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Short Communication

In May 2016, a great discovery brought to light the rearmost
evidence about art ever made. The circular structure made with
stalagmites and fragments of stalactites fallen to the ground of
Brunique Cave, in France, was interpreted as the oldest art ever
registered, made 176,000 years ago [1].

This kind of discovery, although apparently another source
in order to think of the birth of symbolic thought and also in
other dimensions of the mind, which include the aesthetic world,
revealed a new problem. In the primordial truth, this problem is
constituted as a paradigm perhaps not yet systematized by most
scientists involved in such discovery.

The very early age found, together with its insertion within
the continental local context, guides all the problems not relative
to one of our creations, but indeed, to other species: the Homo
neanderthalensis. In this sense, how to make something in short,
human, thus made by a being not absolutely human?

The problem is dense and deep, because art would involve
categories of thought beyond an event resulting from purely
technical nature and manipulation of surroundings. It would be
rather, a phenomenon arisen from inside and exposed before our
eyes, ears, mouths and hands, not just in accordance with each
culture and its rituals, but also according to each individual.

The prospects that deal with prehistoric art as a means of
communication are growing [2-8]. Thus, this term has been
used in prehistoric studies as a designation employed, in order
to characterize moments and social systems, in other words,
an approach useful for thinking about archaeological style [9].
According with such a premise, art as reference to aesthetical
world could not be thought of for the prehistoric period, taking
into account that it would only be born in the Renaissance, as an
“awareness of individuality” [10].

This idea is important because it treats the first visual
manifestations imprinted on the rock as a direct product of a

specific system of meaning, responsible for operating as a mean
for social memory recording, as thought by Leroi-Gourhan [11]
fifty years ago. Furthermore, it is also useful to refer us to a
way of life in which the group actions were more important for
survival than the individual ones. However, this makes us think
of a limited human being and devoid of cognitive abilities with
regard to the creation and aesthetic sensitivity, unless he has
developed under more recent cultural bases.

Such assertions lead us to wonder if the arisen of an
aesthetic perception would necessarily be subject to some
particular socio-cultural context. However, we should wonder if
such perceptions would not be also proper of a subject brain to
feel the world around it and recreate it according to its need.
And will this be the most appropriate term for the phenomenon
related to art: the need?

Maybe these findings do not answer to the question, but
rather bring paths to think about the problem by researchers,
who presented to the world the “Neanderthal art” of Brunique:
“What did they do this for?”

Does this side of the mind - the awareness, the reason - be
more appropriate as a way to respond to this? Should there
be a necessary condition of functionality for such an “artistic”
creation? Perhaps not, provided we can think of the mind side
not subject to such rules: the unconscious.

The relation between the unconscious and the aesthetic
attitude is direct, since it is known that such an attitude
isolates the object, not considering in their causes, effects and
consequences, but for yourself, while it is pleasant or unpleasant
(Stolnitz apud Talon-Hugon). It constitutes, in fact, as an active
perception that puts in alert the imagination and the emotions
of an intense awareness, attentive to details and the internal
organization of the thing. Notwithstanding, from such emotions,
a bridge is created to conceive another mental intensity, this
time characterized by a primary instinct, in other words, the
unconscious, as thought by Freud.
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Once being, the “Neanderthal art”, an unconscious
phenomenon, it is urgent to ask how it was possible to identify
it by us, the Homo sapiens. What would have made a uniquely
human category of apprehension and construction of reality be
recognized in a different neuro-systemic apparatus? Would it be
a misunderstanding of our interpretive abilities? Or in fact, an
interpretation based on a convergence of traces relative to the
psychic universe, developed very similarly in other species of
the genus Homo? The question, being still unanswered, shows
dependent upon problems related to the study of signs. As shown
by Charles Sanders Pierce, the symbol can be only recognized by
the members of the group that created it. However, symbol may
be present in all kinds of sign (Including non-arbitrary signs,
icons and indexes), making it impossible for interpretations
driven by an external observer to these systems, like an
archaeologist, who tries to interpret the “history” supposedly
present in the drawings represented in the rock. In this way, if
the interpretation of the conscious sign proves to be difficult,
how much then would the interpretation of an unconscious sign
be?

When Freud published his text in 1915 [12], he presents
us with the possibility of thinking about the communication
between two unconscious persons. But, he might not have
imagined the possibility of a non-human unconscious, and even
less in the communication between this kind of unconscious and
ours.

Obviously, considering the Neanderthal a “not human”
requires a lot of care. Although in terms of morphology, the
Neanderthals constitute an extinct hominid group known
more clearly demarcated, being considered by many a specific
species, it has been increasingly difficult to know what are the
limits of demarcation, in genetic terms [13-19]. Genetic research
has demonstrated the relation between Modern humans and
Neanderthals [20]. However, they have been appointed only
04% of the DNA of European human corresponding to the
Neanderthal [21]. Therefore, although it can be clearly stated
the existence of gene flow between these two groups, it can
be conceived a hybridization as a highly unusual practice
among them [22]. This fact confirms the conclusion based on
morphological analysis, which indicates the Neanderthal as a
distinct species in comparison to Homo sapiens.

The discovery opens a window, in order to think about
the possibilities of interaction between two organisms, which
although they are very similar, belong to different species. On
the other hand, this makes it possible to think about the different
forms of communication, conscious as well as unconscious,
established not only between humans, but also between these
and other living beings [23,24].

Perhaps in this bias, it would be possible to ask whether
the signs determined by a more abstract systematization, such
as circles formed by stalactites, would have a more universal

understanding, or could they only be understood under the
pillars of a given culture.

More and more we approach ourselves from the “other”. This
time, this other is not confined only as a subject coming from a
different culture of Western, but more as a subject a little further
away, who grew up and developed itself on the other side of the
mountain, on “the other side of the river”.

This era of technological nomadization, has been emphasized
in the conversation about the search for other planets, habitable
or not. The interaction occurred more intensely in prehistoric
times is once again present. Meanwhile, we asked ourselves
how the communication between beings arisen in ecosystems
different from those observe in our planet would be. This is the
importance of the discussion that is intended to be presented
here.

A problem that is addressed when admitting a future
interaction between human and non-human, in this case
extraterrestrial, finds similar relationship to the past, through
the interactions occurred between human and non-human (or
almost human, as it could also be said by some), in this case
Neanderthals. Hence, the importance for knowledge brought
by anthropology and by man’s past: is when he knows more
about himself, he tries to indicate similar reality constructs and
intentions to “others”. It remains to be seen the limits to believe
in such constructions. Maybe they are even possible. Why not?
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