
                                                PART THREE -- WHERE ARE WE GOING?  
 
                                                                       An Introduction 
 
 
   Henry Ford notwithstanding (“most of history is bunk”), history, relegated to us in our memory 
banks is the most reliable guide we have to exploring our future.  The present is too unstable, 
too temperamental, too chameleonic.  The present tells us one thing one day, something else 
the next.  We need only look to the U.S.’s present administration to affirm this obvious 
impression.   Truly, the past is prelude, or prologue, take your pick.  
   That being said, however, is the paradox of knowing the further we go back in time or forward 
into the future the more abstract becomes our perspective in relation to the present.  That’s 
because time and space are irrefutably linked in a continuum thanks to A. Einstein.  With both 
time and space, the closer to the present, the nearer to the observer, the less abstract and more 
definitive the object or the event becomes whether we travel into outer space or spin among tiny 
subatomic particles.  The further we travel from present reality’s gravitational streetcorner -- time 
and space bends, distorts, becomes more and more abstract, less cohesive, less predictable. 
But is that necessarily true?  Won’t the new quantum computers make spins of nanoscopic 
quarks more predictable, make travel to the stars a piece of cake?   Stay tuned. 
    Because in this section we are going to take a hard look at the way science and technology 
will be changing our views, not only about our reality, but about our perspective on that reality. 
For its Q/A’s notion -- backed up by neuroscientists -- that while we are using only a tiny fraction 
of our brain’s total function, (or at least the fraction sarcastically predicated with “evolutionally 
holding us back”), we are beginning to use neurotechnology to fill in the blanks, so to speak. 
  Technology has more and more taken over parts of the brain that were, to this point, unclear 
as to the question of rational vs. irrational thought.  We now have machines that can interpret 
brain waves and distinguish degrees between the two states of mind.  And within a few years, 
we no doubt will have machines that will be able to steer us from one state to another. 
   It will mean we will no longer need the decision-making abilities that evolutionally led us to 
making more and better rational choices.  Machines, or more likely implanted chips will be able 
to do that.  And should we, as artists, ever consider cutting off an ear to spite our faces, or 
impress young ladies, whatever -- this chip will stop that madness from happening and put us to 
bed with merely a next morning’s hangover.  Better that way than discovering yourself, like Van 
Gogh, inconsolable, enveloped in a bloodied creation of your own making.  
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