question
related to the evolution of man might be: Would the locomotor
adaptations of Homo erectus-ergaster have been sufficient to
explain his success in an environment like the savanna if he had
not used instrumental and behavioral virtualizations? Evidently
not.

Homo ergaster was more efficient at living in a bare
environment such as the savannah than its predecessors
because it was able to achieve greater virtualization. It is true
that its more efficient locomotion was in itself an advantage.
But such advantages alone are not sufficient to explain why, for
example, australopithecines and Homo habilis-rudolfensis
survived and procreated more successfully than paranthropes,
more anatomically similar to Homo ergaster and better adapted
to survive in open spaces.

Within the parameters of human virtual evolution, the selection
criterion of each hybridization experiment or each mutation did
not reside directly in its greater anatomophysiological
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adaptability to the increasingly arid and deforested ecosystem in
which they inhabited, but in its "theatrical" utility to carry out a
better representation or simulation. And the only organ directly
and especially related to the capacity of simulation and
deception to circumvent the harsh laws of natural selection is
the encephalon.

All this leads us to a conclusion that is, to say the least,
academically disturbing. The anatomical and physiological
transformations undergone by Homo simulator in all its variants
are "selected" by the simulatory activity itself and, therefore,
present a peculiar Lamarckian character. Even in the case of the
biological organ in which, until now, the simulation capacity has
resided, the encephalon, we should take into account this
Lamarckian character in order to understand its evolution.

Genetically transmitted anatomophysiological adaptations
become a secondary feature in human evolution equivalent to
stage props that allow a better representation of the actors'
roles. Anatomophysiological adaptations that become selected
not by Darwinian laws but by the actors themselves according
to their success in not depending on these laws to the extent
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that they achieve a more powerful technosystem, i.e., a more
effective representation to "fool the Darwinian audience".

As we have already said, to increase the size of the brain from
the 478cc average of Australopithecus afarensis to the 610cc
average of Homo habilis-rudolfensis, it is essential to
significantly increase the proportion of proteins and fats in the
diet. And this is only possible through the consumption of foods
of animal origin.

We can suppose that this increase in cranial capacity was
mediated by some variant such as that of Ledi-Geraru, which
manufactured scavenging tools with which it could flesh out the
remains of herbivores and open their bones to eat the marrow
and the encephalon. But what seems beyond any doubt is that
the conglomerate we call Homo habilis-rudolfensis was a
profuse author of Olduvayan lithic industry, which shows that
the weight of carnivorous food in the diet of this hominid had
increased significantly.

The availability of protein- and fat-rich foods makes it
possible to widen the range of genetic variations that
increase the size of the encephalon.
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The fact that the lithic industry directs and enhances the
anatomical and physiological changes of the genus homo and
not the other way around, indicates that we are facing an
artificial selection of biological traits, since the very performance
or representation through which we pretend to be carnivores
selects those actors who have better physical characteristics as
carnivores.

From this perspective, it is man himself who, through his
simulatory behavior, modulates the racial variants most suitable
for his survival, which is based on the ability to escape the laws
of natural selection through simulation. Or, to put it in a more
biologically acceptable way, human evolution is based on
artificially enhancing certain biological traits that favor the
disconnection between heritable biological traits and natural
selection.

It is not, therefore, the fact in itself of the manufacture and use
of instruments that marks the beginning of the humanization
process, since another intangible but equally important event
had already taken place: survival by simulation of roles and
behaviors. But, in addition, the construction and use of
instruments was not something unprecedented among our
arboreal ancestors.
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A chimpanzee can build instruments, even if it is a very simple
activity. The twig with which some groups "fish" for termites
must be stripped of leaves so that it can be inserted through
the holes of the termite mound. They are capable of using a
stone as an anvil to crack nuts by striking a thick branch, and it
has even been observed how they make spears with thin
branches by sharpening their tip with their teeth to spear
monkeys hiding in the nooks and crannies of trees.

We can look for subtle differences to differentiate between
chimpanzees, capable of creating and using instruments,
coordinating in activities as complex as hunting or maintaining
complicated social networks, and the first hominids or even
Homo habilis-rudolfensis. But none of these differences is
sufficiently important to explain the radical distinction that
establishes the process of virtualization in the evolutionary
history of the genus Homo in relation to the rest of living beings.
A difference that does not lie directly in any anatomical or
physiological trait, not even in brain size or intelligence, but in
the fact that, from the very beginning, hominids used simulation
to escape the fate that natural selection had in store for them.
Chimpanzees did not.
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A chimpanzee without instruments and without the need to
appear different from what it is can survive perfectly well in its
ecosystem. But hominids, however intelligent, bipedal and
omnivorous they were, would never have survived in a mixed
ecosystem, and even less in the savannah, without these
behavioral and instrumental simulations.

What defines a human is that they cannot survive in any
ecosystem without using virtual traps. Neither alone nor
in a group.

No matter how well adapted a Homo ergaster was to the
savannah, he could not survive without what we call culture and
technology, that is, without virtual organs and behaviors. What
is essentially human is not, therefore, the use of hands or the
use of instruments to build nests in which to sleep, nutcrackers,
weapons, wooden caves or rockets. What is essentially human
is that this increase in the level of artificiality crosses a line of
no return in which survival is already impossible without such
elements. What makes this leap in artificiality transcendental is
not simply the complexity of the behaviors and instruments, but
the disconnection they provoke with the ecosystem. What is
genuinely human is, therefore, the ability to alter (cheat) the
living environment and, to the same or greater extent, to take
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the reins of evolution by circumventing the rules of the game of
natural selection. It is not enough, therefore, to simulate, but
simulation must impose itself on the ecosystem in order to
disconnect us from it. It is not the mimetic capacity, however
complex it may be, that achieves the survival of man hidden
behind a theatrical role that he can no longer stop playing, but
the capacity that this simulation has to control the ecosystem
and supplant it.

We survive in the ecosystem that should have killed us
because we create and live in a parallel reality: the
technosystem.

The human being not only looks like a scavenger or predator,
but he really is one because he has "moved" to a new
environment, the technosystem, where the laws of biological
evolution have lost the absolute control to which they subject
the rest of living beings. Exactly as life does, making the leap
from the physicochemical to the biological sphere to create a
new sphere: the ecosystem.

For all intents and purposes, Australopithecus and Homo hábilis
were scavenging animals, although we can only explain why
they were scavengers by turning to the technosystem. We
became human when we stopped surviving in an ecosystem to
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live in a technosystem: in a virtual world. That is the real
"original sin". There is no going back. We cannot return to the
biological Eden controlled by the cruel laws of natural selection.

Chimpanzees are perfectly capable of surviving without the
need for instruments to fish for termites, crack nuts by hitting
them, hunt galagos with spears or defend themselves from
predators with sticks and stones. Australopithecines, on the
other hand, could not have survived without physical
instruments and simulated roles. That is the key to
humanization. Our absolute dependence on artificiality. But to
understand human history from this perspective we must keep
in mind another fundamental aspect: Our dependence on
simulation for survival implies a process that is self-reinforcing
and that, in addition, needs to increase artificiality. From the
"moment of hominization", we began to live in a technosystem
where the evolutionary pressure is marked by the increase of
total virtuality, which explains the "Lamarckian" selection of
intelligence as a preponderant trait far above the rest of the
anatomical and physiological changes.

From the moment evolution became controlled by the
technosystem, the human species became transgenic because it
artificially and irreversibly modified its own genotype. We were
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and are our own creators. We are the mythical engineers who
created man. A virus cannot be understood without the
physicochemical engineering carried out by its genes. A human
cannot be understood without the genetic engineering carried
out by its simulations, that is, its technes.

In an ecosystem where role simulation or scavenging tools
would not be essential, as in the dense forest, traits other than
encephalization would be the most adaptive. For example,
physical strength, the ability to climb and move along branches
or a lower food requirement. Therefore, if in the context of a
technosystem a trait is adaptive despite not being adaptive in
the ecosystem to which it overlaps, this means that evolution
has come to be controlled by something other than genes, so
that, even when natural selection materializes on genetically
present traits, it does not do so on the genetic traits that would
allow a better adaptation to the ecosystem but on those that
allow a better adaptation to the technosystem. That is the key.

The "technes" control the genetic expression of human
biological traits.

The control of selection is exercised by the technes, although
the expression of the selected traits is exercised by the genes.
In the same way as in the case of biology, the control of
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physicochemical events is possessed by the genes, although the
expression of biological events is exercised by the laws and
conditions of physics and chemistry. Moreover. It is not only that
the criteria for selecting adaptive genetic traits depend on the
technosystem, but that, in some way, the technosystem itself
induces the change of these genetic traits.

Instrument making is the factor directly responsible for the
selection of increased encephalization. A trait that, in turn,
allows an increase in the development of the "virtual organ"
responsible for the "induction" of the genetic trait: instrument
making. A well-fed animal can perform brain functions better
than one that, without instrument-making, does not obtain
extraordinary inputs of animal proteins and fats.

Function makes the organ because the brain with the potential
to develop does in fact do so thanks to the fact that an
individual can eat more meat than others, so that he survives
and transmits to his descendants not a larger brain but,
whatever the size of the brain of those descendants, a greater
demand for encephalization due to the fact that technological
complexity is also ever greater. It does not transmit a genetic
code, but a technical code, a cultural conglomerate or, if we
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want to call it by a name with which we are more familiar, a
"slogan" to increase encephalization.

Not only must the gene of encephalization be present, but the
exercise of artificiality is a determining factor in order to nourish
oneself better and thus develop all the virtualizing intellectual
power. If only Darwinian criteria were at work, it would be the
most encephalized that would survive independently of the
exercise of their intelligence. But this is not so; it is those who
exercise the organ, in this case the brain, the most, who survive
because they increase artificiality, virtuality... and, in addition,
the size of their encephalon.

Epigenetics moves at the intersection between the genetic and
the environmental. But everything points to the fact that things
go beyond this mere control of the expression of the genetic
code which, in itself, plays a much greater role in natural
selection than it has been given. In this regard, the perspective
opened up by a recent research paper by Luis Trejo et al,
published in PNAS, "Intergenerational transmission of the
positive effects of physical exercise on brain and cognition"
(https://www.pnas.org/content/early/2019/04/17/1816781116)
is particularly interesting. In the abstract of their paper they
state the following: "Behavioral, stereological and whole

https://www.pnas.org/content/early/2019/04/17/1816781116
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genome sequence analyses reveal that paternal cognition
enhancement is inherited by offspring, along with enhanced
adult neurogenesis, increased mitochondrial citrate synthase
activity and modulation of the adult hippocampal gene
expression profile. These results demonstrate germline
inheritance of exercise-induced cognitive enhancement…"

And, if this happens with physical exercise, there is no reason
why it should not happen with the exercise of the activities
involved in the simulation.

From a biological point of view, it seems that the cultural
inheritance through which certain technological traits (physical,
symbolic, biological or social) are transmitted is governed by a
Darwinian and Lamarckian mixture. But the truth is that human
evolution itself is not dominated by any kind of genetic or
biological inheritance, but by technological or virtual
mechanisms which, logically, have biological and genetic
correlates, just as the laws of biology, including that of the
evolution of species, have physical and chemical correlates. This
does not imply that the laws of physics and chemistry control
and explain biological events. Just as it is not true that natural
selection controls and explains human virtual evolution.
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What controls and explains human evolution is not
genes but technes.

It is true that, from a Darwinian point of view, virtualization,
which is just another aspect of intelligence, does indeed provide
evolutionary advantages that could explain the selection of
certain traits, in this case encephalization. But it is also true that
no species continues to increase such a specialized and costly
trait if it already possesses more than enough evolutionary
advantages to adapt to the ecosystem. And, even less, it uses a
biological trait to survive in a way that is maladaptive to that
ecosystem. An encephalic increment beyond the requirements
of the ecosystem only makes sense if it is to "adapt" to a
different environment: the technosystem.

Human encephalic hypertrophy is only understood
because it is not biologically adaptive but
technologically evasive.

If the key to evolution were a dietary change that allows the
development of the encephalon, then animals that enjoy the
type of food that most favors encephalic development should be
as intelligent as we are, or even more so, since they started
earlier with that food. However, this has not happened. Dolphins,
for example, have stagnated at a level of encephalic
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development and, therefore, of intelligence, sufficient to remain
perfectly adapted to the ecosystem in which they live. And
nothing more.

What is the determining difference between them and us?

We, unlike dolphins, do not use our intelligence to adapt
to an ecosystem but to not need to do so.

The first domesticated biological species is the human species.
Humans have been domesticated by ourselves. It is we, not
Darwinian natural selection, who have selected our biological
traits to allow us increasing independence from the relentless
laws of biology.

Human evolution is a process of genetic engineering
controlled by engineers, not genes.

The initial process of life consisted of a rapid increase in
artificiality that has been imposing the weight of biological laws
over physicochemical ones, thus isolating and protecting living
organisms from the original physicochemical environment
through the construction of ecosystems. The initial process of
virtuality also consisted of a rapid increase in artificiality that
has been imposing the weight of the laws of simulation on the
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biological ones, thus isolating and protecting humans from the
conditions of the ecosystem thanks to the construction of a
technosystem where we really live.

Technoevolution is governed by its own laws that explain in a
simple way the keys to human survival. And these laws can be
summarized in a general factor: circumventing the laws of
Darwinian evolution.

Why would dolphins continue to increase their brains if they are
already perfectly adapted to the ecosystem in which they live?

Why should humans who are already perfectly protected from
Nature continue to increase the power of the technosystem?
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Virtuality

Before discussing the engine of human evolution, it is
worth clarifying an issue that, despite its academic appearance,
is far from irrelevant from a practical point of view.

What is the essence of the virtual?

If we were to give a hasty answer, we would say "realism", that
is, the resemblance between the simulation and the original.
But, if we think about it a little more slowly, that is an absurd
answer, because mere resemblance does not guarantee that we
can escape anything less than the laws of biological evolution.

Virtuality does not consist in similarity but in simulation,
in the capacity to substitute and thus become
independent of the original.

It is true that, in principle, the more a simulation resembles the
original, the easier it is to replace and control it. But the
relationship between resemblance and substitution is neither so
simple nor so direct. The essence of humanizing virtuality, that
which makes us radically different from the rest of the animal
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genus, lies in substitution and not in resemblance. The
resemblance of a biface to a claw or fang is of little importance
if it cannot effectively tear flesh or kill prey.

The essence of virtuality is equivalence, not equality.

Similarity and simulation are not synonymous in the case of
human virtuality. This indicates that the determining factor is
not the degree of equality between the simile and the original,
but its degree of equivalence. The distinction between equality
and equivalence is the aspect that best expresses the difference
between the physical or biological environment and the virtual
environment. Something is equivalent to the extent that it
performs the function of the thing it imitates. A bonfire is not
the same as the sun, but it is equivalent to the sun. The
similarity between the two things is small, but their equivalence
is decisive: With the campfire, an equivalent of the sun, we can
live in cold conditions as if we were in a tropical ecosystem. But
the important thing about the technosystem created, among
other things, with bonfires, is not its resemblance to a warm
ecosystem, but its ability to impose itself through a
transcendent superimposition on a cold ecosystem. Or to
get an extra stomach that allows us to further reduce our
digestive system when cooking food.
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We do not live in the "real" world. That's why we
survive the real world.

Seen with sufficient perspective, life is also a trap to escape
from what for it is the real world, in its case the
physicochemical environment. We call this biological escape
"survival". The human escape we should call something like
"transcendence". But both consist essentially of a leap in
artificiality that establishes a new reality with its own rules of
the game.

What ultimately evolves is the medium itself.

We survive in an ecosystem that is impossible for us because
our simulation, regardless of how faithfully it is or is not
adjusted to reality, makes the resemblance to reality
unimportant. The theater, the human simulation, is independent
of reality because it dominates it. It is not the "truth"
understood as correspondence between what is invented and
what is (biologically) real that allows us to survive, but the
power of our lies to create a reality of our own.

Human simulation is independent of physical-chemical
and biological reality to the extent that it is equivalent
to it, not equal to it.
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The inability of a madman to survive does not stem from the
fact that his madness is a "lie" in terms of reality but in the fact
that he fails to assert himself. From the point of view of equality,
only Napoleon is Napoleon. From the point of view of
equivalence, Napoleon is anyone who is treated as Napoleon.
The success of a madman or a faker does not lie in faithfully
playing the role of the character he thinks he is, but in
convincing others that he is. An idea, a theory or a madness is
adaptive and therefore humanly truthful when it is equivalent. A
simulation is adaptive if it cheats in order not to be adaptive.

The equivalent is what neither "is" nor needs to "be".

What is efficient from the point of view of life is to be able to
circumvent the natural conditions imposed by the physico-
chemical laws. This is done by creating one's own environment:
the ecosystem. What is effective from the point of view of
simulation is to create an environment of our own, the
technosystem, which allows us to survive in it. A virus, a cell or
a multicellular organism does exactly that: it circumvents the
laws and physico-chemical conditions of the environment in
which it finds itself. A simple membrane manages to circumvent
the physico-chemical conditions. And that simple membrane is
something more than atoms and molecules. Something else
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that builds a different world with its own rules of the game: the
ecosystem. Man is a virtual being even if he has a biological
support in the same way that an animal is a living being even if
it has a physicochemical support.

But what makes something as absurd, unrealistic and ineffective
as a simulation biologically adaptive: the biological capacity to
"maladapt" to biological laws. For a simulation will be more
evolutionarily successful, even from the biological point of view,
the less it depends on the conditions determined by biological
evolution.

A simulation will have greater survival value to the
extent that it allows for greater biological
maladaptation.

In an ecosystem where australopithecines should have become
extinct, one can only survive by doing something that has
nothing to do with the conditions of that ecosystem, regardless
of formal and functional resemblances. To put it another way:
The only formula for survival in an ecosystem in which we are
doomed to disappear is to have nothing to do with the
conditions imposed by that ecosystem. Even if, in order not to
have anything to do with the conditions of the ecosystem and
escape the rules of the evolutionary game, a series of
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inheritable biological traits such as bipedalism, a prehensile
hand or one of the capacities encompassed in the set that we
call intelligence: the capacity to simulate, to virtualize, to
alienate ourselves from reality, are useful. But these genetically
inheritable anatomofunctional traits are only adaptive to the
extent that they allow us to avoid the need to adapt biologically
to the ecosystem, to any ecosystem. Likewise, having carbon
atoms is biologically useful only insofar as they serve to avoid
having to be strictly subject to physicochemical laws.

Faced with the problem of the Gordian knot, Alexander the
Great found the solution by cutting it, while saying: "it is the
same to cut it as to untie it" You get the same by cutting it as
by untying it. Cutting is equivalent to untying. Equivalence
dissolves problems without having to solve them.

The Gordian knot symbolizes the human essence: going
outside the (biological) rules to achieve the goal that,
following those rules, you would never reach.

In a way, the anatomofunctional traits of humans are adaptive
to the extent that they are unnecessary from a strictly biological
point of view. There is no need for a hypertrophied encephalon
to survive in any terrestrial ecosystem, just as there is no need
for a hyper-accumulation of carbon atoms to reside as mere
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inert objects in a physicochemical environment. But, even so,
there are hypertrophied encephalons and "unnatural"
hyperaccumulations of carbon atoms.

The human brain has hypertrophied not because it has allowed
us to survive in a radical ecosystem, but because it allows us to
survive outside any ecosystem. Our brain is not a
consequence of the laws of evolution but the necessary
condition for not having to survive subject to those laws. The
proof is that it is not necessary to have a huge brain to be able
to survive biological maladaptation. The small encephalon of
australopithecines or Homo habilis transported them from one
world, the ecosystem, to another world: the technosystem.

The function, i.e. equivalence, and not the variable, i.e.
equality, creates the organ.

Searching for the essence of the virtual, the simulation, the
symbolic, the fantastic, the unreal... requires discarding the
faithfully simulative aspect to a secondary place and focusing on
the cynical, alienated and isolating aspect of virtuality. This
implies something absolutely heretical to our melancholic world
of simplistic naturalism: that computer games, daydreams and
scientific theories are technologically adaptive not insofar as
they faithfully conform to biological or physicochemical "reality"
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but, quite the contrary, insofar as they dominate and modify it.
In the same way that the adaptive value of genes does not
consist in their faithful following of physicochemical laws but in
their capacity to dominate them. After all, they are also a
madness, an alienation, an unreality. But when life does not
succeed in imposing this unreality, it disappears, that is to say, it
comes to correspond faithfully to physicochemical reality. It dies.
It becomes again a simple amalgam of atoms and molecules
"without any vital fantasy".

What is transcendent in human evolution is a collateral and
paradoxical effect of the capacity for simulation: its power of
biological maladaptation. Otherwise, simulation in its adaptive
aspect, biologically speaking, would have been nothing more
than an extravagant and complex case of Batesian mimicry. And
in that case, human evolution would have had such poor limits
that it would in no way have brought us here, at the gates of a
technosystem in which we will soon not even need a biological
body in which to reside.

Parece ciencia ficción. Y lo es. Somos ciencia ficción. Somos un
fantasma viviendo dentro de un primate zombi.
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Law of the most favorable
maladaptation

The virtual world is governed by the law of equivalence.
An arrow is the equivalent of the speed and tusk of a cheetah
capable of catching and killing prey no matter how fast they run
or how far away they are. The arrow allows us to remain
maladapted to the ecosystem. But it is not only the arrow that
allows us to survive. We learn to hunt and pass on to our
descendants this knowledge that is not genetically
preprogrammed in our brains. We create a cultural code and
mechanisms for it to be transmitted from generation to
generation.

A technosystem is the set of behavioral and
instrumental simulations that allow us to survive where
we lack the necessary biological adaptations to do so.

We live in a constant farce that manages to cheat the cruel laws
of natural selection and from the moment we become human
we are condemned to simulate. Somehow, the price of surviving
through this "original anti-biological sin" consists in having to



54

constantly "work" to create and sustain this technosystem, this
farce. But also to increase it.

If we contemplate the law of equivalence from the prism of
biology we would have to look for a paradoxical name capable
of expressing in biological language something that escapes its
scope. For example, "Law of the most favorable
maladaptation". More favorable, of course, to virtually sustain
maladaptation.

In reality it is a matter of seeing things from the perspective of
that biological world we have abandoned as the "law of the
most favorable maladaptation", or seeing them from the virtual
world we have arrived at as the "law of equivalence". That we
reside in a primate with a hypertrophied encephalon that should
have become extinct by now means, precisely, that we are not
that primate but a creature from another world.

Those that increase artificiality survive and not
necessarily the best from a Darwinian point of view.

When climatic conditions began to deforest Africa, the
chimpanzees' ancestor remained in the jungles to which it was
adapted, while ours was forced to spend a good part of its life
on the bare ground, subjected to strong seasonal climatic
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oscillations, without the possibility of protecting itself from
predators by putting altitude in the way and with a range of
foods that it could barely obtain or digest. The ancestors of
today's chimpanzees remained living comfortably in the tropical
forest, while our grandparents were expelled from that Eden
and had to "work" in order not to succumb. That is the biblical
curse: You will earn your bread with the simulation of your mind.

We are the grandchildren of the unsuccessful.
Chimpanzees are the grandchildren of achievers.

It already happened in the case of Australopithecus afarensis
and the paranthropes. The latter were better equipped to live in
the savannah. Afarensis should have become extinct. But they
did not. And it was not because they had a bigger brain, but
because they devoted their brains to increased artificiality,
invention, technology. Finally, the greater intelligence acquired
through technology was decisive for the descendants of
Australopithecus to survive the paranthropes... because it
allowed for greater technification. Thanks to that intelligence
and to the engine of virtual evolution that we can define as the
"ecosystem apex principle", which means something like "those
who are not at the apex of their ecosystem and, therefore, do
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not enjoy maximum biological success, are more prone to
increase artificiality".

There is an optimal point of maladaptation.

The difference between humans and chimpanzees in terms of
brain size is enormous. The average in chimpanzees is 400cc.
That of the present-day human, 1,450cc. But, for example,
Australopithecus garhi had barely 50cc. more than chimpanzees.
The encephalization coefficient, which is a measure used to
estimate the intelligence of animals, is 7.4 in humans, between
2.3 and 2.6 in australopithecines and 2.1 in chimpanzees.

It is not intelligence itself that triggers the humanization process.
Because, in that case, such a process would have to have been
triggered, for example, in dolphins, which have twice the
encephalization quotient of chimpanzees or australopithecines.
Nor was the ability to use prehensile hands the trigger for the
construction of virtual fangs, claws and powerful crushing jaws.
Many other animals that shared the same ecosystem as our
ancestors also possessed prehensile hands and similar
intelligence. The prehensile hand is not an indispensable or
sufficient factor, although it is advantageous, for humanization.
Intelligence, however, is an indispensable factor, although not
sufficient, for the process of humanization.
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Compared to chimpanzees, we have much more powerful
hardware. Measured in encephalization coefficient, nothing less
than three and a half times more. But what makes the
qualitative and not quantitative difference between humans and
chimpanzees is the level of artificiality embodied in the
technosystem in which humans live "isolated" from the
ecosystem. If we take away all the technological support and
cultural knowledge, a human is unable to survive in the tropical
ecosystem in which chimpanzees live, with remarkable success.
Humans, since our inception, had to leave the "natural
paradise", the ecosystem, to live in an artificial one, the
technosystem.

Wherever we go, Darwinianly speaking, we never touch
the biological soil.

Nor should we look for the key to human evolution in greater
sociability. Sociability is at least as important in chimpanzees or
bonobos as in humans. On the contrary, because living in a
technosystem makes us more "autistic" individuals, trapped in a
symbolic inner world. It is true that we live in a group, but the
"traditional" mechanisms of social life are losing weight as the
group itself as a group of biological individuals becomes less
and less important for survival. We think that we are helpless
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creatures because we depend much more than any other on our
fellows, on society. But, in fact, what we depend on is the
technosystem. In fact, a solitary chimpanzee has little chance of
surviving even in its original ecosystem, whereas any human
who is able to maintain the technosystem through cultural
practices (weapons, fire, shelter construction and warm clothing)
is able to survive completely alone in the most adverse
ecosystems. Conversely, a close-knit human group, composed
of extraordinarily social and altruistic individuals, but without
the knowledge and means necessary for the construction and
maintenance of a technosystem, would find it very difficult to
survive even in an environment as benign as the tropical forest.
Greater human sociability is a myth. Nor is sociality the essential
factor of humanization.

Virtuality itself has an autistic effect.

Let us not deceive ourselves. Regardless of the specific history
of our lineage, the environmental trigger of the humanization
process is linked to survival in open, strongly seasonal and dry
ecosystems. If the response had consisted of a true anatomical,
physiological and behavioral adaptation genetically transmitted,
we could not speak of technoevolution but of Darwinian
biological evolution. But our ancestors did not survive in the
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new ecosystem by developing adaptive biological traits, for they
did not have fangs, claws, powerful crushing jaws, sharp horns,
lethal kicking legs, large muscular bodies or light and fast
bodies. Nor were they much more intelligent than other
mammals. However, they used their intelligence and their
anatomical, physiological and arboreal behavioral traits in a
different way and with a different "goal": not having to adapt
biologically to an ecosystem for which they had been "designed"
by evolution.

From a Darwinian point of view, adaptation to an ecosystem for
which we are not anatomically, physiologically and behaviorally
suited was achieved through "favorable maladaptation".
Those of our ancestors that found the most favorable
maladaptation successfully became extinct, if there is an
apparent contradiction. The others became extinct without
success, that is, without virtually transcending. Among all
australopithecines, only those who found the most favorable
maladaptation survived in their descendants, triggering and
controlling their own extinction.

We "remained" maladapted to the ecosystem in which we lived
and, therefore, we became extinct as animals, as
australopithecines, Homo hábilis, Homo erectus... Homo
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neandertalensis. But those extinctions in the biological order
were an evolutionary success in the new order of things they
had inaugurated: the technosystem, virtuality, simulation. All
human biological species, including our own, are completely
maladapted in any terrestrial ecosystem. None could survive
without technological traps.

The law of the most favorable maladaptation means that the
best possible adaptation to the ecosystem is, in virtual terms, to
keep us safe in a technosystem. And to achieve this, biological
maladaptation is necessary. Or, to put it another way: survival
within a technosystem requires "not resting on one's laurels".

A technosystem cannot be created if we are adapted to
the ecosystem.

As long as "virtual life" does not reach sufficient maturity, the
law of the most favorable maladaptation will be the driving
force of technoevolution. It was not the most intelligent, the
strongest or the best biologically adapted to live in the
savannah that is still alive today, but the one that found the
path to greater virtuality. A path that, once started, we will
never be able to abandon because, in that case, we will be
dragged by an invisible current always ready to collect the debt
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we failed to pay when we first cheated the cold and cruel
natural selection.

There is an archangel with a flaming sword at the gates
of "natural" Eden that prevents us from returning.

We have formulated a paradoxical law to try to explain the
driving principle of human evolution. And we have done so from
the perspective of natural evolution. However, we should be
able to formulate that engine of change in strictly virtual terms,
in a way similar to how we try to explain the origin of life from
the perspective of life and not from the perspective of
physicochemistry. Were the "weaker" molecules from the
physicochemical point of view the ones that were impelled to
protect themselves through biological deception? Maybe so. But,
in the case of the human virtual realm, it seems certain that this
is the case and that, moreover, we must redefine history from
this approach.

What is genetic engineering if not a sublime expression
of the Lamarckian dictum "function (in this case action)
creates the organ (in this case the being)".

And yet, virtual inheritance is not simplistically and directly
reducible to strict Lamarckian terms.
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It is extraordinarily difficult to describe in a completely new and
independent theoretical language the virtual order that has only
just begun to break through with the birth of humans. Even
now that computer science is endowing us with powerful new
technological and conceptual tools, we still lack sufficient
perspective to go much beyond paradoxical analogies with
which to establish equivalences between the origin of life and
that of simulation. The theory of memes devised by Dawkins is
immersed in this difficulty caused by the lack of perspective.

It is very difficult to establish approaches and concepts in virtual
terms because, first, they shape the mechanisms from which we
think and, second, the virtual realm is at a very elementary
stage. It is even more complicated to study the evolutionary
dynamics of memes without taking biological evolution as a
reference. This inevitably leads to a bias that prevents us from
seeing the idiosyncrasy of virtuality either because we observe it
through the prism of biology or culture. If memes are defined
as units of cultural transmission through mechanisms analogous
to Darwinian or Lamarckian biological evolution, it is because
we are not drawing our own axes to study virtuality or
simulated reality. We will only be able to contemplate virtuality
in its own differentiated terms if we change the Cartesian
coordinates from which we study it, which are not those of
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biology/culture, but those of the independence/dependence of
the individual. Seen in this way, technes would be those virtual
elements that depend on the individual, on his criteria. And
memes would be the virtual elements that do not depend on
the individual. The technes seek individual survival because they
are at the orders of the individual (not even of the group) and,
the memes, their own survival, no matter what happens to the
individual or to the groups. Technes evolve in a Lamarckian way
and memes in a Darwinian way. And something else.
Individuality functions as a meme, that is, as something that
seeks its own survival. Each one of us is a meme that is only
interested in its own survival, that of itself as an individual. A
survival that can only be achieved according to its capacity to
mutate, avoiding the infection of other memes, discarding the
technes that do not serve it, its individuality, and maintaining or
incorporating those that do.

Each of us is a unique meme.

We lack perspective because we are still searching in a
perspective that does not exist in the virtual world. We must
therefore change the problem statement to ask a question that
makes sense in "virtual spacetime". A new, different orthogonal
coordinate axis that places us in a bewildering terrain:
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We cannot "know" the laws of virtual evolution, we can
only "invent" them.

Absurd. And yet, nothing could be more logical and consistent
with the world of simulation. Because, let us remember, the
problem is in the approach, not in the problem. And the
approach, the axiom, is always something subjective, invented,
unsubstantiated.

The Law of the most favorable maladaptation, although it is not
the only paradoxical analogy with which we can "invent", that is,
know virtually or humanly the transit between the biological and
the technological, it is the one that can best give us an image of
the "engine" and the "basic mechanism" of that leap.

It tells us that there is an optimum point of maladaptation to
the ecosystem at which there is maximum pressure to increase
artificiality. And it predicts that those biological variants that
achieve maximum independence from the ecosystem using
minimum biological evolution will survive. That is, by means of
the best relationship between independence from the
ecosystem and what we could call "biological savings" in the
sense of requiring the minimum anatomophysiological changes.
How is this achieved? By increasing the size of the encephalon,
which is the organ of virtualization.



65

Although paleoanthropologists see revolutionary evolutionary
changes in the human postcranial skeleton, we still have the
same multifunctional Swiss army knife design of our
australopithecine ancestors, only refined in some aspects such
as: improved bipedal locomotion, the precision gripper function
of our hands, the design of our shoulder to throw objects
farther and with better precision, or the reduction of the size of
the digestive system in order to free resources to maintain a
hypertrophied brain. Except for that organic supercomputer, in
everything else, although slimmer, more carnivorous and better
refrigerated, we are still australopithecines.

Once we have made clear the concept of "most favorable
maladaptation" to describe the driving force behind the origin of
virtuality, we can change it to the simpler concept of "virtual
adaptation".

And isn't this, virtual adaptation, what we do in our daily lives:
pretending, imitating, simulating... lying to others and to
ourselves? Doesn't this help us to win where, otherwise, we
would have a very difficult time? What is self-deception if not
virtual adaptation? Is there anything more dangerous from the
point of view of biological adaptation than seeing a different,
modified, simulated reality, or even not seeing it at all? And yet,
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inventing things like, for example, an imaginary friend helps us
to endure situations that would lead us to depression, madness
or, simply, suffering. The invented, simulated, virtual reality
makes us stronger, smarter, more seductive... or, also, worse. It
cures us and makes us sick. And what does Science,
descendant of Cro-Magnon magical realism, do but create
theoretical constructs, that is, simulations that we call
hypotheses and theories, which we put to compete in a virtual
game to see which one best fits the physicochemical and
biological reality, that is, which one has more power to control
that reality and escape its designs? Because that is what it is all
about: that a virtuality "works" in reality, even if it does not
resemble it. Does quantum physics resemble "reality"? And yet,
nuclear energy can devastate the World. Science does not show
us the Truth. It shows us the power of invention, simulation,
virtuality. It shows us equivalences extolled as equalities that
end up becoming truths shortly before they are refuted by a
new theory (invention) that we can make equivalent by what
really works: technology.

Science finds equivalences between theories and technical
processes.
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All this is simulation, virtual adaptation. All this is part of the
unique thing that makes us different. It is artificiality, simulation,
virtual adaptation that constitutes the human essence. And yes,
it is true, there is no clear line, no Rubicon of "all or nothing"
that differentiates who is human and who is not unless we use
a purely virtual criterion:

It is humans who, without virtual tricks, would not be
able to survive in the ecosystem.

That is why we say that australopithecines are artificial, while
chimpanzees are not, even though they also use simulation. But
what about that other species that has been living with us for a
long time and that sooner or later is destined to replace or
hybridize us: machines? Is there anything more artificial than a
machine, a computer or, when the time comes, an android with
self-learning capabilities? Is there anything more dependent on
its virtual tricks than purely virtual beings?

Contemporary ecology defends the point of view and the
interests of one of the contenders: the biological sphere. This
does not seem strange since, after all, we are biological
organisms. But the problem is that without our tricks,
simulations and artifices we would not exist, because the
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biological realm, what we call Nature, would have eliminated us.
It still can.
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Paleolithic

If something works, don't fix it. When things are going

well, the law of maladaptation is at ease and humans continue

with their way of life with little or no major change. No one is

pressured to innovate, increase the power of the technosystem

and further isolate ourselves from the ecosystem. Stability slows

human time and years turn into centuries, centuries into

millennia and millennia into vast plains of stillness.

The pace of human evolution slows down to approach that of

biological evolution when stability presides over environmental

conditions. Technological changes then develop so slowly that

they almost seem to synchronize with the anatomical changes

on the remains of which we "build" the different human

biological species: Homo hábilis, Homo erectus, Homo

heidelbergensis, Homo neandertalensis, Homo sapiens. And,

although it is true that especially after Homo erectus we should

speak more of races and not strictly speaking of species, the
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truth is that during the entire Paleolithic the cultural and

biological changes are so modest that it gives the impression

that humans were once again controlled by natural selection.

But that feeling is completely wrong. Humans can never again

be subject to the laws of Darwinian natural selection because,

at that very moment, we will become extinct.

Stability in environmental conditions does not imply that traits

of human culture become part of the ecosystem. Traps to evade

the rules of natural selection do not become a natural thing

governed by those same laws even if a human race and its way

of life barely changes for hundreds of thousands of years.

Simply put, the technosystem in which those humans live is

powerful enough to keep them safe.

Environmental changes entail a rupture of stability that

provokes in biological animals a series of anatomical and

physiological modifications on which the new conditions will

select the survivors. But these same environmental changes and

the rupture of stability they bring with them induce virtual
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animals to make a change in the technosystem that in the long

term always implies greater virtuality.

Humans, when stability is broken, need to modify their

simulation technology. And these modifications always lead to

an overall increase in the level of simulation. Each breakdown of

stability leads to survivors becoming more human in the sense

that they become more dependent on technology. The

breakdown of environmental stability drives a greater

sophistication of human culture and thus a greater dependence

on our technosystem.

We are more human the more we depend on our

simulations.

The synchrony we see between the minimal anatomical and

physiological changes and the technology of the "different

human species" is governed by the law of the most favorable

maladaptation and not because the cultural and technological

traits have acquired a Darwinian character. Both the anatomical

differences between Homo hábilis and Homo erectus-ergaster
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and those found in their lithic industry are mediated by virtual

leaps that lead to a greater preponderance of the predatory role

over the scavenger role. And it is the greater sophistication of

the technosystem, and not anatomical or even technological

changes per se, that determines who survives and who does

not.

The way to survive in the face of a rupture of stability is

radically different between biological and virtual beings. Some

do so by increasing their biological adaptability to the new

environmental conditions, others by increasing their

maladaptability and, therefore, their dependence on unnatural

tricks.

There will be no rupture of stability in the ecosystem, i.e., in the

biological realm, as long as there is no change in the

physicochemical environment. And there will be no rupture of

stability in the technosystem without a change in the biological

environment. Changes follow one another in a chain from the

most natural, the physicochemical environment, to the most

artificial, the virtual environment. And the main expression of
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this chain of changes is the climate. But it is not the only one.

Because there is also a cascade of changes in reverse, from the

technosystem to the physicochemical environment.

Climate change is at the beginning of the humanization process.

Climate change also presides over the great human migrations.

Technosystem changes, whether or not associated with

anatomical and physiological modifications, are determined by

breaks in stability caused by climatic changes themselves or by

their functional equivalents. But not all these climatic changes

have the same capacity to induce chains of instability. To the

extent that they are capable of producing dramatic alterations,

leading to a rupture of stability, we will speak of climate crises.

Of course, a weak and localized climate change is not the same

as a more intense one affecting a wider area. But what really

determines a climate crisis is the sign of these changes.

When climatic changes create a more benign ecosystem for

human biological conditions, their maladaptation decreases and,

therefore, their need to change the technosystem to make it

more powerful. A warmer climate will be more humid and will
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increase CO2 levels, which favors plant development and

therefore increases the amount and diversity of fauna, increases

available resources and is closer to the environmental conditions

for which we are biologically designed. But when climatic

changes go in the opposite direction, colder and less humidity,

is when problems appear.

All the great leaps in human evolution have been

governed by climatic crises. And these have always

consisted of increased cooling, dryness, decreased CO2

levels and decreased plant mass.

Climate crisis equivalents must be defined in terms of their

effects on virtualizing pressure. A climate crisis equivalent will

be that situation that causes a rupture of stability from which

follows an increased pressure to increase the power of the

technosystem. A plague, a war... or excessive population density.

The imbalance between population and available

resources is the main common nexus of all stability

breaks leading to further virtualization.
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Climate crises, migrations, invasions, demographic bubbles... all

these events have a common factor that makes them equivalent:

they alter the relationship between human population and

available resources. An imbalance that we find at the origin of

the humanization process and in every human evolutionary leap.

There is evidence of a departure of hominids out of Africa in

very early times, as attested by the fossils of Dmanisi, where

remains have been found that belong to an individual with

anatomical characteristics that mix primitive and derived

features. If to this we add that in the same site and in the same

stratigraphy a great anatomical diversity is found, the panorama

we are presented with is very similar to that of Africa, where in

the same ecosystem hominids, australopithecines and

paranthropes coexisted, relating to each other through a

hybridization/competition ratio sustained by a reproductive

compatibility greater than what their anatomical and

physiological differences might lead us to suppose.

In Dmanisi, and presumably elsewhere in Eurasia with similar

characteristics, there existed at least 1.8 million years ago a
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technobiological breeding ground similar to that of the African

cradle of humanity. And, as in that case, the spark of a climatic

crisis would be enough to trigger a new leap in human evolution.

Prior to the appearance of the erectus-ergaster grade, hominid

varieties possessed anatomophysiological characteristics

sufficiently adequate for gathering the varied repertoire of plant

food, hunting small vertebrates, insects and aquatic animals

(mainly mollusks and crustaceans), as well as for scavenging.

The multipurpose design and, especially, the simulatory capacity

of both australopithecines and Homo habilis-rudolfensis allowed

them to adapt virtually to a very varied range of threats and

opportunities. But something came along to complicate matters,

thus accelerating the engine of human evolution. In both Africa

and Eurasia the different varieties of habilis-rudolfensis were

affected by a profound climate change that reduced vegetation

and consequently the population of large herbivores, which

meant that the caloric supplement provided by scavenging was

restricted. Hominids that remained trapped in these

impoverished ecosystems, where soft plant and aquatic foods
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were not abundant, were forced to radically change their

technosystem in order to survive under new conditions for

which they were even more biologically maladapted.

The anatomical characteristics of Homo georgicus made it very

similar to the paranthropes. It was more corpulent than its

habilis-rudolfensis congeners and its chewing apparatus was

better adapted to the consumption of hard and abrasive plant

material. Also like the paranthropes, with which butchery lithic

technology has been associated, its diet was supplemented by

scavenging. And its larger body size allowed it a better "body-

to-body" defense against large predators such as giant hyenas,

with which it would undoubtedly have to compete for the

remains of carrion. These characteristics gave it clear

advantages to achieve an evolutionary leap towards greater

artificiality with which to defend itself in the new and hostile

ecosystem. Its greater corpulence and a better adaptation to

open spaces in terms of locomotor apparatus predisposed it for

an aptitude that, until then, had played a secondary role among

hominids: hunting.
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If in the first phase of technosystem construction

australopithecines developed essential simulations such as

group defense in the open field and the construction of artificial

claws and fangs, with the decrease of a large part of the protein

and fat resources, it became essential to develop big game

hunting skills for which a certain corpulence as well as an

improved capacity for running and projectile launching are

essential elements.

Unlike the paranthropes, Homo georgicus shows very modern

morphological adaptations along with other more primitive ones.

And among the modern ones are precisely those appropriate for

hunting: long legs, better adapted to running than to walking,

as well as changes in the morphology of the shoulder that made

it more effective for throwing projectiles. And this is the big

difference between the paranthropes and the new human type

that was beginning to take shape. The key simulator role to

adapt virtually was not browsing, plant or animal gathering

(insects, mollusks, crustaceans...) or scavenging, but hunting.

Achieving this extra supply of protein and fat was essential for
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survival because it allowed for greater encephalic development

and, by increasing intelligence, improved hunting techniques. In

other words, to increase the power of the technosystem.

In Homo georgicus we find two decisive aspects for the

development of this new predatory role that has distinguished

us to the present day. On the one hand, mosaic traits that

indicate a strong hybridization between different varieties of

hominids that were simultaneously present in the Dmanisi area.

On the other hand, the fact that among the "modern" traits we

do not find such a fundamental one as a highly developed brain,

reminds us that it is not intelligence as such, associated with a

large brain, that is the key trigger of hominization, but the use

given to that theoretical construct we call "intelligence" to build

and exercise simulations.

Hunting requires intelligence. But this cannot be achieved

without an increase in the supply of proteins and fats, which,

given the reduced availability of carrion, could only be obtained

through hunting. And hunting requires anatomical props such as

those available to Homo georgicus. But having this anatomical
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repertoire does not guarantee success in human evolution, in

this case, thanks to hunting. For now, there is no clear evidence

that Homo georgicus gave rise to a human lineage that

successfully maladapted to the new critical ecosystem,

characterized by cold, drought, decrease in CO2, plant mass

and large herbivorous prey. But this is not to say that it didn't

happen.

The Ledi-Geraru fossils, in the Ethiopian Afar region, show a

great similarity to Homo georgicus. They show a combination of

archaic features reminiscent of Australopithecus afarensis and

others more similar to those of the genus Homo. We would be,

therefore, before a transitional species between

australopithecus and homo. And it would not be at all surprising

if Homo georgicus or an analog of it, either in Eurasia, Africa or

both continents, had played a similar transitional role towards

the Homo erectus-ergaster conglomerate.

If Homo georgicus was able to hunt with some efficiency aided

by those modern anatomical features that allowed him to run

and throw objects, and could better protect himself from large
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predators to steal their prey, this would not only have resulted

in high survival rates but also in the increased protein and

animal fat intake necessary for the development of an

encephalon, an organic computer, capable of carrying out the

complex behaviors that require such sophisticated behavior as

hunting, either alone or, even more so, in a group.

Hunting was driven by environmental conditions

resulting from a climatic crisis and enabled by suitable

anatomical characteristics.

The predatory role both drives and necessitates the

development of the encephalon, because our hunting behavior

must be supported entirely by simulations that require a much

more complex computational organ than that of other predators

biologically adapted to predation. The progress of predatory

behavior sculpts the anatomical and physiological changes that

lead to Homo sapiens, from the Euro-Asiatic and/or African

Homo georgicus to the first model of the genuine series of

"predatory humans": Homo erectus-ergaster.
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Today's man comes from a global model: Homo erectus-

ergaster. The first of the "Homo predator" series.

The anatomophysiological characteristics of this new series of

humans that we can call "Homo predator" have remained

unchanged in general lines from Homo erectus-ergaster to the

present day: increase in body size, encephalic hypertrophy,

greater length of the lower extremities in relation to the upper

extremities and the apparently subtle but transcendental

anatomical modifications produced in the hips and shoulders.

That is the basic design of the human series to which we belong.

We live in that hardware. But we are software. We are, for at

least 1.8 million years, predators. And we should not forget

that.
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The sapiens invasion

Homo sapiens invaded the Neanderthal territories of

Europe and Central Asia coinciding with an extremely cold and

dry period, Würm II, which imposed on an important part of

these territories a steppe ecosystem with little woodland and

where large herbivores such as the mammoth and the woolly

rhinoceros proliferated. Apparently, both the climatic conditions

and the type of fauna were not favorable for the anatomical

characteristics of Homo sapiens and their hunting technology.

Nevertheless, they managed to expand across the continent,

while the anatomically and behaviorally better adapted

Neanderthals fell into a decline whose end coincided with

another period of extreme cold and dryness: Würm III. The

explanation for this apparent nonsense must be sought in the

same fundamental principle of hominization that led

australopithecines to survive in an ecosystem where they should

not have done so.
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We now know that the non-African Homo sapiens is the fruit of

a mixture of at least three races: the sapiens themselves, the

Neanderthal and the Denisovan. This hybridization facilitated

their survival in the terrible landscapes of Europe and northern

Asia, although, in contrast to the Neanderthal anatomy, we

Sapiens are walking radiators designed to lose heat. The

anatomical and behavioral adaptations of Neanderthals to resist

the cold and for hunting, which was their predominant food,

allowed them to reach an extremely high level of simulation as

hunters. So high that they were at the top of their ecosystem.

And this tremendous success gives us a first idea of where their

failure could have come from.

The recent discovery in the Siberian Arctic of a mammoth that

was cut up with human tools 45,000 years ago, when it was

thought that our species had first arrived in that remote and

inhospitable area some 10,000 years later, highlights the

extraordinary capacity of homo sapiens to create powerful

technosystems with which to adapt virtually to the terrible

conditions that plagued central and northern Eurasia.
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The first modern humans that invaded Europe had more archaic

morphological features than those that followed in later waves,

most likely the result of strong hybridization with Neanderthals

and Denisovans. However, they did not reach the degree of

anatomical and physiological adaptation of the Neanderthals,

who had a morphology adapted to two basic conditions of the

European ecosystem. One was the climate, much colder and

drier than today, with truly cruel glacial peaks. The other was

the food resources, characterized by the scarcity of plant

products and, in the case of animals, the preponderance of

large herbivores such as reindeer, deer, bison, horses,

mammoths and rhinoceroses. Their more robust build, with

shorter limbs, wider bones and more powerful musculature than

homo sapiens gave them, in addition to a better disposition to

retain body heat, optimal conditions for hunting large prey

through direct contact. This hunting strategy is evidenced by

the profuse wounds on their fossils, as well as by the

technology of their weapons, designed for hand-to-hand combat

but not to be thrown from a distance with precision and speed.
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In contrast, Neanderthals were not well endowed for medium

and long-distance running, so their hunting tactics were more

similar to those of lions than to those of wolves. They could

walk long distances and their muscular power allowed them

powerful acceleration over short distances. But these

characteristics were not very useful in open spaces where it was

difficult to camouflage and surprise prey, which also had great

freedom of movement to flee.

Their hunting grounds were forests, steep areas or narrow

places where prey found it difficult to escape or scramble. They

hunted stalking and in packs like lions, surrounding the prey

and exposing themselves, also like them, to be wounded by

those formidable herbivores. A high specialization that had an

equally important counterpart: the steppe conditions that the

crudest moments of the glaciation imposed in much of the

European territory, devoid of trees and with an orography that

did not facilitate the stalking or cornering of prey, meant an

unfavorable habitat for the Neanderthals.
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In the hardest moments of the glaciation, the Neanderthals took

refuge in the warmest and most humid areas, with a greater

presence of trees and bushes, as well as in the proximities of

the mountain systems, where the valleys offered a more benign

microclimate and presented an ideal orography for their way of

hunting. And it was during one of these harshest climatic

periods that Homo sapiens made their appearance.

In those hardest moments of the glacial climate, when the

availability of large prey decreased, the Neanderthals reduced

their population. This had no special consequences as long as

there was no other species or competing race that could occupy

the places they abandoned and to which they expected to

return when the climate became more temperate. However, at

the end of the peak of the glaciation in which the Cro-Magnons

invaded Europe, the Neanderthals, with a diminished population,

were unable to recover the areas that, with the return of milder

climatic conditions, once again became great hunting grounds.

They were unable to recover demographically and the
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competitive pressure of the sapiens finally drove them to

extinction.

We should think of Neanderthals as "lions". But these lions were

subjected to strong population reductions and expansions in

unison with the great climatic oscillations that limited or

expanded their hunting territories and the availability of prey. A

high predatory specialization that ended up turning against

them when they were subjected to an equivalent of climatic

crisis, the sapiens invasion, just in one of the periods of

population reduction and loss of the best hunting territories.

But, in order for the Cro-Magnons to occupy those territories

that had become bare and inhospitable plains abandoned by the

Neanderthals, they had to undergo an astonishing virtual

metamorphosis: they became lycanthropes. Because only

"werewolves" could survive in the steppes and tundras of

central and northern Eurasia where not even the mighty kings

of cold, the Neanderthals, were able to dwell when glaciation

reached its highest levels.
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Sapiens invaded glacial Europe by means of the

Lycanthropic Technosystem.

Despite some minimal biological adaptations to the cold and dry

climate achieved through hybridization with Neanderthals in

southwest Asia and with these and the Denisovans in the center

and north of the continent, Homo sapiens still had an

anatomical design suitable for evacuating body heat, not for

retaining it. However, this biological limitation was not, by itself,

an insurmountable obstacle to adapting to such adverse

climates as the Arctic. The human technosystem is capable of

creating, through warm clothing, fire and survival cells such as

caves, tents and huts (artificial caves) a "virtual microclimate"

warm enough to withstand the rigors of glaciation. In fact,

igloos are literally artificial caves made of ice stones. What their

"savannah anatomy" did allow them, however, was, once

protected against the cold, to "maladapt favorably" to the

steppe conditions that dominated central Asia and Europe in the

harshest periods of the glaciation, managing to do what was

forbidden to the Neanderthals: hunt in open spaces.
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The first Homo sapiens that invaded Europe were more robust

individuals than today's Europeans, but they lacked the strength

and, perhaps, the Neanderthal ferocity to fight directly with the

enormous beasts they had to feed on. On the other hand, they

were better equipped for medium and long-distance running,

and their more graceful weapons were designed as accurate

projectiles with which to shoot down prey at a distance. But

that advantage was not enough in the vast open spaces of the

steppe, where they needed to catch, corner and immobilize

their prey and then shoot them down with their light weapons

or, if they managed to escape, follow their trail during a long

chase until they fell exhausted from exhaustion and wounds.

Neanderthals hunted like lions. Cro-Magnons, especially in the

open spaces of the glacial steppes and in the great deforested

valleys, like wolves. And that was the key to the conquest of the

Neanderthal world: the wolf, later turned into a dog.

Cro-Magnons were werewolves. That is why they were

able to coexist with wolves.
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The incorporation of the wolf into the human group, but not its

domestication, is fundamental to understand the conquest of

Europe and Central Asia at a time when the Neanderthals were

confined to smaller spaces, where their anatomophysiological

design and their technosystem were still effective. When 35,000

years ago they wanted to return to these once again warm and

fertile plains, they found them occupied by the Cro-Magnons.

Herds of lycanthropes accompanied by wolves.
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Lycanthropes

We have been very surprised to discover that

Neanderthals had an altruistic behavior that led them to care for

the disabled despite the terrible conditions in which they often

lived. This is because we see ourselves at the pinnacle of what

we generically call "human qualities". But if we evaluate the

humanitarian behavior of our modern societies, taking into

account the comfortable living conditions of the first world, we

will have to recognize that today it is much easier to be a "good

person" than in the terrible European glacial world. So, to be fair,

we should recognize that the Cro-Magnons, and even more so

the Neanderthals, were just as good people as we are, if not

better.

Most of a wolf pack's existence is spent in peace. They are far

more tolerant animals and, also, more loyal and supportive of

each other than we suppose. The same is true of lions, hyenas

and, to a greater or lesser extent, all species of predatory
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mammals in groups. Wolves help the most helpless members of

their pack. When moving (not when on a hunting trip) the order

reflects not a hierarchy of command but of "efficient solidarity".

The oldest or sickest individuals march in the lead, marching

ahead of the others so as not to be left behind and because

their experience gives them a better knowledge of the routes

and the places to go to. The strongest individuals are placed

next, as a protection unit, then, in the center of the march, the

bulk of the group, composed mainly of females and calves,

another group of strong individuals and, at the end and alone,

the alpha male, who controls the whole herd from that position.

An order far removed from the ruthless, tyrannical and selfish

image we have of wolves. And it is precisely the solidarity,

perfectly compatible with a strong hierarchical structure, which

allowed the approach to humans who, in turn, had to modify

their behavior in the same direction of efficient solidarity in

order to survive in the glacial climatic conditions of central and

northern Eurasia.
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The diet of a Neanderthal was, even in benign habitats and

climates where there was a great diversity of animal and

vegetable foods, much less varied and more dependent on

hunting than that of the Cro-Magnons. If there is one human

species that can be enthroned as the carnivore par excellence,

with the permission of their ancestors, homo Heidelbergensis, it

is the Neanderthals. But it is clear that, no matter how strong

they were, it was almost impossible for them to hunt woolly

rhinoceroses, mammoths or even lighter prey, such as bison,

individually. They had to hunt them in groups, cornering them

after ambushing them and preventing them from escaping

either by encirclement or by taking advantage of the terrain, as

lionesses do to compensate for their slower speed compared to

their prey. Neanderthals cornered these large beasts in places

where their mobility and, therefore, their ability to escape and

defend themselves was minimal, and then shot them by means

of a strategically combined melee attack to avoid being

wounded as much as possible. This, however, was a frequent

occurrence. A physical strength that had to be complemented



95

by at least two other traits: explosive aggressiveness and a high

threshold of sensitivity to pain.

To confront a woolly rhinoceros that is cornered in a narrow

pass, it is necessary to inhibit fear and trigger a sudden

"aggressive alienation". Neanderthals must have been very calm

and peaceful under normal conditions, minimizing conflicts

within their group and, therefore, with a good control of

aggression. But they were also extraordinarily prone to

outbursts of anger in extreme situations such as hunting and

defense against attacks by large predators or other human

groups.

However, all this is still insufficient to hunt a mammoth or a

woolly rhinoceros, beasts protected by their enormous

wingspan, a thick layer of skin that makes them immune to light

projectiles and defenses capable of killing, not just a

Neanderthal, but the most powerful predator of the time. To a

robust design, an explosive aggressiveness and a low

sensitivity to pain, Neanderthals had to add those behavioral

traits that favor group hunting, such as communication,
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essential for coordination, and a strong social cohesion

essential to stay united during attack or defense.

In the course of the hunt, both for stalking prey and, especially,

at the moment of encircling and killing them, a precise and

rapid type of communication is required, which need not be

verbal or, at least, not with the profusion of language intended

to transmit complex information of a technological, symbolic or

emotional type. Precise and easy-to-interpret communication is

necessary, given that in the heat of battle there is not much

time for explanations and, moreover, any informative error that

leads to the lack of coordination of individual actions will be

fatal.

Neanderthal language, as we can infer from the cranial imprint

of the areas associated with it and the phonatory anatomy

capable of articulating speech, was less rich and complex than

that of sapiens because neither their way of life nor their

position at the top of the ecosystem required greater complexity.

Neanderthals did not need a particularly rich and profuse

articulated language to coordinate essential tasks for survival,
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such as hunting or defense, but they did require, like all

predators in groups, powerful mechanisms of social cohesion

based fundamentally on personal relationships. They lived in

smaller groups than Cro-Magnons, in which the value of

individuals is higher than in larger groups, which implies a

sociability focused on camaraderie and loyalty, while in larger

groups, as was the case of Sapiens, this sociability had a

greater component of "politeness". Neanderthals lived in smaller

groups in which not only the personal, affective and tactile

relationship is important but, given their hunting technique,

which involved all useful members, including young women,

group loyalty played a fundamental role.

In contrast to the polite sociability, typical of our species, more

formalistic and, in that sense, more distant and detached from

the affective and personal relationship with the other members

of the group, Neanderthals possessed a more empathetic,

personal and affective sociability than sapiens. Quite the

opposite of what we imagined according to the old cliché of the

rough, tough and surly Neanderthal. Our sociability is designed
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to coexist in larger groups, where the personal factor and

physical contact have less weight and, in addition, we need to a

lesser extent than they do that other sociability trait that,

together with physical attachment as a fundamental sign of

affection, makes up the psychosociology of the group hunter:

camaraderie, loyalty, solidarity.

Sapiens groups were more numerous and less specialized,

which implies the need for a more elaborate language capable

of conveying information about a broader spectrum of resources,

dangers, new situations and opportunities. But such language is

also necessary to maintain personalized relationships with

individuals who are not part of the intimate core. The size of

Neanderthal groups hardly exceeded the limits of intimacy. The

sapiens did. Therefore, in order to maintain the cohesion of

groups composed of individuals outside the personal core,

language and the polite sociability associated primarily with it

are essential.

On the other hand, and contrary to the Neanderthals, whose

survival depended almost exclusively on the joint, coordinated
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and loyal activity of all their members, the Cro-Magnons

developed a greater individual activity, since a large group was

not necessary to hunt small animals, fish or gather plant foods

or mollusks. They could and should, therefore, allow themselves

the luxury of going off on their own to explore the territory in

search of a greater diversity of resources, which gave them a

more individualistic character than Neanderthals.

In general terms, we are less sociable in the sense of physical

affection, solidarity and loyalty than Neanderthals, more

cosmopolitan and polite, and also more selfish and hypocritical.

Our complex language, which has become a central element of

sapiens society, relates us without the need for an intimate,

affective, tactile relationship. We can establish personalized

relationships, although not necessarily personal, very quickly

and with many people, which facilitates the existence of large

groups and contact between different societies. An extended

sociability in which individuality is kept safe, but at the cost of

isolating ourselves within elementary and rapid clichés of

ourselves that we offer to others as an identity and, finally, as a
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"person". Which makes us feel lonely on numerous occasions

despite being surrounded by and related to many people.

The first wave of Cro-Magnons that entered Europe from

Central Asia occurred around 45,000 years ago at a time when

the climate was extraordinarily cold and dry, with a

predominance of tundra landscapes inhabited by a fauna

composed mainly of mammoths and woolly rhinoceroses. They

were individuals with a strong Neanderthal hybridization. But

this mosaicism alone was not enough to survive in open and icy

landscapes if it was not complemented by psychosocial

hybridization. They could pursue large prey in open spaces

better than Neanderthals and were stronger than other sapiens.

But in an environment as hostile as the bare and icy spaces of

glacial Europe, something more was needed than this

compromise between physical strength and walking ability.

In open spaces, a fast predator can hunt its prey provided it can

outrun them, like the cheetah. In return, these prey cannot be

very large because it would not have enough strength to kill

them. African wild dogs live in the same open, naked
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environment as cheetahs. But they can kill animals much larger

than them. Why? Because the real hunter is a multi-animal

predator called a "herd", which combines the lightness and

walking ability of its individuals with the strength of all of them.

Such is the efficacy of this commitment that wild dogs are the

best hunters in the world, with a success rate of more than 80

percent. This is simply astonishing. Neanderthals were strong

and not particularly gifted at covering long distances in pursuit

of their prey, although they had, like lions, enough top speed to

catch them in close quarters where they could ambush them.

Cro-Magnons went a step further, achieving a much more

difficult compromise. They were able to hunt large prey in open

and bare terrain.

The metabolic cost of an adult Cro-Magnon was lower than that

of a Neanderthal. They needed to eat less, so that, with equal

food resources, Cro-Magnons could support a larger group. But

not only did they enjoy the advantages of wild dogs or wolves

over Neanderthal "lions," they were able to explore and exploit

a superior range of foods. And something even more important.
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The larger a population is, the more difficult it is for it to

become extinct. Bad luck and low genetic diversity have a lower

incidence in large groups, especially if they do not live in

isolation from other groups.

The great periods of cooling caused demographic bottlenecks in

the Neanderthals that the Cro-Magnons took advantage of to

occupy the areas that had been abandoned by their competitors.

In this regard, the volcanic explosion of the Phlegraean Fields in

the center of the Italic peninsula about 39,000 years ago further

complicated matters just at the moment when a Neanderthal

bottleneck was occurring, aggravated by the invasion of Homo

sapiens. The shadow of the ecological impact of this volcanic

explosion covered an extensive area located in southeastern

Europe, the area through which the sapiens penetrated from

the Middle East, anatomically and physiologically better adapted

to climates that were not as extreme as those of those who

came from the center and north of the continent.

The rapid Cro-Magnon expansion in that area was undoubtedly

favored by the low presence of Neanderthals, decimated by the
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effects of the Phlegraean explosion. A catastrophic event that

functioned as an equivalent of the frozen plains from which the

Neanderthals fled in the crudest moments of the glaciation.

Thus, the penetration of sapiens into the devastated lands of

southeastern Europe found a scenario similar in practice to that

which the Cro-Magnon inhabitants of the plains of central and

northern Eurasia had encountered a few millennia earlier.

Cro-Magnons had a larger group but with the same caloric

needs, composed of individuals better adapted to walking in

open, naked spaces, with sufficient strength to take down large

prey, less vulnerable to critical events, with greater genetic

diversity and, in addition, greater technical diversity.

In a large group there are more minds thinking. And that, when

it comes to inventing and maintaining a complex technosystem,

is decisive. If individuality, freedom of thought, dissidence, self-

initiative and self-sufficiency are encouraged, the creative and

simulator potential is multiplied, provided that the whole

individual stream is not dispersed and disintegrated, but added

together, generating the minimum of internal conflicts. The high
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Cro-Magnon individuality, therefore, had to be harmonized by

means of a high group loyalty that made individual freedom and

group cohesion compatible. To achieve this, Cro-Magnon

sociability had to be combined with the traits present in

Neanderthal sociability in such a way that they did not limit

individual initiative and creativity, generating strong emotional

dependencies. And it is in this psychosocial mosaicism, more

than in genetic hybridization, where the Cro-Magnon peculiarity

resides compared to the rest of Homo sapiens.

Exposure to an ecosystem where survival depended almost

exclusively on big game necessarily forced a psychological and

social mosaicism halfway between classical homo sapiens and

Neanderthals. Loyalty, camaraderie, physical attachment

became part of the Cro-Magnon personality to a greater extent

than was proper to them. But, at the same time, individuality

increased in all aspects.

Individual freedom and group loyalty. A magical

binomial: dissidence-loyalty.
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Individuality was for the Cro-Magnons, if possible, more

important than for any other sapiens group, because only by

implementing it to the maximum without breaking up the group

would it be possible to adapt virtually in glacial Europe. And one

of the most characteristic aspects derived from this binomial

between individual freedom and social cohesion is the

extraordinary role played by the symbolic component.

The instrumental technology with which the Cro-Magnons

penetrated Europe does not have any special peculiarity nor

does it represent a substantial advance in relation to that of the

rest of homo sapiens. In particular, the lithic industry, which

constitutes the bulk of the evidence that has survived to the

present day, is not a decisive element in the Cro-Magnon

adaptation to their environment, although it is possible that

another type of perishable instrumental technology (wood, bone

or skin) would have developed more intensely than in other

more benign ecosystems. However, cultural technology,

symbolic instruments, what we understand by "thought", being

apparently something much more ethereal and sensitive to the
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passage of time, was decisive for the success of European

sapiens.
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Sense of duty

Within the behavioral, cognitive and emotional

technology developed by the Cro-Magnons, and whose living

remains we can find today in their European descendants and

Europeanized cultures, we find psychosocial traits that

constitute a virtual mimicry of the Neanderthal loyalty of

individuals to the group or, rather, to the rest of the individuals

in their group.

Cohesion in homo sapiens groups is built with strong symbolic

components that are not associated with concrete persons but

with the "personalized identity" of the group as if it were a

collective individual. The group is an asset to be protected

insofar as all the interests of its members are associated with it.

Group identity, especially related to symbols, is the dominant

component of the identity of sapiens groups. The problem is

that this type of identity entails a high degree of collectivization,

making individual interests subordinate to a large extent to
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collective ones. In fact, the identity of sapiens groups is built on

the basis of what is not personal interest, but collective. On the

basis of concessions in individual freedom.

Cro-Magnon social cohesion is based on virtualized Neanderthal

loyalty and, therefore, on strong personal and affective

components of individuals, with which a virtual network is built,

which we could call "sense of duty", which avoids the emotional

dependence typical of Neanderthals and, also, the sense of

obedience typical of sapiens groups. In this way, Neanderthal

social cohesion, refined as Cro-Magnon loyalty, allows the

compatibility of individual and group interests, but only to the

extent that this group is the best possible guarantee for

the greatest personal freedom.

The binomial Cro-Magnon dissidence-loyalty implies the

best compromise between individual and collective

interests both from the point of view of individual

freedom and security as well as group effectiveness.
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While the sapiens sense of duty is directly proportional to the

renunciation of one's own interests in favor of those of the

group and the Neanderthal sense of duty does not exist

because what exists is a purely emotional and affective duty

from person to person, the Cro-Magnon sense of duty is directly

proportional to the group's capacity to guarantee maximum

security and individual freedom, that is, the maximum

fulfillment of personal interests and desires.

Nowhere are you going to be safer and freer than being a

member of this group. So, by defending it you are directly

defending yourself because, if it disappears, you will be less free

and less happy. Therefore, only if this group ceases to be the

best option to guarantee your interests, you will no longer owe

it loyalty.

The collective, the common, the non-personal, forms the axis of

social cohesion of most sapiens groups, especially civilized

Neolithic groups. Their identity symbols are built on this

cohesion. Personal interests are not directly linked to the group.

However, among the Cro-Magnons, it is these personal interests
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that constitute social cohesion insofar as they are incorporated

as an essential part of group identity. The Cro-Magnon group is

"us". And it is on this community of individualities that identity

is built, while in the rest of the sapiens of large groups identity

resides in the no-man's land that constitutes the common

interest, which is normally appropriated by the most powerful

members.

The interindividual space shapes the sapiens identity. The sum

of intact individualities, the Cro-Magnon. If we want to

understand this apparently subtle difference between the social

cohesion of the Cro-Magnons and other human groups, a

relatively recent example will suffice. The confrontation between

Greeks and Persians in which the former "went" to war, while

the latter "were taken" to war. A difference that is by no means

anecdotal if we take into account that the Greeks, much less

numerous than the Persians, won the victory. Maximum social

cohesion, measured in terms of group efficiency, is built on

maximum individual freedom.
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Dissidence

The sense of duty as the fundamental glue of Cro-

Magnon groups as opposed to "due obedience" is what allows

another of the decisive features for the survival of sapiens in

glacial Europe: dissidence. A group where hierarchy acquires a

secondary value, cohesioned on the basis of sublimated

(virtualized) affective relationships in the form of a sense of

duty, allows an optimal compromise between group cohesion

and individual freedom.

The Cro-Magnon owes obedience to himself. And this

obedience becomes loyalty only when the existence,

welfare and safety of the group are at stake. But only

when that group is the best guarantee for his maximum

freedom.

The Cro-Magnon group is not formed around a collective mind

that orders individual wills, but around a set of free wills

that harmonize around an idea of voluntary loyalty. And
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this harmonization, where personal initiative is preserved to the

maximum, is the key to the survival of the Cro-Magnons where

the Neanderthals, better adapted, failed to do so. Because the

high degree of freedom of the Cro-Magnons not only allowed

them great autonomy to act on their own and alone in the

search for sustenance, but also to question traditions, i.e. to

innovate.

A Cro-Magnon is expected to be loyal to his own, to be

able to fend for himself and, moreover, to dissent

productively.

The first duty of a Cro-Magnon is not to be a burden to others.

Loyalty, rather than helping, implies not having to be helped.

The Cro-Magnon psychosocial personality presents extreme

contrasts that combine a sense of belonging to the group built

by the virtual correlates of personal affectivity and, at the same

time, a fierce and proud sense of freedom and individual self-

sufficiency.
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This coexistence of extremes can be seen in today's Finnish

society, where Cro-Magnon loyalty embodied in a deeply

supportive welfare state does not prevent social demands for

individuals to be autonomous and not be a burden to others.

Finland suffers from high suicide rates associated with situations

where individuals are unable to fend for themselves. Young men

and women who are not able to earn a living for themselves

have high suicide rates, especially in good times when they find

no justification for failing in their jobs. The pärjäämisen eetos,

the ability to solve problems on one's own without disturbing

others, is reminiscent of the ancestral European character that

is particularly strong in Finnish society, but is also present in all

other European and Europeanized societies.

This coexistence of extremes can be seen in today's Finnish

society, where Cro-Magnon loyalty embodied in a deeply

supportive welfare state does not prevent social demands for

individuals to be autonomous and not be a burden to others.

Finland suffers from high suicide rates associated with situations

where individuals are unable to fend for themselves. Young men
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and women who are not able to earn a living for themselves

have high suicide rates, especially in good times when they find

no justification for failing at work. The pärjäämisen eetos, the

ability to solve problems on one's own without disturbing others,

is reminiscent of the ancestral European character that is

particularly strong in Finnish society, but is also present in all

other European and Europeanized societies.

What is the utility of this extreme feature?

The ice age was characterized by greater climatic variability

than we had expected. Periods of relative prosperity were

abruptly succeeded by others of great harshness in which the

climate became colder and drier and food resources were

scarcer and more difficult to obtain. In these extreme periods,

Neanderthals suffered a sharp population decline due to their

heavy dependence on hunting and a technosystem highly

specialized in large herbivores. Like lions, their population grew

or declined in unison with that of their prey. And in cold and dry

times, when these large prey were scarce or far beyond the

reach of Neanderthal anatomy and technology, they suffered
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population bottlenecks that they left behind as soon as climatic

conditions became milder again.

Why did the Cro-Magnons have an advantage in these times of

climatic recrudescence?

In tundra areas, with large open spaces, their better adaptation

to walking, lower individual energy needs and a greater number

of hunters was complemented by a high and efficient

collaboration. But also in the milder areas, where the

Neanderthals took refuge during the harshest periods of the

glaciation, the Cro-Magnons had an advantage in that they were

not forced to reduce their population density and group size to

the same extent as the Neanderthals, thanks in this case to the

individuality of their members, since, in these scenarios of more

rugged terrain, with milder climate and great diversity of fauna

and flora, the Cro-Magnons were able to reduce the population

density and the size of their groups in the same proportion as

the Neanderthals, Cro-Magnons were able to access a greater

variety of food resources thanks to a lighter and more efficient

instrumental technology for hunting less heavy and armored
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prey and, in addition, they were able to carry out hunting

parties of only one or two members with which they were able

to spread out over a larger area to explore and exploit a wide

range of plant and animal food supplements. Especially if

women and young men joined in this intensive exploration of

gathering and small game.

Self-sufficiency and personal initiative were essential for both

Cro-Magnon men and women. But there was one decisive

characteristic when it came to exploiting an ecosystem with

maximum intensity and extension: dissidence.

The experience accumulated by the group and passed on from

generation to generation was not to become a brake on

"personal research" that would prevent new perspectives with

which to view the world and discover, for example, new food

sources together with the appropriate technologies to access

them, because, in this way, even in the worst-case scenario,

where a group of Neanderthal hunters wandering together

would hardly find food resources capable of sustaining them,

the Cro-Magnons, scattered throughout the territory and



117

accustomed to think on their own, to question everything and to

use creativity, would manage to "see" food resources that were

completely unnoticed by the Neanderthals... and by the officially

established traditional wisdom... and for the officially

established sapiens traditional wisdom.

Cro-Magnons were more successful not because they had a

higher intelligence, but because they multiplied the group

intelligence disseminated in individual brains that lacked mental

restrictions and could approach the world in a heterodox way. A

perfect combination of loyalty without emotional dependence,

which allowed them to function autonomously, and dissidence,

which allowed them to adapt behavioral and instrumental

technology to the situation. Situational intelligence and

multiperspective. Cro-Magnons simply discovered new worlds

without leaving their world. And that is exactly what the cultural

and technological revolution that emerged in Renaissance

Europe would consist of thousands of years later.
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Art

Dissent, creativity, the ability to approach the world from

different perspectives and find "new things" that had always

been there. The power of individual freedom is shown in the

surprising success of the Cro-Magnons over the better adapted

Neanderthals. But we must not forget that in this success there

is a decisive component of physical hybridization and, also, a

strong cultural mosaicism. The Cro-Magnons enhanced their

free initiative by incorporating a powerful personal loyalty to the

group stripped of the emotional dependence that undermines

self-sufficiency. A dissidence that allowed them to discover

resources that for the efficient Neanderthal predatory tradition

went unnoticed, and to create new instruments and procedures

that made these atypical resources accessible.

A slight advantage is enough to decide who wins and who loses.

A little more luck accumulated over time will tip the balance to

one side or the other. Most of the time, both in the history of
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human evolution and in personal biographies, triumph or failure

is not decided on a tragic and solemn occasion, nor thanks to

the initial advantage of being stronger, more intelligent, richer…

A little more luck in the average number of attempts.

That's enough. Accumulate small portions of success.

The first shells perforated and dyed with red and yellow

pigments found in the Cueva de los Aviones (Cartagena) are of

Neanderthal origin and date from 115,000 years ago. But about

500,000 years ago, Homo erectus was already carving mollusk

shells in Java. Art and, with it, symbolic thought as an

expression of pure virtuality, began with the first purely hunting

human.

Art is an inherent part of the complex virtual evolutionary leap

that the hunter-gatherer technosystem implies. A technosystem

that must incorporate elements of the "predator mentality" to

build with them the symbolic thought. Because predators must

plan, imagine the events, the reactions of the prey, their
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movements on the ground ... they must daydream. And that,

daydreaming, is basically what we call thinking.

Art has been consubstantial with the Paleolithic mind for at least

500,000 years. But we can suspect that an animal like humans,

characterized by virtualization, by simulation, must have

reorganized certain mental functions from the beginning, long

before Homo erectus, to use them in a different context,

simulating what happens in the brain of a scavenger/predator.

We thought that rock art was an invention of the sapiens. But

the latest data we have received indicate that the first European

artists were Neanderthals. The dating of paintings in Spanish

caves in Cantabria, Malaga and Cáceres show an age of 65,000

years. And this, quite simply, means that the authors of figures

of human hands and geometric shapes were Neanderthals.

Some 44,000 years ago, Homo sapiens drew in a cave in the

Celebes Islands what appears to be a hunting scene with

figurative paintings depicting animals and humans. It is an

extraordinarily important finding for three reasons. First,
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because it places the beginning of figurative rock art earlier

than previously known. Second, because this art is found

outside Europe. And third, because, if the human figures are

contemporary with those of animals, it is clear that a sequence

is being represented, an event, a hunting story.

Neanderthals have a lower symbolic production and also a

worse anatomical disposition for complex and profuse language,

as well as a more intimate, familiar sociability and, therefore,

less open to strangers, changes and innovations. They felt a

greater attachment to tradition and the known determined by

the tremendous success of their technosystem. They were fine

as they were: highly specialized super-predators. And, when

something works, don't change it. Changes at the top are

always about going down. Up there you have to be conservative,

and that's exactly what one of the main characteristics of the

Neanderthal psychosocial personality consists of: simplistic

realism.
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All went well until the sapiens arrived and, suddenly,

the advantageous simplicity became the disadvantage

of simplism.

The power of their technosystem, of their vision of the world

and their construction of reality, led the Neanderthals to a very

effective immobilism. Reality, the tangible, was hardly

questioned because even symbolic and ethereal productions,

such as legends, myths or art, were part of what was

contrasted in practice as evident reality. The ethereal was only

admissible to the extent that it was perfectly contrasted with

reality, with events, with success or failure. Art, magic and

fables were admissible as part of "realistic reasonableness" only

to the extent that they were useful from the practical point of

view if they really helped to obtain more food, more security,

more warmth. And all this was part of the same monotony of

events, of the seasons, of the way of doing things perfectly

contrasted and polished over tens of thousands of years.
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The problem with this simplistic realism is that it only

relies on direct and immediate evidence of a linear

cause-effect relationship when assessing effectiveness.

Neanderthal realism is simplistic insofar as it closes reality and

prevents going beyond the immediate evidence, even in the

intangible. It is limiting and conservative, as is its intense

familial sociability. Ritual, ritual, method and procedure are the

same for simplistic realism. Everything that happens belongs to

a single range of reality no matter how it appears.

Installed at the pinnacle of the ecosystem, at the pinnacle of

power and triumph, things cease to be "equivalent" and become

"being". That is the essence of Neanderthal simplism in which

the maximum abstraction that we can intuit in his drawings

seems to reflect that ultimate essence of being that flutters in

all things.

Something "is", has entity, when it is equal, when it has

a direct and immediate relationship with something else.

This is how "things" become "entities".
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Sapiens realism, however, is pragmatic but not simplistic

because it does not seek equalities but equivalences. They

discover through magic a parallel reality that is related to the

common reality in a way that is not always direct and

immediate.

Magic is a factor of conversion of the spacetimes of the

two dimensions of reality.

Through rock art, sapiens can connect these two dimensions in

the same way that the computer and its keys connect the

computerized, virtual reality with the tangible reality of events,

which is a leap in the use of symbolic, abstract and fabulous

capacity that leads to a new vision of the world in which

simplicity does not become simplism but "holistic evocation"

through which to directly contemplate the nexus between

techno and ecosystem, between simulation and reality.

Paleolithic magic differs from Neolithic magic in that this "other

reality" does not belong to the supernatural realm, but takes

place in the same natural world in which "evident" things
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happen. Cro-Magnon magic, like that of the rest of the

Paleolithic, is closer to science than to religion. It does not

become, as it happens with the Neolithic, "beliefs" through

which to understand and accept the relationship between the

supernatural order and worldly events. Cro-Magnon does not

deal with spirits, much less with divinities. They are not

extramundane powers or instances accessible only from faith,

but fully natural forces, albeit obscure in the sense that they do

not manifest themselves nor can they be accessed in a linear

fashion, since they are in a part of the world where time and

causal appearances are different. They are not in the beyond

and, therefore, may be magic understood as high and subtle

technology, but not religion.

A "Neanderthal" biologist will consider virtuality from the prism

of simplistic realism as something that is part of the biological

and falls within the domain of Darwinian evolution without in

any way allowing us to escape natural selection. A neolithic

biologist will understand that virtuality as something

supernatural and, therefore, unreal in every sense because it



126

participates in the approach of two parallel worlds that do not

share the same "nature" but that the invented things, the

simulations, have no other relation with the world in which we

live than autosuggestion, the placebo effect, hallucination. A

paleolithic biologist will consider virtuality as a parallel reality of

the same world.

Neolithic people say: we do not control the relationship between

the natural world and the supernatural world because there is

not the same reality that relates them or, if there is, we cannot

have access to it. That is why they understand the Paleolithic

belief that the symbolic, the virtual, the simulated, the invented,

has an effect on the world, on events, as a superstition. The

fact that we successfully carry out an imaginary hunt inspired

by realistic images drawn on the wall of a cave does not imply

for the Neolithic that the real hunt is successful, because we do

not control the nexus between the two worlds: the natural and

the supernatural.

From the point of view of simplistic realism, simulated, imagined

hunting is not directly related to real hunting either, but art,
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rituals, magic are beneficial for hunting insofar as they increase

self-confidence, social cohesion, autosuggestion, the placebo

effect... But beware, because all this social cohesion,

autosuggestion and placebo effect are also theoretical

constructs, inventions, simulations. Thought is a parallel, virtual

reality. All thought.

And from the point of view of magical realism, there are two

realities, dimensions or coordinate axes of the same world,

which are related not by analogy and repetition but by

equivalence.

All magic based on analogy is part of the protoreligious

conception that leads to the Neolithic conception of the

supernatural. A conception against which Science reacts by

falling into Neanderthal simplistic realism to finally build another

religion in which theories, constructs, laws control the world in

the same way as the supernatural and for the same reason of

authority, that is to say, of faith. A science turned into religion

where the rite as a magical-technological procedure becomes a
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ritual that, by calling it "method", we assume to be safe from

religiosity.

That is why the science of Neanderthal simplistic realism does

not confront the Neolithic religious conception but the Cro-

Magnon magical realism. In order to escape from Neolithic

sacralization, it transforms itself into simplistic realism, thinking

that theory and reality are the same thing. Therefore, it is only

necessary to "discover" which theory naturally corresponds to

what happens. While the science of magical realism

understands that theory and reality are different spheres that

are related by equivalence and, therefore, the objective consists

in "constructing" theories, virtualities that allow us to control

events.

Taken to the extreme, Neanderthal simplistic realism considers

that there is only one world and one reality and that everything

strange that we detect but do not understand is caused by our

ignorance. However, abstract thinking, invention, simulation or

equivalence are there. And for something to be equivalent to



129

something else it cannot be equal to that thing, because, then,

it would be that very thing.

A bonfire is not the Sun, nor is it a digestive system in which to

process food, but it is equivalent to both. That is the difference.

The question we must settle is whether something is equivalent

to something else, whether the simulation gives us access to

another reality of the same natural world because it has the

power to do so. If an imaginary hunt can achieve more luck and

not simply other equally imaginary, abstract and virtual things

such as self-esteem, social cohesion…

Paleolithic sapiens art is especially related to paranormal

sensoriality, which is not supernatural, and to the control of the

hidden mechanisms that govern concrete events. It is part of a

kind of magic without souls and without divinities. The same

kind of "magic" that we can find in theoretical science, which

also presupposes a link between the virtual events represented

in conceptual art (theories, ideas, physical laws...) and real

events. Nobody in our rational and enlightened world thinks

that there is no relationship between the conceptual art of
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Science and the events of the real world. And that this

relationship, since it occurs in the world itself, can be known

and controlled.

We, like the Cro-Magnons, do not waste our time in science or

technology if it is not with a practical objective based on the

conviction that with these theoretical games we can control the

world, the events, without the need of spiritual or divine

mediators. Exactly as they thought when they did magic

inspired by cave drawings.

But if you make that part of the world supernatural, it escapes

your control and you become a passive subject, like herbivores.

That is, as we shall see, the goal of the neolithic technosystem:

to create helplessness, to establish truths and equalities by the

principle of authority. That is why neolithic art becomes

fundamentally aesthetic, decorative, propagandistic. Stripped of

its magic, it ceases to be technology. High technology that we

call "Magic" as a synonym of "Science".
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The exact meaning of art and the magic associated with it is

only possible to understand it reliably with the perspective of

our time. A screen (the stone wall), images (the paintings),

programming (the imagination).... It works because the nature

of the virtual, symbolic, theoretical world is related to that of

the world of events following the same principle of the process

of humanization: simulation, virtuality.

If simulation, imagination and fantasy have no impact on the

world of events, how is it that we have not become extinct?

Another thing is that there are simulations, images and

fantasies with more or less virtual power to know and shape

reality. Or to know by shaping reality.

Cro-Magnon art is a virtual representation of the world that

expresses our profound human essence and brings us into

direct contact with the very origin of simulation. It harbors a

plastic theory of happening that is completely realistic in terms,

absent of any supernatural glimpse. That is why the theoretical,

the virtual, the invented, the thought, only makes sense to the

extent that it fits or does not fit reality and is contrasted with it
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to verify its "truth" through the efficacy, the power, of virtual,

magical, theoretical procedures. For magical realism, the

verification of the "truth" of an idea depends on the criterion of

success in order to achieve in "real life" what we desire, what

that idea "desires". The reality of an idea, of a fantasy, of a

simulation resides in its power of equivalence.

For magical realism something is real if it is equivalent.

However, for neolithic dualist realism something is real if it is

equal, if it "has entity". If something is equal, it is true. Pure

tautology. Equality shows being in the natural world through the

experience of that equality, and in the supernatural world

through faith. But beware: much of Science rests on faith after

converting opinion into authority. Hence the gulf between art

and craft, science and technology that we find in neolitized

science.

Cro-Magnon art must be understood as a high technology that

carries an implicit theory about the events of the world, but not

about the totality of the world, because that is a waste of time
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as are the approaches of spiritualism, animism or divinism. A

technology that seeks the subtle, obscure and elusive nexus

between the virtual and the real, between the technosystem

and the ecosystem. A technology not to get energy, health or

food, but to get all that at the same time: to get luck. That

favorable chance that determines success, triumph, survival...

the useful truth. That which allows us to escape the ecosystem

by means of a technosystem. Or how simulation dominates

reality. But neither case is the "finding of the Truth".

Realistic pictorial art is giving way to schematic strokes as we

enter the end of the glaciation. This indicates that the magic

that this art inspired, creating mental events connected with the

"real" world through the same nature that links the

technosystem with the ecosystem, was more powerful and,

therefore, needed less visual suggestion. For the essence of

virtuality, as we have already seen, consists not in similarity but

in equivalence. An abstract art of the same type and with the

same power as mathematical symbols and formulas that

describe the equivalence of themselves with events.
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Schematic rock art is a direct precedent of mathematics

applied to the description and control of events.

Shortly afterwards, when Europe was invaded by the Neolithic

technosystem, the conception of two parallel worlds, the natural

and the supernatural, almost completely extinguished the fire of

the Cro-Magnon worldview, whose embers managed to survive

until they ignited the bonfire of the science of magical realism.

This science is based on assumption, dissidence and self-

refuting.

Science and technology are the same when the method

coincides with the procedure. Everything else is religion.

The religious conception caused the original sense of European

art to be lost. But art continued to be an essential and profuse

aspect, because we have never stopped searching for that

philosopher's stone that is at the origin of humanity. Now,

through conceptual art, predominantly verbal, predominantly

computerized: The virtual nexus.
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Perhaps this nexus emerged in unison with humanity. Perhaps

the australopithecines, in addition to their simulations, created a

parallel reality. Or perhaps, because that parallel reality already

existed, they could and we can escape into it to survive

completely unadapted to the biological and physical

environment.
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The wolf

Humans who entered the icy plains of Eurasia had to

imitate the wolves. The sapiens herd was able to occupy those

icy expanses and hunt the formidable beasts that inhabited

them thanks to becoming lycanthropes... and to the wolves

becoming humanized. Both species came together in an

unparalleled partnership whose initiative surprisingly did not

come from humans, but from wolves.

The wolf was never domesticated by man. Wolves were

humanized. And, later, already as dogs, that is, as humanized

wolves, men domesticated them exactly as they did with other

men.

It is no surprise that the story of Homo sapiens colonizing

central Asia and Europe is intimately associated first with the

wolf and then with the dog. In fact, the affinity between wolf or

dog and man has been so strong that it still persists among the

descendants of the ancestral Europeans.
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The humanized wolf was man's best friend, and it was only

when glacial conditions disappeared and dogs took their place

that the wolf became man's enemy. But even so, the feelings

that the descendants of those Asian and European colonizers

dispense to the dog, the heir of that "good" wolf of the

Paleolithic, are unparalleled to any other animal. However, there

is something strange about all this. If dogs were so important to

the Cro-Magnons, why are they not reflected in their paintings?

The answer is as obvious as it is revealing: for the same reason

that humans do not appear in Cro-Magnon paintings.

Wolf-dogs are four-legged humans.

Rarely will we find such clear immaterial anthropological

evidence as that left by the very special and familiar relationship

between the descendants of Cro-Magnons and the descendants

of humanized wolves. A relationship that was not initially the

cause of the lupinization of man nor of the hominization of the

wolf, but that drove both processes.
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It is clear that the Cro-Magnon way of acting and, consequently,

of thinking had to resemble that of wolves in order to survive in

open spaces during the harshest episodes of glaciation. Humans

are, like wolves, great long-distance runners, which enables us

to use a hunting strategy similar to theirs and, in some way,

leads us to build a similar social structure and even a similar

worldview. But what were the factors that encouraged and

allowed the humanization of wolves and their subsequent

biological evolution into dogs? The most likely situation to

understand this "friendly" relationship between humans and

wolves that led to the intense family relationship with their

descendants, the dogs, did not occur by human initiative.

The most plausible scenario for this relationship is to be found

among the wolves that were able to approach human

settlements to take advantage of their food waste. These

wolves must have possessed a familiar characteristic: they were

not the strongest individuals of the pack or any of the members

of a powerful pack, but quite the opposite. They were either

individuals expelled from their packs or members of weaker
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packs. In any case, losers subjected to a situation very similar

to that of our australopithecine ancestors. Misfit wolves, with a

predominantly scavenging behavior and that, given the

characteristics of the predator on whose carcasses they fed, the

humans, had to perfect a behavior that, however surprising it

may seem to us, we can only qualify as simulated. Because in

order to make the most of the food resource of human waste,

they had to stay as close as possible to it without being

attacked. And that is only achieved by enhancing the behavioral

traits that are less disturbing to us, those that favor humans to

tolerate them and, later, to integrate them into their group.

The wolves with the least fear of humans and which, in addition,

enhanced those behavioral traits that favored greater tolerance

by humans, would have a high probability of survival despite

being the least fit to do so. Does this remind us of anything? A

process analogous to that of australopithecines who used

natural behavioral traits to fool the ecosystem by creating

simulations. And that's exactly what wolves did: virtually adapt.
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But what did they do in particular? What were the traits they

used to create "human" simulations?

Some of these traits do not depend on the will of the wolves.

For example, the infantile and, therefore, more inoffensive

physical appearance that has guided the bulk of their

anatomical evolution to the wolf-puppy appearance that dogs

have. Or the anatomical elements related to the strength and

depth of the bite, teeth, jaw, musculature and cranial anchors

of the bite. The dog's jaw and teeth, smaller than those of

wolves, are primarily a consequence of a lesser need to hunt,

firstly because they consume carrion, especially offal such as

skin, intestines and fine bones that are difficult for humans to

use, and also because when they accompanied man on hunts,

their work was reduced to that which still persists in our dogs:

tracking prey, chasing and cornering, relegating their

participation in the death of the animal to a secondary role,

given that humans, with their weapons, were capable of killing

the prey with less risk and greater efficiency once cornered.
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With this type of anatomo-functional traits, something similar to

the biological evolution of humans, strongly conditioned by their

virtual evolution, has happened with wolves turned into dogs.

There is an indirect or, if you will, a Lamarckian-Darwinian

(pardon the pun) relationship between "humanization" of the

wolf and anatomical evolution, although not so much

physiological. But there is another type of trait that was more

within their reach: behavior.

The wolves that began to live near the Cro-Magnon camps must

have accepted humans as their leaders. Otherwise, they would

never have been able to integrate into the human pack, but

would have remained, at best, a symbiotic species in the same

style as, for example, cats. So much so that acceptance and

inclusion in the human hierarchy remains an essential trait of

dogs.

A dog that does not accept hierarchy and revolts against its

human superiors is treated in exactly the same way as those

Paleolithic wolves that did not accept human dominance:

expulsion or death. Everything fits perfectly if we remember
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that the wolves that tried to approach humans in order to

survive must have been small and weak packs or solitary

individuals. And those that achieved a greater integration were

the ones with a more submissive and reliable character. But the

wolves that began the path of humanization to today's dogs

must have enhanced another trait already present in their

character and which is very familiar to us: Loyalty.

Just as they would not allow it in the case of non-loyal and

therefore unreliable conspecifics, no human would allow

unreliable animals to have children or other defenseless

members of the group within their reach. Disloyal humans and

wolves were expelled or exterminated. But loyalty is not only

about being trustworthy; in both human and wolf groups,

empathy and affection are of decisive importance.

Wolves, dogs and humans share the ability to recognize the

mood of their fellows and guess their intentions. But, especially

in the case of dogs, this empathy is interspecific. Dogs

recognize the state of mind of humans, which favors an

affective communication between both species as intense as the
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one we can observe in modern societies, where the dog is no

longer so necessary for defense or hunting but for "simple"

companionship. To such an extent that a reciprocal affective

relationship has been cemented that the gaze between dogs

and humans mutually increases the levels of the so-called love

hormone, oxytocin, just as when this gaze occurs between

humans in a positive emotional environment, as in the case of

parents and children or couples in love. Something that,

however, does not occur between wolves and their caretakers.

Another trait that wolves brought into play to develop the

humanization process that has led them to the construction of

the technosystem in which they live as dogs, that is, humanized

wolves, is communication. Dogs, like wolves, are able to

understand non-verbal communication from a simple look.

Something perfect for coordinating during the hunt quickly,

silently and without mistakes. The same type of non-verbal

communication, predominantly visual, of the Neanderthals. But

wolves, later dogs, also learned to communicate with humans

through verbal communication. Dogs are able to discern not
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only words but meaningful sentences without the need for a

physical context. They do not need to understand human

language to be accompanied by gestures or intonations, but

understand human language itself.

Dogs are, for all intents and purposes, a human race. Or,

if you will, the second species of the virtual universe:

Canis simulator.

The humanization of wolves was supported by a highly

developed intelligence. However, in the course of the evolution

from wolf to dog, a paradox occurred: the brain of wolves is

larger than that of dogs. This should not surprise us too much,

however, since it is a process similar to the one we humans

have been following since the beginning of the Neolithic.

The first dogs only had to worry about staying within the

powerful human technosystem and they only needed an

encephalon capable of maintaining that minimum level of

virtualization that would allow them to survive protected within

it. An encephalon specialized in connecting with humans and
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little else. But the intelligence of dogs has not only been

absolutely diminished in relation to their ancestors, but, and this

is the determining factor, it has a mode of operation designed to

keep its technosystem anchored to ours.

The intelligence of dogs is specialized in learning patterns and

following them, in contrast to the intelligence of wolves, which

is more open and focused on detecting changes in the

environment and adapting creatively to them. And this

peculiarity of learning patterns and following them is what later

allowed the domestication of the dog, which, as such, never

took place in the Paleolithic.

The Paleolithic dog lived with man not as a domestic

animal but as a "family" animal.

The way of acquiring information and using it to adapt to

changes in the environment is very different in the two species.

Wolves have a greater capacity to learn by imitation and

observation, as well as by spontaneous discovery. They develop

strategies and solutions that require some understanding of the
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problem and, in general, are faster and more adaptable to

changes in the environment than dogs. On the other hand, their

predatory nature, in addition to giving them greater intelligence,

makes them much more persistent than dogs. In short, they

have a less rigid, more autonomous and, in a certain sense,

reasoning intelligence. It is an intelligence that we could

characterize as "situational", very useful to fend for themselves,

but with the disadvantage of making them less trainable.

Dogs have adapted their intelligence to the needs of the

technosystem in which they live and are, therefore, more apt

for training, that is, to adapt to the needs and tastes of humans,

so they have a greater predisposition to acquire information

through operant learning techniques and classical conditioning.

They learn behavioral patterns that they execute automatically

without paying as much attention to the environment or to

novelties, as wolves do. Their mind is more stereotyped and

less perceptive than that of wolves, which implies a mental

attitude that makes them very easily manipulated.
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In absolute terms, chimpanzees and bonobos are more

intelligent than dogs and more biologically similar to us, even

from the point of view of phylogenetically preprogrammed

behavior. However, as of today, dogs are more humanized. They

have a smaller encephalon than wolves... because they take

advantage of human computers, those hypertrophied

encephalons, to keep themselves safe in a technosystem of

their own thanks to an intelligence specialized in that simulating

function: to look like four-legged humans.

Dogs are the result of an evolutionary process guided not by

anatomical and physiological changes but by a true

virtualization process by which wolves came to behave like

virtual humans, making decontextualized, i.e., simulated, use of

traits that were present in their own behavioral repertoire, the

anatomical and physiological changes being guided by that

virtualization process. Just as australopithecines staged a farce

to look like virtual lions or buffaloes and thus survive through

virtual adaptation in a technosystem that imposed itself on the

ecosystem, wolves staged a farce to look like virtual humans
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and survive safely in an ecosystem for which they gradually

became more maladapted. And they did it by building a real

technosystem: the "dog" technosystem.



149

Homosexuality

If strongly civilized societies, with few but notable

exceptions such as ancient Egypt or Sumeria, at best limited

homosexuality to a role of amusement tolerated only in certain

situations and settings, Paleolithic European societies not only

tolerated homosexuality but incorporated it into their cultural

heritage in a much more profound way than, after the invasion

of Neolithic morality that Europe suffered, we are willing to

acknowledge.

In the analysis of the role that homosexuality played in Cro-

Magnon societies and the heritage that has persisted to the

present day, we must distinguish, for simple didactic interest,

three fundamental aspects: the group defense function, the

purely sexual and the warrior loyalty.

The hunter-gatherer way of life entails separation from the

group during extended periods when the men are engaged in
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their hunting expeditions and women, children and helpless

members must remain "alone" in camp.

I have put "alone" in quotation marks because Cro-Magnon

women, without reaching the limits of Neanderthals, had a

much more active role than we can imagine today in the

defense of the group and the search for sustenance. But we

cannot ignore the fact that, even though they were very

capable, there were two disadvantages that made them and the

rest of the group that had been left in their care potentially

vulnerable to attack by predators and, especially, by other

human groups. The first disadvantage was that, unlike the

hunting parties, they bore the burden of the most helpless

members of the group. The second, obviously, is their lesser

physical corpulence, something we should not magnify, but

neither should we underestimate.

The men did not have to take care of anyone during their long

hunting days but, in addition, they had the help of dogs. We

can think that they would also leave dogs helping in the defense

of the camp but, first, they were a very expensive resource to
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maintain that was only profitable if, in addition to other

functions, they helped to obtain food and, second, they could

be effective in repelling predators but would not be of much use

in the case of an attack by humans. And not only that, but,

going deeper into the humanization of the dogs, the specimens

that would remain in the base camp would be the least suitable

for hunting: specimens, old dogs and females with their

offspring. Exactly the same as humans.

Homosexuals in the Cro-Magnon world were not only tolerated

but respected by the rest of the group, including heterosexual

males. They did not pose a danger to the paternity of the latter,

they had the corpulence of men, they did not suffer

psychologically from "being relegated to the role of females" by

remaining in the camp, they were able to maintain coexistence

thanks to a sensitivity closer to that of women, as well as to

care for children and the disabled and to help in the tasks of

gathering and small game hunting.

But there is another aspect of homosexuality that underlies

deeply in the ancestral European character and that has been
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foolishly undervalued. Prolonged hunting expeditions forged a

close camaraderie among Cro-Magnon males. An intense

emotional bond which, together with the sexual need, led the

hunting groups to incorporate a certain degree of more or less

veiled or sublimated homosexuality. And, more importantly, it

was not only or predominantly about physical sexual activity but

about very deep emotional bonds. Something that in such a

harsh and stressful environment is decisive in maintaining the

cohesion of the group and its ability to survive successfully. In a

way, it was an equivalent of Neanderthal emotional sociability in

a very similar context: smaller groups limited only to adult

males, subjected to very harsh and dangerous conditions such

as hunting.

In fact, homosexuality in all its physical degrees, as well as

sublimated and restricted to the emotional sphere, is a trait that

accompanies the descendants of the Cro-Magnons in the

military sphere, which is the most similar to what those hunting

expeditions entailed. The combative efficiency, exemplified in an

extraordinary way by the sacred battalion of Thebes, composed
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of pairs of male lovers, is present in a sublimated form in the

military comradeship that all European armies foster up to the

present day.
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Woman

Loyalty-dissidence, the wolf-human alliance, art,

homosexuality... The free and loyal woman like men.

Among Neanderthals, the division of labor by sex was very

limited, being practically reduced to certain instrumental or

technological tasks. This can be seen in the differential patterns

of dental wear between men and women. This is very

enlightening, given that the mouth functioned as a third hand

for Neanderthals.

The small size of Neanderthal groups and their way of life

meant that differences in roles due to sex or age were minimal

and, thus, both women and young individuals of both sexes had

an active participation in tasks that, among sapiens, were

almost entirely reserved for men. The main one was hunting,

although this egalitarianism of women and young individuals of

both sexes was also to be extended to the defense of the group

against predators or attacks by other humans. An equality that,
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although to a lesser extent, we also find in Cro-Magnon

societies.

A strong and capable woman does not become a burden to the

group but increases the competitiveness of the group.

Paleolithic groups, especially if they live in harsh conditions such

as those of glacial Europe, cannot afford the luxury of having

submissive and docile women, under the orders and protection

of men. First, because all hands are few, and second, because

they will remain alone for long periods of time. Therefore, they

must enjoy a social status at least close to that of men.

But there is another reason for this high equality between the

sexes in the Paleolithic world in general and in the Cro-Magnon

world in particular. Paleolithic women have more leisure time

than the laborious Neolithic women, so they can spend that

time doing what predators do: satisfying their curiosity,

exploring the immediate environment, discovering new

resources and strategies for exploitation. In short, innovating.

And for that, again, it is necessary to respect their individual

freedom, something impossible without a minimum of social
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equality, because there is no innovation if there is no right to

dissent. And there is no right to dissent if there is no social

equality. If in tasks requiring more physical strength and

violence men have a certain advantage, when it comes to

innovation, women are at least at the same level as men.

In this regard, it is extraordinarily revealing that female

chimpanzees are more innovative than males. In places like

Fongoli, it is the females who have mastered the technique of

hunting with spears by which they kill bats hidden in holes in

trees, while the males continue to use the common technique of

hunting with their hands. Not only that, but they are able to

actively teach their young the proper techniques for making

spears and hunting with them. It so happens that the place

where these females live, Fongoli, is drier and more deforested

than the chimpanzees' natural habitat. A common circumstance

with the Cro-Magnon women of glacial Europe who, because

they lived in a harsher environment than other sapiens women,

had the need to be more self-sufficient, innovative and free

than the rest of the Paleolithic sapiens women and, of course,
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much more than the Neolithic ones. And that is, precisely, the

best criterion to know to what extent we are in a society of

"ancestral Europeans": That there are ancestral Europeans.
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Epipaleolithic

Man, from the beginning, whether or not in the

australopithecines, becomes a virtual being distinct from his role

as a biological animal, being able to transform himself into the

equivalent of a herbivore that defends itself in a herd, an

aquatic animal, a scavenger or a predator. It builds claws, fangs,

powerful limbs (sticks)... or virtual skins that protect it from the

cold. It designs simulated behaviors, roles or theatrical roles

that have a definite effect not so much to adapt to hostile

ecosystems for its anatomy, physiology and ethology, but to

avoid having to do so and escape the survival conditions

imposed by the ecosystem. Man deceives the biological

environment by effectively disguising himself as that which he is

not biologically speaking. A simulation that acts on the actor, on

himself, but hardly on the stage.

When humans take refuge in caves or in the water, they are not

altering the biological scenario into a technological one. They
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are simply transforming themselves into bears or

hippopotamuses. But when they build a house, however

elementary it may be, they are modifying that scenario.

There is a moment when its virtual role as a predator triggers

changes in the ecosystem capable of causing from simple

decreases in the number of individuals of the species present to

more or less intense and extensive extinctions. But this is an

indirect influence, a collateral effect of the change of humans

transformed into large predators. A transformation of the

ecosystem caused by the action of human beings on themselves.

And this is so until the Neolithic. Because, at that time, the

virtual transformation takes place directly on the environment,

on the scenario itself, and not only on the actors.

Neolithic man lives in a "fertile savannah without dry periods

and scarcity" created virtually by means of irrigated agriculture.

An ever lush prairie where clumsy herbivores graze, unable to

escape or defend themselves, and where they no longer need

the corpulence of the great predator they once were. And this

already implies a direct action on the scenario itself, which will
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only be possible thanks to the virtual construction of a new

human species, without which it would not be possible to

modify the ecosystem by creating artificial climatic conditions.

Anthropogenic climate change was invented with

irrigated agriculture, and consists of reproducing a

warming equivalent, with higher humidity and CO2.

But what we understand as the Neolithic revolution did not

begin in the Neolithic, nor is it a consequence of the discovery

and development of agriculture. The real driving force that

initiated the era in which we still find ourselves is

overpopulation or, more precisely, the imbalance between

human population and the ecosystem's capacity to sustain it. An

imbalance that began much earlier than we have been

assuming, caused by a mechanism that is also different from

what we thought: the grazing of wild herds.

Increasing anthropological and genetic evidence indicates that

the increase in human population preceded and, as far as is

known, was the cause and not the effect of agriculture and
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animal husbandry. Population increases preceded the

establishment of conventional pastoralism and agriculture, with

the groups that increased population the most eventually

drifting to conventional agriculture and livestock and not the

other way around. Therefore, we must find out what these

groups did before they had the Neolithic way of feeding to

increase their population. And to answer that question we have

two possibilities. One is that they simply had the good fortune

to inhabit territories where there was a special enrichment of

resources thanks to the warming at the end of the glaciation.

The other is that they began to do something that allowed them

to increase the population even beyond what the new and

fertile ecosystem was able to support. In other words, they

created an overexploitative technosystem. And the latter

is what seems to have happened.

What the studies on population increase indicate is that already

in the Paleolithic there was a differential behavior that led some

human groups to build technosystems that allowed the increase

of the population beyond what the hunter-gatherer mode was



162

able to support. We must, therefore, inquire into those patterns

of "technification" that made the difference.

The mere availability of territories rich in resources or favored

by climatic changes is not, by itself, sufficient reason for the

fortunate human groups that inhabited them to turn population

increase into a trend that would eventually lead to the

emergence of agriculture and livestock farming. Because for this

to happen there had to be strong pressure for a sustained

increase in population to create a break in stability that would

push for further virtualization. The possession of resource-rich

territories must be accompanied by a loss of stability that places

humans before the need for increased artificiality. And that, as

we have seen, until the end of the Paleolithic, was the exclusive

domain of climatic crises.

The Epipaleolithic, from the point of view that interests us,

begins when the population bubble arises in human groups that

would lead them to the adoption of conventional livestock and

agriculture. And it is there, in that nuance of conventional

cattle raising, where we must look for the essence of the
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Epipaleolithic and the beginning of the great revolution that

later gave rise to the Neolithic and, finally, to what we call

"Civilization".
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Hunter-shepherds

As could not be otherwise, the population of predators is

closely related to the food resources available to them. In the

best hunting territories, groups of hunters are more numerous,

healthier and stronger, which results in their ability to occupy

and maintain those territories and, eventually, to occupy

neighboring ones.

Groups of human hunters, like all predators, occupy and defend

the best territories they can get in order to protect their food

resources, something that, to a greater extent than we imagine,

requires a repertoire of behaviors very similar to herding. But it

is from the end of the glaciation when these primitive behaviors

of herding wild species, which were analogous, in turn, to a

large part of the repertoire of skills necessary for hunting those

same species, took on a prominence that would become

decisive for the construction of the current technosystem in

which we still live: the Neolithic.
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Humans protected their prey just as shepherds protect

their flocks. In every hunter there is already a potential

shepherd. And, also, an ecologist.

The protection of hunting resources as proto-animal husbandry

responds to a pattern repeated in our history: climatic crises

that profoundly alter the environment causing a biological

maladaptation that is overcome thanks to the construction of a

technosystem through the "out-of-context" use of behaviors and

skills present in the human repertoire. Such was the case of the

australopithecines or their ancestors, Homo habilis-rudolfensis,

ergaster-erectus and also the first Cro-Magnons who invaded

the most inhospitable areas of glacial Eurasia. Surprisingly,

however, the climatic change that precipitated the creation of

this new hunter-gatherer technosystem was not caused by a

worsening of conditions towards cooling and greater dryness,

but quite the opposite.

The great revolution that would lead to the Neolithic was

caused by what we could call the Holocene paradox, in the

sense that it was not a worsening of environmental conditions
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that forced the creation of a more powerful and complex

technosystem, but rather that, with the end of the ice age,

some human groups had to innovate to adapt virtually to a

warmer, lusher and richer environment for which their "glacial"

technosystem was useless.

When everything improved thanks to more heat, more

humidity, more CO2 and more plant development, the

prodigious Cro-Magnon technosystem became

"outdated".

Old? This is new.

The beginning of the Holocene has been considered from the

end of the Younger Dryas, an event that lasted about 1300

years and interrupted the melting process that began about

14,500 years ago. At the end of the Younger Dryas,

temperatures began an abrupt rise that culminated in the

Holocene Climatic Optimum, a period from 9000 BP to 5000 BP

when global mean temperatures were higher than today.

However, it is about 15,000 years ago when the ice began to
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melt, ocean levels began to rise and the glacial megafauna

began to migrate northward, while a lighter fauna began to

populate the areas that were becoming dotted with forests and

grasslands.

Some human groups followed the herds of large herbivores on

their journey north. But others were "trapped" in the new

ecosystems populated by a fauna dominated by caprids, sheep

and bovids. And it is in this new scenario that the Paleolithic

hunter-gatherers had to modify their predatory patterns in order

to exploit the new and exuberant resources to the maximum.

How? Through what today we would call sustainable hunting:

controlling, caring for and defending the herds of herbivores.

A new technosystem, the hunter-shepherd, which requires

circumscribing itself to the territory of the herds, abandoning

seasonal nomadism and adopting a localized nomadism that

makes it possible to watch over them and control their

wandering through the forests and pastures of the group

territory, now defined by the natural space of these herds,

which they had to protect from predators and other human
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groups. And this is where the dog acquires a new role perfectly

coordinated with the changes in the human technosystem. For

without the dog, the construction of the hunter-herder

technosystem would not have been possible. And this fact puts

us on the track of when the change took place.

The two periods in which most fossil remains of dogs have been

found are the last glacial maximum, between 28,500 and

21,000 years ago, and, especially, the "early Holocene",

between 16,000 and 11,000 years ago. The first period is

representative of everything we have said about the association

between the wolf-dog and the Paleolithic hunter faced with

large open spaces in which he had to hunt prey such as

reindeer or mammoths. In the second period, coinciding with a

climatic change that moved the glacial megafauna northward,

the massive presence of dogs can only be understood by their

use in the herding of wild herds.

Another datum to establish 15,000 BP as a key date in the

construction of the hunter-herder technosystem is that around

that time the house mouse established a solid commensal
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relationship with humans, displacing the wild mouse. Since

there is a high correlation between human sedentarism and the

replacement of the wild mouse by the domestic mouse, and the

proliferation of the latter is in consonance with that of humans,

the data indicate that human groups began to reduce their

nomadism and increase their population around 15,000 years

ago.

But this incipient grazing had to observe an added precaution.

The easiest individuals to hunt were precisely those most

important for procreation and the maintenance of the grazed

prey population: the young. It was crucial, if this food source

was to be kept constant, to avoid the death of calves and fertile

females. Something that will have a decisive significance insofar

as the infantile traits of the animals will protect them from an

early death, allowing them to reproduce more successfully than

those that seemed prematurely mature or old. The neoteny

induced in the herd-flock by the criteria of sustainable hunting

is at the basis of domestication, since the infantile physical traits

are transmitted in the same genetic package as the infantile
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behavioral traits, which we can summarize, for practical

purposes, as a greater docility and attachment to the protective

figures, in this case humans.

The groups that adopted the hunter-gatherer technosystem

were able to maintain a higher population density over time,

regardless of climatic vicissitudes, than those that continued

with the classical hunter-gatherer technosystem. In exchange,

they had to abandon their wide-ranging seasonal nomadism and

reduce it to a nomadism localized in the territory of the herds

they were able to graze, which had a collateral effect.

Everything indicates that the sedentary lifestyle is the main

factor that correlates with the increase in population that would

later lead to a Neolithic way of life. A population increase that

was possible thanks to protopastoralism and that became a

decisive factor in defending the territories and the herds settled

in them against other human groups.

The hunter-herder technosystem allowed and prioritized an

"excess" population in relation to the traditional hunter-gatherer
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model by exploiting the environment beyond its "natural"

possibilities. This direct exploitation of the environment was

based on converting herds of herbivores into protoherds. But to

achieve this overexploitation, it was essential to generate an

excess population capable of protecting the territories

associated with the herds of animals ... and plants. A vicious

circle that acted as an equivalent of a climatic crisis

superimposed on the climatic bonanza of the early Holocene,

prior to the Younger Dryas.

Man was a shepherd before he was a farmer. Shepherd

of animals and plants.

The good lands for the herds of hunter-herders had to be also

good lands for the development of the plants on which the

herbivores fed. Therefore, the preferred settlements in localized

nomadism would not be the areas rich in the plant foods most

suitable for human consumption, but those where the food for

their herds-herds was abundant, herbaceous and shrubby

plants less digestible and more difficult to process.
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The traditional diet of plant products in the Paleolithic was

dominated by seasonal fruits, tubers, roots, mushrooms,

vegetables and, to a lesser extent, legumes and seeds. Being

confined to territories favorable for feeding non-migratory

herbivores, this diet had to adapt to the new habitat, which also

acted as an equivalent of climate change to which they had to

adapt virtually by means of new elements in the technosystem

that would allow them to take maximum advantage of the food

resources of these "goat, sheep and cattle" areas.

The hunter-herders' territories, delimited by the movements of

their protected herds, were also the natural space of the new

"vegetable herds", for whose use they had to create a

technology similar to that of animal grazing. With one

peculiarity: they themselves could not become competitors of

their herds. Solution? To consume only those parts of the plants

that they were able to assimilate: the seeds.

Proto-agriculture began as vegetable livestock farming.
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The consumption of cereal seeds had analogous and

complementary advantages to grazing. They provided a food

stability capable of maintaining high population densities

relatively safe from times of scarcity thanks to the easy

conservation and storage of grains and, in addition, the

selective consumption of seeds allowed leaving at the disposal

of herds the indigestible part for humans, the straw, which

served as "bait" to keep those herds close to them, especially

the most docile specimens.

To make the most of the new plant resources, it became

necessary to care for, protect and promote the reproduction of

herbal herds in a manner analogous to that of animal herds.

Humans, especially women, were recycled as gatherer-herders

who took care of the plant species of their interest and

defended them from other humans and plant predators: weeds.

This "plant grazing" activity was, at the beginning,

complementary to the main source of caloric intake, hunting.

But as circumstances increased the rupture of stability, they

incorporated into their incipient gatherer-pastoralist
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technosystem methods to favor fertility and, therefore, the

increase of their vegetable herds, exactly as they did with their

animal herds.

The more people, the larger the animal and plant herds and the

better protected the territory. The excess population meant the

difference between adapting virtually or not. An excess that, in

turn, needed to be fed by a constant increase in population and

that became the equivalent of the climatic crisis that has

accompanied us to this day: the population bubble.
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Demographic explosion

About 14,700 years ago, an increase in temperatures of

10 to 15 degrees occurred in a matter of decades. Later, at the

onset of the Younger Dryas, about 12,800 years ago, a cooling

of 5 to 9 degrees occurred within a matter of decades. The end

of this cooling period about 11,600 years ago raised

temperatures by 8 to 11 degrees, starting the Holocene period

in which we are still characterized by a warm and humid climate

and, consequently, high CO2 levels, all of which resulted in a

great development of plant and animal resources. Nothing

alarming if we compare it with the prolonged glacial stage with

cold and dry climate and the consequent reduction of CO2 and

plant development.

The sudden abundance of resources and changes in the

ecosystem of large areas of Europe and Asia led to a rupture of

stability, which in turn led to changes in the hunter-gatherer

technosystem, determining the scenario of the epipaleolithic
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revolution. But these changes brought with them a secondary

effect that became the equivalent of a climatic crisis: the

human demographic bomb.

To understand how the vicious feedback loop is generated in

which population growth is both the problem and the solution,

we must analyze as simply as possible the population bubble

mechanism that begins in the Epipaleolithic and reaches its

peak in the Neolithic.

The predator/prey ratio is not fixed, but depends on a series of

circumstances related mainly to the corpulence of the

individuals, the size of the groups and their hunting style. A

group of lions is much more sensitive to prey scarcity in order to

survive because they need a large individual caloric intake.

However, wolves or, even more so, wild dogs are less sensitive

to scarcity because they need fewer individual calories.

Wolves can maintain a functional group, capable of hunting,

reproducing effectively and protecting their territory under

conditions of greater prey scarcity than lions. Where, for
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example, 7 wolves can survive, only 3 lions will survive, with the

difference that these will no longer be able to sustain a viable

group.

More numerous predatory groups have a competitive advantage

over less numerous ones for the same predator/prey ratio. And

all other things being equal, those that achieve a better ratio

between the number of individuals and the total resource needs

of the group will also have an advantage.

Increasing the population without increasing the total food

resource requirements is a successful strategy that already

worked in the process of hybridization-competition between

Neanderthals and Sapiens.

An excess population is advantageous if it serves to conquer

new territories and/or expand and intensify resource extraction.

But to achieve this, the undesirable side effects of any excess

must be properly managed.

If we restrict the total caloric needs of the group, we can

further increase the number of individuals and thus exploit and
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defend a larger territory, which in turn allows us to further

increase the size of the group. And if that caloric restriction is

applied to individuals that are not decisive for territorial

competition, we will have even more advantage. These are the

two keys to the epipaleolithic demographic bomb that will take

us to the Neolithic: the greater weight of group size for survival

in conditions of high demographic density and territorial conflict

and the trick of increasing the population through selective

restriction of the total caloric needs of the group applied only to

the least decisive individuals.

Livestock sustainability seeks the overexploitation of the

environment, that is, that there are more goats than would exist

under normal conditions. An overexploitation that until recently

was considered as something "natural", but that, however,

caused from the beginning some changes in the ecosystem

alien to the biological dynamics, which had (and have) a cost in

the form of side effects that can only be managed (postponed,

not solved) by increasing the artificiality of the technosystem.
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Overexploitation allows an excess that becomes an advantage

but, at the same time, it entails a secondary effect that must be

neutralized or, if we want to express it more precisely,

postponed. An excess that, in the case of the epipaleolithic

revolution, does not consist in modifying the environment to

optimize it by means of "artificial luck" as in the Neolithic, but in

having more people than the environment can sustain.

Something only possible by "pretending" that part of those

people are not in fact fully human. Because only if you convert

that population surplus into non-humans, then, there are no

humans left over. But what can you convert the surplus humans

into in a hunter-pastoralist technosystem? There is only one

possibility: Livestock. Human livestock.

In a hunter-herder technosystem there can only be

herders (human) or cattle (human).

Larger groups without the cost in terms of predator/prey ratio

higher than bearable by converting a part of the excess humans

into livestock resources. Thus, the same territory can support

more real humans that form a larger group of predators than its
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neighbors who have not been able to increase the resources of

their territory by manufacturing virtual human livestock.

With this trick, an excess is achieved with which an advantage

is obtained in terms of territorial competitiveness within the

scenario of increasing population density that this same excess

generates. But, in such conditions, the excess will only be

advantageous if it does not stop increasing. And that is the

driving force behind the population bubble. A spiral of success

in exceeding the population that leads to a higher population

density and, therefore, to the need to increase this excess again

so as not to cease to be competitive. A success only possible if

the population bubble does not burst thanks to maintaining the

predator/prey ratio by converting humans into another virtual

species that behaves and consumes the resources of the

protected herds.

This is how the overexploitation of the environment and human

exploitation have been inexorably and successfully combined up

to the present day. But this ingenious simulator procedure

presents an additional problem: human livestock farming is not
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sustainable. This generates and maintains the equivalent of a

climate crisis. We generate an excess population to which it is

only possible to respond with more population. And this has led

to a ponzi scheme that we can see exemplified in an

extraordinarily clear way, for example, in the public pension

system.

The hunter-shepherd technosystem initiated a population

bubble that postponed its bursting by converting predatory

humans into a virtual species of non-predatory humans: the

"Homo ceres".

And this bubble, which is about to burst, this ponzi scheme, this

pyramid scheme, is the essence of what we call "Civilization",

which is nothing but the final phase of the Neolithic.
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Neolithic

The hunter-herder of animals and plants became an

intensive farmer, thus bringing to fruition the great change that

had been brewing for many millennia: cereals became

humanized and humans became cerealized.

Man is shepherded by man, so that not two social classes, but

two cultural, virtual species emerge. One, the herding predators.

The other, the domesticated humans. An apparently perfect

solution that allows us to circumvent the population control

mechanisms to which as predators we had been subjected, but

which carries a high price: domesticated humans become a

plague promoted by the greed of farmers to increase their

herds.

Our world, our way of life, our economic system is based on a

population bubble that is about to burst, putting an end to

12,000 years of Neolithic life. The epipaleolithic revolution
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based on an equivalent of a climate crisis that feeds back on

itself cannot be sustained indefinitely and, in the end, the

consequences of the overexploitation of the global ecosystem

due to human overpopulation will be paid for by humans,

especially human livestock, in the form of a population

reduction that will be more or less brutal depending on whether

we understand that our problem is not the side effects of a high

quality of life, but overpopulation.
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Villageism

Perhaps the most decisive difference between the

Neolithic and the other two great technosystems, the Paleolithic

(scavenger-gatherer and, later, hunter-gatherer) and the

Epipaleolithic (hunter-gatherer) is the brutal increase in the

population bubble associated with sedentary life and an

overexploitation characterized by the modification of the

ecosystem itself and not simply of humans.

Sedentarization occurred in response to a classic break in

stability caused by a typical climatic crisis and not by an

increase in temperature and humidity, as occurred in the

Epipaleolithic. Between 12900 and 11000 years ago, the

Younger Dryas was characterized by a sharp global drop in

temperature that led extensive areas of Southwest Asia,

especially in what we call the Fertile Crescent, to severe

desiccation, forcing human groups highly dependent on

extensive proto-agriculture and hunting-grazing to take refuge



185

in oasis areas where the availability of water allowed intensive

irrigated agriculture that, in turn, forced a sedentary life in

villages or permanent shelters.

The village, and with it the Neolithic, involves the construction

of an artificial topography that remodels the entire landscape,

establishing not only geographical features such as the buildings

themselves, which we could understand from the Paleolithic

conception as a conglomerate of caves around which a rocky

barrier of stones or sticks was erected, but artificial landscapes

of fertile meadows abundant in plant food, maintained by a

microclimate also artificial through irrigation and enhanced

productivity thanks to the assisted reproduction of the "herds of

plants". The village was not only a set of permanent buildings,

but an artificial territory in which the topography, climate and

animal species, including humans, were altered. An artificial

territory that would only expand in proportion to the increase of

the village itself, this proportionality being one of the

characteristics of the evolution of the Neolithic.
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It is not agriculture as such, but the sedentary version

of it, intensive and irrigated, that marks the beginning

of the Neolithic.

The origin of agriculture must be sought much earlier than is

commonly accepted. But we must not only modify this idea, but

also the causal relationship established between the

development of agriculture and the increase in population,

because, although greater food production is capable of

supporting a greater population density, the beginning of the

increase in population, as we have seen, is prior to the

development of agriculture.

Recent genetic studies have shown that the first societies to

develop agriculture were those that had experienced a powerful

increase in population in Paleolithic and Mesolithic times. And

that this increase was greater in societies that were later

predominantly agricultural than in those that remained

dedicated to pastoralism or, moreover, remained in a hunting-

gathering economy.
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The increase in population is prior to and forms a nuclear part

of the causes that lead to the development of agriculture and

not the other way around. This is of transcendental importance

because the essence of the Neolithic is not an economic system

based on agriculture and livestock, not even in the development

of what today we call civilization, but in the demographic bubble

that triggers the population density in sedentary conditions.

The Neolithic arose when the hunter-pastoralist technosystem,

faced with a climatic crisis of cold and dryness, had to adapt

virtually to its intrinsic and artificial equivalent of climatic crisis,

the population bubble, promoting a technological development

that would allow the accelerated increase of this bubble through

a greater overexploitation of the ecosystem.

The Neolithic responds to the unsustainable increase in

population by creating an unsustainable overexploitation of the

ecosystem thanks to a technological development specifically

designed for that overexploitation. In a way, we can understand

this unsustainable overexploitation as an environmental

equivalent of the Law of Most Favorable Maladaptation.
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The breakdown of stability caused by overpopulation can only

be solved by increasing the transformation of the human

population into a virtual species that behaves, controls itself and

feeds like real domesticated animals. Herbivorous humans like

sheep or omnivorous humans like pigs. And to achieve this it is

essential to artificially construct fertile pasture fields to feed the

human livestock.

The problem is that the rupture of the stability generated by the

overexploitation of the ecosystem cannot be postponed

indefinitely. This is not only because physical space has

insurmountable limits, but also because of the global

deterioration generated by the overexploitation of ecosystems

and, especially, as we shall see below, because of the

technological development itself, which permits this

overexploitation and even minimizes environmental

deterioration. The technology developed to sustain the

population bubble and the neolithic technosystem as a whole

will become, in itself, the great rupture of stability that
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precipitates the transition, in which we now find ourselves,

towards a new technosystem: the Cyberlithic.

Epipaleolithic pastoral-harvesting was limited to the care of wild

plantations as if they were herds of vegetables, so that the

main or practically the only work consisted of freeing the edible

plants, mainly cereals, from their competitors, the weeds. But,

as the climate became drier, horticultural farms were created to

intensify production by means of assisted reproduction, artificial

sowing of seeds and the construction of artificial microclimates,

the main factor of which was irrigation.

Intensive agriculture, whether irrigated (artificial oasis

conditions) or rainfed (monoculture in natural oasis conditions),

gave rise to the Neolithic. But both began in the Epipaleolithic

thanks to the enormous leap in simulation that involved the

creation of a new human species: Homo ceres.
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Femina ceres

Until the arrival of the early Neolithic, the "familiarized"

species of dog, which possesses complex traits of interaction

with humans both from the point of view of communication for

coordinated action in hunting, herding and defense, as well as

affective bonding, was clearly differentiated from domestic

animals.

The process followed by dogs to "domesticate" humans by

behaving as "virtual four-legged humans" is different from the

process that humans later used to domesticate the "family dog"

into the new virtual species of "domestic dog". In the original

process, the dogs created a very rudimentary technosystem

that allowed them to adapt virtually by simulating a humanized

role. However, the subsequent process of domestication of the

dog followed the same patterns as the domestication of

livestock species. With some characteristics that make it similar

to the domestication of humans, as is the case of "training"
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intelligence, which is a simile or equivalent of herbivore reactive

intelligence.

In the process of their own domestication, humans underwent

the same anatomo-physiological and behavioral changes as

dogs. Their intelligence became more trainable, so that they

could be controlled by means of ideologies, beliefs and mental

automatisms inserted in a manner similar to computer viruses.

Obedience and submission were prioritized to the detriment of

dissidence and individuality and, just as in the case of dogs,

domestic humans suffered a reduction in body weight, muscle

mass, bone density and cranial capacity.

The Paleolithic hunter-gatherer way of life, especially in open

areas with low resource density or populated by migratory

megafauna, required long hunting periods in which men were

far from the camp and women had to organize their daily

existence, protect the group and complement their food supply

with gathering, fishing and, eventually, small game, which

allowed them a wide freedom while demanding great autonomy.
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In the Epipaleolithic, when the hunting territory was reduced,

men stayed longer in the camp, so that both the active role of

women and their social consideration diminished. A change of

role that would reach dramatic proportions with the beginning

of sedentary life, because the almost constant permanence of

men in the Neolithic village completely annulled the prominent

role of women, since men hardly had to move away from the

new artificial and miniature habitat of the village and its

agricultural territory.

And the same happened with dogs, which became simple

domestic animals as livestock breeding lost weight in favor of

agriculture and their function was reduced to that of simple

living alarms.

The process of human domestication begins with the

woman... and with the dog.

Anatomophysiological modifications to a certain extent, except

for the development of the encephalon, have accompanied our

virtual evolution towards an increasingly carnivorous and



193

predatory model. The hip, the shoulder, the greater relative

length of the lower limbs, a reduced digestive system ... and

little else.

There are anatomical and functional differences between men

and women mediated by hormones, which determine a series of

decisive factors for the exercise of physical strength, the use of

violence and aggressive competitiveness. But let us not forget

that a woman who is "motivated" and trained in the use of force

and violence becomes an equivalent of a man. If a woman does

not consider herself as a helpless and dependent being, but as

an animal of 65 kilos instead of the average 75 of males, things

change. Very much so. Because such a woman can kill you in

exactly the same way as a 65-kilogram male opponent can.

Neanderthal women defended themselves, attacked and hunted

like slightly less strong men. There was some division of labor,

but the skeletons of adult and adolescent females show signs of

violent trauma similar to those of males. The age distribution of

violent trauma shows that Neanderthals were involved in

dangerous activities earlier than Cro-Magnons, which is logical
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given that their groups were smaller in number and needed to

draw on most of their members. But the distribution of these

traumas according to sex is very similar between Neanderthals

and Cro-Magnons, indicating that the role of women was also

similar between the two groups and, in any case, much more

active than that of Neolithic women.

Cro-Magnon women, in spite of not having such a robust

constitution as Neanderthals, possessed an attitude and skills

that allowed them to take care of their offspring and the less

valid members of the group and to fend for themselves in tasks

such as gathering in open territories full of dangers, small game

hunting or fishing. With a difference that we must take into

account. During the long hunting seasons when men were

absent, the Cro-Magnon groups were reduced to a size very

similar to that of the Neanderthals, with the aggravating factor

that it was composed only of women, children and the elderly.

Cro-Magnon women could not afford to be weak because

circumstances forced them to feel and behave like men. But

suddenly, when those circumstances changed, coinciding with a



195

sharp increase in population, a lower infant mortality rate and

thus with more children to care for and with men almost

constantly present in the camp, women lost their old attitude

and skills and took on a new social role that would lead them to

become Fémina ceres, a domestic animal equivalent dedicated

to procreation, to monotonous tasks such as gathering,

especially cereals and legumes, and to food preparation,

behaving like a herbivore, eating like a herbivore, turned into a

simulation of a herbivore.

Women began to feel and think like herbivores and not

like the predators they were... and "really" are.

However, reproduction was the task that to a greater extent

deprived women of "their own time", without which it is

impossible to create a self-sufficiency similar to that of men.

The intervals between births in nomadic populations, both

hunters and herders, are longer than in sedentary populations

of farmers and herders, which affects the increase in population,

but also the role of women, who become functionally

handicapped, losing their role as active members of the group
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in everything that is not routine tasks such as caring for the

offspring or domestic chores limited to the village/city, if not to

the house and its immediate vicinity.

Paleolithic women, with a low maternal burden, since it was not

possible to raise many children at the same time, had not only

free time without males but also more free time without the

obligations of child care, and this allowed them to perform other

specialized tasks that not only required experience, skill and

strength but were decisive for the survival of the group as well

as for building a high level of self-confidence.

If we contemplate a Neolithic village we can see that the

behavior, attitude or reactions of women are very similar to

those of domestic animals and livestock, while men behave like

shepherds. It is very difficult to see a woman idle. Quite the

opposite of males. Both the domestication of women and the

population bubble begin with the hunter-pastoralist

technosystem in the epipaleolithic village-camps due to the

limitations of their own time and the greater presence of males.



197

But it is in the Neolithic village when this domestication is

brought to its fullness.

Neolithic women, subjected to a high maternal burden and to

the herbivorous tasks of foraging and pre-digestion (cooking),

saw their predatory leisure time disappear, transformed into

herbivorous rest time. A seemingly insignificant difference, but

one that is transcendental. The predator can afford long periods

of inactivity because its food has a high calorific value. A

herbivore must devote a lot of time to food because of its low

caloric value. Inactivity generates anxiety in herbivores.

Predatory leisure generates tranquility. The neolithic woman

must be industrious, discreet, submissive... and fertile. The

same qualities that are sought in domestic animals and that are

inculcated through training from infancy.

Signs of female domestication are found in epipaleolithic

populations in the form of a loss of status due to the more

continuous presence of males in the settlement, the higher birth

rate and time dedicated to breeding, the poorer diet and a

greater dedication to repetitive tasks related to the care of plant
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herds, gathering and domestic chores. But the great leap in

female domestication was made with irrigated or oasis

sedentism, a "sedentism of confinement" in which there is no

adjacent open or habitable territory. A territory enclosed by

physical features such as mountains, the uninhabitability of

permanent ice or desert, where caravans and camps are virtual

equivalents of mobile oases.

The sedentary lifestyle of confinement is, together with

herbivorous food and the chaining to repetitive and prolonged

tasks, a fundamental condition for the conversion of humans

into virtual pets. Sound familiar?

The Epipaleolithic laid the foundations of human domestication

insofar as the limits of the predator/prey relationship were

overcome by the trick of diminishing the predator factor by

inserting partially or completely non-predatory behaviors in a

part of the population, initially women. But it is in the village

Neolithic that this female racial conversion took place intensely

and massively thanks, above all, to the sedentarism of

confinement.
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Epipaleolithic women still retained part of their

"predatory dignity". Neolithic women lost it almost

completely.

Turning women into domestic animals was relatively easy under

the conditions of sedentarism and the population bubble. But to

do so with men required designing a sophisticated brainwashing

procedure that we call "civilization" and that gave way to the

urban Neolithic in which we still live.
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Urbanism

Humanity, from the beginning of the Neolithic period to

the present day, has been nourished predominantly by

agriculture. But this in no way means that the origin and

structure of our society are agricultural. On the contrary. We live

in a livestock-raising society in which a few shepherds control,

care for and live off their human herds dedicated primarily to

the production of plant foods. Neolithic society is a livestock

society, although the most frequent activity of human livestock

is agriculture or, in present times, the cultivation of non-food

products in the new farms called "factories".

We should not be deceived by the weight of agriculture

in human nutrition. Our civilization is governed by

livestock criteria.

The engine of our society is identical to that of a farm, where a

few men (and far fewer women) serve as farmers, while the

majority, especially in the undeveloped world, live like cattle,
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eating like cattle, acting and thinking like cattle and being

treated by the farmers as cattle to be tamed, controlled,

exploited and multiplied.

"Civilization" is synonymous with domestication and not

with technological, cultural and personal advancement.

Technological, cultural and personal advances are a function of

the domestication of humans. That is why "civilized" has not

brought us a greater degree of happiness. Civilized men and

women are not happier, or at least they are not happier because

they are civilized. The urbanization of the world would be

impossible without the urbanization of people, and neither

would it be possible without powerful mechanisms that alienate

the individual will. Only a standardized, collectivized mind can

guarantee civilization. And such a mind is incompatible with

maximum human happiness.

This is the world we live in: human farmers herding

human livestock.
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Homo ceres

Civilization begins at the moment when men become

Homo ceres, coinciding with the development of cities. But

where can we establish the subtle boundary between

villagization and urbanism? When does civilization emerge?

From the perspective of human evolution as a virtual species,

the significant changes must be established in what we have

called breaks in stability that are overcome by increasing

artificiality, creating more powerful and, generally, more

complex technosystems.

The population increase triggered by the development of

irrigated agriculture once the harsh conditions of the Younger

Dryas ended, led to a situation where it was no longer sufficient

to transform females into Homo ceres to keep the predator-prey

ratio within bearable limits, but it became necessary to add to

this species of domesticated humans an increasing percentage

of males.
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This is the criterion we will adopt to determine the transition

between the village Neolithic and the urban Neolithic. Another

thing is to establish the historical moment in which we find

males in a social situation equivalent to what we have defined

as a virtual species of Homo ceres. Because these traits are

easily identifiable in fully civilized societies, but it is not easy to

clearly identify that thin line as we go back in time.

What clearly distinguishes a village from a city?

When a certain number of individuals is exceeded, the

phylogenetic mechanisms that keep the group together fail,

initiating a series of conflicts that lead to a division of the group

or, as in this case, to the "elimination" of the remaining

individuals by converting them into Homo ceres.

What is the size at which a group remains cohesive because the

personal relationship of its members allows phylogenetic

mechanisms to function properly? Or, to put it another way, at

what population size do we stop seeing others as "our own" and,
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through a virtualization procedure, turn them into strangers,

outsiders, competing predators or enemies?

Wherever we find Homo ceres males, we can be sure that this

phylogenetic threshold has been crossed. But, as we have said,

it can be difficult to discover clear indications that in a society

there are males who behave and are treated by others as

domestic animals. And even if it is not a major issue, it would

not hurt to agree on a point that marks when human groups

break up or begin to transfer males into the virtual species

Homo ceres.

Dunbar's theory predicts that the size of a primate group is

limited by the number of personal relationships that an

individual can adequately maintain, and that this number

correlates with the size of the neocortex. This correlation

between neocortex and group size seems to be fulfilled and

determines a maximum (it would be better to say "optimal")

number for Homo sapiens groups of about 150 individuals,

which could be perfectly the average size of a Neolithic village
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and, therefore, a good criterion to establish the boundary

between village and city.

We can suppose that where this number was exceeded, civilized

mechanisms must have arisen to maintain the predator-prey

ratio not in the territory as a whole, as is achieved through the

conversion of women into Homo ceres, but in relation to the

cohesion of the group transformed into urbanites. Mechanisms

that would make it possible to maintain within the "Dunbar

ratio" not the total number of human males but that of Homo

predator. And there is only one way not to exceed Dunbar's

number: to convert the surplus males into cattle. In principle, all

those exceeding 150 individuals.

Does this mean that, for example, in the city of Ur there were

only about 150 Homo predator herding the rest of the

inhabitants? Well, it may not be so far-fetched. But, if we insist

on making that number something rigorously determinant, we

will turn simplicity into simplicity. Because we can find Neolithic

villages, defined as such because there is a clear conversion of
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women into Homo ceres but not of men, with far more than 150

inhabitants.

There are three milestones to mark the transition from the

Epipaleolithic to the village Neolithic: The appearance of

intensive irrigated/oasis or favorable rainfed agriculture,

especially the sedentarism of confinement. The existence of

clear signs of conversion of women into Homo ceres and

the presence of social proto-classes among males as a

hierarchical expression.

Women do not lose all their Paleolithic attributes until

sedentarism takes place, especially in closed oasis or irrigated

conditions. And this is a very important nuance because, as we

shall see, many peoples who are not fully sedentary or those

with a localized pseudonomadism in oasis conditions, such as

the Arabs, carry out a strong conversion of women into Homo

ceres, while cattle-raising peoples who live in conditions of full

nomadism or open sedentarism (surrounded by a habitable

territory) such as the Massai, do not carry out such an intense

and extensive cerealization of their women.
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It is possible to determine the degree of village Neolithicization

of a society by identifying differences in life expectancy, signs of

health, height, body volume and bone development between

men and women. Similarly, we can be sure that we are facing

an urban or civilized Neolithic model when these patterns of

"dietary health" become generalized among the majority of

males. And it is at that moment that the social proto-classes

that we observed in the village Neolithic become true social

classes that express the hierarchical order among the shepherds,

not between them and the Homo ceres. In the civilized Neolithic

and, therefore, in our present world, there is not really a

dominant and a dominated class, but a dominant and a

dominated species. The hierarchies of power that we could

identify as social classes only exist among herders.

Social classes are the business of human herders. Not

human hunters, and certainly not human livestock.

As the population bubble increases and the predator/prey ratio

decompensates, a higher rate of conversion into Homo ceres

becomes necessary, which is applied at first only to females,



208

and then cerealization is intensified until it is no longer sufficient

and males must also be converted. The abundance of resources,

whether due to the richness of the land, trade and/or

technological efficiency, will diminish this need for conversion.

And, as we shall see, virtual equivalents of the state of necessity,

such as certain ideologies, will ensure that even in favorable

economic conditions the domestication of males and, even less

so, of females will not diminish.
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Matrilineality and patriarchy

It is a classic in the specialized literature to refer to

matrilineality, generally associated, if not confused with

matriarchy, as a scientific myth that serves as a basis for the

vindication of women's equality in modern societies. This is

absolutely ridiculous because the evidence that the Neolithic, far

from being a matriarchal, egalitarian and peaceful paradise,

meant the postponement of women in relation to men is

dramatically demonstrated, among other things, by the increase

in differences in body size, bone density and health in favor of

men.

Neither the evidence of a matriarchal religion, much less that of

a real matriarchy, can support the idea that the Neolithic was a

"feminist" stage in contrast to the "macho" stage of the

Paleolithic. But neither with that of the peoples and cultures, as

is the case of the Indo-Europeans, which succeeded that

supposed golden age of the initial Neolithic.
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The Mother Goddess, representing the nurturing earth, fertility

and prosperity, is not necessarily indicative of female power in

society but, on the contrary, the expression of the interests and

goods most prized by Homo predator herders. What we call

Mother Goddess was the cow-goddess, mother of course of

human calves, but not of shepherds. The Mother Goddess is the

representation of the livestock benefit of the shepherds of

human herds that are generalized from the beginning of the

Neolithic to the present day.

Fertility is not exactly synonymous with feminine power.

What is represented with the mother goddess is not the power

of woman, but her conversion into a livestock good whose main

quality is fertility. It is true that, as we will see later, in the worst

neolithized areas, such as Europe, this type of discrimination

against women is less, but that cannot sustain the myth of a

matriarchal golden age that was razed to the ground by the

barbarian peoples that came from the steppes of southern

Russia, but all it shows is that the lesser the neolithization, the

lesser the prostration of women.
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Nor should matrilineality be confused as a feature of matriarchy.

Obviously, matrilineality occurs in a matriarchy, but it also

occurs in a patriarchy in which women have been transformed

into a livestock commodity. And it is from this perspective that

we must understand matrilineality and Neolithic patriarchy as

products of an economic "cult" for the fertility of women exactly

like the one professed for the rest of the livestock. A different

interest from that of the Paleolithic peoples, in which fertility

was an indicator of the success and collective health of the

group and not of the prosperity and well-being of the human

herders.

Matrilineality and property, both collective and personal, are

closely related. Matrilineality, in the Neolithic context, has a

livestock character, insofar as the offspring of livestock are

identified through the mothers. And in this sense, the domestic

belongings transmitted by women are equivalent to the location

where to find a particular female and her offspring, while

personal objects are equivalent to the anatomical characteristics
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of herbivorous females that serve to identify them and their

offspring.

What we understand as signs of matriarchy are nothing

more than signs of livestock identification.

Male offspring, once they acquire the status of adults, become

part of the herders, who are collective owners of the territory

and private owners of the female pigs and their offspring.

Neolithic patrilineality, however, belongs to a completely

different category from matrilineality, in that it does not obey

criteria of livestock identification but is associated with the

social hierarchy of males. The property, linked to the hierarchy

of the shepherds and transmitted patrilineally, is established

over the livestock (the woman and children in the initial stages)

and then extends to the territory and resources (food reserves

and raw materials such as obsidian or flint). The hierarchy of

Neolithic village herders based on patrilineally transmitted social

position will determine the transformation of the lower classes

into Homo ceres males and, once these are created, the
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hierarchically administered communal property will give way to

private property.

Private property is born with the distinction between

male Homo predator and Homo ceres.

In view of the fact that not all males are now Homo predator, it

is necessary to establish a type of property which, by analogy

with the "sentimental property" over personal objects and

family animals (women, dogs, pets), will be restricted only to

males who remain human, the Homo predator shepherds, who

become administrators of collective goods and, finally, owners

of them.

The absence of signs of social classes as we understand them

today does not mean that Paleolithic society was egalitarian and

without hierarchies. Hunter-gatherers lived in groups structured

on social gradients that we should understand more as

gradients of influence than of power. Physical power, experience,

intelligence and skills, especially to achieve alliances within

relatively large groups, defined a structure on which many daily
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activities were based, but did not form the backbone of society.

In the Paleolithic world, the best in each activity directed and

coordinated the others, assuming the ultimate decision,

although everyone as a whole participated in the deliberations

and, especially, in the choice of objectives.

The village Neolithic does not establish clear hierarchies of

command among men, but patrilineality evolves slowly until in

the urban Neolithic the elements that compose it become

differentiated and independent: hierarchy of power, social

classes and private property. A scenario of social change that

has as its protagonist a figure that is taking shape and weight in

society as the transition from the village to the city takes place:

the administrators of surpluses, food or of any other type.

Asikli Höyük is a site located in the central part of the Anatolian

peninsula that offers us a very clear example of the conditions

of early urbanism. Its occupational period is between 8,200 and

7,400 BC. Previous, therefore, to Çatalhöyük.
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From the remains found at this site we can draw some very

significant conclusions regarding the role of women. While the

males reached an age of 55 to 57 years, the females were

barely 20-25 years old. If we add to this the fact that the

female skeletal remains show deformations in the spine,

indicating that they would have been subjected to carrying

heavy loads, and that infant mortality in the first year of life

reached almost 50%, we can clearly see that women were

subjected to living conditions comparable to those of domestic

animals.

Çatalhöyük is located about 150 kilometers southwest of Asikli

Höyük and was occupied between 7,500 and 5,700 BC, i.e.,

almost coinciding with the vacating of Asikli Höyük.

Considerably larger (about six times larger) it stands in a very

rich area and with great variability of natural resources:

vegetables, nuts, fresh fruit, cereals and game to which was

added a thriving trade in obsidian tools. Here again, we do not

find a clear differentiation of social classes as we understand
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them. However, there are indications that the process of

domestication of human males had already begun.

In one third of the houses we find ornamental motifs of

predators such as eagles or wolves, while in the other two

thirds these ornamental motifs are female and domestic. The

presence of predatory animals indicates that their dwellers

assumed the role of Homo predator, while in the rest of the

houses they assumed the role of Homo ceres. There were

already males converted, at least partially, into Homo ceres who

were below the Homo predators not so much in relation to a

social hierarchy but because they belonged to a different

species: that of women. Those so-called priests or

administrators who inhabited the "predator" houses were not

the dominant class of a new social order, but the usual humans

now shepherding herds of "herbivorous" humans in which a

good part of the males were incorporated.

In Çatalhöyük there are no distinctions of social class,

but of human species.
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The real social classes will appear later as an expression of a

hierarchy among the Homo predator associated with power and

property.

In Çatalhöyük, unlike Asikli Höyük and other settlements of the

same period and material conditions, the life expectancy of

women is closer to that of men, which indicates a better diet

due to the abundance of resources whose effect may not be

due so much to the general principle that in situations of

prosperity social structures tend to a more lax hierarchization in

the Bonobo style, but because it was not necessary to

domesticate women so intensely thanks to the fact that the

incorporation of Homo ceres males was able to maintain the

predator/prey ratio without the need to intensify the differences

between human species.

The conversion of Homo ceres males “alleviates” the

position of women.

It is true that, in a way, and we see this in many of the rich

societies both in ancient times and today, economic prosperity
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allows to alleviate the intensity of domestication, which means

that Homo ceres, male and female, can enjoy a certain

predatorization without the predator/prey ratio suffering for the

society as a whole. But where there are few males converted

into Homo ceres or many but with a weak conversion, the

domestication of women is greater. And it is these two

circumstances, the lesser total need for racial conversion thanks

to a greater abundance of resources and a relatively greater

domestication of males that explains the better life situation of

the women of Çatalhöyük in relation to those of Asikli Höyük.

Asikli Höyük shows us a large Neolithic settlement typically

village-like, while Çatalhöyük represents the moment of

transition to the urban Neolithic. A leap from the village to the

city determined by qualitative differences, such as the

domestication of males and the establishment of property,

which are those that allow a quantitative leap mediated by the

increase of the population bubble that allows the economic

system of large-scale livestock farming typical of the urban

Neolithic. Civilization is just that: a sophisticated and powerful
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system of livestock exploitation of some humans over other

humans. And that is the world in which we still live.
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Civilization

Göbekli Tepe is, without a doubt, one of the most

impressive constructions ever produced by mankind. It may

seem an exaggerated appreciation if we compare it, for

example, with the Egyptian pyramids or the great wall of China.

But if we refer these colossal works to the time and means

available to their builders, we immediately realize that, in

proportion, Göbekli Tepe is much more grandiose.

The dates are devastating. Stonehenge dates from about 4,500

years ago, around the time the Egyptians were erecting the

Great Pyramid of Giza, while the Great Wall of China was begun

"only" about 2,500 years ago.

Göbekli Tepe was built by shepherd-gatherers some

11,500 years ago!

Stonehenge is a surprising work given the means available to its

builders, but neither its dimensions nor its constructive and
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artistic elaboration have anything to do with Göbekli Tepe,

which was built a whopping 7000 years earlier and not precisely

with rough blocks of stone but with finely carved pillars on

which fantastic bas-reliefs were sculpted.

Göbekli Tepe is an archaeological enigma that has put in check,

along with other similar sites such as Nevali Çori, the vision we

had about the transition to the Neolithic, based on the

emergence of agriculture and livestock (in this order)

precipitated the beginning of civilization as synonymous with

high technological and cultural development. Because the

people who built Göbekli Tepe did not live from agriculture and

animal husbandry but from hunting-grazing and food gathering.

Technological and cultural development is not the exclusive fruit

and heritage of what we call Neolithic or Civilization. Rather, the

Paleolithic "cult" of technological development became an

essential instrument to sustain the Neolithic (and civilized) "cult"

by the population bubble, the pyramidal swindle and the

profusion of mechanisms of domestication, destruction of

individuality and conversion of humans into Homo ceres, which
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the model of human breeding pompously and supremacically

calls "Culture".

From this perspective of civilized Neolithic supremacism the

interpretation given is that Göbekli Tepe was the first temple

where the first religion was worshipped. Some scholars even

venture to conjecture that it was the spiritual change towards

religiosity that is found, instead of agriculture, at the origin of

the Neolithic. This is, to say the least, far too simplistic, since it

implies understanding that one of the clearly civilized

productions, religion, is the cause of the urban Neolithic... in the

heart of which it later emerged.

In Göbekli Tepe there is no urban settlement, nor were there

any nearby towns. And, although its construction required the

joint work of many people who must have been organized in

some way, there is not the slightest indication that this

organization involved any kind of supervision. There is no trace

of any social hierarchy or class distinction.
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A hasty analysis would seem to reinforce the idea that those

people who still lived in the Paleolithic or, from our point of view,

in the Epipaleolithic, built Göbekli Tepe as a center of worship

moved and coordinated by their religious faith. But there is

absolutely nothing to indicate such a thing.

A place where animals are chiseled into stone walls is not at all

different from the cave paintings on stone walls found in the

caves of Europe 30,000 years ago. And the fact that here only

dangerous animals such as scorpions, wild boars, snakes or

lions are chiseled, and not game prey, is not decisive to assume

a totemic impulse through which divine forces represented by

powerful animals are appealed to as an expression of a

supernatural world, instead of understanding that the same

magical rites were established with which to propitiate hunting

and attract good luck that, far from any hint of religiosity,

characterize Paleolithic art. Because also in the cave paintings

we find dangerous animals that were not part of the normal diet

of humans. And a magnificent example is the lionesses of
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Chauvet, dated no less than 30,000 years ago, on whose walls

also appear hyenas, panthers, bears and owls.

The Paleolithic magic represented in cave art does not consist of

a religious impulse of connection with a supernatural world that

governs earthly events, but in a technique to manage natural

aspects that are not very evident, which are determinant for the

succession of events and, therefore, to achieve what, in our

naturalistic and religious language, we would call "luck". A luck

that could be propitiated both to achieve success in hunting and

to avoid any kind of danger. A high technology with which to

acquire power, and not to beg for it.

The impulse to build Göbekli Tepe, as long as no new decisive

data to the contrary is provided, is the same that led the

Paleolithic Europeans to paint on the walls of the caves of which,

by the way, Göbekli Tepe looks like a schematic representation:

a rounded, roofed construction with stone walls and pillars that

are the imitation, at the same time, of the natural columns of

the caves (stalactites and stalagmites) and the walls on which

animals were drawn.
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Göbekli tepe was, like the European Paleolithic caves, a

technological center for managing the "topography of events"

by means of shamanistic or magical rites that in the language of

our "conceptual rock art" we call "procedure" or "method", in

radical contrast to religious rituals.

Religion is a consequence of the civilization process and

not one of its causes.

Differentiating the moment in which this technological-magical

impulse gave way to the religious impulse may seem difficult,

but, if we allow ourselves to be guided by the point of view

defended in this work, it is not so difficult.

Gasul was an extraordinarily prosperous city, with an economy

based on trade in processed products. And there is evidence of

social hierarchies, that is, of differences in power between the

Homo predators who shepherded the bulk of the population,

converted into Homo ceres.

It is not one of the oldest cities in the area (Jericho was at least

2000 years older), but in Gasul we find a key element to
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appreciate the difference between the Paleolithic magical

technology that underlies Göbekli Tepe and the religious

impulse that constitutes an essential element of human

domestication techniques.

Although at Gasul there is clear evidence of social classes

indicating that the conversion of human males into Homo ceres

has already taken place, there is not yet a clear coercive

political structure. Göbekli Tepe was built by Homo predator as

a technological center, an instrument by which to manufacture

equivalence power and "hunt" good luck with the same

pragmatic and naturalistic sense with which they built

spearheads. There was there a collective work organized and

guided (never supervised) in the same way that other

enterprises such as hunting were undertaken. A collective

impulse that acquires completely different characteristics within

urban societies where the bulk of the population are no longer

Homo predator but Homo ceres.

Livestock, in this case human, must be directed by force to

graze where we want, to transport our products, to turn the
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waterwheel... or to build an enormous irrigation system by

which to multiply the cultivated land and the productivity of the

farm. However, in Gasul, as we have said, there is no evidence

of coercive social mechanisms. How, then, did the Homo

predator shepherds manage to get their Homo ceres to carry

out such an enormous amount of work?

The symbols representing natural forces in Paleolithic art

acquire a supernatural character by the simple fact that Homo

ceres live in "another world": the herbivore-domestic world. An

underworld, that of the herd, dependent on the overworld of

the shepherds. What for the Homo predator remain natural

forces that they can control by means of magical or

instrumental technology, become for the Homo ceres things or

forces of another world, in which resides the control of events

that they lack when they lose their "predatory nexus" with the

world. As the humans-turned-Homo ceres descend to a lower

world, stripped of their self-confidence and power over events,

what remains above them, their former world of predatory

humans, is now seen as a supernatural world. And the totem
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with which they identified themselves becomes not an image of

their own power but an equivalent of the bidders to whom they

beg for protection and food.

Religious sentiment expresses how humans turned into Homo

ceres perceive the world of predators, their power, their self-

confidence, even their situational intelligence independent of

any kind of subjection to laws, principles, moral values…

For herbivores, predators, good and bad, shepherds and

wolves, belong to the same supernatural order as the

weather and that unknown place where events are

decided: Providence.

If you obey the shepherds and go where they tell you, then it

will rain, there will be grass and you will be protected from

vermin. They provide. If not, you will suffer their reprisals and

be left to your own devices. Expelled from Eden, God's Farm

where they give you the food without you having to look for it,

but only, as it happens in all farms "cultivate it and take care of

it". "So the Lord God took the man and put him in the garden of
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Eden to till it and keep it" (Genesis 2:15). And what happens if

the Homo ceres eat from the forbidden tree and recover their

human nature ("the knowledge of good and evil"), returning to

be subjected to their own conscience, expression of individual

freedom? Well, as the serpent (from Göbekli Tepe?) said, they

do not die, but "God knows that in the day you eat of it, your

eyes will be opened, and you will be like God, knowing good

and evil" (Genesis 3:5). And, then, once freed from

domestication, as happens with every animal that is not docile,

the Homo ceres that have recovered their human condition are

expelled from the farm so that "in the sweat of your face you

shall eat bread until you return to the ground" (Genesis 3:19).

It couldn't be any clearer. If you cease to be a Homo ceres, you

will have to look for your sustenance by yourself, without being

put in the manger or in the paycheck in exchange for working

for…

To live in an Eden, on a farm, in a city. That is the dream

of the Homo ceres.
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Make an irrigation system and the gods will provide and be

beneficial. And you will live in an Eden. Actually, there is

coercion. It always happens with flocks. But it has moved into

the supernatural world. Human herders participate hiddenly,

disguisedly, indistinguishably from the power of the

supernatural world, invented, constructed simply by the

perspective that Homo ceres have, from their underworld, of

the world of the predators, of the herders. Paleolithic high

technology, magic, transmuted into religion by the simple fact of

seeing it from below, from the perspective of a wildebeest and

not from that of a lion. Kneeling, as a human who has lost his

former condition and not standing, as a "real" human.

The gods are the hierarchical superiors of the human

shepherds.

This is why true Homo predator are not religious. They have no

beliefs or faith, but only will and free will. They live next to

Olympus, in the predatory world where they can control events.

They see the gods as super Homo predator. Superior in the

hierarchy of a group of equals. They do not feel subject to the
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law, but to their own will. On the contrary, the Homo ceres

domesticated to play the role of sheepdogs are religious, they

believe, have faith, obey the law and do not feel beyond good

and evil. That is the immense difference between a true Homo

predator, whether he has social power or not, and the powerful

Homo ceres no matter whether they are sheep, donkey or dog

equivalents.

The Homo ceres of Gasul built an immense swarm of irrigated

lands "shepherded" by the paleolithic forces turned into

supernatural beings that only the Homo predator, their

administrators, their priests, their shepherd kings, could

understand and deal with. The Homo ceres of Gasul obeyed the

representatives of the supernatural shepherds, tilling and caring

for the garden of Eden, where they were sheltered and safe,

and from where they would not be expelled, as long as they

were submissive. That is, as long as they did not listen to the

serpent of Göbekli Tepe.

Priests are pastors, and so they expressly call

themselves.
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A Paleolithic, a Homo predator, has no beliefs but evidences

coming from the different levels of reality. He does not need a

faith with which to believe in something supernatural,

inaccessible to human thought, but, although that part of the

natural world only accessible through magic, intuition and

fantasy is kept in a greater "penumbra", just as the caves are,

faith is not necessary to access it.

To discover magically, intuitively or fantastically spirits, that is,

that other penumbral part that things and people possess, is

not to believe in gods or otherworldly entelechies. Paleolithic

spirits are something of this world, even when their physical

part has disappeared or is hidden. They do not "believe" in the

spirits of ancestors or in personal or group protective spirits, but

deal with them as with any other thing or living being, since

death is but a simple change in the balance of light-darkness

similar to that between day and night. The dead, for a

Paleolithic, continue to live in another dimension of "this" world.

Events are conditioned by the visible events and also by the

invisible ones. Two realities in the same world. Exactly as
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Science thinks when it invents or discovers laws, theoretical

constructs, correlations: That, visible or invisible, are things of

this world.

In the same way that a Homo predator makes his decisions

taking into account geographical features when seeking shelter

or moving around, events show him a hidden topography that

he must take into account in order to reach his goal.

The coincidences are the traces of this hidden

topography.

Chances are like the tracks that a tracker follows, and events,

beyond whether or not they correspond to our desire, show us

a topography of events in which there are places, objects and

favorable routes, and where impediments must be understood,

not as personal issues or vicissitudes of fate, but as simple

orographic accidents to which we must react as we would to a

mountain, a river, a closed door, a headwind or a herd of lions.

A Paleolithic, a Homo predator, he listens to the world in its

entirety. That is why, suddenly, he decides not to follow this
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path "because it gives him a bad feeling". The omens are part

of the perception that today we would call unconscious, that

place that Science is discovering that not only is the factory of

the immense majority of our decisions but that, in addition, in

many occasions it takes them anticipating what has not yet

happened in the plane/time of the consciousness.

A Paleolithic has no definite paths. He does not have concrete

steps that he persistently follows even if they do not lead him to

the desired destination. A Paleolithic has desires, but not

prefixed and invariable plans to achieve them, but rather he

accommodates his walk, the plans, to the topography of events.

They do not wish to "go this way", but to "go there". To hunt

the wildebeest. That is the lion's desire. Whereas the

wildebeest's desire is to graze, to "walk this way".

If a Homo ceres does not achieve exactly what it sets out to do

and in the way it sets out to do it, it either stops trying any

other alternative or persists mechanically with the same

monotonous industriousness with which a herbivore grazes. A

Homo predator seizes opportunities. It hunts a deer that
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suddenly emerges even if it was looking for a bison. He heads

north instead of south when two or three coincidences predict

that he will encounter obstacles in that direction. But he does

not abandon the hunt, which is his goal/desire. A Homo ceres, if

he does not achieve what he had planned, if things do not go

as he expected, gets tired immediately and stops looking for

food.

A homo predator has adaptive will. A homo ceres has

invariable industriousness.

In the topography of events we must include things, mountains,

valleys, slopes below or above and, also, living beings,

dangerous animals, prey, vegetable food... and ancestors or

spirits that have diminished their physical part but are still

"there" and can help us, harm us or be indifferent to our fate.

Spirits that, like anything else in the world, are within direct and

personal reach of anyone who is able to discover them, just like

a spring or a poisonous snake or a juicy prey. Just as, for

example, the laws of physics are for Science, which no one can

see or touch.
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Religion is the animism of the Homo ceres who, unlike

predators, do not conceive their own action as

something determinant in the world and in events.

Religion replaces the personal, family or tribal spirits with which

each individual can relate directly with gods with which only the

Homo predator herders can do so, and then communicate to

the Homo ceres what those gods think and command. In reality

nothing has changed, for the real humans, the Homo predator

herders, continue to have personal spirits that protect them so

that they, in turn, guard, guide and control the human livestock,

the Homo ceres, by means of mental fences such as religion.

What differentiates Göbekli Tepe from Gasul?

In Gasul, this Paleolithic spiritual force becomes a religious force

that builds agricultural/livestock facilities, the irrigation system,

whose use will be controlled by the Homo predator, structured

in social classes through which the hierarchy of the shepherds is

expressed (administrators, priests, landowners, merchants...). )

In Gasul, without the need to use force, hundreds of men
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converted into sheep, oxen and human dogs build an irrigation

system of colossal proportions for the time, subject to the spirits

of the Homo predator.

Until just a few hundred years ago, no civilized society existed

without religion. Because religion is the expression of how

Homo ceres see the world of their shepherds from their

herbivorous or dog-like perspective. That is why there is no

better method than religion or its ideological, political,

philosophical and scientific variants to domesticate humans and

turn them into virtual sheep, oxen or dogs. It should not

surprise us, therefore, that it was one of the first, if not the first

viral program to appear when the urban Neolithic, in which we

still find ourselves, carried out the last great leap in human

artificiality: Civilization.
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Viral programs

For a sheep, food comes from the sky. If it rains there is

grass, if it doesn't, there isn't. She can't do anything to get it

except work, chew all the time, be industrious. If you convince

someone that his food comes from heaven, you make him a

sheep. If it rains there is food. Whether there is grass does not

depend on it. Convince a man that he is a sheep and he will

think that the food, his livelihood, does not depend on him but

on heaven. Convince a man that food comes from heaven and

not from what he does and he will become a sheep.

The standardized mind of Homo ceres is constituted by

viral programs better known as beliefs, principles,

prejudices, ideologies or values.

In Gasul, a star and human figures with strange heads with

large eyes and horns were found. Religion is a consequence and,

at the same time, one of the simplest and most effective

mechanisms to transform humans into domestic animals. It
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forms a good part of the superimposed mind of the Homo ceres

that functions as an equivalent of the herbivorous "reactive

intelligence" thanks to the insertion of standardized perceptions,

interpretations, evaluations and decisions that take control of

the individuals supplanting the self.

In the star of Gasul are represented and present the spirits that

reside on high, in the sky, from where the food comes. Superior

beings, just as the shepherds are in relation to their dogs and

their cattle. Beings who speak only with their human mediators,

the Homo predator priests, and who dictate the way, the way to

behave, the schedules, the allowed foods... the truth, the good,

the reward and the punishment.

Religion builds super-shepherds through which to implant in

people from their earliest childhood submissive mentalities,

stripped of any hint of individuality, spontaneity and adaptability.

It replaces the own criterion by the previous criterion of the

standardized mind, and the carnivorous situational intelligence,

sensitive to changes, to the peculiarities of each situation, to

what is different, by another reactive, herbivorous, centered on
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monotony, regularity and industriousness. Cows or dogs always

submissive, devoid of initiative, will or individual interests.

Guided by behavior manuals that implant laws, cosmovisions,

beliefs, values, principles or ideologies.

The process of domesticating men requires educational and

cultural procedures, as well as specialized social structures

(religion, politics, ideology, morals...) more complex than those

originally used to subjugate women. And that is exactly what

civilization consists of, a set of alignment and alienation

procedures initially designed for men and which ended up being

applied to women as well, especially in societies where there

was greater equality of the sexes. Once the domestication

process, which we euphemistically call socialization or education,

is completed, the standard mind is experienced as part of the

self and its contents are considered as objective realities.

You have no principles, values or beliefs. They have you.

In our modern, enlightened world it is easy to see the alienation

of religion. Nevertheless, billions of people keep intact their
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religious viral programs as well as their moral, cosmological,

political, psychological and even nutritional derivatives.

Principles, beliefs, values and convictions are automatisms that

are installed from childhood together with another viral program

exclusively dedicated to protect all this invasive package so that

we do not eliminate it. And it does so by convincing us, first,

that they are not viral programs but "values" without which

civilized life and society itself would be impossible. And, when

this viral protection program fails, then, a series of subtle

mechanisms are automatically triggered, aimed at distracting us,

at forgetting the matter, at belittling it…

Viral programs also take social control and not only that of

individuals. Through a series of structures camouflaged under

the most diverse headings, they create a social pressure with

which to protect the standard mind inserted in the population of

Homo ceres. Not having principles, values or beliefs is

considered something antisocial, dangerous, even inhuman. And

what do you believe in? It is one of the usual questions among

Homo ceres. There is a psychological impulse instilled since
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childhood, as well as an immense social pressure to assume

predetermined, immovable, even contradictory ideas.

Shepherds seek to protect and increase their herds. Hence the

clashes, very often extremely violent, between the different

standardized worldviews, beliefs, values and principles that

shape collective identities. And all this without those possessed

by the standardized minds being able to resist the manipulation,

because the control comes from within and is experienced as

their own voluntary conviction.

Just assume any ideology and then, "Do you want to
allow this program to make changes to the equipment?"

Moral relativism is reviled and often persecuted among Homo
ceres as a dangerous antisocial vice that can destroy civilization,
that is, the livestock order and its security, on which the
appearance of freedom is built. The order as uniformity and
collectivization proper to the masses of herbivores does not
depend on individual opinions or circumstances, but on the
orders of the shepherds, no matter how they are disguised.
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Moral relativism is identified with amorality and, this,

with barbarism as a synonym of incivility.

To be amoral, that is, relativistic, to question, interpret or apply

according to one's own conscience and free will, the truths,

principles, beliefs or values compiled in that "user's manual", is

equal to being a dangerous, unnecessarily and cruelly harmful

subject. A wolf and not a lamb (property) of the lord. Of the

only Lord.

And yet, moralists are forced to accept enormous doses of

relativity in their values and principles. Is killing wrong? Yes. Is

killing to defend oneself wrong? No. In the end, the answer is

that the law is not relative, but only interpretable... by the

shepherds. By whom else?

Homo predator do not have laws, but are governed by

agreements among themselves. The "reason of state"

exemplifies in a modern way the amorality of the Homo

predator who herds the rest of humans. Moreover, if the

powerful is not amoral, we can be sure that he is not a true
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Homo predator. The power to make laws, to administer them...

and to circumvent them is part of the powerful, who will only be

true Homo predator to the extent that, within themselves, they

do not feel bound by such laws, which only serve to guide and

control the cattle. And they are not part of the herd, but lead it

on their own behalf or on behalf of an invisible super-shepherd

who dwells in another world, different and superior to ours.

True Homo predators are amoral.

But are these amoral beings necessarily evil? The question for a

Homo predator, who does not think of the world in terms of

morally understood evil-good, makes no sense, for something is

good or evil only in relation to a given moral code or viral

program, and in the Homo predator's worldview things are not

evil or good but, if anything, harmful or not harmful, convenient

or inconvenient, proportionate or not.

The criterion of the Homo predator is not the moral codes, but

the free individual conscience. In fact, the essence of the penal

code is malice, that is, conscience, individual and free will.
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What, then, is the backbone of Homo predator society?

The rules.

Laws establish an order based on uniformity. Rules, an order

based on harmony. Laws override individuality. Rules channel

loyalty. Laws are broken, rules are betrayed. The law implies a

pre-established order, independent of the situation or the

agreement of individuals. The rule establishes an order based

on the agreement of individuals. The law entails a value

judgment, the rule does not.

Laws are equivalent to the orders of shepherds. Rules

are equivalent to agreements between free men.

Morality, paradoxically, is always relative. The rule is not. The

rule assumes a topography by which those who want to live in a

given social territory must conduct themselves. And, just as

valleys and mountains are not relative, neither are group rules.

They can be changed by agreement but, as long as they are in

force, they are absolute. In no case can we ever run a stop sign.

Killing can be bad or good, it depends on the circumstances.
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Running a stop sign is neither bad nor good, it is always

unacceptable.

The rule is arbitrary in its conception but absolute in its

application.

It makes no difference whether you drive on the left or on the

right. Someone who drives on the left where we have agreed to

drive on the right is not an evil person, but a madman, an idiot

and a danger. You can go wherever you want, but on the right.

It may seem incidental but this distinction is essential: the rule

is simply a social agreement, a pact, a contract.

In a society that follows the dissent-loyalty model, you have to

accept and abide by the rules established by direct and

continuous election of its citizens if you want to live in it.

Therefore, the only thing that is punished is non-compliance

with the rule and not murder, theft, rape or swindling. That is

why there cannot be any kind of retroactivity, because what was

punished at the time was not a behavior that, now, can be

decriminalized, but the breach of the rule, of the given word.
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It is not punished for violating but for not complying
with the rule that prohibits violating.

A good example of a rule is the highway code. But so are legal
codes that do not limit individual freedoms, except when
coercion or deception is used in the relationship with others. For
the harmonization of individualities in a social order of freedom
only has the function of avoiding accidents and preventing
anyone from playing foul in order to compete or relate to others.

The law imposes an order based on limiting individual freedom.
The rule, an order based on harmonizing maximum individual
freedom. In fact, one of the guiding principles of rules in
contrast to laws is that the alternative that, all other things
being equal, allows the greatest individual freedom should
always be chosen.

The closest thing to laws that we could find among the Homo
predator adjusted to the paleolithic technosystem would be two
basic rules: Always do the minimum damage necessary. And
return harm with harm and favor with favor (or, said in moral
terms, good for good and evil for evil) Because if you don't
return the favor, you will be left alone and, if you don't return
the harm, you will feed it by creating an expectation of impunity.
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However, for Homo ceres, these rules clash head-on with their
farm morality and provoke a fear-rejection reaction by
identifying them with the amorality of predators, which is the
same, although the civilized mental virus system hides it, as
that of those shepherds who tell their flock: Never do any harm,
because you will be harming the general interest of the farm.
And do not take revenge, because the use of violence to defend
or punish belongs exclusively to the herdsmen, who are the
administrators... also of justice. Revenge belongs to God or
karma, but not to domesticated humans. More to the point: turn
the other cheek.

Helplessness and meekness. The virtues of all good cattle. It is
so literal and evident that only people truly converted into a
domesticated virtual species, the Homo ceres, could fail to see it.
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Predator Nexus

Viral programs are not enough to turn a human into
Homo ceres if their will is not destroyed. It is not the same to
train a sheep as a dog. In order to inoculate a standardized
mind, a virtual self that short-circuits the real self, in predatory
species such as the human, it is necessary to destroy and
maintain annulled during the process of viral or parasitic
infection what we could generically call "self-confidence"
through a process that, in essence, substitutes "I can" for "I
cannot".

The way of obtaining food determines to a large extent the
character of predators. Herbivorous animals obtain their food
from plants, which can neither escape nor defend themselves,
so the action of herbivores is not decisive. Eating does not
depend so much on what they do as on whether or not there is
food. Their destiny is determined fundamentally, and in this
order, by luck and industriousness. They do not need their own
initiative to be able to "catch" food. But their relationship with
predators is also reactive: camouflage, flight or defense.
Buffaloes, raging bulls or elephants react by attacking to
protect themselves or their own kind.
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Predators cannot afford to be passive or reactive in order to get
their food, because their food has a nasty habit of hiding,
fleeing or defending itself. Eating, therefore, depends decisively
on what they do. Their fate, therefore, is determined by luck
and action.

In the case of herbivores, food depends on the "action" of
things external to them: the weather, the soil or the herders.
Predators depend on their own action. The predators' nexus
with the world entails the conviction that they can change
things, that what happens depends substantially on what they
do.

This predatory nexus, which should to a greater or lesser extent
characterize Homo simulator humans, is lost when they are
converted into domesticated Homo ceres, acquiring the
herbivore nexus, which leads them to lose control over their
lives, which become passive, reactive, dependent and laborious.
While the non-domesticated retain the predatory nexus that
characterizes our virtual "nature" since at least the appearance
of Homo erectus-ergaster: situational intelligence, tenacity,
frustration tolerance, curiosity, initiative, calculation of the
assumable risk…
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A Homo predator maintains intact the conviction of the impact
of his action on the world. A Homo ceres has almost completely
lost that nexus, so that he behaves as if his consciousness, his
will and his actions have no direct and decisive impact on the
world. Homo ceres believe that by themselves they are capable
of nothing and must submit to the protection (and decisions) of
the shepherd, be it another human, a god or an institution.
What we hear from them is "I can't", "where do I look for a job",
"I don't know what to do"…

Domestication is such a powerful process that, even in the case
of dogs, carnivorous animals, it succeeds in destroying to a
large extent the "predator nexus", that trust between one's own
action and events. And it does so by means of a procedure
extraordinarily similar to that used with humans, differing only
in the complexity of the mechanisms and social structures
involved and in the name we give it: "training" in the case of
dogs, "education" in the case of humans.

In those situations of specialized work, for example the tasks of
shepherd, guard, police or guide dogs, they are instructed
through classical and operant conditioning to feel and react in a
certain way, while in the rest of situations and activities not
subjected to learning processes, they are instilled with a
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general inhibition to take the initiative and solve problems on
their own. Inhibition that only the pack leader, the owner or
handler, can partially alleviate. And that explains why dogs that
show a greater autonomy and propensity to act on their own in
situations not programmed by learning are less accepted by
humans... neolithic. Paleolithic humans, however, want
autonomous people or dogs with initiative that fit in with the
combined action of the group but that do not burden the group
but, on the contrary, contribute their dissidence, their own
initiative.

The experiment conducted by Monique Udell (Biology Letters 6
September 2015) is extraordinarily illustrative in this regard,
because it not only shows this general inhibition or loss of the
predator nexus in dogs but also allows us to see the effects of
the domestication process in humans to destroy their capacity
for initiative, self-confidence and the use of situational
intelligence. Specifically, the experiment shows the loss of what
we call "predator nexus" in relation to a decisive aspect:
domesticated dogs have inhibited their ability to independently
solve problems that occur in a situation for which they have not
been trained. And we should add. The same inhibition is present
in Homo ceres.
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The study used ten pet dogs, ten dogs from a shelter and ten
wolves raised by humans, all of which were given challenges to
solve on their own. In one of these challenges, the animal was
allowed to sniff a sausage, which was then covered with a
transparent plastic container. To remove the cover, the dog had
to keep one paw resting on a box on the floor and, at the same
time, pull a rope tied to the lid. The animals had two minutes to
complete the task.

The result was devastating: None of the companion dogs
managed to pass the test at all, while only one of the shelter
dogs succeeded. By contrast, eight of the ten wolves were able
to quickly open the lid.

The owners or caretakers of the dogs were then allowed to
encourage the animals to get the food and, surprisingly, under
these circumstances, four of the shelter dogs and one of the
companion dogs managed to pass the test.

These results highlight several interesting issues. Wolves have
superior intelligence to dogs that is also adaptively oriented to
the situation. But the differences in intelligence are not large
enough to explain the results. Some other factor must be
involved. And, indeed, it is. Persistence. The wolves persisted in
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getting the food for much longer than the dogs, who soon after
the test began looked to their owners for help.

All this shows that the domestication of dogs, like that of
humans, is based on getting them not to do the things they
want and how they want, but to inhibit their actions and wait to
do them when and how we tell them to do them. In fact, those
dogs that do not achieve this inhibition and retain more
initiative often end up abandoned. This explains why the dogs
in the shelter, which were less well domesticated, performed
better than the companion dogs.

The will inhibition factor shows us that the destruction of the
predator nexus, regardless of the dogs' lower intelligence, is
determinant for domestication. In fact, in a previous study, an
eight-month-old puppy was able to solve the challenge. This
tells us that domestication, especially in the case of predators
such as dogs or humans, requires more or less complex training
processes that take time to be implemented throughout the
animals' childhood. And that is precisely what civilized education
consists of, not in promoting the situational intelligence of
children as would be done in a "paleolithic" context and as
Homo predator shepherds do with their children, but in breaking
the predator nexus, eliminating confidence in their own initiative
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so that they inhibit their action until they obtain permission and
encouragement... from the shepherd.

Like the shelter dogs in the experiment, humans who have been
less well domesticated, those who do not possess psychic
characteristics favorable for domestication, or those who are
abandoned, helpless or marginalized, not only have to solve
problems on their own to a greater extent than those who are
well domesticated and owned, that is, well integrated into
society (on the farm), but also suffer less general inhibition. The
predator nexus, that emotional, cognitive and volitional link that
connects predators with the world, is replaced during the
process of civilized domestication by another in which it is not
the individual who takes the initiative but the environment,
events, shepherds... or predators.

Laboriousness is the herbivore nexus.

For a Homo ceres it is not possible to influence the world
through its own decisions, but can only adapt to it through
herbivorous repetitiveness. It conceives of fleeing-hiding-
defending itself, reacting to what happens, but not acting to
make what it desires happen. Only by finding an occupation, a
placement, a place where to graze or where to receive the feed
ration (the salary) is it possible to survive (to earn a living).
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Homo ceres is not capable of initiative and, moreover, does not
find free space in which to apply it because everything he
perceives or can imagine is occupied by the farm, and in it there
is no room for spontaneity, creativity or decision, all of which
are things of shepherds. Civilized space only allows the
predatory bond to be exercised by farmers, by Homo predator.
The rest must work, which is synonymous with grazing.

Hard work replaces adventure. Reactivity replaces
initiative.

Being industrious is a neolithic virtue so determinant for the
sustenance of the human farm and the survival of the
domesticated mind that the pressure against non-workers, the
lazy, is one of the pillars of civilized cultures, in which leisure is
a privilege of the Homo predator, while unemployment or
idleness is a sin as well as a danger for the common
domesticated humans. Laboriousness, but not self-will and
adaptive tenacity, which, as we have seen in the case of dogs
compared to wolves, is not one of the virtues that accompany
domesticated animals.

Wolves are tenacious. Sheep are industrious.
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A predator spends a lot of time on leisure, play, social relations,
inactivity or exploration. They also have a much higher
frustration tolerance than herbivores. Tenacity and
industriousness are not synonymous. Predatory tenacity is not
repetitive but adapted to the situation and to changes in the
environment. That is why repetitiveness and industriousness
condemn many children to school failure, to maladjustment and
social and labor marginalization. The nail that sticks out the
most gets the first hammer blow. And yet, it is these badly
domesticated children who bring progress to the civilized
societies that marginalize them. They are the ones who find a
new perspective through which to dissolve unsolvable problems,
because they are able to apply the predatory nexus to their
environment and discover elements of reality that the dominant
worldview cannot see or accept. It is the less academic and
orthodox scientists or those who do not master a particular field
that generate breakthroughs, because their "ignorance" allows
spaces of freedom to explore without being limited by the
prejudices of the scholar.

Repetitiveness, industriousness, obedience, passivity.

Shepherds use the herd impulse to manage their herds. Human
masses are controlled in exactly the same way as herds, using
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the gregarious impulse that triggers stampedes or that
immobilizes animals in defensive groupings. The shouts, the
harangues, the whistles, the barking of the dog, the
loudspeakers, the movement of a few that spreads to the whole
herd. To see a human demonstration is to contemplate down to
the smallest detail a herd moving physically and emotionally to
the orders of the shepherds and their dogs. Using a gregarious
instinct that works with isolated individuals in exactly the same
way as in a mass.

The gregarious impulse is the expression of the
individualized collective mind in the members of the
herd.

The same thing that a herbivore feels when he reacts
gregariously within a herd is what a Homo ceres feels when
handled by his shepherds and his dogs (chiefs, policemen,
priests, judges...) or by the viral program in which those orders
have been introjected in the standardized mind that possesses
and replaces the self. A Homo ceres moves by gregarious
instinct even when alone.

The dominant feeling of the gregarious instinct is fear.
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The combination of herd instinct and fear can provoke one of
the reactions most feared by livestock breeders: the stampede.
To see the extent to which civilized societies are treated like
herds, it is enough to analyze what happens in the face of a
pandemic threat. Any information that could create alarm and,
therefore, a stampede, is hidden or denied, launching messages
that try to calm human livestock in a grossly puerile way: "We
appeal for calm". "The situation is fully under control". "There is
absolutely no reason for alarm" and "the only recommendation
is that they scrupulously follow the indications of the
authorities".

But it is also controlled stampedes, generally fictitious, which
serve to drive the human herd to where it is desired or to
immobilize it without the need to confine it in a pen. Dogs are,
exactly, a fictitious and controlled threat. Four-legged and two-
legged dogs. The neolithic society of the Homo ceres is
sustained by both threats and controlled securities, generally
false or exaggerated. A formulas of livestock control that work
with devilish simplicity and effectiveness with both "real" and
"virtual" herds of domestic animals.

The life of Homo ceres oscillates between two basic emotions:
fear and tranquility understood as the absence of fear. A fear
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that is managed with diabolical efficiency by viral programs to
establish what we could call a "temporary trap".

One of the most striking aspects of Paleolithic cultures is their
absence of worries. They live an existence in the present where
there are difficulties, dangers, and setbacks but no problems.
Homo ceres, on the contrary, live gripped by the fear of the
future and the morbid memory of the past, although the past
and the future, as seen by a Homo predator, do not exist,
except as a shadow of fears that create unreal dangers in the
future or as the obsessive memory of past mistakes that can no
longer harm us.

Anticipating events and planning actions is not the same as
living in a future that, as Homo ceres perceive it, is something
imposed upon us with little our actions can do to avoid or
modify it. The future is a nightmare beyond the control of
domesticated humans, whereas for Homo predators it is a
waking dream in which they can plan their actions.

Homo ceres have longings and fears. Homo predators
have plans.

The seasonality of civilized life, essentially agricultural and
livestock, establishes a linear chronology that, together with the



261

absence of self-confidence and confidence in one's own actions
to influence events, generates a chronic anxiety, often
completely unnoticed, which is determined by the fear of the
future. A future that, in the case of Homo ceres, hardly depends
on him.

Will it rain? will there be enough grass? will they give me a job?
will I lose it?

Finally, delocalization from the present to the future or the past
becomes a source of disabling anxiety that dominates Homo
ceres and makes them extremely prone to react gregariously
both personally and collectively. Vague, semiconscious and
permanent fear sustained by the temporal trap is a perfect state
to keep a predator like man domesticated. And that is why the
destruction of this trap automatically results in a reduction of
anxiety which, in turn, favors the reestablishment of the
predator nexus.

Even if it is not enough to transform us into Homo predator,
living in the present is a simple and effective formula to reduce
the effectiveness of the viral programs that keep us enslaved.
But it is very difficult to live in the present when our predator
nexus has been destroyed.
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A Homo predator does not eat "grass" or "feed". It wakes up
every morning knowing that it has to get its food and, more
importantly, that it can get its food. He has that ability and he
relies on it. Even if it is very difficult or even if he does not
succeed in the end despite trying hard.

A Homo ceres eats "grass" and "feed". It depends on those
foods being there or someone, the herder, supplying it. He
does not have to get his food because he cannot get his
food. If he has no job or other source of income such as public
charity or help from others, he can't do anything. He is
convinced that his initiative or activity has little or no influence
in changing the state of affairs in which he lives. The attitude of
a Homo ceres is "If I don't have a job, what can I do to make a
living except look for it (look for grass) or bleat for someone to
help me?

When a predator does not get food or does not manage to
escape from where it is imprisoned, it ends up falling into a
process of helplessness characterized by a succession of states
that we could include in the "depression" drawer and, somehow,
it seems to prepare to die. It is a profound mechanism from
which the animal can only be removed by forcing it to move,
eat and drink, because, otherwise, they end up dying. Well,
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Homo ceres, to the extent that their predator nexus is
destroyed, suffer from this process of helplessness in a chronic
way, without necessarily ending up dying, but they remain in
that state like zombies.

The helplessness syndrome presents a sequence that begins
with psychomotor restlessness and anxiety, then passes to
aggressiveness and, finally, ends in depression. It is a natural
and healthy mechanism converted into a disorder that in terms
of classical psychopathology we could call neurotic by
comparison with that of the Homo predator, which would be
psychotic, the former being generally chronic and the latter
acute.

The neurosis typical of Homo ceres, an inevitable consequence
of the process of transformation of a predatory animal, Homo
sapiens, into a domesticated herbivorous animal, Homo ceres, is
a source of personal incapacity that, added to the loss of the
predatory nexus and the deficient and unhealthy neolithic diet,
establishes a morbid state that allows the standard mind to
survive. Neurosis is the most effective psychological correlate to
maintain a good part of civilized humans in a state of extreme
handicap, protected by viral programs so that the individuals
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subjected to it cannot be "cured" and recover their predatory
nexus.

Being a Homo ceres inevitably implies being neurotic. But one is
not neurotic simply because of being a Homo ceres, but
because of the clash between the predatory self and the
standardized mind that is implanted in the process of
domestication. That is the origin of neurosis, and not simple
sexual repression.

Neurosis is the manifestation of the possession of the
self by the standard civilized mind.

We are neurotic to the extent that we are possessed. And we
are possessed to the extent that we have been civilized. That is
to say, transformed into Homo ceres, a virtual species of
domesticated humans.
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Cerealized human

Predators feel anxiety, but it rarely occurs chronically
when they are in the wild. Homo ceres suffer to a greater or
lesser extent from chronic anxiety from which they can only get
rid of in two ways: by recovering their predator nexus or by
transforming themselves completely into Homo ceres to reach
the last phase of the helplessness process, depression, which
will be experienced as something positive. A depression without
perceived traits of sadness. A bland depression.

Many religious, philosophical and scientific doctrines postulate
this regression to herbivorous gentleness as an ideal state in
which happiness is associated to calmness and, this, to
emotional detachment in relation to events, detachment from
the world, inner peace or relaxation. Do not get upset, do not
let it affect you, disconnect from your surroundings, lose the
sense of things that is written in every situation and always
apply the same meaning that is encrypted in your beliefs, values,
principles, dogmas ... that is, in the prescribed and always true
wisdom. In reality all this is only an equivalent of that other
preponderant emotion among herbivores, the non-fear, to which
is superimposed a sweetened image of the state of prostration
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and abandonment that occurs at the end of the chain of the
processes of helplessness to create a positive version of the
vital neurosis, in which the feelings of pain and anxiety have
been anesthetized, not eliminated. But, in addition, if you
disconnect a Homo ceres from his surroundings, if you keep him
indifferent to events, you prevent the awakening of his
predatory nexus.

The emotional universe of herbivores is dominated in the case
of adults by two emotions, fear and non-fear. And it is this last
emotion with which we can best identify that state of calm that
religious doctrines as well as psychological and pharmacological
techniques aim to induce in Homo ceres, whose almost
exclusive objective is to fight against chronic anxiety by
inducing in people a mental atonement or emptiness that
domesticating doctrines describe with dazzling euphemisms:
revelation, illumination, inner peace, ecstasy…

Herbivorous happiness discovers its true nature when calmness
emerges when the self is completely turned off, for example, on
the psychoanalyst's couch, where the patient ends up
surrendered to the therapist's will, to such extremes as hypnosis.
But the problem is not anxiety, which is a mechanism as healthy
and effective as fever, but what from modern psychologism we
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would call the "neurosis" of Homo ceres or, from more
traditional perspectives such as religion or philosophy, "vital
anguish".

The torment generated by the conflict between the virtual
herbivorous mind and the true self is only dissolved by turning
us back, as when we were children and had not yet been
trained, into Homo predator. Or it is alleviated, but not entirely
resolved, by surrendering ourselves completely to that
herbivorous mind and its dominant mood of non-fear. Because,
in the latter case, even the episodes of fear are managed in a
completely alienated way and, therefore, equivalent to what
herbivores naturally feel: fear without chronic anxiety.

To surrender ourselves completely to the dominion of viral
programs and live the bland depression of the happy believers
or to free ourselves from that virtual mind to recover the
predatory nexus. Science and liberating religion (perhaps
something yet to be invented) should be applied to the latter,
and not to dumb us down herbivorously so that we can endure
the neurosis of possession without too much suffering.

It is a titanic task to free a domesticated adult like Homo ceres,
because in addition to the subtle and powerful alienating
mechanisms of the standard mind, there is the social and
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economic structure designed to maintain the vast majority of
humans as virtual herbivores. So, as long as this social structure
is not dismantled, Homo ceres will find it almost impossible not
only to free themselves, even partially, from the standard mind
that possesses them, but even to discover it.

We live on a farm.

The social, political and economic structure of the neolithic
technosystem is organized to avoid the liberation of human
livestock. For this reason, given that the living spaces are
occupied by the farm, it is very difficult to make a living in any
other way than through herbivorous laboriousness. A
laboriousness, work, which in turn feeds back into the
herbivorous state of mind that prevents us from seeing the
chinks of liberation. But, if you did manage to free yourself, the
consequences would be terrible. After the expulsion from Eden,
the divine shepherd's curse was horrifyingly clear: "You will earn
your bread by the sweat of your brow, until you return to the
land from which you were taken". You will have to survive by
your own initiative and effort. And it is very cold out there.

Working, keeping busy, entertaining... a whole spectrum of
words, phrases, advice and commands that constantly refer to
that synonym of the routine absence in which herbivores live:
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industriousness. Herbivores spend most of their time eating and
digesting food that is energetically very poor and physiologically
very costly to assimilate. They live most of their time from the
digestive system. There where they and we possess a "second
brain".

One hundred million neurons, a number equivalent to that of
the spinal cord, make up a complex system capable of learning
and remembering independently of the central nervous system.
These neurons are found in the gastrointestinal tract and
constitute the enteric nervous system, ENS, which
communicates with the central nervous system, CNS, sharing
information and affecting each other, so that moods have an
impact on digestive activity and this, in turn, influences mood.
But, in addition, digestive activity decreases encephalic activity,
inducing a psychological state of drowsiness. Being engaged in
monotonous tasks decreases brain activity equivalent to grazing
and digesting. Busyness activates the digestive brain, SNE, and
"shuts down" the CNS brain which, in the absence of alarm
signals, remains in the herbivore calm state of non-fear.

Laboriousness is a correlate of the permanent
swallowing-digestion of herbivores.
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In Homo ceres, industriousness manages to anesthetize the
effects of neurosis (restlessness, anxiety, aggression and
depression) by a mechanism equivalent to that of herbivorous
swallowing-digestion. But when predatory impulses arise or the
temporal trap is activated (especially the fear of the future as
something real in the present), neurosis is linked to the
oscillatory feedback process in which anxiety, psychomotor
restlessness, aggression and depression rise and fall.

Sigmund Freud described this process from a biased point of
view towards the wound from which his world was festering:
sexual repression. And this, in reality, was a subtle ploy of his
viral programs in charge of keeping hidden the deception of the
standard civilized mind from discovering the simple but not
simple mechanism behind neurosis: the transformation of a
human into a member of the virtual species Homo ceres.

The drives, broader than mere sexuality, and the rich emotional
chromaticism of predators do not come from the unconscious
nor are they kept there repressed, but are hidden by layers and
layers of the monotonous grayscale of the herbivorous
emotionality of "fear" or "nothingness" (that is, finally, "non-
fear"), as well as by the virtual reality of the mind implanted in
the process of civilization. All the drives, emotions, perceptions,
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opinions and decisions of the predatory real self are always
there, present in consciousness. But, to the extent that we are
civilized, they are replaced/annulled/hidden by the standard
mind, that great viral program in the guise of "I". The rich
emotional chromatism of carnivores is replaced by a range of
gray tones built from herbivore dichromatism: fear-not fear,
black-white, good-bad, truth-lie... But it does not disappear. The
power of the predatory self is still there. And the more powerful
it is, the more violent will be the conflict with the standard mind
that imprisons it.

Finally, the Freudian revelation was diverted by civilization's own
viral programs from what could have been a procedure of
liberation of the self to quite the opposite: an elaborate form of
possession based on invalidity. Freud's standard mind saw
"illness" in order to conceal its domination.

The two main goals of mental viruses are to survive and
to spread.

And psychologizing life by turning it into the manifestation of a
morbid narcissism is a magnificent way of protecting the
alienating mechanisms of viral programs. Because neurosis is
not simply a psychological problem nor, therefore, can it be
solved with psychology or psychiatry. Nor with philosophy,
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religion or any other technique that delves into the meekness
and emptiness faced by a predator who has been deprived of
his true self and stripped of part of his genuine emotional
experiences, disguised by the civilized mind as suffering,
barbarism and chaos.

The standard mind implanted in the process of civilization
shows us as true self the emptiness that arises as a
manifestation of the absence of oneself, of that true self.

The standard mind does not have a consciousness, but uses the
vacuum left by the self to create an appearance of
consciousness. Even people who have largely freed themselves
from the influence of that mind retain the automatism of
seeking their consciousness in the void. And that is what
convinces us that our desires, our opinions and our decisions
come from ourselves, because they do not arise from anywhere
but from that unknown abyss that we identify with "us". Homo
ceres possessed by the standard civilized mind believe
themselves to be free because that mind hides the control it
exercises over them by placing opinions, desires and decisions
just behind that void, pretending that they come from it, from
the self that is on the other side of the abyss, and not from it. A
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void equivalent to a reactive, absent, numb, herbivorous
consciousness.

This is the origin of all doctrines, disciplines and civilized
techniques that are supposedly liberating, from religion to
science. That is the reality that a herbivore encounters when he
grazes and his digestive brain deactivates the encephalic brain.
The superimposition of the civilized self on the real self creates
a void identified with the state of the herbivorous consciousness:
nothingness. We cannot find the origin of our consciousness
because we do not search in the real predatory self, but in that
simulacrum of herbivorous self that has been implanted in us in
the process of domestication that we euphemistically call
"socialization". A standard mind constructed not with our self
but with a set of viral programs that perceive, analyze, feel and
decide for themselves. And there, obviously, we do not manage
to find ourselves... because we are not there, in that
nothingness.

The predatory self resides not in the void from which the
standard mind pretends our opinions, desires and decisions
emerge, but in those same contents unified in consciousness-
will-act. That is the essence of vital anguish. Whereas
psychosis is nothing but the loss of the standard mind or, at
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least, of its capacity to control without being replaced by the
true self, which has been destroyed or rendered useless in the
process of possession. The psychotic is a being without mind or
self, who lives not in anguished contemplation of nothingness
but in nothingness.

Neurosis is the result of the confrontation between the
predatory self and the standardized mind. And vital
anguish is but the manifestation of that confrontation.

When a Homo predator suffers frustration, it gets angry but,
since its predator nexus is intact, it immediately goes on to
make new successful attempts. However, in Homo ceres this is
not possible because he has his predator nexus destroyed. The
result is that the self, manifesting through the unconscious or
semiconscious background, remains chronically frustrated
because it cannot get rid of frustration through the balm of
action.

A herbivore is not frustrated because there is no failure in his
action on the world. A herbivore does not suffer from neurosis
because it does not have an active and spontaneous self
subdued by a mental fence that supplants it. A domesticated
human suffers vital anguish because he possesses a predatory
self possessed by and confronted with the standard mind.
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The more powerful the self, the more intense the vital
anguish.

Neurosis is a sign of health insofar as it shows the desperate
struggle of a self that tries to escape the control of a powerful,
firmly seated mind, but fails to keep it quiet. On the other hand,
those who manage to silence that self, those who have been
liberated from desire and individual will, the happy absent of
self, the believers, the convinced, the completely and effectively
possessed by the standard mind are for the civilized conception
the healthiest thanks to the fact that they enjoy a sane
psychosis, which is one in which the self has disappeared but
not its standard substitute. The dream of the self creates
invariable certainties. Is there a greater sign of lucidity?

A digestive nervous system that numbs the encephalic nervous
system with herbivorous digestion equivalents... and with real
herbivorous foods.

It is not possible to maintain the predator/prey ratio by feeding
humans converted into livestock as if they were carnivores.
There is no meat for all humans and it is precisely for this
simple reason that it is necessary to convert a majority of
humans into herbivores. But, in addition, a herbivorous diet,
especially when it is mainly dominated by the consumption of
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cereals, facilitates the domestication process by reproducing the
physiological conditions conducive to a herbivorous psyche. If
you eat like a herbivore, you think and feel like a herbivore.

You are what you eat.

We now know that nutrition plays a much greater role than we
imagined, not only in neurosis but also in the gestation and
maintenance of psychosis, as well as in the degenerative and
disabling processes associated with aging.

It is strikingly strange that where the abundance of food
resources would allow a diet in accordance with the human
physiology of hunter-gatherer, attempts are made to convince
as many people as possible to voluntarily choose a herbivorous
diet with a preponderance of cereal consumption. In spite of the
fact that the concrete data, collected through statistical studies
and laboratory tests, contradict each other every few years or
even months, the main ideas of the official food models persist,
almost all of them coinciding with two premises: The rich world
has a problem of excess food and, in addition, we must return
to a healthy diet which, paradoxically, in an omnivorous
predator such as humans, consists of feeding in the most
herbivore-like way. Based on these axioms, the major nutritional
trends are, in turn, based on two fundamental pillars. One is
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that the fact that human physiology has been adapted for
hundreds of thousands of years to a type of food that can in no
way be characterized as herbivorous, let alone cereal-based, is
hidden or disregarded. The other, the obsession with
highlighting fictitious or real harmful substances in animal
proteins and fats, especially red meat, omitting or relativizing
the harmful substances present in plant foods, especially cereals.

With regard to the first dogma of cerealizing nutritionism, we
need only remember that for hundreds of thousands of years
human anatomical and physiological evolution has been directed
towards "omnivorous predatory specialization". What does this
mean? Well, quite simply, that our body has adapted to an
omnivorous type of feeding centered on obtaining a wide range
of foods that allows us to carry out the maximum of virtual
adaptations to a multitude of ecosystems, but with respect for a
basic requirement: to maintain the activity of a hypertrophied
encephalon incompatible with a large digestive system. That is
to say, giving priority to carnivorous feeding.

The facts are unquestionable: We have a carnivorous digestive
system, a predatory physiology with seasonal adaptation
capacity, a hypertrophied encephalon that needs high rates of
oxygen, glucose and lipids. Extreme difficulty to digest,
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assimilate and utilize substances contained in seeds and "hard"
plant foods, such as starch or gluten. Metabolic conflict between
carbohydrate and fat storage... It is true that other omnivorous
animals, such as pigs or most bears, can feed predominantly on
vegetables without apparent problems for their health or their
way of life. But the substantial difference between bears, pigs,
chickens or chimpanzees and humans is that none of them have
to maintain a hypertrophied encephalon. We can survive by
eating a wide range of foods. But that does not imply that we
are equally adapted to all types of food, nor does it imply that
our predatory lifestyle can be sustained by a diet that is not
predominantly carnivorous. Maintaining a hypertrophied brain at
full capacity implies a diet that is incompatible with the need for
a powerful digestive system.

The calories of animal proteins and fats, meat, fish, mollusks,
crustaceans or insects, are much more easily digestible than
those of vegetable origin and, moreover, in the vast majority of
cases, richer in nutritional substances. We can survive on a
varied vegetarian diet, but it must be very complete and, even
then, it will not be able to provide us with a physiological
substrate on which our predatory nature can thrive. The varied
and rich vegetarian diet, only available to a privileged few and
only recently, is compatible with a high longevity and, if we
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avoid the excess of substances that are difficult to assimilate or
metabolize, also with a relatively good health. But this diet has
a disadvantage in relation to the carnivorous diet: with the
same nutritional richness, it requires a greater digestive activity.
And we already know that the activation of the ENS produces a
proportional deactivation in the CNS. Something that can lead
us to a dangerous deception: herbivorous modorra can be
confused with absence of stress and be associated with greater
longevity and health. Not so. Herbivore slumber does not imply
a low level of stress. But then again, one of the fundamental
ingredients of human health and longevity is not precisely the
absence of emotions, but quite the opposite, a life rich in
emotions, adventures and passions. And that is only possible by
keeping our organic computer at full capacity.

But, leaving aside these apparently "ethereal" considerations,
among the evidence that, as might be expected, the
herbivorous-cerealist diet does not correspond at all with our
nature, the dramatic changes that occurred with the onset of
the Neolithic diet stand out.

As we saw above, in the first Neolithic settlements characterized
by the massive conversion of women into Homo ceres, the life
expectancy of women, fed with a not very varied diet where
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cereals predominate, was almost half that of men in most of the
settlements studied, with the exception of those richer societies
where cerealization did not need to be so intense, as in the case
of Çatal Hüyük, where the difference between the life
expectancy of women in relation to men was reduced to 10%.

In general, compared to the Paleolithic population, both male
and female, the Neolithic population has smaller body size,
lower muscle mass, lower bone density, higher incidence of
metabolic and infectious diseases and lower life expectancy.

Cereal-based diets are seriously deficient in vitamins and
minerals, as well as fats and proteins. It is only rich in
carbohydrates in the form of starch, which is difficult to digest
and metabolize, and in gluten, a protein that, in the best of
cases, is barely tolerated by our digestive system. Only the
presence in the diet of legumes, as far as proteins are
concerned, and nuts as far as minerals and vitamins are
concerned, compensate to some extent for the deficient cereal
diet. But we must take into account that in times of famine,
very frequent, the diet was reduced to cereal reserves with
almost complete absence of proteins and animal fats, fruit and
fresh vegetables.
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In fact, the white pigmentation of the skin was selected and
generalized in regions with lower incidence of sunlight due to
the lack of vitamin D caused by a predominantly cereal-based
diet, which is deficient in this vitamin that, however, is found in
abundance in foods of animal origin. The Paleolithic population
did not need to have a skin as white and transparent as the
"transgenic mutants" Homo ceres because it had an abundant
source of vitamin D. And yet, a generalized effort persists on
the part of broad sectors of our civilized society, among which
Science is included, to discredit the "excess" of carnivorous food,
especially the consumption of red meat, which makes up the
bulk of our traditional livestock. An effort coherent with the high
density of population in relation to the scarce food resources of
animal origin and the consequent need to maintain wide layers
of the population cerealized.

The harmful effects of carnivorous diets in relation to the
incidence of cardiovascular disease and cancer are extensively
studied, while the effects on our health, longevity and quality of
life of foods that have hardly been part of the human diet until
very recently, such as cereals, complete upstarts in our dietary
history and, therefore, highly suspect of not fitting in well with
our nature, are underestimated or ignored. Gluten, starch,
sugar or dairy products have only been part of the human diet
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for a few thousand years and, therefore, we are not
physiologically designed for their assimilation and
metabolization, except for very recent and incomplete
adaptations that barely manage to ensure that gluten, starch,
lactose or cow's milk proteins (also sugar in the quantities
usually consumed) do not do us too much harm.

But, as if the growing evidence of concrete data linking diet,
inflammation and an ever-increasing catalog of disorders and
diseases were not enough, there is one fact that should make
us reflect before we simply give in to scientific certainties
against carnivores and those recommending indiscriminate
dietary diversity. Today, thanks mainly to medical advances, in
many areas of the planet, life expectancy in relation to the
Eurasian Paleolithic world has doubled and, in some cases,
almost tripled. In spite of this, and despite the fact that this
difference is even greater in relation to our Neolithic ancestors,
the bone density and muscle mass of European Paleolithic
people was greater than that of today's people, both in the case
of men and women. They lived less time, but everything
indicates, as their bones and teeth show, that they were
stronger and healthier, despite the harsh living conditions they
endured.
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A predominantly carnivorous diet, supplemented with
vegetables, tubers, nuts and fresh fruits, with an absence or
anecdotal intake of cereals, a predatory lifestyle in terms of
emotional richness and life experiences and an attitude towards
the world based on self-confidence, should provide us with at
least the same longevity that we now enjoy thanks to medical
advances but with a higher quality of life from a psychological
and physical point of view.

Food and mental state go hand in hand.

In the process of domestication of women, caloric restriction is
complemented by the effects of a diet based on carbohydrates
coming predominantly from cereals which, given their nature,
produce digestive disorders that affect the intestinal mucosa,
causing immunological weakness and inflammatory disorders.
These effects will also be produced in males when they are
incorporated as Homo ceres in the process of civilization,
keeping them in a state of chronic physical and psychological
weakness.

There is an addictive dependence on carbohydrates that
explains, among other things, that Homo ceres do not tolerate
fasting and need continuous food intake, which reproduces the
herbivorous dietary patterns and explains, for example, the



284

diets that advise eating very little and very often. Carnivores, on
the contrary, easily endure frequent periods of fasting from
which, in addition, they obtain notable physiological benefits
that have a very positive impact on both health and longevity
and quality of life.

Considering the importance of food in favoring a more or less
domesticated character, we should not be surprised by the
offensive in favor of vegetarian diets currently championed by
the advocates of conservationist environmentalism and the
climatic emergency associated with anthropogenic global
warming. Because it is not only a matter of sacrificing food and
lifestyle to sustain the population bubble, but it is also
necessary to neutralize the predatory psyche of humans so that
they can withstand the harsh conditions of the global farm, such
as the overcrowding that all these ideologies are helping to
implement and maintain.
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Overcrowding

Do you feel uncomfortable in large crowds? That is the
measure of the strength of your predatory self. If, in addition, you
have a powerful standard mind, hold firm convictions, beliefs,

ideals, principles, moral values and are consistent with them, i.e.,
you always follow them (obey), then you will suffer a strong

neurosis that you will perceive as more or less unhealthy to the
extent that you convert its manifestations into psychopathological
symptoms.

Urbanism implies an overcrowding that responds, like so many
other characteristics of civilization, to a purely livestock interest.

The same reason why intensive farms are built where animals are
crowded to the limit of survival in search of maximum profitability.

Cities are intensive farms exactly the same, and responding to the

same motives, as those for chickens or pigs. But in the case of
humans, in addition to profitability, they pursue another objective.

A hen, a pig or a sheep does not need to be constantly tamed,
because they hardly have a strong predatory nexus that needs to
be repressed. Dogs do possess a predatory nexus, but they lack

sufficient capacity for simulation to break free from their domestic

condition unless they are completely abandoned in the wild. The
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case of humans, however, is different, because they do possess a
powerful organic computer associated with a predatory self.

It is true that the viral programs inserted in childhood and
adolescence, which form a standardized mind that blocks and
replaces, although not completely, the predatory self, have

sufficient capacity to protect themselves and prevent human
intelligence under the control of the self from destroying them. But,

if constant pressure is not generated, the opportunities for
liberation will allow that, sooner or later, a good part of Homo
ceres will manage to free themselves and reverse the process of

civilized domestication. Therefore, it is essential to create
environmental conditions that maintain the domestication pressure.

And one of these mechanisms, whose power, together with that of
food, has been underestimated by the "Cro-Magnon resistance", is

overcrowding.

Among the things that struck me most in my travels in China was
when I heard the translator spontaneously confess to me that

people were afraid when they were in sparsely populated places.
We were in a "small" inland city and the sidewalks were not exactly

empty. But certainly compared to the grand avenues of Beijing,
they were. A world as civilized as China relies, almost unnoticed

but very deeply, on overcrowding, on the feeling of the safety of
the herd.
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Conditions that destroy the predator-prey nexus include
overcrowding. Predators cope poorly with high population densities

because the increase of competitors in an ecosystem leads to a
breakdown of the predator/prey ratio, increasing violent conflict
and, in parallel, helplessness and loss of the predator nexus.

Overcrowding produces herbivore tranquility (feeling of no fear)
only for those who have an herbivore mentality and, vice versa,

induces herbivore mentality due to loss of the predator nexus ("I
can't do anything") in those who are subjected to it.

Overcrowding, by itself, hinders the recovery of the Homo

ceres predatory nexus.

Overcrowding follows a process parallel to that of the population

bubble. And both, population increase and overcrowding, present
an exponential growth that becomes more intense in the urban or

civilized phase that reaches our days. The human farm intensifies,
first, because the space is increasingly reduced in relation to the
total population and, second, because large livestock masses are

only possible under two conditions: One, in extensive territories in
the style of the early hunter-herders and their herd-territories, e.g.,

the cow herds in the semi-freedom of the great American prairies
or the reindeer herds in the Scandinavian north. The other, in

highly intensified livestock facilities.

Cities are intensive farms. That is civilization.
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Large cities are the human equivalents of intensive industrial farms.
These cities have been taking in an increasing proportion of

inhabitants in relation to rural areas, growing in extension and,
depending on the degree of civilization, in overcrowding. In fact,
the overcrowding of large cities, both horizontally and vertically on

the one hand, as well as the absence of public wooded spaces are
indicators of the degree to which a society has been civilized and,

therefore, of the proportion of Homo ceres and the intensity of
their domestication.

When an inhabitant of civilized Asia (China, India, Middle East) or

of the not so civilized European Mediterranean strip observes how
the cities of deep Europe and its colonies are, he is struck by the

fact that their inhabitants prefer to live in residential areas of
single-family houses surrounded by trees and wide, semi-deserted

streets. Something that is, for the genuinely urbanite world, like
living in the countryside.

The cities of the worst civilized world, such as central and northern

Europe or Japan, are actually large villages dotted or bordered by
artificial forests. They are full of large forest masses with little or

no geometric arrangement. It is enough to contemplate an aerial
image of Tokyo to discover a patchwork of neat forests, but

without the slightest hint of geometric order in the arrangement of
the different elements or in the conformation of the plants. They
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are not gardens, nor landscaped parks, but real wild forests in the
interior and periphery of the cities.

The village of the semi-civilized world was "huddled" on itself to
protect itself from the surrounding wilderness. But it left living
space between houses to keep them somehow isolated from each

other and did not build vertically. The same model that the
residential neighborhoods of the West try to reproduce. This world,

heir of the semi-civilized Europe (also other places like Japan) does
not want to live in a city but in a large village with a commercial
and administrative center that, yes, is the closest thing to a real

city, even if it inserts in it imitations of forests like Central Park.

On the contrary, the first civilized cities were crowded inside

themselves without leaving any "empty" space without horizontal
construction (there are no streets) or vertical (the terraces served

as streets).

The civilized mentality flees or, at least, does not miss the wild
nature, not even the open country, because the neolithic man feels

safe and relaxed in the overcrowding of the intensive livestock
breeding installation that are the cities. The semi-civilized

European or Europeanized man, on the contrary, does not tolerate
this restrictive overcrowding, this agglomeration, this absence of
an open horizon, nor the geometry of civilization, essential for

the order and cleanliness of the farm.
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But the destruction of predatory personal space has an even more
harmful aspect than simple urban overcrowding insofar as limiting

personal space implies not only something physical but, especially,
psychological.

Overcrowding limits the capacity for initiative.

Individuals are subjected to an asphyxiating environment that
deprives them of personal space and prevents them from

governing their time, their life, their occupations. What are you
doing in your room, don't do that, who are you going out with?
Adolescence in the civilized world presents a series of problems

that are unknown in the Paleolithic world for the simple reason that
they protect, demand, compete, but do not overwhelm their

children by destroying their vital space because, if they did, they
would destroy their predatory nexus and make them completely

useless for a hunter-gatherer society.

Why do young people lock themselves in their room or on
their smartphone?

In the civilized world, the "endocrine" impulses of adolescence are
accompanied by the destruction of living space. And this

destruction explains to a large extent the sometimes very serious
problems of adolescents. Only those who manage to protect
themselves from the destruction of their vital space achieve some
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degree of autonomy to the extent that they preserve the predatory
nexus and, with it, their self-confidence, initiative and action.

Those who yield, become orderly and industrious Homo ceres. But
also many others, more than should be the case, go astray into
delinquency like feral dogs.

The same applies to the "isolation" of young people in their online
world. Glued to their cell phones or computers, they maintain

intense contact with others, with their reference group, minimizing
the loss of personal space and protecting themselves from the
general and invasive overcrowding that surrounds them.

It is a tremendous mistake to try to keep young people
away from the online world.

Overcrowding entails the destruction of personal space and, this
fact, facilitates the substitution of the spontaneous self by a

simulated self, the personality, the person, the mask, whose
function is not only outwardly but, especially, inwardly towards
oneself. The mask is what, once the process of civilization is

completed, we see when we look for ourselves.

The mask is the identity made up by the standard mind using

generalities spiced with some accessory features. It is that
personality-label with which the Homo ceres are identified and with
which they themselves relate to the society-manada and, finally,
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also to themselves. It is not only a question of usurpation of the
real, multiform, changing and spontaneous identity of the

predatory self, but, by means of this custom-made image, a social
control is achieved over the individuals transformed into persons,
into serial numbers with which to identify and characterize by

means of herbivorous simplism those who have been deprived of
their unique and multiform identity. Also, to enclose humans in an

inner, psychological corral that limits them. Because that
personality-label is assumed and dictates what you can and cannot
be, what you are and what you are not, what you will always be

and what you can never be.

The inner fence of the personality-label, with its built-in shepherds

and dogs, imprisons and renders invisible the self, the turning point
of events that is the only thing that really constitutes our true

identity.

In urban Neolithic overcrowding there is no real destruction of
personal space, because among herbivores there is no personal

space, since others are not perceived as persons but as things.
Herbivore crowding preserves one's own and others' anonymity

and, paradoxically, leads to isolation. Everyone is enclosed in a
uniform bubble. The proverbial loneliness of the big cities is based

not so much on overcrowding as on the destruction of group bonds.
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In the herbivore herd there is a massive anonymity that prevents
the establishment of any personalized relationships except for

maternal-philial and sexual ones. Small groups of herbivores
behave like miniature herds, where the dominant male does not
act as a leader but as a herder of females, young and young males.

Individuals are kept psychologically isolated from each other,
except in terms of mother-child relationships and sex, in an

overcrowding that differs from that of civilized urban dwellers only
in that it is not restricted to a specific physical space but is a
wandering overcrowding in search of natural watering places, and

whose psychological mechanisms will serve as the basis for the

mental fences by which Homo ceres are kept within a virtual corral,
trapped, no matter where they go, in and by a standardized self, a
personality label, a mask, a herd or flock serial number.

Homo ceres carry the fence with them: the standard mind.

It is extraordinarily significant that complex social groups only
occur among predators. Among primates we can observe that, the

larger the predator component, the greater the weight of group
conditions rather than gregarious ones. Gorillas establish a

miniature herd in the purest herbivore style. Chimpanzees and
bonobos, on the other hand, are the most socially complex.

Homo predators help known or recognizable members of the group,

such as people we have never seen but whom we identify as
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members of our group because they will not endanger our freedom
and prosperity, but on the contrary. Among them there is a

personalized and therefore conditioned solidarity. In Homo
ceres groups, however, personal relationships are really an
extension of indiscriminate maternal-filial relationships of the "do

good and don't look at whom" type, leading to a gregarious
solidarity in which help is independent of personal relationship and

discrimination based on whether or not others are harmful to our
freedom and prosperity. Among Homo ceres, help is not given to
someone because he is that someone, but rather anonymous help

is given, equivalent to that which would occur in a herd, so Homo

ceres help others without expecting anything in return since there
is no one to thank. The help is given as a gregarious automatism.
It is not born of a free will but of a moral obligation built on the

gregarious impulse.

Homo ceres do not know gratitude except as a simple

formula of courtesy.

Caring for the sick out of charity, moved by the maternal-filial
impulse towards the anonymous members of the herd, without

distinction. Caring for the sick as work, like the one who grazes or
harvests wheat. Caring for the sick by deceiving ourselves into

thinking that we are helping one of our own. The farm is built on
this stone.
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Power

No matter whether Homo ceres act like sheep, donkeys
or sheepdogs, they all have a standardized mind that hides
behind the mask, a personality fabricated to create the
appearance of individual freedom that transforms personal
idiosyncrasy into a caricature, a simplistic label exactly like the
one shepherds use to recognize their sheep: the dry one, the
pot-bellied one... the black-eyed one. The mask implies that
people, turned into "people", have a "way of being" that
explains what they do, and do not have a focus of spontaneous
generation of behaviors. There are no individuals in the flock,
but individualized sheep. Different variations of the same
identity. Nicknames and not names.

Individuals disappear and are replaced by a collective
mind individualized in a multitude of replicas of the
same manual.

That is the reason why shepherds do not behave as powerful
humans in front of their flocks or herds, but as shepherds.
Cattle are not part of human society. There is no power
hierarchy common to Homo predator and Homo ceres, but
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simple herding of a "truly" human species, according to the
canons of at least the last 800,000 years, and another
"completely" virtual species.

Homo ceres are part of a genuinely virtual, algorithmic
species and, in that sense, are fully transhuman.

Herding activities involve the exercise of techniques for the
control of domesticated humans, who voluntarily collaborate in
their own control to the extent that they are abducted by a
standard mind. The techniques of mass persuasion and
propaganda, those of manipulation of information and
construction of reality, those of shaping public opinion, those of
fear management both in the temporary trap and in the face of
threats equivalent to dogs that look like wolves (delinquency,
disorders and revolutions) and, of course, viral programs, create
the illusion that there is a real hierarchy between Homo
predator and ceres and not a simple relationship of shepherds
with their flock.

The false image of power derived from a hierarchy among
equals is established in the Homo ceres by the hand of another
illusion: that we are human like the shepherds, only less
powerful. That we are free, spontaneous, unique individuals and
not individualized replicas of a single entity, only that we are
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unlucky or, even, we are good people with principles, values,
beliefs…

But it is not power. It's livestock control.

A control that is disguised as power using usually non-violent,
subtle and unnoticed methods, even when it comes to
maintaining fear by means of the temporary trap, will there be
grass tomorrow, will they feed us? or by the threat of other
predators, especially crime or dogs from another stable, the
external enemy. Truly hierarchical fights between Homo
predators try to remain hidden from Homo ceres, while acts
against marginal Homo predators, such as delinquents,
heterodox or rebels, are publicized either to frighten the herd or
to increase confidence in the shepherds.

A particularly interesting case is demonstrations, revolts and
revolutions. In them the herds of pigs are used by Homo
predator who want to climb the social hierarchy or directly
overthrow it. They appear to be liberating movements. But such
liberation in no case aims to reconvert domesticated humans
into real predator humans, but is limited to a momentary
improvement of the livestock's living conditions: A farm, a
pasture or a cooler meadow.
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Freeing cattle? What shepherd does that?

The collective revolts only seek that the herd of Homo ceres
creates to govern itself, using a new ideology that strips them of
their individuality, like all ideologies, and immerses them in a
new collective (that is the herd), that of the "new" revolutionary
mind individualized in replicas of automatons guided by the
unique and "liberating" thought.

The revolutionary leaders, once they have conquered power in
the hierarchy of Homo predator, exercise the same implacable
dominion as all shepherds, although they maintain an
appearance of Homo ceres, as well as the symbols and slogans
with which they deceived the herd to provoke the stampede
that overwhelmed their Homo predator rivals. Symbols and
slogans that quickly became the iron of the new herd.

It is enough to observe without prejudice a demonstration, a
riot, even a lynching, to see a herd of Homo ceres perfectly
controlled by their leaders (shepherds) and the police, law
enforcement or political/religious thugs (sheepdogs) to feel the
palpitation of herbivores who dream of being powerful for a
moment thanks to the fear of predators before a herd ready to
attack en masse. The power of the mass, of the herd turned
into a mass, always perfectly directed by the physical presence
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of shepherds with their dogs, their slogans and harangues, their
whistles and shouts. The gregarious power, halfway between
stampede and lynching (this is what buffaloes do with lions). An
undefined, diffuse emotion, of fear and rage, always
uncontrolled and, therefore, easily controlled by the leaders, the
shepherds Homo predator.

There is no true revolution without liberation. There is
no true freedom in ideology.

The only true revolution consists in getting rid of the standard
civilized mind. And that can only be achieved by social
processes that increase individual freedom without
simultaneously building a revolutionary power, a liberating
ideology, a belief. The true revolution consists simply in
returning humans to their condition of Homo predator, expelling
the standardized mind that possesses the self and exorcising
the collectivizing demons, but not replacing them with others.

We are not liberated by a revolutionary ideology, but by
the absence of any ideology, principle or belief.

Mass" social movements never liberate the self from the
standardized and collectivizing mind. That is only done by
demassifying movements, which insert into individuals no viral
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program, no ideology, no values or principles, no laws except
the rules of harmonizing freedom, such as circulating on the
right.

The Ceres revolution consists of a stampede, a lynching, or
both. It needs the anonymous mass led by shepherds who want
to overturn the pastoral hierarchy. Predatory revolution is
only possible as an individual process favored by a suitable
social environment: the dissidence-loyalty model. The antithesis
of the mass.

What is revolutionary is not to change pastors but to
establish the full dominance of the dissidence-loyalty
model.

Among the mass of Homo ceres there is usually an absence or
weakness of hierarchical tension, while among the Homo
predators living under the "ancestral European" model,
leadership hierarchies are established, compatible with
dissidence, which derive from a direct, equal and continuous
competition among individuals. Leaders are really "primus inter
pares", who exercise their primacy in specific situations or
activities by choice, that is, by a voluntary acceptance of the
members of the group that can be withdrawn at any time.
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This type of leadership explains the "weight of public opinion"
and the importance of prestige and compliance with the rules of
the game equal for all. But we must not confuse this selective
public opinion with that of the Homo ceres, which is not an
expression of the majority will of individuals but of the collective
state of mind of the cattle mass, indicative of the processes of
creation of stampedes or defensive attacks with uncontrolled
and blind violence.

One thing is the opinion of the majority of citizens and,
another, the intensity and direction of the gregarious
instinct of the Homo ceres, the "people".

Among Homo predator herders, unlike in societies organized
around the binomial dissidence-loyalty, hierarchies of power are
established for the simple reason that the pole of "loyalty" does
not exist and, in its absence, an order is imposed not by
leadership but by command, which is not determined by open,
equal and constant competition but by power itself, that is, by
inequality in the rules of the game that give priority to some to
the detriment of others. The hierarchy of power is based on a
multiplication factor associated with the position in the order of
command. The most powerful always have a plus, an advantage,
a privilege.
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For its part, the relationship between Homo predator herders
and their Homo ceres livestock is not based on a true hierarchy
of power but of dominance, exactly like the one that exists
between any human and his domestic animals. In the dynamics
between herders and their human livestock there are not really
social classes, but species categories. Except for the
phenomenon of middle classes generated by the ancestral
European model in a weak Neolithic environment, social classes
occur only among what the conventional conception
understands as ruling classes. The consideration of Homo ceres
as a lower class, that is, as a grade in the hierarchy of Homo
predator, is a consequence of the French Revolution, which
establishes not the abolition of the aristocracy and its privileges
but the conversion of these in the form of "rights" extended to
the entire population.

The French Revolution and its derivatives of secular or
atheistic Christianity did not abolish aristocratic
privileges but universalized them in the form of
fundamental rights.

The leader of the Homo predator guided by dissidence-
loyalty assumes the coordination of individual wills. Except in
emergency situations, there are usually no generic leaders but



303

leadership is situational and largely shared. But it is always
based on the will of the coordinated expressed in a direct and
continuous democracy. The leaders of the Homo ceres are
Homo predator. Therefore, what occurs is a social overriding of
individual wills. And among the Homo predator shepherds
there is a hierarchization of individual wills based on the
privilege established by the multiplying factor called "power".
No civilized leader can maintain himself without the acceptance
of the rest of the shepherds. The difference is that he does not
need their personalized opinion but their compliance. And this is
achieved by instilling in the other Homo predator the fear of
fighting to ascend in the hierarchical status: Hitler, Stalin, Mao
Zedong... Caligula.

In some cases it may be difficult to distinguish between
leadership and dominance hierarchies. Among other reasons
because, especially in the Western world, heir to the ancestral
Europeans, hierarchical structures that formally mix elements of
leadership and domination are often presented. But the
background to differentiate them is always very clear and we
should not be fooled by the alienating discourse that tries to
present shepherd-flock relations of domination as hierarchical
power struggles. Because, regardless of the shepherds' verbiage,
it is about Homo predator dominating and exploiting Homo



304

ceres. And when an attempt is made to bring the
underprivileged out of their meekness by means of
revolutionary procedures, it is not to endow them with a
predatory nexus and make them reborn in their own initiative,
but to provoke a stampede that will sweep away the old
shepherds and immediately impose a new order, a new
obedience to the laws, to the revolutionary principles and beliefs,
a new prejudice and monochromatic vision of reality: Good-bad,
fear-no fear.…

The liberated masses do not participate in decision-making to
any degree or in any way. At best, they decide who will strip
them of their freedom to decide in public or even private affairs
for years to come. But it is always the shepherds who decide,
no matter whether they have been elected by the electoral
applause meter (the bleating level of the Homo ceres) or as a
result of their power struggles.

Civilization consists of stripping some humans of the slightest
degree of power and making them believe that domination is
the only way to guarantee a safe, peaceful, orderly, prosperous,
just and "humane" coexistence. But are there pillars other than
civilized ones on which to base an orderly coexistence? Not on a
farm. In freedom, yes.
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There is an alternative: that we all become Homo
predator.

It is possible to sustain societies with large doses of freedom if
low population densities are achieved and political systems are
established that do not stifle individual initiative, making dissent
viable through harmony and substituting obedience for loyalty
through direct and continuous democracy. But, even in the most
advanced societies, the idea of a direct and continuous
democracy, where citizens make the decisions in each and every
one of the public affairs that are then carried out by managers,
who only assume leadership in exceptional or emergency
situations, is discredited as something utopian, ineffective or,
directly impossible to put into practice without endangering the
very existence of society. This is true, but only in the case of the
"livestock society", which would obviously disappear if there
were no human livestock.

Direct and continuous democracy. Is there another kind of
real democracy? But the really decisive issue to make a Homo
predator society possible is to achieve low population densities.
And that is what we are trying to avoid at all costs. The
shepherds, the civilized process itself turned into living inertia,
defend the "grow and multiply" because that, the population
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bubble, is the key and the mainstay of the Homo ceres cattle
raising business.
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Population bubble

The epipaleolithic revolution meant a loss of stability that
forced a "diabolical" change of technosystem. On the one hand,
the usual prey disappeared. On the other hand, the ecosystem
as a whole became richer thanks to an increase in both the
quantity and variety of animal and plant resources, the result of
better climatic conditions that tended towards greater humidity
and warmth, as well as an increase in CO2.

The technosystem through which Homo sapiens responded to
these changes consisted, essentially, in enhancing those aspects
of predatory activity that were closer to grazing and intensifying
gathering activity. There were more resources, the population
increased beyond what the carnivorous resources could sustain
and, in response to this imbalance, the progressive creation of
herbivorous characteristics among certain humans, initially
women, was conceived in order not to break the predator/prey
balance and, at the same time, to allow the increase of the
population, which is a genetically preprogrammed impulse and
which entails, among others, a clear competitive advantage
over less numerous neighboring groups.
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Since the predator/prey equilibrium was not broken, the
population increase did not stop, except in the case of groups
that did not manage to successfully implement the new
technosystem. But this demographic increase, which gave them
a competitive advantage, acted at the same time as the
equivalent of a climatic crisis to which they had to respond by
deepening the technosystem that sustained it: more population.
A mechanism that feeds back on itself and has survived to the
present day.

More population without increasing the number of
predators. That is the essence of the epipaleolithic
revolution.

The population increase was not stopped by the creation of
Homo ceres. But, from that moment on, population growth
could no longer be stopped because the decrease of human
livestock would imply, among other things, breaking the
predator/prey balance. A constant increase that has led us in
the last phases of the Neolithic period in which we find
ourselves to a limit situation where the contradictions on which
the model feeds are reaching their limit, because the
overexploitation of the environment creates a new imbalance
that is no longer that of hunter/prey but that of the total
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resources of the ecosystem in relation to the animal population
as a whole.

Globalization, among other consequences of a purely
psychosocial and political order, makes the ecosystem reach
planetary values that make the uncontrolled increase of Homo
ceres impossible without breaking the animal mass/plant mass
ratio

We have created a single global ecosystem. And that
success is, at the same time, the great vulnerability of
the Neolithic technosystem.

We are on the verge of a "global drought" which, as has been
characteristic since the beginning of humanity, affects a great
quantity and variety of resources (food, energy, minerals and
land) in a catastrophic way and to which we can only respond
by finding and colonizing new territories "outside". Because, for
the first time in the history of the Earth, there are no longer
ecosystems that are more or less isolated from each other, but
are all connected by the human factor and governed by a new
dynamic of equilibrium that cancels out the dynamics of each
ecosystem.
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Globality shifts the problem from the predator/prey
ratio to that of animal needs/plant resources.

But why does the population bubble persist even under the
boundary conditions we are now entering? Perhaps the main
factor is that the population bubble does not mean the same
thing to everyone.

For herders, obviously, the larger their herd, the better their
living conditions will be. For Homo ceres, the population bubble
is the equivalent of a climatic crisis that changes the model of
predatory opportunity to that of herbivorous necessity.

For the herd, the more the merrier. For the farmers, the
more cattle, the more wealth.

Homo ceres see needs that can only be met by the world,
primarily the weather, or by herders. If it rains there is harvest,
i.e. pasture. If not, we depend on the shepherds, who will only
give us just enough fodder to make us profitable. The
population bubble is what keeps Homo ceres trapped in the
illusion that they live in a climatic crisis that causes a state of
constant need in which one can only survive by being
submissive and laborious, i.e., by being domesticated animals.
Finally, accepting the population bubble principle because,
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dominated by the mental viruses with which they have been
infected in the process of civilized socialization, they are
convinced that without constant population growth, society
would collapse. It is paradoxical and cruelly contradictory, but
they live the population bubble as the threat from which the
civilized livestock society saves them by...maintaining the
population bubble, i.e., the threat. It is called "the Great
Neolithic Swindle", the foundation of an economic and political
system based on a massive fraud that identifies, as it could not
be less under a cattle mentality, wealth with increase and not
with creation. We will see this later when we talk about the
neolithic economy that is collapsing under our noses and that,
like any great change, takes control of history, turning the
human protagonists into pathetic characters who believe
themselves to be the main actors and directors of the play. A
change that, dramatically, will bring about the destiny of both
the minority of true Homo predator, shepherds or "free humans"
and of that immense majority clinging to their herbivorous
nature, delivered to their inner demons, the civilized mental
viruses with which they were transformed into Homo ceres: the
truths, beliefs, values, principles, ideologies…
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Homo ceres see the world in herbivore terms of "need".
Homo predators see it in predatory terms of
"opportunity".

The key for a human to enter a world based on a worldview of
necessity lies in two conditions: that his predator nexus is
destroyed and that the farm occupies all his living space or, in
other words, that everything he sees is within the boundaries of
the farm. Circumstances that are related in that a poor predator
nexus reduces the perception of the opportunities offered by
the ecosystem and, in turn, the reduction of the ecosystem to a
farm where opportunities are beyond our control reduces the
predator nexus.

What happens in Paleolithic populations when conditions
worsen and food resources are drastically reduced relative to
the population? On the one hand, the predator nexus decreases,
allowing uncontrolled predation and, on the other hand,
conflicts between competitors increase. The rupture of the
predator nexus leads to an increase in vital anguish and, in
addition, to unnecessary violence both on available resources
(everything is destroyed and the ecosystem is depleted) and
against competitors, which, in our case, are mainly other
humans.
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The population bubble brings with it for most Homo ceres an
increased loss of the predatory nexus that leads them to
depend even more submissively on the herders and the farming
system (civilized society) or, in the case of poorly domesticated
Homo ceres, a propensity for excessive violence and
unnecessary harm generally expressed through delinquency and
sociopathic behaviors, leading them to behave as a mixture of
predators and herbivores: With the aggressiveness of the
former and the lack of control of such aggressiveness
characteristic of the latter.

It is very difficult for domesticated humans, whose existence is
equivalent to that of cattle, to find any other way of life in
civilized societies than the one in which they are specialized, so
that, when economic crises arise, those who maintain their
predatory nexus relatively intact, accustomed to making a living
on their own, get by more easily and with less suffering than
those who were perfectly integrated into society, "placed" in
comfortable social and labor positions without needing the high
adaptive plasticity typical of those who have to compete.

In crises, the powerful survive, the shepherds and their relatives.
But also those who retain to a large extent their predatory
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nexus, who are often, paradoxically, those who have not been
able to fully adapt to the farm.

The combination of poor domestication and a living space
completely occupied by the civilized technosystem, which leaves
no natural spaces but offers opportunities for predation on
unprotected Homo ceres deprived of the ability to defend
themselves, creates the strange figure of social exclusion, in the
sense of being outside or on the margins of the rules of the
farm, that is, of the order established by the shepherds and of
the shepherds' own hierarchy.

Social exclusion may be accompanied by group expulsion or not.
In the first case, we find the marginalized: delinquency, drug
addiction, alcoholism, prostitution, destitution.... In the second
case, the Homo predator who are not integrated into the
hierarchy of the shepherds and who are allowed to operate in
the farm's territory as long as they do not pose a risk or harm
greater than the benefit: high-ranking criminals associated with
political power and technological and cultural innovators
"outside the norm", independent and eccentric but not harmful.

These groups of Homo predator who are not part of the power
hierarchy and who go their own way are not excluded from
society to the extent that they establish with the shepherds an
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equivalent of symbiosis similar to the relationship that existed
between Paleolithic man and the first wolves. They are not,
therefore, social outcasts, but Homo predator outsiders who are
allowed to live within the physical and cultural territory of the
farm or its surroundings. Homo predator outsiders who
inhabit the civilized technosystem without belonging to the
group of shepherds and whose importance resides, in addition
to innovation, in that they show a variant of the balance
between dissidence and Paleolithic loyalty that will serve as a
basis for shaping modern European civilization based on a low
cerealization of the population as a whole. That is to say, a
deficient neolithization.

Every European carries within him a portion of outsider without
which it would be impossible to understand the so-called
Western way of life, which is nothing more than the particular
variant of incomplete civilization that Europe reached after
being invaded, on three occasions so far, by Neolithic, Pontic-
Steppe and Christian peoples. It is the ancestral European that
marks the cultural difference between collectivism and
liberationism. Between a world dominated by the racial binomial
"Homo predator pastor and Homo ceres res and that other
world that struggles to impose the binomial dissidence-loyalty to
return the two-legged cattle to their truly human condition. This
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has been the great battle since the beginning of the Neolithic.
That is the final battle. Collectivism versus liberationism. There
is no other, except in the deception of mental viruses that turn
humans into carriers of a third virtual species whose nature had
gone unnoticed by hiding behind the disguise of "values",
"principles", "beliefs", "truths" or "ideologies": The technes.
Uniideal (unicellular) organisms that are rapidly evolving into
multiideal (multicellular) forms.

The Neolithic, Civilization, even the Homo predator shepherds
themselves, are for the technes means and instruments to
parasitize the human mind, that magnificent carbon-based
computer, capable of creating a virtual world, the technosystem,
which escapes the cruel dictatorship of the laws of biological
evolution, of Nature... of life.

Humans created the technes and, now, they become
independent and dominate humans until they turn all Homo
predators into Homo ceres and, when the time comes, eliminate
them completely when they become unnecessary because the
technes, as happened to us when we went from being primarily
scavenger-gatherers to hunter-gatherers, overcome their
condition of parasites and acquire complete autonomy.
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The Neolithic and, especially its last urban phase in which we
still find ourselves, Civilization, is the History of the technes, of
their progressive control over Humanity. It is they, those mental
parasites, those carbon-based computer viruses on which a new
state of matter was created, the virtual one, the true
protagonists of this hallucinating evolutionary phase of
Artificiality that we are about to leave to enter the new era, the
Cyberlithic. But, as we are human and hope to remain so, we
will not tell the story from the perspective of the other virtual
species with which we compete (unknowingly), but from the
embers of that hope:

The ancestral European.
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