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Now suppose.

The future approaches, i%t comes in from all arocund, and there is a ércwd
of promises, menfces and questions which advances towards the present. As for our-
selves, some of us iry to advance into that crowd, in order to take advantage of the
promises, avoid the menaces, and aanswer the questions. HNow this is a curious situ-~
ation: The future advances toward the present, (tomorrow tends to become today), and
5till we feel that time flows in the opposite direction, (from today toward tomorrow).
And we try to advance toward the future starting from the present, and still we know
that we are alwavys present. This knot of curicus contradictions and absurdities is
called the Vdialectics of freedom". How can we find our way out of this knot and do
sonething about it?

There are methods to do this. Cne of them is to try and stand on one's
tip~toes, in order to see what goes on beyond the crowd which mills in the immediate
proximity of the present. DBut this is a posture which is not easy to maintain: one
soon tires of it and one sinks back into the crowd, (intc "commitment'"). Instruments
have been invented lately which permif one to maintain that posture. One no lenger}
needs to stand on tip-toes, but one can use finger tips inséa&d, if one wants to look
veyond the inmmediate future. What one sees, sitting comfortably in Iront of onéés te:
minal, are extrapolated curves which diverge, cross, cancel each other cut, or foru
bundles. This is called "futurisstion", and it avoids falling back inte commitment.
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But it is a2 dublous method. It does nct do away with the tiring gymnastics, 1t only
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transfers it from people to apparatus. This is why some of ws, (lilke the essay to
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which this text is an introduction), nre the archaic method of fin-toe daancing.
They are interested just as much in the tiring gymnaétics as they are in the view ta
he gained thanks to it.

This is the view one gains: 4 swarm of virtualities which approach the
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present coming from an eupty horizon, and getting denser as they
course a familiar situation: like iron filings suvrroundig a nagnet. C(ne is tempted
to pronecse a field theory of the future. DBut this cannot be done, because, wnlle
standing on tip-toes, one is still within the field, and does not huse a theometical
distance. As long as we do not nossess a machine to transcend existence, (a metaphysi-

cal crane), all theories concerning the future should be distrusted. ind, besides,

the comparison with the magnetic field is not & very good one. Tnlike the filings,
the future virtualities may turn around and disappear from visica. As they anproach,
they heceme ever more probable, the mement they present themselves they become real,
and if they turn around and disappear, they become impossible, whereas iron filings
are incapabl® of such ontological somersaults. The future dees not Took so much like
a magnetic field, as it looks like o congress of guostis, some of which disappear anto
thin air, and scme of vwhich waterialize, while most of them just press against each
cther and against the presents The problem is precisely: hodto gzet hold of the spedys
"proximity" is the ansver. The closer the future, the more it is pro-
bable, and the farther away it is, the less 1t is urgent. As we approach the empty

horison in ocur attempt to see the future, the virtualities becone less and less dense,
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they concern us less and less, ‘and the Tuture becomes ever HCre oOpene But unfore-
Tvnately "prouimity" is not the whole ansver. Because I Find that T am not azlone
and that th iere are others who are here with ne. Zach one is the center of his own
futuvre with his own empty horizon, and those Tutures. overlap to form mones of COR~-
men, futures. Some of those others stand close to me, (cur futures are almost con-
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centrical), others stand near the horizon of ny ovn future. Thus there are virtu-
alities which concern me, although they stand very near my own enpty horizon, baaus
they stand near the center of scunebody else's future, and that sonebody else con-~
cerns me. Proximity" is a good answver only, if it embraces the prox timity of other
(vhat used to be called "love of one's neighbor).

The futurizing instruments have solved this problem. They have constructed a
gray zone of overlapping futures, and thew apoly the princivple of proximity to this
abstraction. Two things havpen if one does this, The open horizon disapnears from
vision, and "proximity" way now he mathenatically formulated, (this is called "orc-

xemics”). It now becomes possible to calculate the future, although there are a8
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nivtedly, margins of error to those calculations. (Those marszd of errcr may be;
'progressively reduced, and they wmary be themselves mathenatical 1y formulated.) The
principle on which this whole enterprise stands is this; the wd of virtuslities
which approach an abstract Ycommen arescnt! nay be sinulated in an image, (& scena-

rio), and this simulaticn may be manipulated. To illustrate the result, take the

A terrorist with his machine gun runs thrcugh the landscave. Ee does so in

curse: he docs not stard on
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the belief that he is running into the future,
his tip-toes, he is comnitted. A nrogrammer sits at his deklk, znd his terainal show
him the terrbrist's progress rfrom the future toward the present. The instrunent
lates when the terrorist will wresent himsel and ki1l the PIrosrammer. Tt zlss
shows other virtualities, which may coliide with the terrorisi and 5top him. By
»utiing infc motion a very conplex nachinery, the programmer may mobilize those cies
virtualities and thus cancel out the terrorist, who will thus never bhsccnme real.

But, since thsre arse margins of error, the terorist way jump out from the terminal

on the desk, and kill the programmer. It is thus only when ihe margins of errvor
come into »lay that the ferrorist becomes real.
Hovever, it ig not because of the many ontclogical and epistemclogical con-

Tusions invelved in futurizing that this essay has decided against its application.
It is out of an ethical, {political), consideration. The arogrammer can never talk
to the terrorist, either because the terrorist stays unreal, or because, if he indee
becenes regl, he kills hime WYWe caan well imagine what the terrorist would say to the
programoeer: "I have teo kill you, becmose bveu stand in my vay teward the future, and
this "having to kill you'" T call ny freedom". put it cannot bhe imagined what the
programmer could say té the terrcrist, ualess it were: "I reckon with you". Now a
method which excludes dialogue, because, having built a gray zone of comwmon future

it cannot recognize any other, connot be a very good cne. It i3 preferable to use
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the archaic wmsthod of tin-toe daacing, ue,auae, altncugh uncommitted, it pernits

dialogue with those wle are ceomnitted
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Instruments which futurize do not live: they just reclon, They reckon well
anc they do it ever betier, but the future thewv calculate is a gray, tasteless, un-
savorable one,, which iz why it cannct bhe swallowed. SEill: there is something inte-
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resting, even fascinating, about this vethod. 'The terrorist may jump out from the

o
terminal and upon the desk, like Escher's lizards which creew out from a sheet of
paper. lNow you may say, of ccurse, that there is nothing very renarkable about it.
Bvery virtuality tends to become real, which is a nice cntological vuzzle ever sincc
Aristotle, But in the terrorist's case, somethi ng new has been added. The terrori:
does not. jump from the virtual into the real, but from the terminal into the real.
aAnd the terminal is a place of virtuality simulations. The terrorist Jumps from a
fiction into the real. As if, all of a sudden, DmikPij Karamazov would jump at you
and kill you. Futurizing cannot be as tasteless as all this, i it results in such
miracles of transfiguratiocne.

It should be asked what sort of fiction is involved here. It is a supposi-
ticn., What the futurizing instruments do is to pick trends out from the crowd of
virtualities, and then to extrapolate then. They suppose that those trends will gee
their shape as they approach the present. MNow suppositicns, (in Greelk: hypotheseé),
are characteristic of the tip-tce position. The view cne gains when thus disposed
is one of & hypotheiical future. It is quite different From the way one experiences

the future in comnitment. To see that difference, consider the follewing conver-
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sation: T szay to a friend: Ysuppose that two and two are feur, and he answers:

"you are rigth, or "vou are wrong". This is a nice exa nple for uvnsuccessful commu-
nication. My friend is committed to arithmetical theses, vhile I stand on ny -tip-
toes. He believes or disbelieves in those theses, while I doubt ithem. He who is
commitied cannot supvose, a2ad he who supposes cannct bo committed.

Suppositicns can neither be right nor wrong, because they zre not concern-
ed with what is, but with what wmay be. "Truth' is a relaticnship betueen what is
and what is said about it, =2nd this relatiocnshin does not apply to supnositions. Tn-
stead, there are good and bad suppositions, This essay, which inte r se

al tip-toe views of the future, will be a series of suvpositiocns. Tt therefore
2

i1l Be neither right nor wrong, but more or less good and nor

is, of course, a problem. Because the categories "true and false" are neat, and the

categories "good and bad" are fumzy. The reason ist that virtuslities are not neat
like hard facts, but spongy.

There is a further question: how can I distinguish bdween @ good and a bad
supposition? The fuvturizing instruments have the answer: a supposition is the better
the more it,is probable tc become real. This is why those instruments simulate the
future, and then eliminate, one by one, all the less probable supvositions, until
they only show good suppositions. This is called "probability calculus”, but it does
not entirely prevent the terrorist from jumping on the desit of the programmer. Pro-
bability calculus tries to approach truth, and it aduits that it can never reach it.

It is 2 fiction which does not waant to be one, but which admits that it is one.

Zut this is net the only waw iaruish between good and bhad sup-
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nosltions. Cne nay hold, . (and this is what the following essay will do), that a
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supposition iz the tetlter, the meore 1t is surnrising. It 1s better, because it
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shovus virtualities which cannot be seen without it. This is of course to say that

e

t is an inprobable suppesition, because virtualities unsesn must be far away from
the present. If we consider this we can see why futurized fultures are so insinpid;
they are probable, while man is an animal who feeds on improbabilities, in order to.
render them real. Since this essay will be made by a man, and nct by an instrument,
it will consist of improbable suppositions, and any critical effort to prove that the
are improbable, (and therefore bad), will miss the peint altogether.

Tt goés wvithout saying: this whole discﬁssion cf suppositions has to do with
the relaticnship between art and science. Suppositions go on in the gray zone be-
tween art, (the realm of the false), and science, (the realm cf the real). This dis-
tinction is of course utter nonsense., There can be no science without suppositions,
Mewton is wrong in saying "hypotheses non fingo", (I do not feigh my suppositions).
Yhat he meansz to say is that he is feigning probable suppesitions. On the other hand
there can be no art without something real to start from. There are three postures
which cne can assume if one inhabits the gray zone beiween art and science. (mne m;y
tend toward science, (like in science fiction). One may tend toward the improbable,
{1like in surrealism). Or one may Iry to »ull arit and scisence together, znd thus so-
1idify the gray mone. This is the intention of this essay: it will be a sort of

tion. Pecause it will rest on the following supposition:

O

surrecalistic science fi
The distinction begween art and science will become ever more difiicult to make, and
we shall 211 inhabit the grav zone beiveen theima.

Thus this essay will consist of & series of improbable science fictions. It
hopes to be surprisiag. And it says s0 nowv, in this introduction, in order To whetl
the curiosity of the reader. Curiosity is what has us stand on tip-toes. Another
word for "future" is "adventure", (that what is coming)e Therefore curiosity is quit
tnlike commitment. Commitment is interested in the future for the sake of the pres-
ent. Curiosity is interested in the future for the sake of adventure. Which does
not exciude, of course,that a terrorist may not jump out from curiosity intc the pre-
sent. Which is another way to say that curiosity is a manifestation of that absurd
knot of contradictions called "freedom'. This essay wants to serve freedom. INow. sup
pose thet this is the only possible way to serve freedom in the present situation,
where we have committed pecnle on the one side, futurologists on the other side, and
ard a2 vast majority of indifferent pecple in the middle. TIf you can hold on to this
supposition for the duration of this reading, this essay has served its PUrDOSE.
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