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Foreword

People vary greatly both as individuals and communities in the extent of the provision they make for their
futures. Hunters, like the Bushmen, keep weapons and tools with which they can hunt, dig, collect and carry
their food, but they live from day to day, on what they find or encounter, almost like lower animals. Those
who dry and smoke, or salt their fleshy food like the Eskimos and other fishermen, have learnt food storage.
Nomads, that take their herds on trek, and agriculturists who harvested crops learned to look still further into
the future. Out of this there developed that sense of time which governs everything city dwellers do.

Invisible time dominates the lives of every civilised person and industrial community. The schoolbell
punctuated each work day of our youth until holidays came. As adults our daily lives on land, at sea or in the
air depend upon accuracy of timing. Nobody escapes. In the country and city alike our lives are based on its
ruthless passing. Times of sleeping and waking, of learning and labour, of eating and recreation: they all go
by the clock.

So time, though intangible, is something that all of us naturally take, and are forced by circumstances long
since outside the control of any individual human being, to take extremely seriously. Alarm clocks awaken
the sleepy heads. Watches are on our wrists, diaries in our pockets or handbags, and calendars placed on our
desks or suspended in our workshops. Our wages come each week or each month along with our bills We
celebrate a regular series of birthdays and holidays each year. We serve apprenticeships over a stated number
of years and gain diplomas or degrees. Hence time is also something that every human being rightly thinks he
or she knows a great deal about. Its importance has been drilled into us by proverbs from infancy. Take time
by the forelock! Time and tide wait for no man! Over two thousand years ago the great Greek tragic poet
Aeschylus was telling his audience "time is the great teacher."

Those words 'time' and 'tide’ both have their source in the simple Aryan root TI 'cut or divide'. Invisible and
intangible as time is, man gradually mastered the art of dividing it. Those words may help us to see when that
dividing process started.

Our words for that major time division a 'month’ is inseparable from the word 'moon’. So it is likely that the
root MAN (MEN) which gave us words such as 'man, woman, memory, menstruation’ and the like is merely
an expansion of the primary root MA (ME) which earlier still had given us words like ‘'mamma’ to English,
mamma 'breast’ to Latin and meter 'mother' to Greek The same root gave Aryans their words for 'making and
measuring or creating’.

The fact that another closely related Aryan root MER (MAR, MOR) gave us words ‘such as marsh, mere,
morass mortal” may indicate that when our ancestors were becoming articulate about time and dividing it by
the aid of measuring the moon’s phases they were also fishermen deeply concerned with the tides and the sea,
that brought them food in plenty besides the possibility of sudden death, twice daily. Remembering those
things were matters of urgency.

Despite the length of early civilising man’s thinking about time and his observations of heavenly bodies and
his recordings down the ages of their comings and goings, their movements and eclipses, and despite his
naming them and worshipping them, what we do with our understanding of time is still rudimentary.

Whether we appreciate it or not our concepts of time have been undergoing very great changes during the
past century. Many of our grandparents believed the world had been created on the fourth of October in the



year 4004 B.C. but radio-isotopes show us that carbon dating can trace human events back over the past
60,000 years and potassium-argon dating over more than 3,000,000 years. Our immediate forefathers thought
the world might dissolve in smoke any day or moment. We know that it has been in existence for thousands
of millions of years and is likely to continue in existence for thousands of millions of years to come whether
men are still inhabiting it then or not. Meantime what are we devising for that human future?

There are very many muddled differences, from individual to individual, between various classes of
professional men, artists, philosophers, scientists, politicians, farmers, mechanics, housewives and
industrialists, in the ways that they regard time and address themselves towards the future, and also where
they cease and glibly take it for granted, or find it too complex to warrant thinking about.

For some years past Mr. Mes has felt that what we know and think we know about time, extensive as it may
be, is utterly inadequate. We even lack words to express the attitudes of individuals and of communities
towards their futures. Yet it should be obvious that their attitudes, the ways in which individuals and
communities regard their futures, have in reality determined from year to year and from generation to
generation what their futures, whether as individuals or as communities, have actually become.

That is why he has begun the business of repairing that deficiency in human thinking by coining two new
compound words, tempocognition and temporealisation whose object it is to describe the two most
outstanding characteristics which he has noted both in the private attitudes of individuals and in the public
attitudes of communities relative to their futures.

Tempocognition is the ability most of us have to think out the future before us as being the more or less
inevitable outcome of the present situation in which we find ourselves, whether personally or nationally. But
at that point it stops and as a motive force is almost inert. Temporealisation on the other hand is the faculty of
visualising the future vividly enough to influence the outlook of the individual or the community, and thereby
affect their achievements either adversely or favourably.

The tempocognition and the temporealisation, that together build up human time images, being made only of
such variable and evanescent stuff as the human thoughts that became fixed in their attitudes, have also
naturally undergone vast changes down the course of human history.

The pattern of these changes Mr. Mes has limned in outline. He shows how each person's private time image
possesses the tempocognitive (or 'time-knowing'), and the temporealisation (or 'time-awareness’) factors in
different proportions - making them thereby into 'short-futured’ or 'long-futured' individuals or communities.

He then addresses himself to the way in which these two attitudes affect individual and community lives
today. How they affect the values we attach to 'truth’ and what is regarded as 'sin’, in both individual and
community ethics; thereby again affecting the current concepts of 'law and justice' and the ideas on 'human
rights and liberty'. Through these concepts he looks at governments, at long-futured and at short-futured
states, and then at mixtures of them.

Here he knows that, as a South African in the Africa of 1964, he leaves himself wide open to universal
criticism as being possibly racially biased in his assessment of which states are rightly regarded as long-, and
short-futured. But he has had the courage to make those assessments upon the basis of a time image few, who
address themselves to these subjects, appear to possess.

So he wisely leaves his readers with a final cautionary chapter, a couple of appendices and an epilogue to
assist those who feel like questioning his and their own bona fides in assessing their personal status as short-,
or long-futured individuals.



This is simultaneously a book of man's past and of his present but most of all an initial, creative work relative
to his future. Being as deeply interested in man's future as in his past in Africa | recommend its reading and
contemplation to all my fellow-men whether short-, or long-futured.

Raymond E. Dart
9.3.64



CHAPTER |

Introduction
The subject of this book is a quality in our thinking and feeling which I have called "Temporealisation".

It is a new word because it describes something new; something that has not yet been, by itself, extracted out
of the fantastically complicated Gordian knot of the human personality.

Although several philosophers and scientists have touched upon it, it does not seem to have been realised that
here there is actually a 'quality by itself', a definable characteristic in our composition. And for that reason it
has, as yet, no official name.

In this book | take "Temporealisation™ to mean the quality of the "awareness of location in time" - or - the
"inclusion of time in the conception that a living being has of its world."

Once one's attention has been drawn to it, it is obviously true that the sense for time is not equally developed
in all living things.

Animals, one can presume, have an image of the ‘present’. The higher animals almost surely have a more or
less clearly defined image of their 'past’, but it is unlikely that they have more than, at best, a very vague
image of their ‘future'.

As one descends down the ramp of evolution, the ‘past’ also becomes less and less clearly defined in the
different species until it is no longer available and we arrive at those who have only a 'present’, a momentary
consciousness in which they react 'instinctively' to the problems of staying alive.

On the other hand, as one passes up through the primates, skips to the 'lowest’ human savages and gradually
works up to the great men of our age, the highly gifted philosophers and scientists, one finds a parallel and
gradual perfection of the 'future image'. And, what is most important, there is a complete integration of that
image into the factors that determine the actions and the needs of the present. In a certain way ‘tomorrow’
becomes 'part of today'.

The present circumstances of a man, at any given moment, differ from those of an animal in that they are, to
him, no longer haphazard 'events of nature' which just happen. They are, as he knows, for a large part at least,
the result of 'prevision’ giving rise to 'provision'. By far the most of a man's environment in the present is the
result of deeds that have been done in the past by himself (and others) in anticipation of today.

At the same time, the present has, for most of us, almost all its significance in regard to our future. The
majority of our evaluations in the present are, when one examines them carefully, not values in relation to the
day itself. In the present (if one has made sufficient provision in the past), one has enough to eat and drink.
One has physical comfort and a reasonable amount of pleasure and amusement which is sufficent to fill the
bill.

For most of us all else has its value only in relation to a future that, days and years from the specific moment,
will 'materialise’, will become a 'present’, that will be dependent upon what is being done today for its quality
and its contents. It is the awareness of this structure in our lives that, in general, can be called
"Temporealisation".

This definition is however not yet fully clear enough for Temporealisation has two aspects i.e.: the ability to
make or build up those future images out of the material given in the present and the measure of 'realness’,



‘conviction' and 'urgency’ that is in them.

The first, the 'building up’ (or having) of those images one could call *Tempocognition”. It is the purely
logical and intellectual ability to work out what will happen on the basis of the principles of cause and effect
acting on the contents of the present.

This leads to a 'knowledge', a ‘cognition’, of the future, but it does not necessarily lead to deeds today.

In a way it is merely 'theoretical' and if tomorrow was in no other way present in today, tomorrow could not
really worry us.

The second quality one can call "Temporealisation per se.”

‘Reality’ is a quality of our present images which it is almost impossible to define - as impossible, say, as to
define the sensation of 'pain’. One can see it as being derived mostly from the sense of existing now, and
inherent in the immediate quality of the sensations and images that are delivered directly to us by the sense
organs. It is also the oldest kind of awareness that we have, the one from and about which the rest has been
developed.

Both 'past’ and 'future' images are not 'real’ in this sense.

They exist solely in the mind or the imagination and, as such, they are also not as immutably consistent, and
open to impersonal inspection, as those that come in directly from the 'outside’.

It is when the quality of 'realness’, which is peculiar to the image that belongs to the present, is acquired, to
some extent, by past and future images, that Temporealisation becomes an active factor in the life of the
individual. This will provide him with a 'model’, a graphic representation, not only of the present but also of
its roots in the past and its possible (or probable) extensions into the future which has, for him, a conviction
similar to something that exists in reality. His life will no longer be lived in the present alone, it will be
‘orientated in time".

It is however the 'realisation’, (the 'making real’) of the image that gives it its conviction - not the 'knowing' of
it.

An example or two may make this clearer.

The improvident man is not necessarily a fool or one with a low 1Q. He may even be very intelligent and
usually he will at least be intelligent enough to have a Tempocognition that will tell him he is riding for a fall.

But, as long as that fall belongs to tomorrow, he does not worry. He gives the prophet of doom a friendly
smile and says: "Who cares? Tomorrow is another day."

The 'future image' in him, although correct, is not 'real’ to him, not real enough at least to change him from a
‘grasshopper’ into an ‘ant'.

At the other end of the picture we can think of the ‘worrier'. He too is often more than intelligent enough to
know that his image of future miseries is incorrect - or at least grossly exaggerated.

Nevertheless the 'reality’ of it is, in him, so vivid and overpowering that correct Tempocognition is not able to
overcome it and to prevent it from poisoning his present.

Tempocognition is an "ability’, allied to intelligence and, as such, largely genetically determined.



If it is deficient in a man he, like the child who is a dud at mathematics or languages in school, may be able to
improve it by use, by practice and constant application. He will, however, never get very far and there is a
definite limit beyond which he cannot go.

His 'Temporealisation per se’, on the other hand is not his to make future (and past) images 'real’ for himself.
It is the inherent (and also therefore probably genetically determined) degree of 'realness’ which those images
have for him.

It is the way he has been made.

Some introspection and personal experimenting will demonstrate that it is extremely difficult, consciously to
extend the range of the future that is 'real’ and 'meaningful’ to us (although we can definitely shorten it!).

It is therefore more true than the short-futured person thinks when he shrugs his shoulders and says that he
‘couldn't worry'. He actually cannot.

The worrier, on the other hand, can only stop worrying by an act of will - and he will begin worrying again the
moment he relaxes his vigilance.

One surmises that it is because this very essential and basic difference between Tempocognition and
Temporealisation per se, has been overlooked that the latter's importance in our thinking and acting has not
been noticed earlier on. The apparent sufficiency of pure Tempocognition as a motivator has hidden its
partner from view.

Tempocognition is, as said, an intellectual faculty determined, for a large part at least, by the 1Q of the
individual. It will therefore also be distributed among mankind more or less in the same pattern as the 1Q
values that are to be found there.

By itself, however, it will influence the actions of those individuals to a very much lesser degree than we tend
to think for it is a fallacy that the deeds of men are mainly determined by what they know and by how
‘intelligent’ they are. 'Intelligent’ people are notorious for the foolish things they do, especially when the
emotions and nervous tensions take a hand in their lives.

The actions of men are not determined by what they actually 'know', although they like to believe this of
themselves, and take it for granted in others.

The intellect, when it makes a decision, does not have the whole of what it 'knows' arrayed before it in a well
organised pattern. It has to work with a preselected extract out of that material and the preselecting is not
done by the intellect itself. It is the part of man in which he is not conscious that selects the facts to be
presented. And that ‘'subconscious’ part is influenced, and greatly prejudiced in its choice of ‘data’ by the
emotions and by overt or suppressed wishes; by the almost calculated intent to make the desired decision to
be the one that will be taken.

It shows a lack of insight to say that someone 'should have known better'. The simple fact is that he did not
know. If he had known that it was a buzz saw into which he put his finger he would not have done so.

And it is the same with the quality of the data that are presented.

Only rarely can the intellect evaluate the data correctly and impersonally as to their importance. The quality of
'realness' here overrides almost everything else.

When the data relevant to the present condition stand out, it is on these that the decision is made. Those of the



future count very little although they may mumble of ruin and destruction in the background.

For this reason the future image can only hope to compete with the present one in so far as it has achieved a
certain 'realness', ‘actuality’ and ‘urgency' for itself.

Only the 'realness’ of the 'harvest image' (with its obverse side: the 'hunger image’) will be able to influence
the present strongly enough to force the individual to sacrifice the pleasant leisure of today and to replace it
by "working in the sweat on his brow".

On the other hand again, full Temporealisation may lead to ‘wrong' conclusions if the individual's
Tempocognition is not developed far enough to give the 'realised’ future a sufficiently understandable
structure.

If the individual's 1.Q. is not sufficiently high, or if the future sense has developed too far beyond where
reasonable predictions can be made, he may live in a world in which time stretches from the infinite past into
the infinite future, knowing always that it is one great logical pattern, one unity and very, very real - but he
may still lack the ability to think about it clearly and to take appropriate action. He may concede the battle
before it has begun because it is all too complicated and involved. He cannot sift the important from the
trivial and throws in his hand.

The result of that may be that he will be content with living in the small area of time and environment where
his meed of intelligence is able to cope; refusing to think or worry about the rest.

On the other hand again, one may find a super-intelligent man who is content to live only in the present
moment, taking and enjoying things in relation to themselves and the immediate, temporal environment
without bothering to do any of the tempocognizing which is well within the scope of his abilities.

Thinking about the future is, for him, not worth the trouble, simply because it is not real to him. It belongs to
another world.

Once the importance of the concept of Temporealisation in the understanding of the actions and the
relationships between men and men, and between men and their environment, has been discovered, it will be
found that it permeates our whole pattern of life on earth.

It is not only the cardinal factor in the developments that Anthropology tries to dig up and reconstruct
(because the development of man out of the trammels of the animal kingdom must have gone hand in hand
with a gradual perfection and extension of his understanding of his place in time), it is hardly less important in
the understanding of a great number of aspects of more recent History itself. In it we can find the driving
factor for the emergence of 'agriculture’ and ‘irrigation’, and it was also that which helped men start the 'City
States' and, from there, the great 'Civilisations' and the 'Empires' that have come and gone.

It is all important in Sociology, Economics and Politics for it provides a new and more understandable way of
seeing their nature and their development. Most of the structure of human relationships is vitally influenced,
even if not fully determined by the extent to which the future prosperity and safety of the state or the
community is felt and accepted as part of the life of its members. It is not, or very little, a matter of those
members theoretically 'knowing' what is good for the community. One supposes that the citizens of Ghana
'knew’, in the beginning, that a democratic state is possibly the most ideal one that has yet been devised for
man. But democracy demands a fairly long future-image in its citizens and they did not have that.

Again, if the individuals comprising the different groups and states into which we have split ourselves up do
not feel the importance of the continued existence and the well-being of those states it cannot be expected that
they will willingly forego available opportunities and self-indulgences for the sake of a tomorrow that means



nothing to them.

A collection of improvident men can never form, or keep alive, a provident and therefore a successful and
enduring state.

Even such concepts as 'Ethics' and "Justice’ are fully involved. Their validity (although we may not have
realised it) derives almost all of its meaning from an enduring community which is seen as the sine qua non
of worthwhile human living. Temporealisation has furthermore a very important role to play in the evaluation
of Art - and in the development of Science.

It is the sense of time which gives depth and value to the aesthetic emotions that would otherwise be no more
than a refined titillation of the nerves.

Science again, which is the ‘will to know', makes no sense if that knowledge were only for today, to be
forgotten again tomorrow. Only if Science is seen, and deeply felt to be, the gradual accumulation of a
treasure of knowledge and understanding by humanity, can it have a right to the dignity which it claims for
itself. Otherwise it would be mere inquisitiveness.

Even Religion becomes nonsense if it is not seen and fully integrated into the eternal which has always been
the primary quality of all the gods that man has ever known and adored. Without the deep and awed
consciousness of eternity as a framework, religion is no more than a ghost story, a fairy tale, and the church a
superior kind of Rotary organisation.

The subject matter is almost limitless. It is present in almost everything that man has ever done and is ever
likely to do. The first, general exposition of its most important aspects in a single book like this, therefore
became a problem of selection and presentation.

In outline the structure of its presentation follows the following lines.

In chapters two, three and four, the development of civilised man out of some vaguely discerned ancestor is
seen to have happened in three distinct stages; the first from pre-man to cave-man, which would have resulted
from the acquisition of even the beginnings of Temporealisation; secondly from the ultra short-futured
caveman to the farmer who must have had at least a six month's future span. Thirdly there was the
development of the City man out of the latter, which needed a full year of future realisation; and finally the
feeling of living in eternity as typified in Egypt.

The rest of the "historical” development of mankind is not examined here because too many other influences
begin to confuse the picture and because Temporealisation can obviously be extended no further (although it
can change in quality).

In chapter five, six, seven and eight, an attempt is made to demonstrate how the degree of Temporealisation
present in different individuals is one of the most important (if not the only) factor that produces, for us, the
almost bewildering variety of people, types and characters, vocations and values, with which, especially in the
"‘West', we find ourselves surrounded - from 'Hoboes' to 'Philosophers’, from 'Ballet dancers' to 'Shrewd
Businessmen'.

Having in this way outlined the developmental and personal manifestation of Temporealisation, the next step
had to be a study of how it influences ethical and moral concepts and their application in the life of men.

Here, however, it was discovered that not one of these concepts had been adequately defined as to its nature.
Descriptions of qualities laws - and slogans - there were aplenty.



As a matter of fact, there appear to be as many of these as there are writers on the subject, but nobody seems
to have asked himself the primary and very essential question of what his subject was - rather than how it
manifested itself.

The manifestations of the moral 'virtues' and 'vices' are different in every nation and every race, however
much we would like to give our version of these the accolade of absolute validity.

It was therefore necessary to dig down to the source and discover the nature of the ‘'moral’ core that the often
contradictory expressions of it have in common.

With this in mind chapter nine examines the surprisingly complex nature of the apparently so simple quality
of "Truth" which turns out to mean completely different things to people with different ranges of
Temporealisation.

Chapter ten then logically follows up the way in which Truth, or rather its absence, in various practical
manifestations, produces 'Lies' and 'Sin’, which end in the theoretical generalisation of the "Science of
Ethics". Ethics again naturally leads to its own definition in the "Laws" that, together, form the body, if not
the spirit, of "Justice™ and chapter eleven finds that here too the temporealising potential is all-important.
Only against the background of an enduring state or community do either of these have any sense. In
'momentary life’ they can have no meaning at all.

"Laws and Justice™ -naturally evoke their counterparts in the form of "Human Rights™ and "Liberty" which
becomes the subject of examination in chapter twelve where they unhappily turn out to be more or less empty
phrases into which everyone puts his own hopes and fears, his ideals and his secret ambitions.

Chapter thirteen takes this examination into the realm of Governments that are judged somewhat haphazardly
both by their 'Justice' and their 'Laws', and by the "Human Rights" and "Liberty" they permit or disallow.

The main conclusion arrived at is that Governments ‘grow’ out of the nature of the people - they are a part of
the people (even tyrannies), and not something apart that is placed over them like a roof.

With this the ground is prepared for an examination into the kinds of Governments and ways of living
together that will obtain in states or groups of people with different averages of temporealisation.

Chapters fourteen, fifteen and sixteen discuss therefore the Long-futured, the Short-futured and the Mixed
States.

It is a well known fact that the reader reads what he wants to read. His eyes will almost automatically skip
whole phrases and paragraphs that do not 'fit' into what he thinks he is reading, and his mind refuses to admit
qualifying conditions in the argument. It is almost as if it has a blind spot for the little word "if".

The reaction of some of those who were given the manuscript of this book to read almost forced the addition
of the cautionary chapter seventeen at this stage. It underlines once more that "Long-futured™ is not the
synonym for 'Superior' nor is "Short-futured" necessarily a cause for "inferiority". It was even necessary to
stress again that a white skin is not an outward sign of being ""Long-futured".

With this the bulk of the material has passed review but there remain some loose ends that may need tying up
for the more meticulous and analytical type of reader.

The first is the vexed question of 'Heredity' versus 'Environment' as the main feature which decides what a
man will be - also in regard to the extent of his temporealising potential.



Appendix I. is an attempt to face up to this and (although it is not possible to arrive at a definite, categorical
answer), at least to clear away some of the fog of emotional controversy and prejudice that now beshroud the
issue.

If the subject had been introduced earlier on, it would continually have involved us in side issues and
destroyed the continuity.

A second Appendix became necessary to cover the growth and development of Temporealisation in the
individual from the almost completely ‘animal’ futurelessness of the newborn baby to maturity and thence into
the slow degeneration of old age.

This could also not have been fitted into the text itself without endangering the smooth flow of its
argumentation.

The Epilogue at the end speaks for itself.



CHAPTER 11

"Man " and "Animal"

It is interesting to discover how the importance of Temporealisation™ throws a light on the borderlines
between 'Man' and 'Animal’, both in the present and the past; how it answers questions that previously
seemed to be unanswerable; shows that other questions again do not really exist and finally, how effortlessly
it inverts most, if not all, of the current answers, changing effects into causes and causes into effects.

In many respects this is as if one inverted a painting on the wall of a modem art exhibition and discovered, to
one's surprise and relief, that, in that way, it does not only make sense but is a clear representation of a
familiar object.

When, before attempting to face the problem of evolution, one asks oneself the necessary (even if age-old)
questions: "What is Man?" and "In what way is Man different from the other animals?" one finds a heavy
quiver full of answers ready for us.

Let us pause a moment and select a few, both for their cogency and for our own diversion.

To open the list we can mention the definition by an 'unknown' scribe who wrote: "Man is the only animal
that eats when it is not hungry, drinks when it is not thirsty and makes love at all seasons,"” to which we can
suitably add Mark Twain's observation that: “Man is the only animal that blushes - or needs to."

In a more serious vein we find Plato made one of the first attempts to define 'Man' scientifically. We read in

Diogenes Laertius: 'Plato has defined man as an animal, biped and featherless, and was applauded. Diogenes
plucked a fowl and brought it into the lecture room with the words: "Here is Plato's man." In consequence of
which there was added: "having broad nails."

This quotation is interesting as it demonstrates the strange way in which men's minds work. Here, with their
habitual astute blindness, the Greeks - as usual - missed the point.

The adjustment should not have been made by the mere addition of another 'determining factor' but by
verbally stating the understood qualification which was already present in the original, namely: "Man is an
animal, biped and featherless in its natural, living state™. It seems that even Plato himself was not aware that
the qualification had been present in his original definition and had only to be expressed in words to make
that definition valid again!

As in so much other Greek (and modern) thinking, the words ran away with the thinkers and Diogenes could
have scored another success by bringing in his dead chicken again, this time after having removed its claws
and glued on or sewn on a set of 'broad nails. If the removal of feathers was justifiable (in logic), adding
broad nails would also be permissible in order to refute the new, extended definition.

Fifty years before Darwin's "The Origin of the Species' saw the light, that strange genius Carlyle, in Sartor
Resartus, put his finger on one of the more important points by saying that: "Man is a tool-using animal,” and
still another sixty years before that again, Benjamin Franklin had already defined him as: "A tool-making
animal."

It is because 'tools' are possible archeological and even paleontological finds that the Anthropologists have
adopted these definitions as their own and initiated the 'Man-the-tool-maker" concept which is still
extensively prevalent among them today.



Besides these definitions we have a long list in which authors have defined ‘Man' according to their own
private pet aversions.

Charles Lamb called him a 'gaming animal'. Shaw saw in him: 'the only animal that esteems itself rich in
proportion to the number and voracity of its parasites’. Adam Smith, as was to be expected, saw him as an
animal that 'makes bargains' and a more obscure writer in the 'Scientific American' called him, very
scientifically: 'the only animal that spits' apparently never having heard of snakes and Ilamas.

All these are obviously emotional rather than scientific definitions. One could add to this list ad infinitum.
One could call him the ‘only animal that drives motor cars' or 'the only animal that kills its fellow men to save
their souls'; or, to mention but one other, John Ruskin's misanthropic definition: "A fanged but handless
spider that sucks indeed and stings, but cannot spin.”

Somewhat more to the point were Conway, when he called him a 'talking animal' and Hazlitt who wrote:
"Man is the only animal that laughs and weeps. for he is the only animal that is struck with the difference
between what things are, and what they ought to be."

One realises that all these are more amusing than intelligent remarks, more emotional than scientific but, if
we now turn to the scientists themselves and open Kroeber's, monumental textbook on Anthropology, we,
suprisingly, do not find much more clarity there: In summary then, apart from the rather superficial features
connected with self-domestication, the specialisations of men are essentially those connected with his brain
and his erectness. He lacks all the various specialisations that come to mind when we think of elephants, seal,
whale, bat, ant-eater...

In short, where man is significantly specialised, he tends to be uniquely specialised. The rest of him appears to
be rather unusually well generalised, in function as well as in structure. And generalisation is normally a
precondition for further development in organic evolution."

From there on, being an anthropologist he drops the 'significant specialisation’ in which man is ‘unique’ and
concentrates on the details of the development of the generalised "animal’ part of his subject.

He has told us earlier on that, with the exception of one animal, man has the largest brain in relation to the size
of his body, but that pleasing quality loses some of its flavour when we read that the ‘exception’ is the mole
who, in the darkness of his burrows, needs a brain that is 1/35th of his body, to find our most prized bulbs,
even though Einstein's brain was no more than 1/47th of his, by no means large, body.

Adding all this up, it becomes clear that the anthropologist has also avoided a straight answer, for neither the
relative brain mass, nor the erect posture (which we share with most of the birds) is a 'unique' characteristic of
the human race. Neither is it the actual size of the brain (which could be an indication of its potential pattern-
making capabilities, as it should be proportionate to the number of brain cells) which is important for the

elephant, although his brain is only 1/1170th of his body weight, it still is five times that of the average man.

Man is definitely not marked out by any greatly different physical characteristics - he is marked out by what
he does with what he has and his special characteristics seem to be subservient to that.

To the basic question "What is man?" the religiously orientated person again has an extremely simple answer.
"Man has a soul - and animals have none," is the solution there, and that is all there is to it. When one meets a
living creature with a soul one knows that one is in the presence of a 'Man', but for our purpose this definition
is altogether too vague and too much dependent upon the observer. One cannot help but suspect that, in
practice, a soul is only discoverable in something that has been known to be a man.



On a less dogmatic, but more general and popular plane, we have the ‘adjectival noun' definition: "Man is
human - an animal is a beast.” To the observant and critical reader it is clear that all these 'answers' merely
beg the question.

The anthropologist sees only physical characteristics. He measures his bones and fossils, but when he has to
decide if some anthropoid remains are those of a ‘Man' or of an 'Ape’, he depends upon the concomitant
finding of 'tools' thereby admitting that the differentiation lies not so much in the physical structure of the
‘animal’, but in what he did with that physical structure. The 'Man-hood' of Man has very little to do with his
body. We can easily imagine a ‘Man' existing in an Ape body. even if his tongue would not permit him to talk
more intelligibly than a deaf mute. On the other hand the ‘wolf-boys' who grew up among animals are found
to be hardly more 'human' than their foster parents.

The inherent weakness of the metaphysical solution by means of the criterion of the presence of a soul, can be
demonstrated by realising that, if Man has in any way descended from (or risen from) whatever animal form
one may fancy. there must have been a point in that 'evolution’ when the soul entered an anthropoid body and
thereby made out of the 'Ape’ a '‘Man'. If placed straight before the question in this form, even the modem
church-goer (not to call him a 'Christian’) must side with the 'Fundamentalists' in the 'Scopes Monkey Trial’ of
Dayton, in Tennessee. He has to choose between 'evolution' and the 'soul’. Anything less than an
instantaneous change (which implies that somewhere and at some specific moment, an ‘ape' mother had a
'human’ child), implies that there must have been (again at some specific moment and in specific individuals)
quarter, half, and three-quarter souls. The historical existence of 'fractional humans' would then throw a doubt
upon the generally accepted 'axiom' that all human beings have an equivalent soul. There is then also no
reason why (where stone age primitives have survived into our day) people with fractionated souls should not
also be alive today.

Our answer should be more clear and unequivocal than either of these and it is to be found in the
development of the quality of ‘temporealisation’ in a certain strain or group of ‘anthropoids'.

The essential difference between an ‘animal’ and a 'man'’ is, in this idea, that the former has a past and 'present’
but that man has a past a ‘present’ and a future’ in his consciousness.

Animals have their memory. They can have a kind of 'knowledge' and even an ‘understanding’, in that their
stock of memory-images may be organised for direct reference. They can even have a certain amount of
‘intelligence’ in that they may be able to use that 'knowledge' effectively.

Reading Yerkes' book: '‘Chimpanzees'. leaves little doubt about the latter. They can use their intelligence to
solve problems that are not, as such, present in the body of their 'knowledge' and their ‘understanding'. It has
even been proved that the young chimpanzee exhibits a higher 1Q than his human counterpart but, as the latter
develops, he leaves his anthropoid brother behind.

It is realised that here we edge on to the question of why he does so, but we must leave that aspect of the
problem until later. It would introduce the emotionally loaded controversy between 'heredity’ and
‘environment' too soon to fit into the argument at this stage.

What happens however seems clear enough.

The young child, like the animal, also has no ‘future’ and as an animal he is not so good. The 'child of nature'
has the advantage. Once the future sense develops or is developed in the human child however, the ‘animal’
has lost the race.

To the animal the lessons of the past are there only to help in solving the problems of the present. Animals
can intelligently modify and mould the present to take on the characteristics that are, from experience, known



to be advantageous or desirable, but that is as far as it goes.

The limits are not necessarily set by their intelligence, they are set by the type of problem it handles. If the
problem contains only ‘present’ factors, the animal can master it correctly. If it contains ‘future' elements, the
animal is unable to see what is needed and it either errs or does not even seem to know that there is anything
he should or could do.

Sharper analysis shows that teaching the Chimpanzees to do ‘tricks' (such as ‘working' for a token that can be
exchanged in the '‘Chimpomat' for selected food or amenities) always consists of transposing what, for us, lies
in the future, into their ‘past’ by incorporating it into the body of their 'knowledge; their basic understanding
of the world in which they live.

The 'urges' are however always in their 'present’. Hunger and irritation at being locked up, or having to work,
drive them to rid themselves of what is unpleasant. The 'spurs' of 'satiety’ and ‘freedom’ are, to them, not (as
they would be to us) 'aims' - and there is a world of difference between these two.

The animal may be able to handle a present upon the basis of the past but it can never shape the present to be
the basis for a visualised future although, to us, who have all our lives lived with that ability as a self-evident
part of our world image, there may seem to be little difference between them because the results are, in most
of the experiments, the same actual deeds.

What the lack of understanding of that 'little difference' does to official thinking peeps forth from almost all
the writings we have on the subject.

Taking, for instance, more or less at random, a paragraph or two out of Kroeber's Anthropology, we read: (
p.6 1)

"The chimpanzee in his youth is as playful, restless, curious and explorative as any human being.

"He does not go very far in tool invention, because his central nervous system seems to become quickly and
healthily fatigued by situations that put on the nervous system any strain that cannot be promptly discharged
into striped-muscle activity. He is psychologically a clear extrovert.

"The demonstrated ape trait is lack of patience in the solution of a problem, of irritation, sulking, or ignoring
as soon as difficulties are encountered which cannot be solved by direct use of hands, feet or mouth."”

These two abstracts demonstrate what has been said earlier on extremely well - yet the seemingly implied
conclusion is not drawn. Manifestly the writer has interpreted the actions of the apes in terms of his own world
and read the meanings into them that would be valid there.

It has not occurred to him that the world of the ape is different and that the ape is not just an 'imperfect man’,
but a fully perfect entity, an 'animal’, in himself.

That the ape 'does not go far in tool invention is, (in terms of the world of the human observer) explained here
as due to a ‘fatigue’, which should imply that there has been some effort at least. The human observer takes
this for granted because, to him, it is obvious that there is a ‘problem’. It does not occur to him that the animal
may see it simply as a fact that something has been "put out of his reach’. and that the 'giving up, the "irritation,
sulking and ignoring' is no more than a reaction to frustration or to being ‘thwarted'.

The animal applies what it knows. If there are some factors that seem to fit, it may try them out. If not, or if
they do not work, it gives up. It is not 'solving a problem’ at all. It is merely trying to get what it wants in the
present. Only human beings 'solve problems', that is, only they visualise a situation and mentally try to shape



the present to lead to a desired future result.

What Kroeber notices seems to confirm this. "Only things that can be ‘promptly discharged into striped-
muscle activity' (a learned way of saying 'voluntary activity) and 'solved by direct use of hands, feet and
mouth'," is as good a definition as any for 'solving' a present '‘problem’ as compared with a future-tense
problem. The 'discharged urge' is a present action. the 'attained object’ implies a future image and is
something quite different, although in practice they may entail the same visible actions.

The continuation of Kroebers argument is also interesting, both because of the light it throws on the
development of 'Man' and the insight it gives into the way of thinking of the anthropologist.

"This is of interest because it finds a parallel in the history of culture. There was required actually less skill to
fashion many of the ground and polished stone implements of the New Stone Age than some of the
specialized chipped ones of the Old Stone Age - tens of thousands of years earlier.

"The reason seems to be that while the chipping requires definite manual control, it is a rapid process. A
dozen failures occupy little time; each may suggest the possibility of an improvement; and the thirteenth
attempt may be reasonably satisfactory. Grinding however, although one of the simplest operations, is of
necessity slow. Very early man was apparently better able to mobilise a fair degree of manipulative skill than
a great amount of patience. This resemblance to the ape - and to children - may only be coincidence, but it
looks as if it were more than that.”

The onlooker applauds and says: "Obviously! Much more that that!"

The Old Stone Age man had learnt that by certain actions. he could give his implements a sharper cutting edge
than they had in nature and he applied them.

During that action he was improving his tool and no more. All, or nearly all of this happened in the present. It
was not a matter of having less patience - for the anthropologist forgets that for the seeking and finding of
stone after stone for his 'thirteen' attempts he would need as much patience (especially after each frustrating
failure) as the 'grinder' would need for this work. Here it is a doggedness and perseverance in which the desire
to have a tool of a certain quality drives him on inexorably from moment to moment.

In contrast the much later 'grinder™ has an object in view. He has a future shape in his mind to which he makes
the material in hand conform. He does not have less skill. The 'object’ is different. The chipper has only a
sharp edge. a 'quality’, to give to his flint. The grinder has the final weapon in his imagination.

The moment the grinder has such an image, he has the patience to materialise it. Lack of the definite goal
produces what, to the outside observer, who judges by the standards of his own world, may produce the
actions of 'lack of patience’. Anyone who has seen a pair of apes 'grooming' each other can hardly accept that
they have a congenital lack of patience.

They become irritated when faced with silly frustrating obstacles just as any civilised human being would be.
It is only the lack of realisation that the ape lives in a completely different world and that he is not at all
spurred on by the glory of solving the problems humans put to him, which prevents the scientist from seeing
this.

In the jungle where Adrian Kortlandt observed them from nearby, in their natural surroundings for months on
end, there was no sign of this irritability - rather the reverse.

In his description of what he saw Kortlandt says: (Scientific American, May 1962) "All the chimpanzees |
observed were cautious. hesitant creatures. This is one of the major impressions one carries away from



studying chimpanzees at close range in the wild. Behind their lively, searching eyes one senses a doubting,
contemplative personality, always trying to make sense out of a puzzling world. It is as if the certainty of
instinct has been replaced by the uncertainty of the intellect - but without the determination that characterises
man."

Apart from the, once again, obvious lack of realisation of the completely different worlds in which the author
and his subjects live, together with the inevitable 'humanisation’ of the exterior of the chimpanzees into
‘contemplative personalities’, there emerges a completely different picture from that found in the quotation
from Kroeber which is based on the animals of Yerkes and other similar experimenters.

Here, between the lines, we read a being at the parting of the ways.

He has not yet eaten the "apple’ but he has nibbled at it and the gates of the safe, unfutured and therefore
unworried paradise of the animal kingdom are slowly closing behind him while his grasp on the future is not
yet strong enough to take the scheme of things and mould it to his heart's desire, as expressed in the
‘decisiveness that characterises man'.

Well may he look ‘contemplative’ - although one suspects that this appearance is no more true than the 'pride’
which sentimentalists see in the lion looking out over his hunting field from his favourite lookout, when his
tummy is full.

One word in Kroeber's description still needs understanding as it indicates the basic source of much of this
kind of reasoning. This is the word 'mobilise" in: "Very early man was apparently better able to mobilise a fair
degree of manipulative skill than a great amount of patience"”. From this we can see that Kroeber starts off, in
his mind, with a 'full human being' whose inherent abilities, although present are somehow 'blocked'.

This is essentially the same thinking as that of the 'soul’ defining man, and it falls before the same argument.
It does not take into account that this 'blocked™ man must also have come into existence and must be traceable
back to the trilobites or the micro-organisms which micropaleontology is discovering in the silt of the ocean.
It presupposes a kind of behind-the-scenes development of man. The abilities are considered to be potentially
there, arriving from nowhere, before they are 'mobilised”. They do not simply develop in practice. Kroeber's
'man’, although Kroeber would probably have denied that emphatically, was also 'created' somewhere in the
middle of the evolutionary ladder.

It is necessary that one should fight this out with oneself before arguing on a basis which is a mixture of
‘Science’ and the 'Old Testament',

Seeing 'Man' as a being who developed out of the animal kingdom (and not out of a preformed but 'blocked’
man), we must now accept that he did not begin when he started to make the kind of tools that as far as their
flint parts were concerned, could, millions of years later. be found by our anthropologists.

He must have been making tools for millennia before that, from materials that were more easily worked but
which were also, alas, more easily digested by the processes of time.

One can even surmise that there must have been a New Wood Age and an Old Wood Age, and that the tools
that we find were necessarily developed from the tools with which he made his original tools.

When we see how long it took to take the step from knowing that food seeds grew into food plants to actually
planting them, the sudden step from fighting and hunting with picked up sticks and stones, to using chipped
flints as 'daggers’ and 'arrow heads', is altogether unacceptable as having been the result of a sudden
'inspiration’.



It is much more reasonable to see the primitive using a naturally sharp-edged flint to scrape his wooden spear
into a sharp point and then at some great, historical moment in the development of 'man the Killer' realising
that the cutting edge of that flint, if fixed to the weapon itself would make it ideal for its purposes.

What is more important however is that he did not begin to be a ‘Man' even when he started using his wooden
tools. The ape had already used them without that making him a 'Man'.

As Kortlandt says: "Chimpanzees use weapons too, | have mentioned the brandishing and throwing of clubs
during intimidation displays and when they use weapons in genuinely fierce fighting, both species
(chimpanzees and gorillas,) assume a two legged posture.” And here one should not forget Ardrey's remark in
‘African Genesis' that the word 'tool’ is, in the anthropological context, usually merely an euphemism for
'weapons' - that is 'killing tools'".

The hiatus between the use of tools and the making of tools is still too large to be overbridged by what the
onlooker feels to be the stopgap of modern evolutionary theorising: 'Mutation'. Somewhere between these two
stages 'Man' emerged and we find it where we 'see' how, one fine day, hidden from us in the mist of time, an
ape looked at the stick or stone that he had used and, finding it good and suitable to his hand decided to keep
it.

That is the moment (which, in various ways, must have been preparing for possibly hundreds or thousands of
generations) when the new arrival of the 'future sense' showed itself in an act.

Not the using of the accidentally picked up tool, but the keeping it for future use, was the first visible
symptom that Man was on his way to the stars.

'Keeping something' demonstrated that the future had struck its roots in him and had acquired the quality of an
image in the present.

Keeping the tool indicated a tremendous and fundamental change. 'Perfecting’ it and, later, 'making’ it were
but minor developments in comparison, and there is essentially more difference between a picked up tool and
a kept one, than there is between the kept tool and our final tool: the atom bomb.

The kept tool indicated the emergence of something that was entirely new among the attributes of life on
earth and possibly in the universe. The atom bomb is no more than the end product and logical development of
it.

For thousands of years, possibly millions, the present had slowly extended itself, second by second into the
future. The mere instantaneous 'reflex’ to a 'stimulus’ (possibly modified by experience) had become the
'reaction to a situation' and the 'situation’, if really understood, always extends from the past through the
present into the future.

With the 'understanding of a situation’, an inclusion of the future into the calculations of the present became a
part of 'reacting’ and the enormous advantages of even the shortest lengthening of the pre-realised future,
would have given its possessor such a head start over others that it must have worked wonders for his chances
of survival.

"Dodging." for instance, had been known to animals since very near the beginning. The change of direction of
the hunted, (not meant to '‘confuse’ the hunter, but to escape him where he was visualised, in the present, as
aiming at the original direction of the flight of his prey) could be done without pre-realisation of the future
situation.

The 'feint' in an attack however, the movement made with the intention not to drive it home, but to have it



serve as a cover for the fatal stroke from another direction, must have been the undoing of every non-futured
opponent against whom it was used.

Even the, pre-realisation of one single minute would have provided 'strategic' possibilities which, in those
primitive movement-bound surroundings, must have seemed to be almost magical.

One can therefore realise that, with the arrival of this pre-realisation, even in a rudimentary form, the pace of
evolution in this direction must already have greatly increased.

In a number of ways it must have changed the 'timbre’ and 'the ‘tempo’ of life almost beyond recognition.
Things started to have meaning instead of only carrying ‘implications'.

When we think ourselves into this, we can realise that this development could hardly have been a ‘mutation’. It
must have been something that had been preparing for a long time until a certain group of apes started to
keep their weapons, just as the change from a 'gathering life’ to 'living in city states' was not due to a
'mutation’. It is probable that in the beginning, those 'kept' weapons were held only for a short time. They
were most likely dropped or thrown away when other things caught the attention and caused them to ‘forget’,
but, what we must remember is that keeping the tool, even for a short time, showed that the occasion for its
‘future’ use must have, at that moment, been in the mind of the 'keeper' as a definite image with a certain
amount of reality.

From animals with only a 'present’, and instantaneous 'reflex' awareness, (who had therefore only the
possibility for memory and the affecting of the present by the past. with the possibility of 'learning’) we now
have the addition of the future with the possibility of ‘thinking'. No more than an extension and perfection of
this ability was needed to produce what is now known as 'Man'.

What is most important to us here is that this new insight into the mechanism of the emergence of man
eliminates the need for the acceptance of a Mutation-en-bloc' to 'explain’ our origin.

There is no longer a necessity for the fantastic idea of the suddenly mutated arrival of the 'big brain' and the
consequent development of man, as its potentialities unfold themselves. Such a 'big brain' mutated into an ape
body by the chance hit of a specific cosmic ray on a specific gene in the seed of a specific ape could, by the
wildest imagination, hardly be thought to have produced a pre-formed brain with all its fantastically and
wonderfully arranged fibres and synapses already in place. merely waiting to accommodate its new functions.
This would have entailed that a 'blind' mutation produced a pre-formed pattern of possibilities most of which
would have to remain quiescent for numberless generations before they could be brought into play!

Against this we can see in the orderly and slow development of pre-realisation the simple process of our old
friend 'evolution' at work, accelerating itself from the 'survival of the fit enough' to that of the 'survival of the
fitter' and finally to the real Spencerian 'survival of the fittest" which, in such a crude form, is rarely found
among animals. That is one of the prerogatives of man.

It also becomes understandable that the often asked question why the Chimpanzee and the Gorilla, the Orang
Outang and the Gibbon had to remain 'behind’ where they lived in the same environment as our ancestors did,
has no real validity either. That only can be a question when we see all development as being initiated and
determined by the environment and by nothing else.

Among the anthropoids there emerged (or there was) an 'ape’ who learned to 'see the future' and from there on
there was no stopping him. He could naturally outsmart all competitors. There was no stopping him, just as
there would be no stopping of a group of men who acquired Prescience; men who would know that it would
rain tomorrow, that 'Bottoms up' would win the Cesarewitch or that their enemy would pass beneath their
window at exactly five past ten the next morning.



That the others remained "behind" is only a problem to those who deny the primary if not the total, importance
of heredity.

Just as the chimpanzees that were adopted into human families but who, after the first year or so, dropped
completely out of the race, once the children had begun to have their congenitally acquired and
environmentally developed past-present-future images - so it was with the whole genus.

It is however only when we see the temporealisation which, up to now we have taken entirely for granted in
ourselves as an obvious concomitant of intelligence, as the root of all our human 'thinking’, and not merely as
a part of that intelligence, that we can fully grasp the difference between man and beast and - as we will see
soon enough the difference between man and man.



CHAPTER III

Caveman to Farmer

When we realise the implications of the fact that each of us is locked up in his own world, when we stop
playing the ‘word-game' type of thinking initiated by the Greeks and, when with Laotze, we accept that the
only way in which we can really understand life is by finding equivalent manifestations in ourselves, seeing
there what they mean to us, it is sometimes surprising how our problems, our way of thinking and our
conclusions change.

They do not only change. They clear up and one realises that, after all, that is essentially the way in which we
used to check up on the results of our thinking on the basis of words.

When we consider the actual reality of the days when 'Man' was lifting himself by his bootstraps out of the
animal kingdom, we discover that there never really was and never will be such a thing as 'Man'. At every
given moment of time there were a certain and specific number of specific individuals and of these one could
not say this is still an 'ape’ and that is already a 'man’. Both the words 'Ape' and 'Man' stand for ideas and not
for realities. When the idea fits an individual, one can say it belongs to a certain group of individuals which
we 'have given a certain name'. There is however no clear dividing line between the definitions for the two
groups or classes and the transitional individual belongs to neither (or both).

The problem is on a par with the one with which we were faced when our microscopes showed us minute
living creatures. These did not obviously fit either into the class of 'Plants’ or that of the 'Animals', although
they were manifestly "alive' and we had, since the beginning of time, lived under the impression that living
things must be either plant or animal. A large amount of energy and emotional heat was spent on deciding if
bacteria and cocci were ‘plants' or ‘animals' where it was merely a question of what we should call them.

The answer was finally found, not by locating the microscopic entities in one or the other of the two available
classes, but by extending and defining what one would call a 'Plant’ and what an 'Animal’, in such a way that
the new-comers could be classified under the new definitions. The answer was therefore not that bacteria are
plants but that they belong to a group of living things that we have decided to call 'Plants’, in deference to the
majority of its members that were called 'Plants' long before we knew about carbohydrate metabolism and
such like qualifies.

Lately the appearance of a crystallisable but still apparently 'living' virus has changed the focal point to one
about what 'Life" is. To this question we will again find no answer until we have decided what we will 'Life'".

In ordinary, present day circumstances and at this stage of the development of the animal kingdom, we can say
with certainty that a certain animal is either a ‘Man' or not a 'Man’, but as in the microscope, our researches
into our earlier history and the findings of paleontology have discovered a domain where it is merely a matter
of where we decide to draw the line. In those days there were living beings that were both men' and 'not men'
and it is merely a matter of personal taste and prejudice (and not of 'opinion'!) what we will call what.

The anthropologist calls the anthropoid a '‘Man' if it makes stone tools, because that is 'positive’ evidence. We,
who try to look into the creature, insist on calling it a 'Man' when it 'kept a tool'. As this stage cannot be
demonstrated from paleontological findings, we cannot prove the man-hood of certain fossils, but we know
that some living beings were 'Men' in our definition of the word, long before they made tools.

The issue is however not very important. It is only a matter of namegiving. What should be stressed is that
this shows that name-giving is, itself, not very important, and that the essential point is that we have



discovered the little root, the characteristic which, in developing, leads to the evolution of what we
legitimately can call ‘Man'.

At what stage of this development, the individual creatures had sufficient 'human' characteristics to qualify for
the name 'Man' can confidently be left to the tastes of those who wish to express an 'opinion’ about it. We
have chosen to apply the name 'Man' at the first appearance of the specifically 'human' quality of pre-realising,
that is temporealisation, to a sufficient degree to make that quality apparent in their actions.

As has been underlined in the first chapter, this new quality of human 'thinking' and 'acting' does not
necessarily imply an increase in 'intelligence’.

The problem of the nature of 'intelligence’ is very wide and prolix and beset by the varied interpretations
which we give to words. It would send us too far from the present line of discussion to go fully into it here. An
attempt in that direction will be made later on.

If we keep to the provisional definition given, namely that 'Intelligence’ should be the name retained for no
more than the "ability to combine 'data’ and to arrive at ‘conclusions™, we can see that temporealisation does
not influence ‘intelligence’, as such. It is concerned with the nature and the pre-selection of the data with
which the intellect is provided.

Obviously it will influence the 'conclusions' that are drawn by the tellect. An intellect provided with data
determined by adequate pre-realisation will produce 'better’, more 'useful' and more valid conclusions than
one that is not so well served, but this does not necessarily mean that the one intellect, as such, is better than
the other. One can only judge intellects by their products when one knows exactly what material they had
available at the moment of thinking, and we often forget that that is impossible.

One could compare this with the work of an artisan. The artisan who has been given better and more suitable
material to work with can produce a better product, even if he is not more skilled than the artisan who has to
use defective or unsuitable material or tools that are unsuitable for the purpose.

On the other hand it does obviously not mean that he is not a better artisan if he produces better products from
better materials, just as it does not mean that the intellect of an individual with a higher degree of
temporealisation is not better than that of one who has only the present and the near future to work with.

On this basis then we can (at least provisionally) accept that it could be possible that the average ancestral ape
was as intelligent as the ape man who developed from him. We can accept, theoretically, that he was as
‘intelligent’ as the average primitive man - or even as the average modern man. A misanthrope could, with
some justification, point out that there is hardly any doubt about that!

One must not make the mistake of confusing the 'scope’ with the 'quality’ of the intellect under examination.
Even the questionably accurate 1Q tests tell us that the development of 'intelligence’ in us, stops at about the
age of fifteen years, yet there is no doubt that the conclusions reached by a mature, thinking man of, say, thirty
years are much wider in scope, and more likely to be correct in a wider, practical sense, than those of a boy of
fifteen. From here we can concede that, had an ape mind been able to contain and to make available to its
intellect the material with which ours is being supplied, there is no real reason to suppose that it would come
to other, less valid conclusions than ours does.

The ape however can only see one side (the past-to-present side) of the problems that he meets (we can leave
the question of why this should be so till later) and he has only half the material with which to produce his
conclusions. This is not because he is 'dull’, or ‘confused’, or 'blocked’, or because he is 'only an animal’ - but
because, to have a future image at all, one must have a special mechanism, quality or structure in the physical
brain (congenitally or acquired) which can handle it.



To have an effective future-image, one must evolve or acquire the ability to abstract only the essential
qualities out of a set of special, localised and specific events or situations, and to make out of them a kind of
generalised, overall ‘image’ of the 'event as such'. Only after the 'event as such' has been abstracted and
isolated, can it be legitimately placed in the future-context, together with other abstractions culled from other
events and other past experiences. One cannot imagine a specific past event, with all its (non-essential) detail,
to be happening in the future. One must imagine the 'event as such' and no more.

The mental processes that do this abstracting for us, are, to us, self evident. The abstracted images have, for
us, a kind of personal existence, and specific events are finally reduced to being specific examples of that
image. That is the basis of the process by which our memory has become able to store and catalogue its
material under 'name’ labels, and (being the manner in which images are presented to our consciousness)it
does not occur to us to think that this is a special gift which is not available to all awarenesses. It does not
occur to us that this gift is one of those on which our ascendancy over the rest of the animal kingdom
depends.

When we try to visualise, or to think ourselves into the development of temporealisation in the mind of the
highest of the apes we must remember that this is actually a special gift and we must try to imagine how life
would be without it or, to put it differently, how the world is that does not contain this ability.

In a way this is as difficult as it is to think oneself into the world of the congenitally blind One keeps on
thinking: "But the animal should see this if it had any intelligence at all™, "Given these facts it should be able
to draw this conclusion.” etc., but in that we will be wrong for, although the facts may be the same, the way
they are presented, their qualities and implications are not the same.

I am an 'intelligent’ animal and hungry. | know that a mile away from me there is food and | set about
changing my present (which is, unrealised by me, moving at a steady pace through time), to make it into one
where | am where the food is. | walk (because I know from experience that is the method that has the desired
effect), and, remaining always in the changing present, | see to it that the change is the one | desire.

I am a Man and hungry, know that, a mile away from me there is food. I visualise the ‘goal’ or 'eating the food'
and set about 'solving the problem of going there. | walk with the goal in mind and see myself approaching it.

This may to the superficial observer, seem to be so almost identical as to make no difference - and, in
practice, there is no difference until an obstacle comes in the way.

It is then that the importance of 'being able to solve' comes into its own - and that the increase of survival
chances becomes effective.

The animal finds an interference with his progress, tries the tricks he knows, both instinctively and from past
experience, to circumvent or overcome the obstacle. and, if they do not work, he still has his hunger and
wanders off in another direction, looking for other food.

If the food is visible, or if it is the only food obtainable, so that it remains in his awareness, the result is the
‘childish’ one of irritation, sulking and manifest ignoring. The environment does not want to play the game. It
does not do what it should do, that is: produce the expected results from the standard actions. There is no
‘problem’ as we know it - things only do not work out.

The 'Man' however has another attitude.

He has what can legitimately be called a 'problem’ and in that he sees his 'goal’: his eating of the food, as the
final future image in a series. Between it and his present position there is an obstacle. which however has
continuity both with the present and with the future goal attainment. It is integrated in the past-present-future



image in his mind and has an existence of its own. It is not just a part of the environment. One can realise
what a great difference that must make to the way in which the 'intellect’ is able to apply itself to the situation.

Its details arrange themselves in a logical sequence. because the mind can see the 'cause and effect' structure
extending into the future.

Let us say that the food is an apple hanging, obviously out of reach, from the roof. Man does not move under it
and try a few leaps. He can pre-visualise the futility of that, so he does not even make the effort. The animal
however has to bring the inability to reach it into his 'present’, if he is to deal with it at all.

Man visualises the future act of grasping the apple and knows that he has to visualise some way in which his
body can get to the apple, or the apple can be brought to the body. He looks about to see what material he has
to 'materialise’ or make real either one of these methods on the basis of remembered possibilities.

We do not need to elaborate the way of finding the solution, but one can see that working with future-images,
his intellect rnay find the solution without being, of itself better than that of the animal which gives up
without even seeming to try.

The man can visualise the goal. and apply his intellect to the method of attaining it.

The ape moves forward as best he can. Looking up, he realises that he is in need of 'being higher'. In his
memory he has the image of 'being higher' when standing on something and his intellect may combine the
two for him so that he may seem to be able to 'solve a problem' because, he comes to the same 'solution’ as the
man.

The deduction that it is the same is however not justified, just as it would not be justified to think a purely
instinctive action by an insect to be the same as that done when motivated by 'understanding'.

Unlike the man, the ape cannot approach his ‘problem' without looking at the apple more than once, selecting
his boxes, placing them in the correct position and then to look up and take the apple which will now be
within his reach. He must first feel the specific '‘problem' almost physically before he can produce a specific
'solution’. The problem must be brought into the ‘present'.

In the development of a still rudimentary but slowly extending prerealisation in the pre-human, we can see the
cause for the solutions the cave man found for the problems in his life. Once the problems were seen, the
solutions were there to help him.

Because his future sense now made him always keep a weapon (and one that suited his strength and his
abilities) ready to hand, he attained a mastership over others who, when the occasion arose, had to pick up the
first stick or stone they could find.

Secondly, the pre-visualisation of future battles and the precognition of what was important there would lead
to improvements in the quality of the weapons themselves and enable the longest futured ones to preselect
that time and place of battle which was most advantageous to them.

We should, however, not only think of the 'killing tools' that the caveman had.

There is for instance the time when the most primitive man wished to carry a large number of fruit to his lair.
The ape would load his arms and, still picking up more, drop some, pick them up and drop others until, giving
up, he would carry away what would stay in his arms.

The primitive man however would have his pre-realised image to help him. He would be able to see himself



carrying the 'too much' away and that image would be part of him at the moment of picking up. He would be
able to see the 'burden’ as a whole and thence the intellect would have a chance to find the solution of
‘wrapping up' in a palm leaf or a piece of skin.

Lacking that pre-vision, the ape, even if given the load lying on the skin, would not be able to put two and
two together. At the moment of picking up he would still be no more than a 'picker up' He would not also be a
potential ‘carrier.

Once the or the concept of the ‘container had been found, the intellect could get busy improving on it, just as
we imagine that it did on the weapon image. Association of images, things seen in other relations, all would
lead to different solutions once the problem had been perceived. Solving the problem was not difficult. Seeing
it was the difficulty, even as it still is now. (Inventing the paper clip was not difficult, but seeing that it would
solve a problem and attain a to be desired goal, was the thing!)

One can imagine that the development was from folded skin bags to baskets (via the plaited palm leaf, to
keep the fronds together?), to sewn bags (where the possibility of joining things by threads had emerged from
the plaitings) and, by itself, the making of the unfired clay pot which would emerge from playing with clay
(which, when made into a ball and pressed with a thumb automatically produces a ‘container’).

The use of skin containers would lead to intentional skinning of the animals killed and, where the skins were
present, sheltering under them and the eventual making of skin clothes would need no more than merely
‘intelligent’ observation and association of ideas.

The ape might shelter under the skins, but he would not have the future-image to tell him that he had
discovered something 'useful’. The moment the need for shelter was gone he would drop them and, meeting
them later on, he would merely see something to eat or to play with, because in that later image the
'sheltering' quality was not cogent.

Once ‘clothing’ was given, the development of ‘weaving' from 'basketry’ would be only a minor step to the
production of cloth.

The same can be seen in the change of habitat from the edge of the forest to the caves.

The ape that, due to circumstances, found shelter in a cave would emerge without more than vaguely having
realised that he had been safeguarded on all sides except in one, as he probably would anyhow have been
hiding from one danger in the 'present’ of that moment.

To the futureless animal, danger is always only there when it is present. He is continually on the watch for it
coming, but it is not there until it has arrived. The futured animal, nascent man, however had already tasted
the bitter fruit of pre-vision. With the entry of the future into his present, its dangers had entered too. Not only
the problems of tomorrow but also its dangers had become a part of today.

In the Game Reserves of Africa it is quite common to see the antelope grazing or contentedly chewing the cud
within sight of a pride of lions. They know that there is no danger at that moment, and it is up to the lions to
keep them in that impression when hunger sets them off on their hunting routines.

To the "intelligent’ observer who automatically translates everything into intelligent manipulation of 'facts’, the
buck seem to be inconceivably dense. They must know that the lions are a danger to them and that presently

the peaceful scene will change into one where sudden death will overtake one of them. It is even possible that

they do know, but that knowledge is not 'real’ to them. It has happened every day of their lives, but tomorrow
and even this afternoon does not exist.



With the coming of pre-realisation, the primitive man also lost the paradisiacal animal 'safety’ in the
dangerless ‘present without a future'. He was no longer only constantly and instinctively on the alert for the first
sign of danger. Danger was already there because it was sure to come.

When he therefore first found himself in a cave. the nearly palpable diminution of danger, which new could
only come from one direction, must almost conciously have been felt as an ineffable relief and, being able to
visualise a future (however brief) it is understandable that he saw that this would be an ideal 'home'.

The final step in his development, the institution of his symbiosis with the creature ‘fire’, that gave warmth and
held predators at bay in return for being regularly fed with wood, was probably the most remarkable advance
for this period of his development.

One can produce a series of theories showing either the development from his 'flint chipping' and ‘wood
shaping' ‘activities' or from capture of the fire from volcanoes, lightning or spontaneous combustion, but, like
all the above, they would be, and would remain, no more than that.

The actual events and their sequence are hidden in the mists of anonymous time and it is quite probable that
the same things happened in a different sequence or in different ways in different places all over the world.
Once the problems could be seen there is no need to suppose that suitable solutions had to be found in only
one place and spread out from there. Even now, in science, we find that time and again, several workers in
quite different parts of the world find the same answers quite independently and we shake our heads over this
‘remarkable coincidence’. We do not realise that here too it is not the finding of the answers which is the
important thing, but the fact that, in the body of science, the realisation that there was a problem, something
that needed an explanation, had slowly come to the surface.

The question of how and where the different developments took place are without any real importance. What
is important is that it can be understood that all the developments that made up the life of the caveman can be
explained upon the basis of the appearance, in him, of a future-sense of a few days. On that basis, experience,
association and the realisation of the goal would be sufficient to enable the intellect to-produce what it did.

With the fire in the cave, the cooking of food, the use of fire-hardened wood for digging tools and weapons
and finally fired-clay pottery were natural developments needing no genius of higher inspiration to eventuate.
Observation and average intellect would suffice.

The important point of the evolution of man is really to be found in another direction.

Our honoured ancestor was not only a superior brand of a carnivorous ape. If that was all, he would have
remained more or less where he was, as 'his advantage over dumb animals was such that he need never have
hungered. He was far and away the ‘fittest' animal to survive and not in need, of any more 'evolution' to do so.

He was also a cannibal however and it is in his cannibalism that to a great measure we can see the actual
reason for the unprecedented speedup in his evolution far beyond the necessities of his mere survival in
relation to other animals. It was probably his cannibalism which made man, who was a relative newcomer on
the scene, outstrip everything else in the last few 'minutes’ of the calendar of the ages.

Our forefather was a logical being, not overly imbued with ideas about the rights of others to exist and he was
not inclined to take the more difficult way where an easier one was available. He realised, probably right from
the beginning, that the logical source of his meat ration and that of his troop, was the slightly 'duller’
neighbour in the next valley whose way of life he thoroughly understood, whom he could 'out-think' at every
turn, and who was not as tiresomely fast as the antelopes, as large as the elephant or as fierce as the bears and
the lions.



The natural and most obvious food for the man, when he had started to think about such things, was man. In
the fossils there is enough evidence for such practices, although paleontologists tend to be rather averse to
‘telling' on the old man. As a matter of fact it is most likely that the remains we find in the refuse of the
kitchens of prehistoric man were not those of prehistoric man himself but of the generation which, at that
time, was already on its way out. They died to make a Sunday meal for the occupants of the cave whose
remains we are more likely to find in the kitchen offal of the next evolutionary spurt in the plains.

In this situation, where the less gifted, less aggressive had already lost the race almost before it had started,
the selective activity of the 'survival of the fittest' must have (otherwise than in nature in general) been
working in high gear all the time. Where, in other packs, the fight was mostly between dominant males while
the young that had been sired usually survived, in a cannibalistic evolution we can expect that the young with
the 'less fit' genes also disappeared, for children must have been a specially succulent dish, something like
veal or sucking pig.

One can note that, although we have outgrown this habit of eating each other, and now think it disgusting, we
have not yet outgrown the habit of killing off our weaker brothers, if not for their meat, then at least for what
they have - as we showed during the last two wars.

We should therefore not be surprised (where we do such things on a grand scale) that our ancestors, who were
less ‘civilised' than we are, did it in a smaller and more personal manner. It is also understandable why the
evolutionists, judging others by themselves, saw the 'human’ survival-of-the-fittest pattern as the principal
cornerstone of all evolution. 'Live and let live' can only be found in nature in the raw. The animal generally
only kills 'for the pot' and otherwise lives in quite a tolerant and friendly relationship with his environment
and even with his prey. The animal does not eat when it is not hungry and it does not kill when it does not
need to eat.

But not so man - and that too, like his cannibalism, is really the result of his temporealisation. We can realise
that his needs were no longer only the needs of the moment. The needs of tomorrow already started to
clamour for attention today, long before they were due. This was not intellectually and consciously worked
out, but with the intrusion of the future it is understandable that there was the tendency to kill more than was
necessary. There is an automatic association between the avidity, (the need to have), of an individual and the
stretch of time that is 'real’ to him. A modern example of this is the 'miser' and the man who is 'saving for a
rainy day' all his life! Even if one is inclined to accept this temporealisation development as the real cause for
human evolution because it gives such a relatively simple explanation of it all and because it seems to leave
no residual problems to solve, one should not overlook that there is one aspect of it that produces what one
could nearly call a 'proof of its own validity. This does not lie in something that happened, but in something
that did not happen. There was one thing that one would have expected on the basis of ‘intelligent action on
an ever larger body or organised experience’ but which did not eventuate even though the intelligence and the
experience were there. The more we learn of them the more it is clear that even the most primitive men were
both intelligent and able. Their artefacts, their basketry (as shown by the imprints on the shreds of clay-
plastering that have been found) and their pottery itself were not in any way mere dull adaptations in the use of
the material available in the environment.

The paintings on the walls of their caves have been given a high artistic evaluation even in comparison with
the art of today, and altogether the picture we receive across the ages is that of a lively and imaginative mind,
solemn but with a considerable sense for beauty - an active mind too, observant and alive.

And yet, despite all this, it took untold millennia to proceed from 'knowing that a food seed planted in the
ground. will provide a food plant’, to the logical result of 'agriculture’. Almost up to the end of his time
Neolithic man remained a 'gatherer' even though the adoption of ‘agriculture’ should have been much more
simple than the 'invention' of basketry and the bow and arrow.



That the absence of agriculture is a problem, is only mentioned in passing by most anthropologists. Kroeber,
for instance, hardly seems to notice it's mysterious implications at all. He simply passes on to ‘agriculture’ as if
the sequence of inventions was merely one of 'who thought of what first'. There is little or no realisation that
inventions must have grown out of the qualities of men as they developed from animals to full ‘human’
beings, and not the other way about.

One, reads that agriculture ‘changed the way of life of the late Neolithic man' (as if it was something that was
introduced from the outside, or just happened to come along) - where in actual fact ‘agriculture' was no more
than a symptom of something that had happened in Neolithic man and which made him able to start farming.
If we realise the importance of temporealisation, both the fact of the tardiness of the arrival of agriculture and
its explanation fan into place. One can even realise that it could not have been otherwise.

As ‘temporealisation’ presupposes, to do a thing now, in this present moment, so that profit can be drawn from
its effect in the future, needs a quality which animals lack entirely and which (necessarily) must have
developed only slowly in man. It needs a quality of 'reality’ in the image of the future moment aimed at, at the
time of doing the deed, which is far above that of an image merely ‘constructed' by intelligent deduction -even
if the latter is known to be valid.

To work today, to leave other more immediate chores or amusements undone, to forego a pleasant hour of
lying in the sun and chewing on a stem of grass, needs a strong and clear, a 'real' image of the time of reaping
and of plenty to eat which is, at the least, still several months away in the future.

We can find a practical and living example of this in the Far East where, in some places, the hills are
inhabited by still completely Neolithic people while the valleys, or the neighbouring areas are inhabited by
prosperous farming communities.

These Stone Age people are not dull brutes and neither are they afraid of work. It can also not be argued that
they do not know for, as Levy Bruhl points out so often, all savages are extraordinarily observant.

Doubtlessly too they have been down in the valleys and peered out on the activity going on in the fields from
behind their jungle screen. They do speak with the valley people and barter amenities and one must accept
that the idea must have occurred to them that it would be a good idea to do something about planting their
own food plants nearer to their huts - but the day of harvesting was too far off.

It somehow is not real enough today to start clearing that patch of weeds near the dung heap. There are other
things to do and the job is put off until it is too late to catch the season. When harvest time comes in the
valley we can imagine the hill man shaking his head in silent or even in expressed jealousy.

Besides this, generally better known, example we have that of our own Bushmen. They too have lived since
time immemorial with the agriculture practised by the Bantu in front of their eyes - and they also have never
made any attempt to adopt it. Nevertheless, as recent studies have shown, they certainly lack neither
intelligence, nor skill, nor the ability to exert themselves prodigiously.

The positive and living demonstration that knowing the methods and being aware of the advantages of
agriculture, does not necessarily lead to the adoption of soil cultivation by a people, more or less vitiates at
least one of the ‘explanations’ offered by those who have felt that there is a problem here.

The idea that Neolithic people, being mainly dependent upon meat for their food, had to follow the migration
of the animals on which they preyed, around the countryside and that therefore they never remained long
enough in one place to plant and to reap a crop, is possibly valid for the cavemen of Europe with its then
inclement climate, but it is even there somewhat doubtful.



The seasons there must have been very contrasting and may have caused summer and winter migrations
among the game stock, but it is unlikely that those migrations among the game stock could have taken place
between the times of sowing and harvesting. An occasional bad year might have made the animals leave
certain areas, but, in general, one can expect that the summer and winter residences of both the men and the
game would have followed more or less regular routines.

Besides this, some tribes in the Middle East show that it is possible to solve even that problem quite simply.
They planted their fields, trekked away, and moved in again when the harvest time was due.

The 'explanation’ on the basis of the availability of the ‘wheat' plant fits better into the next chapter, as it is
associated with the development of the ‘city states'.

Here we are concerned with locally present or developed plants and the list of these includes, Oats, Barley,
Millet in all its multitudinous forms, and even such root plants as Manioc.

On the basis of the necessity for a pre-realisation of harvest time, to induce work at planting time, the reason
for the tardiness in the adoption of agricultural processes by the otherwise already able and intelligent human
race, seems to be logically inherent in the situation. Neolithic man had to wait until his future image had
extended itself far enough into the future so as to include 'harvest time' in his images to a sufficient degree of
‘reality’ to drive him into breaking up the ground now and sowing the seed, in order to eat four or five months
later. Before that he could not become a farmer. A fully pre-realised future of at least half a year was
necessary to make him do the work and not just ‘sufficient intelligence' to work the method out from known
facts.

This six months' time limit however implanted several characteristics on the type of farming which
developed.

In a way one could say it was ‘farming without a farm’, for it was not the farm but only the crop, that existed
as such in the mind of the primitive agriculturist. He neither irrigated, nor manured, nor rotated his crops. It
was a pure predatory agriculture which still is the only one that has ever been known in Bantu Africa.

Each planting season was a thing by itself. It had to be initiated by magic and incantation. Fertility rites had to
be practised to make the seed grow and the rains to come in time - but when it was finished, when the harvest
was in, it was finished until the next 'season’ came along.

Nowhere in Bantu Africa do we find even the simplest of irrigation even when the drought withers a crop
situated below the level of a running stream. Nowhere do we see a special plot of land tended for years on end
as is really understood by the word ‘farm'. When a certain piece of land stops providing food, another is
prepared.

One can concede that there were (and are) other factors at work preventing the aborigines from using
irrigation.

The Maya, for instance, although they had a fully developed 'time sense' and a civilisation on a par with that
of the people of Mesopotamia, if not of Egypt. were also unable to do it. As van Hagen writes in "World of the
Maya' (p. 67 New American Library): "One of the enigmas of the Maya is that neolithic block which
prevented them from devising a way in which to obtain the water which lay immediately below the land
surface. Landa noted that there 'are few places where one digs down that water cannot be found, sometimes
within one metre.

"When droughts occured and despite their astonishingly high level of civilisation: "the Maya abandoned their
cities. went into the jungles and were reduced to eating the bark of trees."



The reader will again have noted the use of the word 'block’, which, implies the presence of an ability which
is not allowed to materialise. One would suppose that such an inability to draw a, to us obvious, conclusion is
not due to a 'block’ but to an 'inherent disability’, something that is as yet lacking. Where there is intelligence
and no solution to a simple problem, the most reasonable solution is that the problem was not seen as such.
One cannot believe that, with their undoubted intelligence, their building ability and their inexhaustible stock
of human labour. they could not have solved their problem if they had realised that it existed. One feels
behind this the same kind of thing as that which prevented the chimpanzee from distinguishing the ‘container’
from the 'place in the room' where the banana had been put into it.

It is probable that the mind of the Maya (and that of the African primitive) did not realise that is was the
'wetness', the 'wateriness' of 'rain’ that made the crops grow. It was the 'rain’ and not the ‘water in the rain' that
did the trick, therefore the 'solution’ of bringing up ‘water' from the rivers or from the wells, simply did not
occur to them where the method of doing so would have been easily solved.

This idea is confirmed when, as we will see later, it is found that 'irrigation’ was discovered in. those areas, and
only in those areas. where nature showed the way by providing 'water' (and not 'rain) by means of seasonal
inundations. There 'irrigation’ was actually on a par with the ‘rain-making' of the witchdoctors in areas
dependent upon rain for their moisture.

However that may be, one can find another symptom of the restricted future-sense of the Neolithic people of
Bantu Africa, in the total absence of roads.

The mind that lives only in a short-futured stretch of time is also necessarily a 'parochial’ mind, because its
environment is only in any sense 'real’ in so far as it can be reached within the timespan that is real to the
imagination.

The Neolithic and earlier social structures had therefore to be small, more or less isolated communities with
only occasional contact with others. One can imagine that travel, as we know it, was rare and only indulged in
by individuals with personally longer time spans than the average. One does not travel without the goal of that
travel, and the image of arrival at that goal, fairly clear in the mind.

The making and especially the keeping in repair of roads which, like planting, needs work today to serve for
use tomorrow or rather next year, would not appear to be a reasonable thing to do. just to lighten the burden
of the occasional traveller.

The final structure of the 'farmless' farmer community would therefore be that of relatively small villages with
possibly a central larger one, in which most of the inhabitants were of one original family stock and their
social structure would not be able to outgrow the first stage of that of one big and complicated family.

There would be the absolute authority of the ‘father' (who, at a distance would tend to attain divine qualities),
the 'democratic’ group of ‘uncles' with advisory and secondary duties, powers and privileges and below them
the intricate structure of family priorities and positions.

The City States and their type of social organisation with specialisation of duties had to wait for further
developments before they could materialise.

One of the more important points, in this conception of how things developed among men (as has already been
mentioned in passing) is that the ‘who' and the ‘where’ are relatively unimportant.

The actual discovery of a new thing or method was not the main factor in its appearance. Just as a new art-
form, or a new scientific theory cannot prevail however valid it may be, until the minds of men are ready to
receive it, so any other idea however practical and advantageous it may be, will not take root till the people



are ready for it. When they are ready, however, the thing is often so obvious that the actual initiator is only
doing 'what comes naturally'.

As we have seen in the example of the Neolithic hill people of the Far East, it is not the knowledge, and not
even the actual demonstration of the advantages of something, that makes men do things. People did not start
cultivating plants because they saw other people doing it, but because they were ready for it and it follows that
there is no sense in searching for an original focus from which something originated and spread over the world
(unless it is a special plant) - or an invention from which a particular practice radiated out among men.

The actual ideas are so simple that even an ape could think them out. They are certainly no more difficult than
discovering a method of pushing a banana out of a long tube by means of a stick that first has to be
‘assembled".

That there was need for a special intelligence, or a teaching by example is therefore extremely unlikely. We
can with a good conscience accept that everywhere where the future-sense of the people had developed
beyond a certain degree and in a sufficient number of individuals, the new 'skills' and "agriculture’ would
follow - either spontaneously or by imitation, just as we find in Africa today that, where the time-sense is still
the late Neolithic half yearly one, teaching and demonstration of the advantages of new methods is singularly
disappointing in its effectiveness.

It is because of not knowing, or of not realising this all important point that the 'forced' civilisation of Africa is
going to run into snags that will fill the pages of later history books with a series of 'unexplainable’
frustrations of the idealists.

May it be granted that it will not turn into an extension of the drama of which the Congo gave us only a slight
foretaste not so long ago.



CHAPTER IV

Farmer to City Man

The step from 'seasonal farmers' to the emergence of recognisable civilisations in the form of the 'City States'
is one of the most interesting in the evolution of Man as we know him now.

It is however also one of the most confusing because, in the process of development, the human being
acquired several characteristics, each of which, in it's own way, influenced his development. This makes it
difficult to extract the essentials out of the maze of details.

One of the most important of these details is the development of the ability to see 'many" in the 'one'. It is
more or less that covered by the 'Gestalt' theory and we have already met it in the inability of the Chimpanzee
to analyse the 'container' out of the ‘place where the banana was put into it'. It is also to be found in the
apparent inability of the seasonal farmers to analyse the ‘wateriness' out of 'rain’. which prevented them from
finding the obvious solution of irrigation in their fight against drought.

The tendency of official anthropology to see in the invention of irrigation the stimulus for the next step in
human development is still based on the idea that man, as he is now, was already present in the earliest
specimens of his race and that it only needed 'inventions' and 'discoveries' to bring it out. Man discovered
‘agriculture’, they say, and he became a farmer. He discovered ‘irrigation’ and he developed 'City States'.

As an example of this way of thinking we can quote from the ‘Concise Encyclopaedia of World History' (p.
40): "In the Protoliteral phase, southern Mesopotamia first surpasses the surrounding areas in cultural
achievement. An astounding vigour and vitality manifests itself in every department of life, and we cannot
doubt that this élan is chiefly due to the way in which the challenge of difficult natural conditions had been so
successfully met and overcome.

"The energy elicited, was by no means exhausted in coping with it and went on to produce achievements
which greatly exceeded anything that the nature of the country rendered essential. The wheel was now
available to the potter, who had become a specialised craftsman, and the wagon builder. Oxen and asses were
used as a means of transport.”

As a typical example of what one finds everywhere, this quotation can hardly be bettered and the habit of
seeing a 'Man' instead of 'men’ is particularly well illustrated.

The men of Mesopotamia are here seen as a '‘Man'. This would not have been so bad if this had only been
done for the purpose of facilitating description, but when one gives this conglomorate 'Man' such an
extremely personal characteristic as an 'élan’ which is supposed to be due to a (here also personalised)
‘Challenge’ which has been 'overcome’, the picture becomes somewhat distorted and out of perspective.

It should be obvious that such a ‘reaction’ could only take place in individual men who had met an individual
challenge. It would moreover have had to be the reaction of a man who had personally been able to compare
the conditions before and after the 'victory', and one feels the spurious 'veni, vidi, vici' quality of a specific
‘invention' behind the image given by our 'authority’.

In actual fact however there must have been thousands of individual men spread over a completely unknown
number of generations in the time during which they slowly and painfully adapted themselves while learning
how to use the special, but as yet unsuspected, facilities which the environment into which they were born
happened to provide.



It is extremely unlikely that any one of them felt any particular élan or even saw himself as a conqueror of the
river or the 'difficult natural conditions' to such a degree that he started to look for new fields to conguer.

To the individual men who lived in those days, there could hardly have been more than a gradual increase in
affluence but that would certainly not have ‘'made the wheel available', nor led to the use of draught animals,
nor to any other item in the long list which ends the original text of the above quotation.

What one senses here is not the reaction of individuals to a difficult environment, but the appearance of a
different kind of men: men with a better and clearer outlook, a better organised mind and with a better, more
facile, understanding and grasp of the essentials of reality.

They were not merely flushed with the heady fumes of victory.
Where and how did these new men emerge?

One can accept that their association with the river had something to do with it, as all the civilisations in the
Middle East appeared in the great river basins. Up to a certain point one can even see that the new
developments could have been a mere product of the 'invention' (or rather the enforced adoption) of
‘irrigation’. Soon however we will find that that explanation is no longer sufficient.

We can imagine that the rivers had a certain selective evolutionary effect on the local populations, tending to
bring out certain characteristics - but this means that the men with whom the process ended were not the same
kind of men as those with whom it started.

When we focus our imagination on the neolithic men among whom the first ‘civilisations' appeared and
observe them with some sympathetic understanding. the process itself becomes understandable too. Once the
‘future-span’ had extended sufficiently to encompass the time needed for a food seed that had been planted, to
produce its crop, the material for the new development was already there. We can see how groups of the
resultant 'seasonal farmers' were edged out into the semi-arid plains of the regularly inundated areas along the
great rivers.

Having learnt to think, or rather having been taught to believe that 'rain’ was the life-giver. this must have
seemed to spell doom to them, but the river took them and taught them, by example, that its ‘waters' did the job
just as well and better than the rain. Then, gradually, it became clear that it was much easier and more
effective to 'make a miniature inundation’ than it was to 'make rain' - and they were on their way.

That the result of this was so extremely felicitous was just their good luck and not due to any special gift of
intelligence, insight or even 'long-future' sense on their part. They also had not really 'met a challenge’. They
had simply managed to adapt themselves and, in doing so besides surviving, they had found a "bonanza".

In adapting themselves however, several things must have happened, all tending to the evolution of a man
with special characteristics.

In the first place, the areas suitable for 'irrigation’ farming would be closer together and not divided by natural
barriers. This would result in a breakdown of the congenital (possibly cannibalistic) enmity and distrust
between the different tribes, an example of which those of us who still remember reading Herman Melville's
Typee'. will easily call to mind. There had to be a breakdown of the barriers between neighbours, not only
because one could not survive and keep on shooting at each other every time somebody stuck his head out of
the rushes along the river bank, but because, to establish a reasonably efficient system of irrigation, quite a
large amount of co-operation became necessary.

We can therefore imagine that here, otherwise than in the essentially parochial and fragmented areas of the



seasonal farmers, those who could not co-operate and who were wholly selfish (and therefore the more
markedly short-futured ones) would be eliminated and snapped off as undesirable branches from the tree of
‘evolution’. Only those who could live together, not only with their own family but also with others, would be
the survivors in such a situation and this would tend to lengthen the average future-sense of the dwellers in
the river lands.

But there would be more than that for there would also be another factor tending to prepare them for ‘city life'.
The places fit for human habitation, that is, those above the highest water level which were still within a
reasonable distance, from the lands, would of necessity be still more limited and lead to an unavoidable closer
living together.

Altogether we can see that, after possibly numerous generations of fighting, bickering and feuds, those who
managed to survive must have been those who had the potential ability to live together in a still more close
and complex social structure. The others had been eliminated or had eliminated themselves - a 'survival of the
fittest' therefore in a completely different sense than the one that Spencer gave to Darwin's ideas.

Just to remind ourselves of what we are trying to underline here, we should remember that these special
factors were present nowhere else. They did not operate in the Savannahs of Africa or in the source area of our
own race, Northern Europe and Asia. There people remained 'short-futured' and produced no ‘civilisations', at
that time at least.

The river valley men can hardly have been filled with an élan at having conquered their difficult environment,
but what surely happened was that the greater productivity of the irrigated fields produced a much higher
'standard of living' and a measure of ‘free time' the like of which had never been seen upon this earth.

To produce the 'City States' however, that would not have been enough. A future span of half a year, even in
the presence of more than enough food and enforced living together would not have been sufficient
foundation for an organised civilisation. A six months' pre-vision will not keep a citizen in check and make
him obey laws based on the good of 'next year' or to promote the endurance of a community which, on a six
months' basis, has no meaning at all.

What must have happened here is that the original, half-yearly view of time, in lengthening out, closed itself
into a ‘circle’ for a significant part of the people of the area. The future of the 'now' caught up with the tail-end
of the past of next year and time started, for them, 'to flow continuously in a ‘circle’. Possibly this event was
hastened by living in what was almost a symbiosis with the great annual clock of the river, but the essential
point is that time became a ‘wheel' and, as such. could be surveyed and understood as a whole. It was
something that had neither beginning nor end, a diorama of seasons following each other with predictable
regularity because the jointing of the one to the other could be clearly envisaged. It is probably not without
significance that it was in this part of the world that the wheel was 'invented' and that the "Wheel of the
Universe" became a regularly recurring religious motif - not to forget that the idea of reincarnation, which has
its roots in these regions, sees even eternity as a revolving wheel.

With time having attained an, in the present, surveyable structure, specialisation became also for the first
time, a possibility. Only when one can see that the environment will, from its side, provide enough, can one
leave undone certain tasks that are instinctively recognised as essential, in order to concentrate on others, in
the secure knowledge that they will be otherwise provided for.

Then, when specialisation and the division of work became the 'norm’ instead of the exception, progress could
no longer be stopped. The thing snowballed itself, willy nilly, into a civilisation. It had to - and that without
any great intellectual guidance from the men themselves. We can now see how the first great, basic division
of 'labour’, into 'Soldiers’ and 'Civilians' must have taken place at that time.



Life is essentially a serious business and, being animals, we must fight to be able to survive, even if,
nowadays, we leave that to our armies and to the policemen who patrol our streets.

There are those who love fighting, those who enjoy the excitement of battle, the trappings of the belligerent
and the lust for loot, rapine and violence. These were (and are) also obviously the more short-futured ones
who shunned or disdained the new backbreaking work in the fields that had become necessary according to
the more long-term view of time; those therefore who did not fit easily into the future-directed structure of the
developing state.

On the other hand there were those who disliked fighting and preferred to take upon themselves the task of
working to produce the food and the amenities of life, content to leave the bloody and dangerous work of
defence and (inevitably) offence to others.

In those days the soldiers were very necessary, especially in Mesopotamia where virile, warlike neighbouring
tribes were always ready to descend from their hills into the plains to gather what they could of the treasures
in food and wealth that the men of the river had amassed.

Once organised and trained into bands of professional, full-term fighters the countryside could have had very
little effective resistance against the 'Soldiers'. The world was there for the taking and they took it. They must
have had a grand time and incidentally brought in their loot to gladden the hearts of the citizens who would
eventually own it - as soldiers, being short-futured, do not know how to save. Easy come, easy go, is their
motto. What is more important is that they must also have brought in slaves to do the hard work of the
community, both in the home and on the fields thereby producing still more free time and 'security’ for the
population itself.

Soon one sees a new specialisation, dividing the community into 'horizontal' layers: Rulers (Priests, Kings and
Nobility), Craftsmen and Merchants - all resting on the lowest layer of the farmers and slaves who produced
the food on which all of them lived.

All this was not intellectually thought out. It happened because it had to happen. It happened because that was
the pattern of the forces inherent in the situation, just as the iron filings around a magnet take the shape of the
pattern of the lines of forces that are there.

The minds of men, freed from the immediate duties entailed in survival, now had time and the wherewithal to
turn to other aims.

It became possible to make things, or to have them made, not only for use, but also for the pleasure
(‘Aesthetic’, 'Status-giving' or otherwise) that one could derive from them. It became possible to organise
social relationships in the way that those in power thought that they should be - not, as one would like to
believe, for the ‘common good' but in such a way that those in power had what they wanted.

That this meant that a general prosperity evolved, which was also to the advantage of the lesser men, was
more or less incidental.

Without becoming 'idealistic’, one can even concede that here and there there may have been a ruler who was
concerned with the lot of the common man (once his own personal and regal requirements had been
adequately provided for). What is important is that one should realise that there need have been no ‘thinking
out’, no 'guiding intelligence’ or 'ideal’. Each man strove for the best he could visualise for himself and the
final pattern gave to each the maximum available according to his abilities to obtain it, considering all the
circumstances.

If that striving included making others do the work, it all went into the overall design of the state that was



developing.

Like a plant which does not think: "I must put a root there” and "I think another branch there is too much for
that side,” the State grew as an expression of the aggregate mind and the evaluations of the people
themselves.

Personal Gods were merged into the City God and communally adored through the offices of specialised
priests. Things were made for the sake of beauty, personally or at the command of a master, because there
developed a market for them, and everywhere new possibilities appeared and were fulfilled. Because of all
this, we have the picture of an 'élan’ which the simple observation of facts sees as 'due’ to having ‘conquered’
the 'environment' but which was actually due to the extra time, the 'leisure’ available, created by 'mass
production’, ‘division of work’, 'specialisation’ and, possibly to the greater extent, by the organised use of slave
labour.

The final possibility had however not yet been attained. The ‘wheel of time gives infinitely more possibilities
than a half-yearly, seasonal image of time, but it is never much longer than a few turns of the wheel, It tends to
keep the mind within the year in which it actually lives, although the 'recurring pattern' may make it possible
to feel a certain permanence behind it all and to organize one’s life accordingly.

The effect of this emerges when we compare the series of civilisations of Mesopotamia with the one
civilisation of Egypt.

The former were civilisations that were lived by still relatively short-futured men on the basis of the
continually returning year; and they suffered the defect of having been conceived with an insufficient regard for
the more distant future. They were still civilisations determined by the activity and personality of the rulers -
and therefore subject to the law which applies to all who rule by force and fear.

Such a ruler must come to power over others by a combination of ability and aggressive ruthlessness. He
subdues by force and, once he becomes an absolute master, he finds himself before the insoluble dilemma
which the logic of cause and effect always creates in such a situation. The master has expected peace and
plenty and an end to having to fight when his last opponent has fallen. He expects to enjoy the spoils at his
leisure - but reality does not agree to this.

He is where he is, only because of his ability and his willingness to kill or punish - and only by keeping up
that ability and willingness can he remain where he is. Like a man on a treadmill, standing still means going
back. He has set the pace and he must keep it up or he will fall by the same rules by which he himself came to
the top.

With no enemies left and no immediate danger in view, it becomes more and more difficult to keep up the
qualities necessary for his survival as a master. What is worse, and in a sense, more ‘unfair’, is that, if he
settles down to enjoy the results of his labours, if he eats and drinks to continuous repletion and allows
himself to be pampered by his slaves and cozened by his women, he inevitably degenerates as a fighter.

In practice the original master usually manages to survive for his natural lifetime (if court intrigues do not put
poison in his coffee). The memory of his frightful deeds is still too fresh in the minds of his underlings, but in
a few generations his progeny fall for the lure of the luxury with which he has provided them. They do not
train for personal battle as is the 'duty of princes'. They become dependent upon the ministrations of slaves
and accept that the mere fact of having descended from the original master (and not the fear which they
personally should inspire) gives them authority and power as an inborn right. They may even formulate it as
the 'divine right of masters'.

They forget, or do not know, that reality demands that they can only be and remain as masters by being able



and ready to kill and punish. Hence they disappear from the scene, either as the result of excessive
debauchery or on the edge of the sword of other ambitious men who are willing and ready to kill and to risk
their own lives for the chance of a place at the fleshpots.

We see this simple, logical design repeated all over the history of the world, at different levels and different
degrees of magnitude, from the individual to the national - and Mesopotamia seems to have been one
continuous example of it in action. Few of its civilisations lasted more than a couple of generations before
they faded out or were overrun. "Semitic" and "Aryan" dynasties alternate with monotonous regularity and
some of these did not even bother to learn the language or to change the governmental machine which they
took over, being content to skim the cream off the top as long as it lasted.

The 'wheel of the year' was not an adequate image of time on which to build a state that would endure.

It is true that this is an over-simplified picture, for Mesopotamia always had its row of vultures, its surround
of warlike hill-tribes, perched on its borders, waiting for any sign of degeneracy and a hankering after peace
and goodwill to all men. Egypt on the other hand was more or less safely walled off by deserts and the sea.

Nevertheless Egyptian history is not at all peace-loving, as the recorded glories on the obelisks of its most
famous rulers tell us - in a language that, over the years, has lost none of its bombastic qualities. If they had
been haters of the sword, they would also not have had the slaves to do most of the work; and slaves were, at
least in those days, a very important factor in the basic structure of ‘civilisations'.

Somehow, amid prosperity, the Egyptians retained an efficient war machine and bred men that were willing
to kill, and risk being killed.

Their history also shows indications of several major invasions (although these have been carefully deleted
from the official records) and even in the origin of the civilisation itself one finds evidence of an invasion,
peaceful or otherwise, from Mesopotamia.

As said, 'the wheel of the year' was not an adequate image on which to build a state that would endure for
more than a few generations. It needs a thorough understanding and awareness of the ‘wheel of fate', to keep a
nation on its toes and fighting fit, despite apparent safety and the debilitating influence of having more than
enough.

In Egypt the time-sense extended fully into eternity.

Here we find a people who were fairly hag-ridden by their awareness of infinity. Time, for them, was the road
along which the wheel of the year trundled, and that road had, for them, more reality than the wheel which
was merely incidental and personal.

They built for eternity, hewing temples and monumerts cut of mountains and they constructed mountains (the
symbol of endurance) piece by piece out in the plains.

They conserved their dead. They studied the heavens, the clock of eternal time, as the Mesopotamians had
done, but with infinitely more care and exactitude, and clocks were about the only invention they added to the
"gadgetry" of mankind.

In them temporealisation was present to its utmost extent and, in consequence, they created the first example
of an enduring civilisation that existed above and beyond the individuals that 'inhabited" it.

The full realisation of eternity caused them to institute a permanent social organisation that could only break
down with the degeneration of the people themselves (a possibility they did, not envisage); and a system of



laws that were considered to be above the authority and the interpretation of its administrators.

They built in 'eternal’ stone and constructed extensive public works that were designed to outlast the builders
and the lives of all men to come. They dug canals and made roads and state-organised irrigation schemes - in
short, the 'State' assumed the status of a 'Superman’ whose lifespan was visualised in numberless generations
of mere, individual men. In this way it became a completely self-sufficient organism, with a 'life’ of its own
which survived the troubles and the weaknesses of those who happened to be in power at any given moment.

Man builds - and he can only build - his State in accordance with his own inner world. To put it more
precisely: "The State grows and it has to grow, naturally out of and in accordance with the worlds of its
individual members." It is an expression of what they prize and hold dear enough for them to be willing to
work for and, if necessary, to suffer and die for.

Contrary to what one feels behind so much historical and modern sociological thinking, the State does not
arrive out of nowhere to 'lead the citizens to ever higher achievements. There is no such a thing as a State that
is an entity that does things. It consists, at any particular moment, of mere men among whom there is
essentially little difference between the ruled and the rulers. It arises in the hearts and the minds of the people
and the rulers. It symbolises what they are - and when they degenerate - it dies.

Egyptian civilisation of those days expressed the Egyptians, the higher castes and the lower, the rulers and the
subjects, the Pharoahs, nobility, priests, citizens and even the slaves, just as the Egypt of today expresses the
Fellahin.

The point of all this is however that the essential factor was the extension of the average future-span of the
citizens.

We have tried to show how the conditions in the inundated valleys might have caused a set of circumstances
that would lead to the selective evolution of a long-futured people. It was not a 'victory over difficult
circumstances that generated the civilisations', as Toynbee would have us believe, although, as in all,
generally, if temporarily, accepted explanations there is a certain measure of truth in that. It is not the
challenge of the difficult environment which makes men 'surmount' it and causes them to aspire to higher
things, but the difficult environment simply eliminates those that cannot survive and thereby produces a stock
with certain characteristics that naturally can do more and better than the whole group could do earlier on.
One could compare this with the effect of Penicillin on a colony of bacteria. It will kill most of them off, but
those that survive are not only resistant to penicillin - they too can go to ‘higher' things. A difficult
environment produces specialised evolutionary effects and it is only our way of seeing 'men’ as '‘Man' that
hides this fact from us.

Neither was it the ‘invention' of irrigation or the living in inundating river valleys and the consequent
improvement in the living standards. that did it. This was a specific cause, active only in the Middle East. for
there is no doubt that in Central America there occurred a rash of very similar civilisations where there were
no rivers.

The Aztecs, Toltecs, the Mayas and the Incas had no rivers to teach them irrigation. They had no narrowly
localised arable lands that forced the people into living in close proximity and. among them, the Maya never
found irrigation, or even a central government, for that matter. And yet, seemingly out of nowhere, in the
interior of the jungles where survival was in no way a great problem (they went back to it when the artificial
supplies of their civilisation failed them), they developed civilisations that were so like that of Egypt that the
theory was held for a long time that they had been started by Egyptian sailors shipwrecked on the coast.

On closer examination this similarity proves to be misleading however.



What they had in common with the old world civilisations, despite the absence of rivers, was their
extraordinary preoccupation with time. They too built for eternity and in stone among a plenitude of wood
such as Egypt had never known. They took the precaution to calcine the limestone rubble for the filling of
their temple pyramids. so that they would hold eternal shape (although this nearly doubled the amount of
human labour that went into their making). They built their canals, and causeways, temples, public baths and
grandiose ball-game stadiums so well that they have withstood, unaided and untended, half a thousand years
of attack by the jungle - and survived it surprisingly well.

But above all, they had a fully worked out calendrical system which was as perfect as it was humanly possible
to make it with the observational tools at their disposal.

The attention and labour expended on it, totally out of proportion to the actual practical use it could have had
for them in regard to their agricultural problems, shows that it was valuable and meaningful for them for its
own mystical sake.

Finally the popular theory that the 'presence’ of the 'wheat plant' was an essential pre-requisite for the
development of the civilisations in the ‘fertile crescent' loses some of its convincing qualities when one
realises that the American civilisations did not have it at all.

It may be readily conceded that the availability of the wheat plant helped - and, to a certain extent determined
the nature of - the civilisations of the Middle East, but it was not the sole, or even the main causative factor.

One does not wish to belabour the point, but it would seem that this is at least a demonstration, if not a proof
of the fact that the development of an extended temporealisation in a people is, of itself, enough to spark off
the process of civilisation, without the help of outside influences. These can determine, up to a certain extent,
the special quality of the civilisation, but not the appearance of civilisation itself.

Black Africa has never, by itself, been able to produce a ‘civilisation' worthy of the name, and the reason is not
far to seek.

With the development of agriculture the diet changed from meat to cereals and, as the supply of the latter
became sufficient and even plentiful, the need to have roast neighbour on one's eating mat dwindled.

As a consequence not only cannibalism died out (except in some more ritual and traditional contexts), but
also the full implications of the 'survival of the fittest'. With the coming of agriculture, all over the world, one
of the main and more primeval ‘engines' of human evolution was switched off. Only there, where other factors
remained at work, where competition was keener and the possibilities for survival less, did it move on. But at
a much more leisurely pace.

For the Bantu, with all of Africa to be 'eaten up’ by their typical 'predatory agriculture’, evolution more or less
stopped in its tracks.

From now on (in their famous "isolation™), they could only obtain their 'share' of the new characteristics and
talents, that occurred in other places, by 'miscegenation’ - and even that, as it would seem, does not work
really well for them.

Since the civlisations of the Middle East, we have seen numerous others flower and die, but these, if one goes
into it carefully, prove to be due to other factors entering into the picture, although always together with a
long-futured base underlying the whole. Their special characteristics are due to other human qualities which,
developing to the full, gave their owners an advantage over their environment of which they were not slow to
take advantage.



The possibilities of pure temporealisation, as such, had however been exhausted by Egypt and we have to
leave the subject of the evolution of Man to work out its own further developments, and pass on to look at
some of the other facets of life in which it plays a no less important role.



CHAPTER V

The two basic types: Now-Men and Tomorrow-Men

After this generalised review of the effect which the emergence of temporealisation has had on the evolution
of 'Man' we can now shift the focus on to the 'men' themselves and observe what it does in determining their
personal characteristics.

It is much more important there than one would have imagined.

The story of the eating of the 'apple’ in Genesis 2 has had numerous interpretations, some profound, some
merely facetious, but, when we see the effect of eating the fruit as having been intended to mean the
development of the faculty of temporealisation in 'Adam and Eve', the whole suddenly becomes full of
meaning and a deep, sympathetic understanding of the predicament of Man.

"Of every tree of the garden thou mayest freely eat; but of the tree of knowledge of good and evil thou shalt not
eat of it; for the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die." (Gen. 2:17).

From the text we know that Adam 'did not know sin’, 'did not work for a living', ‘'was not aware of his own
nakedness' and 'did not know death’ - which is as good a description of an 'animal’ as any.

The only difference between Adam and the other animals was that, although, in this version, both had been
made by God out of the dust (Gen. 2: 7 and 19) and not specially ‘created' as is claimed in Genesis 1, God had
implanted in Adam a 'soul’ and the ability to 'give names' - that is: the potential ability to 'speak’.

"And out of the ground the Lord God formed every beast of the field and every fowl of the air; and brought
them unto Adam to see what he would call them; and whatsoever Adam called every living creature, that was
the name thereof.” (Genesis 2: 19).

It is quite likely that primitive men did actually begin the sound-image association of speech, by
distinguishing, in their warning calls, between the different enemies and preys, so that the appropriate defence
measures and hunting techniques could be brought into effect by the pack. 'Adam’ started by giving names to
the animals before he made other words. One sees the same sequence in the subjects of his paintings in the
caves. First there were the different ‘'food animals’, then some carnivores, then men and possibly some
abstract ideograms, ending finally in story-telling pictures.

Adam did not stop at naming the animals. He soon was giving names to his fellow men, and the things that
concerned his life. Then, once the technique had been discovered, there followed names for actions and, as the
images split (for him) into their component parts, names for the qualities of things and finally for the
qualities of actions.

As all this was interrelated with. and even helpful in the development of temporealisation, it was inevitable
that Adam and Eve eventually had to eat from the forbidden fruit. They could do nothing else. and the writer
of Genesis 2 could just as well have called it the 'tree of knowledge of the future' as the 'tree of knowledge of
‘good’ and 'evil' for both 'good’ and 'evil' need realisation of the future to have any relevance at all.

Only in relation to a known future-effect can a deed be either ‘good’ or 'evil' and it is for this reason that an
animal. whatever it does, however harmful its deeds may be to itself, to others, or even to its own kind,
cannot do 'evil' - nor can it do 'good'.

It does not know, and cannot know or evaluate what is coming. The future does not exist for it and, as it



therefore cannot judge the results of its actions (which take place in the pure 'now"), it is innocent of 'sin" and
also of 'lack of sin'.

It was the same with nakedness. The exposure of the body to the sight of others can only be 'wrong' or
'shameful’ if that tends to disrupt social relationships, and the ‘wrong' again lies in something that may happen
in the future. Nakedness, in effect, only comes into the category of the 'shameful’ when there is already quite
an extension into the future of the concept of a permanent social group. Without that, 'shame’ at being 'naked’
is as impossible as it is in animals.

"‘Working', again, that is: doing something that does not produce immediately useful results, is also dependent
upon a future sense. We have already seen this in the previous chapters. Finally, the knowledge that death
waits at the end of the trail for everyone obviously also needs the ability to ‘foresee'.

All these 'human' qualities therefore are not to be found among animals.

When Adam had ‘eaten of the fruit', that is, when he had attained a knowledge of the future, God's curse
merely underlines his new situation. The ‘punishment’ is not arbitrary. It follows logically from the premises
and is rather an 'effect' than a 'punishment.

"Because thou hast eaten of the tree of which | commanded thee, saying Thou shalt not eat of it: cursed is the
ground for thy sake, in sorrow shalt thou eat of it all thy life.” (Genesis 2: 17). In other words: having looked
into the future, you will never be rid of it again. Never will you be able to return to the paradisiacal existence
when, existing only in the now, you ate from the fruit of the earth without a thought of the morrow. The
future and its possible disasters and the need to provide for them will be with you all the days of your life.

In this connection it is interesting to read the advice that Jesus gave to his followers and which amounts to
telling them to return as much as is possible to the forbidden peace of Paradise lost.

In Matthew 6:25 we read: "Therefore | say unto you. Take no thought for your life, what ye shall eat, or what
ye shall drink; nor yet for your body, what ye shall put on. Is not the life more than the meat and the body than
the raiment.?

"Behold the fowls of the air, for they sow not, neither do they reap, nor gather into barns; yet your Heavenly
Father feeds them. Are ye not much better than they?

"Which of you by taking thought can add one cubit to his stature?"

The 'taking thought' here is actually 'taking thought for the morrow' as appears from the summary given in the
last verse of the chapter: "Take therefore no thought for the morrow, for the morrow shall take thought for the
things of itself. Sufficient unto the day is the evil thereof."”

Jesus has correctly seen that most of human suffering is due to ‘taking thought for the morrow'. His advice to
stop doing that may however work for a single individual, but (as with Buddha's advice to live on the
proceeds of the begging bowl), if all men followed it, none would survive. It can only work for as long as
there are a sufficient number of (unsaved) others who do ‘take thought for the morrow' effectively - and suffer
for it!

The curse, which we will never be able to escape, whatever we try, proceeds logically: In the sweat of thy
brow shalt thou eat bread.” which is another way of saying: "From now on you will work for a living. Because
you have brought tomorrow into today, its worries and troubles will spill over together with it. Gone are the
days of merely liking what came to your hand. From now on you will have to provide for tomorrow today -
you will have to ‘earn’ what you eat.” Even the curse on Eve contains the same logical core. She too is



doomed to sorrow, for is not the sorrow of women their worry about what shall become of their offspring in
the future?

The most fearful result of all was however that the eating of the fruit brought ‘death’ into the life of man.

The animal does not 'know' death. It knows fear, but not fear of death. It is afraid of the claws and fangs that
rend and tear and crush, but it knows nothing about death. Just as it has no idea that it ever 'began’, so it
cannot visualise its ‘end'".

With the gift of understanding of the future, Man however received the curse of knowing that life could end,
although the necessity of death only became known much later on. He learned to understand the meaning of
the body that had once and for all stopped moving and reacting, to solidify slowly into the stillness of rigor
mortis - and he learnt to apply it to himself. He learnt to fear in a different register from that of the animals
when in danger, and ever since then the dark shadow of death has hung upon his horizon. He may refuse to
look at it and learn to live as if it was not there, but the words of God have become true for him: "for, in the

day that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely (know that thou shalt) die,” - and, cowards that most of us are,

we die a thousand deaths before we do.

We may have seemed to be belabouring the point unnecessarily by now. Once it has been noticed, or pointed
out. one realises that one has 'known' it all along - but even as the basic principle has not been analysed out,
so, still less, have its implications.

Although we may have accepted the validity of the idea of the importance of temporealisation, it is forgotten,
or not realised, that there still remains the matter of the degree to which the future is realised in each
individual person.

The stress has, up to now, been laid on the effect that temporealisation had on 'Man’, that is, on the evolution
of the human race and on the emergence of 'civilisations'. There the difference lay in the future-depth or the
aggregate of the individual human beings who, at any given moment, represented the 'idea’ Man. We did not
focus very sharply on those individual men and thought in ‘averages'. In that we tended to overlook that all

men did not have - and still do not have - the same depth of future.

Our personal depth of future is, to us, so obviously the 'norm’ (or 'as it should be") that we do not realise that
the particular and arbitrary future sense that we have is not common to all those who, from external
appearances alone, we call 'human beings'. We cannot help confusing their 'anthropological humanity' with
the 'humanity' which we know to be in ourselves, and to think these essentially identical.

Nothing, however, is further from the truth and, once we have realised this, a host of simple explanations and
unprecedented understanding replaces the surprise and irritation which we feel in regard to the often
incomprehensible deeds and reactions of others.

Let us begin with Laotze, sitting in our study and seeing what the world of those people, whose future span is
either extremely short or very much longer than our own, must be like. Then, when we have done that, let us
look out of our windows and see if we can recognise them there.

What would the world be like to a "Now-man" whose day after tomorrow had, for him, no more than the
qualities, the sense of reality and actuality that a specific day, a month from now has for us? How would we
see life if something that is a month away would already be no more 'real’ to us than something that is three
years away is for us now, and how would it be if the end of this present year were as totally 'theoretical’ as the
end of thirty years is for us now?

We can think ourselves into the world of such a person by taking our own ‘future image' and compressing it



into a shorter time span. but we must make an honest attempt to do this correctly. We must guard against the
ever present tendency to interpolate the values of our personal world into that of the other, just as, in trying to
think ourselves into the world of the blind we must attempt to eliminate everything that has, in us, been built
upon the 'visual' image of space.

When we succeed in this effort, we find that such a short-futured person will be congenitally. or naturally,
surprisingly much nearer to the ideal defined by Jesus than we are or can ever hope to be.

He will take as little heed for tomorrow as we take for something that may happen a month from now, as little
heed for the things of the end of the month as we do for those that are three years away, and what will happen
at the end of the year will, for him, only exist in theory - if he takes time to think about it.

The result will be a person who will tend to leave things of the future. He will leave it to God, to the Great
Spirit, to Fate or, in general, leave it to take care of itself, whatever his upbringing, or the structure and ideas
of his environment may have taught him to do.

He will, in our eyes, be 'improvident’ just as we are improvident in the eyes of those with a markedly longer
future span than we have. He will tend to eat and use up and enjoy all that he has in the present - and why
not? After all, we waste a large part of our yearly savings on holidays at the coast and living above our
income for a month or more, instead of just enjoying ourselves and doing the things we are meant to do at
home. (The inner reaction that 'after all, one has a right to a holiday' etc., which many readers will have felt in
regard to that last observation should help to demonstrate the kind of reaction that the short-futured man
would have to the suggestion that he should not eat and use what he has - and with as much, or as little
justification!)

He will also, but in a more general sense, be like our native servant who, to our displeasure and dismay,
dumps the left-overs of today's meal into the dustbin. He will not even see the need to conserve what he does
not need today, for use tomorrow.

He will also be generous and tend to give without counting the cost. We must however realise that what he
gives, being of today, has relatively little value for him, although, to us he may seem to be bankrupting
himself. If he has enough for the moment, the rest is there to be given away or buy appreciation. What will
happen tomorrow is not important.

He will often seem to us to be completely irresponsible because 'responsibility’ must needs be towards
something that has its roots in time, at least a certain distance into the future.

Paradoxically he can also be extraordinarily conscientious. His conscientiousness will however depend upon
in how far his environment has been able to translate his ‘duties’ into a present 'must’. If that ‘'must' is an
integral part of the authority that rules his life and if he is. by nature, not aggressive, he will accept that
authority without question (because he knows that he cannot judge it) and obey it meticulously. When the
'must’ is taken out of the situation however, when it is left to himself to decide what he should do or leave
undone without fear of punishment, the 'irresponsibility’ inevitably takes over; first by 'slacking’, and then,
when nothing happens, completely.

He will also, (as always, dependent upon his environment and its tendency to punish) be happy-go-lucky,
given only half a chance. The future beyond a certain span, may, if he sits down and thinks about it
intelligently, harbour nothing but dangers and probable misery (just as most of us will find if we sit down and
ponder about our 'old age', or about the results of a casual 'love affair’), but. even if he knows this to be
inevitable, it will not be 'real’ to him. Like Mr. Micawber, he supposes that 'something may turn up’, it always
has -and the 'theoretical’ doom will not spoil his day.



As long as, in the present, he is healthy and without aches and pains and indigestions, actual want or
aggressive debt collectors, he will enjoy the present for what it contains, and. in that, he is a source of envy
and disdain to all of us who cannot say with the people of Kedar "And behold joy and gladness, slaying of
oxen, killing of sheep, eating of flesh and drinking of wine: let us eat and drink; for tomorrow we die." (Isaiah
22 :13).

We may look down upon such a person for being a 'fool' and a ‘worthless fellow' or whatever we like, but that
judgement will be false. If we think ourselves into his world we will realise that, if we were in his place. and
the world looked to us as it does to him, we would do the same. On the basis of his data we (and he) could do
nothing else.

He is not, or need not, be as unintelligent as he seems to us, who judge him from the time-scale that happens
to be real to us. On the contrary, he may be extremely, intelligent. It is not a matter of intelligence at all but of
what the intelligence is given to handle.

Such a man is also not necessarily as 'shallow' a character as he seems to us. He can even be extremely
sensitive - but only in relation to that which exists in his past-present-future world - a world which is not
anything like ours.

It is here that very often the extremely sympathetic characteristics which make him friends wherever he goes
have their origin. Being in a closer and more direct contact with a shorter range of material he may (in this
context) understand it better than those who see things against the background of a long stretch of time which
causes momentary events to fade into relative insignificance. It can be felt that in such a case his reactions
will be much more direct and, in their way, sincere.

His loves will often be short, but passionate and also dreadfully sincere - for as long as they last. (Here again
that last observation which most readers will have made in themselves as they read, shows up the idea very
well. What actual difference in value is there between that of a love which lasts a year and one that lasts six
years, when the seven year itch enters into the picture? It is only because the latter is a part of our world that
we think the six-year love more valid than one that lasts a year - or even less!)

His hatreds (in compensation) will also be sudden and violent arriving from nowhere and fading soon, like the
mist before the sun of another day.

He may be essentially as honest as the next man but, again, only in relation to the time span that is real to
him. His dose of the fruit from the tree of knowledge of good and evil has been small. What will happen
beyond a certain time does not really exist for him and, where the animal cannot 'sin’ at all, he can only 'sin' a
little.

His promises are only given for his 'always', and as time passes beyond the limit where it was 'real’ when the
word was given, that promise is only anchored in the relationships of the fast fading past. His promises
become as difficult to honour as a promise given five years ago would be to us. His conscience will trouble
him as little about breaking it (if he remembers giving it, where the present 'now" is the one that was unreal
when the promise was given) as we would trouble about not honouring ours. The result of this is that he may
present to the external observer a curious mixture of dependability and undependability - which may confuse
his environment as it does not know the dates on which his promissory notes happen to become invalid. He
therefore may make as many undeserved enemies as he makes undeserved friends.

But above all this he can really laugh.

He does not need the de-realisation that we longer-futured ones need and which, in the so-called true
‘humour’, leaves a tear in the tinkling vial of the laugh.



As Bergson pointed out (Le Rire): "Itseems as if the comical can only provoke its special shock effect when it
touches the surface of a calm and well-balanced soul. Indifference is its naturall milieu. The laugh has no
greater enemy than the emotions.

"l would not say that we could not laugh about someone who, for instance, inspired sympathy or even
affection in us, but in that case one will have to forget that affection for a few moments and silence the
sympathy.

"In a community of purely intellectually orientated people, it is likely that one would weep no more; but it is
possible that one would still be able to laugh."

As the short-futured "now-man” is personally involved with a much shorter range of reality - and as even that
reality has no enduring and eternity-based serious values, he has a much larger area in which his intellect can
discover ludicrous fallacies and inherent contradictions. To him the laugh will come more easily and it will be
free from the suppressed knowledge of the inner tragedy which lies behind everything that is absurd. He is the
born exponent of the 'belly laugh'.

Such a man can be loyal to what is in his present, but one cannot expect him to remain loyal when the
environment changes and the object of that loyalty moves too far into the past or becomes anchored too far
into the future.

Finally we can mention here one supreme gift that is his birthright. He has the ability to make his mind a
blank and to sit around and do, and even think, nothing - that is: he can 'relax'.

One can understand that where the contents of his world are only short-term entities and not intricately
interwoven with what has happened and especially with what is going to happen, it will be much more easy
for him simply to switch himself off and revert to the condition of a cow contentedly chewing its cud; to let
the passage of time flow through him, aware, but retaining nothing; or allowing the mind to wander freely in a
daydream because there is really nothing that clamours for attention. For this same reason, (if there is no
physical cause for it) sleeplessness should trouble him much less than it does the long-futured tomorrow-men.
Sleeplessness is very often based upon a sense of the future, on suppressed visualised problems of the days or
the years to come. Once the reactive life has stopped, they nag for attention during the long hours of the night
and demand active thinking or the concentrated counting of sheep to keep them out.

The short-future man also is able to do routine and repetitive work and be happy at it while, once again, he
sends his mind daydreaming or merely makes it a blank. He can even keep his attention sharply focussed on
his work if need be, for he is not troubled by the work he still has to do. He likes work with clear-cut duties
and few decisions - which would bore the long-futured man to tears. The short-futured person is therefore the
basic type for the factory worker and the clerk, the users of typewriters and knitting needles - as was found
when woman replaced men in the munition factories of the last two wars.

It is inevitable that such a man should be an extrovert, as Kroeber said of his nearest relatives on the other side,
the apes.

He is not conscious of the long way through life that still lies before him and its valuations and implications do
not interfere with the relative simplicity and obvious structure of today. Therefore the present does not have
to be weighed against, and manipulated in relation to, the effect it will have on things that are still far ahead
in the lap of the gods. He is free to act on, and to react to, his environment and to enjoy both for their own
sake. The 'feel’ for the moment is much stronger in him, much more concentrated than it is in those to whom
the 'sense of living' is dispersed over a longer stretch of time.

Action and reaction are immediate to him and free from the overtones to be found in the long-futured men in



whom they are buffered by time.

He is creature to be envied, not despised. He is much nearer to the paradise which we have lost - and we
should wish him luck if his irresponsibilities and improvidence do not place too heavy a burden on our backs,
for, whatever may be the moral of it, we will have to carry him along as we have always done.

The other extreme is represented by the overly long-futured man whose week is as real to him as our
tomorrow, whose next five years or so are as real as our next month; and for whom eternity has more in the
present than our future, thirty years from now, has to us.

It is much more difficult to imagine oneself into the world of such a day-after-the-day-after-tomorrow-man
than it is to do so in regard to a short-futured man. After all, it is easier to think something away and imagine
how the rest would be, than to add something that one does not have at all.

But it is not only that. The lengthening of the future adds numerous possibilities which are simply not there in
the world of the short-futured. It becomes difficult to analyse them out because different causes can have the
same results and different results the same cause. Over and above this there is the possibility available to the
long-futured man of shutting off his future-span with an effort of will or at the behest of training and
influence. He can even make himself into an ‘artificial' short-future man showing no other symptoms of this
to himself or others than a slight sense of not 'fitting' where he is; possibly being a bit 'difficult' or in his
having a tendency to make remarks that disturb his short-futured environment.

The result is that the long-futured man is not simply the opposite of a short-futured one. He has the short-
futured man in him and can revert back to him if need be, or even sometimes where it suits him.

We find however that there are certain basic characteristics that will have to be part of his life. He, for
instance, being aware of a long stretch of time, must inevitably lose some of the immediate, sharp-focus
contact with the reality of the momentary environment.

In his fully developed form he, unlike the extrovert, short-futured man will have his personal existing in the
centre of the picture of his world.

To the short-futured person life consists of a give and take, more or less on an equal basis, between the
environment and the self, (both of which are in this case valued equally on their equal but short-future
extension), and therefore there is little reason why he should become acutely conscious of his own personal
existing. He leads a more or less completely ‘reactive’ life and his attention is continuously focussed on what is
happening.

The long-futured man however lives in a long stretch of time and in that he is the only common denominator.
He is not so much aware of what is happening, but of what is there. One could say that he leads a 'reflective'
life. He will therefore tend to become especially aware of the personal existence which ties the whole future
image together. He becomes aware of himself as the T and learns to see the rest of his world as the 'not-I".

In this way. the T being the only permanent thing in his world, it is for him, the basic valuator for everything -
so that the typical picture of the 'introvert' emerges. He has to refer everything to himself and becomes, in our
eyes 'selfish’, 'egoistic' or even 'egotistical'.

The concept of 'possessing' becomes much more important to him. One could say that it acquires a new
quality which is absent in the 'mine and thine' of the short-futured, so that it is much more difficult for him to
'give'. Such a gift, if made, is however much more valuable because he gives something of himself where the
short-futured man actually merely deals out something that the had the 'right to distribute' but for which he
actually has no use.



It would lead us too far away from our present subject to go further into this here but it can be seen that this
aspect provides material for a very interesting, if not disturbing, reconsideration of the nature of ‘generosity’ -
and a basis for a complete change in our evaluation of its different manifestations.

Physically, socially, economically, everything has, for the long-futured man, its value, and in a way, even its
valid existence, only in so far as it concerns him.

He is not a 'miser’ or an 'egoist’ in the sense that we think of those characters. He is perfectly logical in his
evaluation on the basis of the material which his intellect has been given to work with, and here again we
have no right to claim that our relatively short-futured way of seeing things is more valid than his. In a way, we
look the same to the more short-futured persons, as he looks to us.

We are not 'normal’ where the other two are 'abnormal’ and our different evaluations are equally valid, each
for its own world. There is no common denominator except the ‘average'. Different parts of the human race
have passed through both extremes in their time as can be felt from an incidental passage in Hermann Leicht's
'History of the World's Art', where he remarks: "The art of the ancient East is not so much a matter of
‘progress' in the representation of spatial relations, as the expression of the philosophy of peoples who could
never free themselves from the dark background of life. They realised the awfulness of eternity and their art
was inspired by dread rather than by joy."

Here the sensitive mind of the critic has divined the price Man had to pay for his acquisition of Eternity and he
has come up with what is more or less a paraphrase of wha