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Futureness – The Futures in Me 
 

We are aware of, think about and act on the future here and now. When we say we are future-
oriented, in practice we are expressing an opinion on the actualisation of the future; by choosing a 
certain option based on anticipation or systematic foresight, we are actually predicting the future. The 
ability to think about and plan for the future, both personal and non-personal, is one of the most 
wondrous characteristics of the human mind. As with other human abilities, it is possible to develop 
and deepen our awareness of the future. The purpose of this essay is not to attempt explaining in a 
strictly scientific and objective way what the future is or what we can and should think about it; on the 
contrary, my purpose is to encourage the reader in every way to reflect on their own relationship with 
the future by making it personal. Making the future your own – thinking about the future is worth 
thinking about. 

 

The future is an imaginary distance away 
According to neurological studies, we humans use about 1/3 of our waking time for daydreaming or let-
ting our thoughts wander. This type of idling can load our brain as much as for example conscious prob-
lem solving. We often daydream about our future or events taking place in the future. In light of re-
search we use even more time for thinking about the future than the past. 

At its best, thinking about the future has been discovered to have a motivational and energising effect 
on us. Perhaps for this reason, thinking about the future has been utilised in, for example, cogni-
tive behavioural therapy, developing emotional intelligence and positive psychotherapy as well 
as in different kinds of empowerment exercises. For example, you have probably heard about 
the visionary visualisation exercises that athletes use before competitions to improve their per-
formance and reach desired goals.  

At its worst, thinking about the future can also be frightening and distressing. People do not want to 
think about the future, because it is uncertain, and uncertainty can be unpleasant. Thinking about the 
distant future can at least be strenuous. This is how one youth summarised what the future meant to 
them: 

“The future for me is mostly tomorrow... or at the most a week from now.  
I cannot be bothered to strain myself any further.” 

Dr. Tom Lombardo, the head of the Center for Future Consciousness in Arizona, defines as future con-
sciousness all psychological abilities and characteristics that the human mind uses for understanding and 
processing the future. For Lombardo, future consciousness is not just thinking about the future but a 
comprehensive concept that includes everything – such as thinking about the future and feelings related 
to the future – that makes us understand the future as being separate from the present but at the same 
time a part of the continuum of past, present and future. The ability to think about and plan for the fu-
ture is one of the most wondrous characteristics of the human mind. As with other human abilities, it is 
possible to develop and deepen our awareness of the future.  

In this essay, the future is considered from 5+1 mutually complementary perspectives, which include: 
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1. Future from the point of view of knowing 
2. Future from the point of view of reasoning  
3. Future from the point of view of thinking  
4. Future from the point of view of planning and doing  
5. Future from the point of view of choices  

 

The sixth perspective on the future is “futureness”, which is a sketch of the manifestation of the future 
at a personal level.  

The essay moves freely from one context and framework to another – from mutual to private, from 
general to individual, from abstract theoretical thinking through practice to personal experience. The 
purpose of this essay is not to define and conceptualise the future but to make room for the difficulty 
and complexity of defining it. 

 

On knowing about the future – will we have surprise parties anymore?  
The desire to predict and anticipate the future is human, and the possibility of it has always puzzled us. 
For the purpose of predicting the future, the unknown has interested us from the point of view of know-
ing. Classical philosophers pondered the possibility of knowing the end result of a sea battle, whereas 
modern philosophers have posed the question: “Is it logically possible to have knowledge of the fu-
ture?”  

Scientists, science fiction writers and film-makers have contemplated for example the possibility of time 
travel, or experiencing the future. Humans, then, feel a need to see the real truth about how things will 
be. Many interpretations have been presented of the possibility of time travel. For example in physics, 
time is seen as a distance between events. As, according to the theory of relativity, the speed of light is 
the highest speed possible at which anything can interact, time travel would require a speed higher than 
the speed of light. In light of current understanding, this is impossible, although there are differing opin-
ions and even scepticism based on empirical evidence. If there are particles that travel faster than the 
speed of light and that can interact with other particles, or an entirely different and unknown form of 
cosmic interplay, this would also make it possible that an event could “take place” before an event that 
triggers it – as we sense it today.  

One interesting claim against time travel, then, is understanding events as having cause and effect and 
that cause cannot chronologically precede the effect. This feature of reality, if indeed this requirement 
exists, also significantly affects how possible and probable worlds appear to us.  

Thus, in addition to offering an explanation of the structure of reality, causality also functions as a kind 
of metamodel that affects how we perceive what the world should be like in order for us to be able to 
believe in it. In this belief we are fallible; “for a bullet to hit its target, we do not need to hear the shot, 
or an answer does not need to be preceded by a question”, even if this conclusion would be logically 
true.  

Time shows everything, but we must keep on living... 

Philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein stated that if anyone believes to have found the solution to the prob-
lem of life and wants to say to themselves that this will make everything easy, they have only to re-
member that they are wrong, that there was a time when this solution had not been found, but one still 
needed to keep on living. In seeing this, they would see the solution as coincidental. 

If we base our dream of knowing the future on our universal and temporary ignorance, for example the 
fact that about ¾ of the universe, dark matter and energy was only discovered at the end of the 1990s, 
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and if we accept the fact that what we now categorise as ¾ has already existed before it was discovered, 
the possibility of time travel in the future does not need to be completely overruled. At least the discus-
sion on what we can and can we know about the future is still viable.   

The question of what we can know about the future in fact contains three different questions.  

1. Firstly, what is future: meaning what is the structure of the future and what does it consist of? 
2. Secondly, what can we know about the future: what kind of knowledge can we have of the fu-

ture, its phenomena or conditions? 

The first two questions contain a classically scientific division of the world into epistemological, or 
knowledge-based, and ontological, or being-based, reasoning.  

3. The third question is “what is the future and how does it appear in the first person, or individual-
ly?” Awareness of one’s own insufficiency in answering the third question requires accepting 
that the manifestation of realisation can be expressed to others only for the part of what can be 
expressed. 

It is possible and even very likely that reality – past, present and future – is so to speak independent in 
relation to what we think about it. On the other hand, our personal consciousness, perception and 
thoughts are a part of that reality. I do not believe that there are any realities completely identical to my 
own, and what we all have in common is not of particular interest to me personally, because it must be 
taken into account in any case. 

...traces on the past winter’s snow — things not here anymore 

From the point of view of research, the future and the past have a lot in common. Even though we can 
think of the past as having been resolved, having a certain truth value, we do not have the possibility to 
go back in time and see how matters really were. We cannot go back in time and hear what Lalli and 
Bishop Henry have to say about the possible events on the ice of lake Köyliönjärvi and any events lead-
ing up to them (according to an old Finnish legend Henry was killed by Lalli). Additionally, even if people 
and events were true and we could go and ask them what really happened, it is possible that those peo-
ple are not honest in what they tell us. In addition to truth, then, we would be facing the issue of truth-
fulness. As if there was not enough challenge in the uncertainty of what is true and untrue, we must live 
with the notion that it is a different matter to prove that something has happened than to explain how 
or why it happened the way it did. The central issue here is how to justify current explanations and the-
ories based on which we predict the future. How, for example, do I justify my assessment of a statement 
situated in the future in relation to the probability of it happening? Here we come to the hypothesis that 
the answer to the problem of conclusions about matters related to the future lies not in the justifica-
tions of the past but our reasoning. 
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Future and reasoning – is anything possible? 
Bertrand Russell depicted in his classic anthropomorphic story of the chicken (also known as the story of 
the pig) the fundamental problem of predicting the future, namely that we can make different kinds of 
predictions from the same observations. Observations, then, do not straightforwardly justify predic-
tions, but the process of justification is based on the explanation that we have adopted as the basis of 
our prediction. Russell’s chicken observed that the farmer comes in to feed it every day. It predicted 
that the farmer will continue bringing food to it, and each further observation corroborates the chick-
en’s assumption. One day, however, the farmer beheads the chicken. Russell’s chicken has a theory of a 
benevolent farmer, and a change, for example getting more food in this story, made it seem like the 
farmer’s benevolence had increased. If the chicken had adjusted its explanation and assumed that the 
farmer wants to fatten up the chicken to be slaughtered, the prediction made from the same observa-
tions would have been completely different. Russell’s example reveals that in fact it is impossible for us 
to talk about the possible, desirable or probable future without an explanatory framework. The situation 
does not get much easier if we replace observations with, for example, values, which we generalise to 
be the basis for desirable goals, in order to avoid the problem of justification. If it cannot be deduced 
how things should be from how things are, would it not mean that it is impossible to deduce how things 
are from how things should be? On the other hand, for example a dream or hope of a certain kind of 
future is just as justified a starting point for predicting the future as any other – even to the extent that, 
as we cannot know the future, why not start with your dreams. 

If these ideas are combined with the modern definition for the problem of inductive reasoning, accord-
ing to which theories cannot be inductively extrapolated from observations, it follows from this that the 
future that has not happened is in the reasoning and explanations we use in our deduction, not in pre-
sent or past observations.  

 “Regardless of what the criteria of a good explanation or theory are, the fact that the 
 theory fulfils these criteria today tells us something about what will happen if we trust 
 that theory tomorrow. “ 
 [David Deutsch, The Fabric of Reality, translated from Finnish] 

The issue can be summarised as follows: because or as long as we do not have a theory of everything to 
predict the future, we only have megatrends, weak signals, wild cards and black swans, and the future 
will remain an imaginary distance away. And, on this journey, whether we are alone or together: 

 “In the end problems and explanations are in the human mind, and its reasoning lies 
within the erring brain and the erring senses that produce information for it.”  
 [David Deutsch, The Fabric of Reality, translated from Finnish] 

Even though in futures research the term anticipation is preferred to making predictions, based on what 
is said here, the difference between the two is mainly theoretical or just one we want to see. We are 
aware and think of the future here and now, and when we say we are future-oriented, in practice we 
are expressing an opinion on the realisation of the future and thus, in reality, are predicting the future 
through anticipation. 

Traces on the unfallen snow — things not here yet... 

Just as it is impossible for us to go back in time, at least for the time being we have to settle for studying 
the future here and now. Think of for example the following proposition about the future: “In 2030 
there will be no compulsory education in Finland” and place it in the reasoning process. If in 2030 there 
is no compulsory education, what has happened? The first question has to do with whether we can im-
agine something that leads to there being no compulsory education in Finland in 2030 – something that 
makes the proposition possible (we are thus looking for premises for the conclusion of the proposition). 
Another question has to do with whether we believe in the premises of the possible world described by 
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the proposition, and how much, meaning the probability of the proposition. Instead of truth and proba-
bility, one should perhaps talk about truthlikeness, a term used in e.g. fuzzy logic, which refers to how 
well a proposition fits into what we know or believe to be true or possible. The third, and perhaps the 
most important, question has to do with whether we want the world to be like the proposition – com-
pulsory education is not a necessity but a chosen state of affairs, the result of human action. From the 
point of view of reasoning that uses assumptions and facts, there is not much difference between 
whether I believe that there will be compulsory education in 2030 or not.  

The above example shows that each proposition about the future is in itself a whole but simultaneously 
a part of another whole. For example, it can be thought that often in practice “somebody (who?) does 
something (what?) to someone (whom?) in some way (how?) and for some reason (why?)”. In this kind 
of dynamic unit, the examination cannot be reduced to one question more important than others with-
out the answer to this question structuring and guiding the answers to the other questions.  

Our understanding of the future, the past and the present is categorised and often also hierarchical by 
power. This can be seen, for example, in how we depict the world by dividing factors of change into e.g. 
financial, technological, social, environmental and political factors, and in how we arrange these factors 
in different orders, e.g. in relation to causality. However, the world we live in does not distinguish be-
tween these at the level of events, just as nature does not consist of chemistry, physics and biology. 
These categorisations only exist in our mind. Thus, how we stress the different units of choice we asso-
ciate with future developments is a matter of perspective. What in evolution is explained as an answer 
to pressure for change placed on an individual or a gene by the environment, or what in cultural evolu-
tion is caused by, for example, changing memes, can from the point of view of futures studies be, for 
example, interaction of different criteria set by the market, the society and technology towards a certain 
development. Next, I shall further examine how we think, how we place significance or insignificance 
and how all this relates to our decision-making and choices. 

 

On thinking about the future and decision-making – memories from the future 
If the human relationship to time was examined from the point of view of thinking and the structure of 
the brain, the future would be located in the forehead, the past around the temples and the present at 
the top and back of the head. Our consciousness, our perception of ourselves, is created in the frontal 
lobe, and this is where we make decisions. General knowledge is recorded in the temporal lobes. The 
parietal lobe is responsible for focusing attention, and the occipital lobe contains e.g. our visual cortex. 
This kind of idea of categorising our sense of time into different parts of the brain is naturally a clumsy 
generalisation, as the current perception is that our intellectual abilities are simultaneously affected by 
several parts of the brain. Thinking is a very complex event, and it is especially difficult to study. For ex-
ample, emotions were considered a distraction for thinking and intellect, but nowadays researchers are 
quite unanimous in believing that wise decisions can only be made if emotions are involved.  

Was there a problem? 

Do we decide what we want, or do we want what we decide? Do we know what we want, or do we 
want what we know? Do we know what is important, or is what we know important? 

Problem-solving is often the theme in different kinds of decision-making theories and models. Even 
though classical decision-making models with one optimal solution and the assumption that decision-
making progresses chronologically and linearly from problem to solution have been discarded in more 
recent models, the starting point for the decision-making process is still often seen to be a gap between 
what is and what is desired. First, we need to identify the problem, after which we can begin searching 
for possible solutions, the most suitable of which is then chosen. This kind of theory on decision-making 
combines intelligence, planning and choice into a sequential process progressing from the observation 
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of the environment and identifying the need for decision-making through searching for parameters and 
solutions to making a decision. At the thought level, this model already existed in e.g. the texts of the 
18th century French philosopher Condorcet. Nowadays decision-making is studied in many different 
fields and from many different perspectives. For example, the normative theory deals with the rationali-
ty of decision-making (how decisions should be made for them to be rational), descriptive research at-
tempts to describe the practice of decision-making, and the prescriptive model tries to combine the 
normative and descriptive theories. 

The study of decision-making includes questions of what needs to be known (content) and what needs 
to be done (process). For example, Sampson’s decision-making model in career and educational choices 
categorises good decision-making as follows:  

• Knowledge and expertise 
• Self-knowledge 
• Knowledge of options 
• Decision-making skills 
• Knowledge of “how I make choices” 
• Executiveness (leadership: rounding up and implementation) 
• Implementing choices and examining and knowing one’s own decision-making (“metacognition”, 

e.g. understanding of what kind of a decision-maker I am or why I have trouble implementing 
my choices) 

 

These categories form the CASVE decision-making cycle depicted in the following figure. 

 

  

 
Figure 1.  The CASVE cycle in Sampson’s model. 

 

1.Communication 
(“I need to make 

a choice?”) 

2.Analysis 
(“Knowledge of 

self and options”) 

3.Synthesis  
(Increasing and focus-
ing one’s potential of 

options) 

4.Valuation 
(Valuation of 
choices and 

choice) 

5.Execution 
of choice 

6.Communication 
(Metacognition: 
“Knowing that I 

made a good 
choice”) 
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In addition to decision-making models, there are different kinds of models that are used to evaluate ori-
entation and organisation in decision-making. The SCTI model, which can be used in, for example, evalu-
ating decision-making related to educational choices, is depicted in the following figure. 

 

 

Figure 2.   The SCTI model in evaluating decision-making related to educational choices. 

 

Different kinds of decision-making models are useful tools for supporting, for example, the organisation 
and orientation required for individual educational choices. They can also be used to promote interest in 
one’s own future and develop readiness to work for one’s own choices. 

From the point of view of the individual, future-oriented decisions and choices take place in the person-
al framework of one’s whole life as well as in a unique continuum of events. The context of practical de-
cision-making often includes conscious risk (probabilities are known) or complete uncertainty (probabili-
ties are not known). The problems to be solved (if they even exist) may be very complicated. Seeing and 
making choices requires many kinds of knowledge and skills. In order for us to be able to correctly utilise 
decision-making models, we must understand how we ourselves place significance and insignificance 
which lies behind our decisions and choices: why something means something to me, what I know and 
do not know, how and why I think the way I do, and what would change if I thought differently?  

Personal thought print 

Imagining possible future worlds as a background for decisions and choices requires the ability to pro-
cess large quantities of qualitatively incoherent information but also a good imagination. At the same 
time, however, our cognitive abilities are limited. The following table contains examples of phenomena 
related to thinking and decision-making that enable and condition our actions (such as decisions and 
choices) as conscious thinking beings. I present these statements through myself, because, through 
studying the background literature, I have recognised them in myself and accepted them as an experi-
ence-based part of my explanatory framework. 

• Awareness of the need for making a choice 
• Motivation to work for one’s choice 

• Own values, interests, capabilities, skills, etc. 
• Communication the central form of behaviour (parents, friends, teachers, 

others – also autocommunication 

• I know I can choose 
• I have looked through my options and I know “10” options 
• “I have asked my counsellor about other options 

• “I have listed the options I have already considered.” 
• “I have made my choice” 
• “My primary choice is” 

• “I am certain” 

1. Assessment of interest and orien-
tation to choice 

2. Assessment of behaviour related 
to active participation in educational 

choice 

3. Analysis of operating environ-
ment (awareness of choices, wide 

vs. deep) 

4. The state of decision-making 

5. Commitment 
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Table 2.    Some statements about assumptions and practical consequences related to thinking,  
  reasoning and decision-making. 

THEORETICAL HYPOTHESIS PRACTICAL CONSEQUENCE 

 
The “domain and locus”, brain and senses, of 
my consciousness have developed to predict 
and are excellent in predicting predictable mat-
ters.  

Everything that I take into account is not signif-
icant. I might not be able to take into account 
everything that is significant. (The original ver-
sion of this statement is one that is known to 
have decorated the wall of e.g. Albert Ein-
stein’s office: “Not everything that can be 
counted counts, and not everything that 
counts can be counted”. In this statement, the 
verb for taking into account, “count”, can also 
be seen to refer to mathematically measurable 
entities.) 

The rule of thumb is that I can hold in my mind 
7 +/- 2 items at any given time, which I also as-
sume to be the comfort zone for rational deci-
sion-making. 

My reasoning is guided by the mental struc-
tures of my mind. For example a causal model 
of the world can be a mental structure that 
guides my thinking. I need a reason for every-
thing. For example, my depression is caused by 
a low serotonin level. The problem has been 
located and treatment can begin. What causes 
the low serotonin level? As all effects have 
their causes, it may be difficult to locate the 
significant causal origin of the problem in ques-
tion, what should be treated, and thus treat-
ment is targeted at the effect instead of the ac-
tual cause.  

In addition to mental structures, I have in me 
different kinds of “reasoning programs” that 
can reach up to the cellular level (incl. hormo-
nal reactions), which produce patterns of what 
the world should be like in order for me to be 
able to believe in it.   

Technological developments challenge the 
regularity of my world. (A century ago it could 
not have been perceived possible for the same 
person to be in Toijala and Tokyo within 24 
hours). 

 
I want to see and give patterns to changes 
even where they do not really exist. 

What I do not know is part of my thinking, 
but on the other hand I know more than I am 
aware of. 

I cannot think of a decision so small or big 
that it would not require a reason: an (intui-
tive) feeling or rational justification. 

In my reasoning, loss is more than winning. 
This can be seen in, for example, that the 
same thing is different depending on how it is 
told. 

I am not just a rational being, and even if I 
was, I still would not be safe from the possi-
bility of error (e.g. cognitive distortion such as 
confirmation bias). 

I cannot hold very many things in my mind at 
the same time.  

For me, “usually follows” is often the same as 
“always follows”. I attempt to minimise the 
mental structures in my mind, and thus in my 
reasoning, i) A causes B (if A then B and A) 
and ii) A facilitates B (if A then B) are the 
same. 

I have difficulty in retaining the thought that 
quality might not transfer between events. 
This would mean, for example, that eating a 
fatty hamburger does not directly lead to 
coronary disease. The risk, or probability, 
might increase, but the causal relationship is 
more like a negligent possibility rather than a 
law-like necessity. From statistics, or already 
occurred events, we can calculate the proba-
bility required in determining risk. 

An observed anomaly does not confirm a rule 
but reveals that I have a rule that influences 
my thinking. 

Conflicting information, a situation where 
everything seems to be simultaneously 
changing and remaining the same, can lead to 
a situation where it is difficult for me to iden-
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My perception of the world (like the concepts I 
used to express this world), for example what 
is possible, probable or desirable, is not given 
but created. It has its own history, it is not stat-
ic, and it places itself.  

Things are not necessarily yes or no but can be 
something in between. Where do we draw the 
line between being and not being: Is a man 
with 67 hairs bald?  

A ‘this and that’ view of the world challenges 
my familiar rules and axioms.  

I often use fuzzy many-valued logic or abduc-
tive reasoning, meaning that I draw conclu-
sions from end results on explanatory starting 
points – in other words come up with the best 
explanation.  

My brain processes questions related to my 
personal and non-personal future differently.  

Contrary to my expectations, I am not very 
good at statistical analysis, and thus it is diffi-
cult for me to communicate probabilities.   

When I make decisions, the starting point is of-
ten an obscure feeling of difficulty, an unclear 
problem that I attempt to solve. 

tify and retain one truth.  

When one truth disappears, I cannot suffi-
ciently utilise the principles of consistency 
and ruling out the third option in my reason-
ing. If I claim that a man with 66 hairs is bald, 
I am fairly truthful, but in reality I am lying. 

I had an old rule that “education is worth-
while”, the contents of which I defined so 
that education leads directly to employment. 
However, nowadays I know many competent 
highly educated people who are unemployed. 
I have replaced my old binary rule with a 
fuzzy logic where education means possible 
better employment, not guaranteed em-
ployment. 

I try to avoid cognitive dissonance, meaning a 
conflict between, for example, what I want 
and what I need to do. 

Statistics, numbers, are influential and con-
vincing. 

Even if I had all the knowledge available to 
me, it is possible that I simply do not know 
what I should choose.  Additional information 
can actually even cause more difficulty if the 
information is not significant to me. 

 

Scientifically speaking, the understanding of awareness, for example how the “experience of me” is cre-
ated, or the understanding of cognitive processes, for example why we reach certain conclusions or why 
we make certain decisions, is at an early stage. We are just beginning to understand how our brain and 
mind works. It is possible that, in 30 to 50 years, the concepts with which we have explained conscious-
ness or thought of thinking have been completely renewed. The key to understanding the human ability 
for creative thinking about the future can, for example, be in the way we remember. We do not remem-
ber events as copies but construct our own memories, and this feature of the mind can act as a frame-
work for imagining the future – we, as it were, remember the future even though we have no memory 
of it. The future in futures research is thus not necessarily in increasing the potential for observation but 
in thinking about thinking about the future – thinking about what guides our future actions.  

The future is not just about awareness and thinking, but it is also about action. The future has its crea-
tors, and work done for the future has its owners. Next, we place ourselves into a negligent relationship 
with the future as its creators and owners. 

 

Making the future – the future as work 
The concept of making the future contains the idea that the future is open and that we can influence it 
with our own action. Let us look into this in more detail. Let us assume that the arrow of time is real in 
events, meaning that cause precedes effect and only certain types of changes are possible: for example 
a child grows up to become an adult, not vice versa. Becoming an adult represents a potential future for 
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a child, but a boy ever really becoming a man is not necessary in the strictest sense of the word. This is 
because, according to the premise, the only thing necessary is that an adult does not become a child. 
Thus we reach a kind of circular argument: the future is open but only if the present is open for different 
optional futures. Therefore, the future cannot be seen as open for action or not open for action but 
both at the same time.  

In making the future, it is easy to stray into thinking that an imaginary cause located in the future causes 
an effect here and now – as if we would be operating against the causal arrow of time – against causa-
tion. The future, what has yet to happen, influences us, and this should not be the case. In reality this is 
not the case, as cause still precedes the effect – everything happens in the time we are occupying. How-
ever, perhaps this fallacy reveals something unique about the nature of the human world. Unlike for 
example weather, changes to which are solely a consequence of what has happened, we humans pon-
der, dream and speculate about the future and act not just based on what has happened but also what 
we want to expect to happen. For us, the future is both cause and effect. 

There is a saying that life is what happens when you are busy making plans. There is also a saying that 
we can choose the causes but not the effects. Both sayings describe the varying nature of the world, 
where things do not happen necessarily – the continuum of events, where quality is not transferred 
from one event to another, and goal-oriented making of the future seem to contain a gradual sensitivity. 
This sensitivity ultimately defines how possible futures are realised, how the future is actualised as the 
present and eventually becomes the past. The idea of planning for the future presupposes us as active 
agents that are able to influence the future with our actions – we only need to decide what to strive for 
and how to act in order to reach the desired goal. The freedom and necessity of choice – we have to 
choose our own future. 

 

Choice is future – the possibility of choosing and the possibility of choice 
Think of your own everyday life and how your future is realised from three different perspectives. 

Fate: What in your own life appears to you as a necessity – defined by the situation or some other re-
quirement? What are the matters or events that could not be otherwise, could not have happened or 
could not have happened any other way? 

Chance: Anything can happen, both expected and unexpected. Which events in your life have been un-
expected and affected you without any real possibility for control? 

Choice: Which part of your life is of your own choosing? Which matters include the possibility of taking 
part in what happens in your own life? 

Let us assume that choice is included in the possibility. If this is the case, it raises the question of where 
the possibility lies. Possibility is not in necessity or what we would colloquially call fate. Choice is also 
not in chance, as complete chance does not contain the possibility of control.  

Thus, the possibility of choice and along it the possibility of alternate futures seems to lie somewhere 
between complete necessity and complete chance. In other words, in order for us to be able to influ-
ence the future with our choices, we have to accept the following principles: 

1. The future is not completely predetermined, but what we think about it and how we act affects 
what the future becomes. 

2. We must be able to steer the process of change.  
3. We must be able to set and choose goals. 
4. We must be able to work towards reaching set goals. 
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Let us add to these terms the aforementioned old saying that life is what happens when you are busy 
making plans, meaning that you can choose parts of it but not the whole – you cannot choose the con-
sequences of your choices, even though the expected consequences are a part of the choosing process. 
This addition divides the choosing process into three dimensions: i) internal choice, or thinking and deci-
sion-making, ii) external choice, or behaviour and determined attempt, and iii) the surrounding world 
and its variation. These together define what is chosen and what the consequences of that choice are. 

The possibility of choosing (I can choose) logically precedes the possibility of choice (options). One chal-
lenge from the point of view of influencing one’s future is to differentiate between these two possibili-
ties. The possibility of choosing contains awareness of the fact that I am able to choose and that choos-
ing is really the only way to influence the future.  

This will sound like hair-splitting, but my possibility of choice consists of options defined by the possibil-
ity of choosing. For this reason, I should be interested in my choices. 

Interest can manifest on three different levels (e.g. educational choice): 

 

From the point of view of making one’s future, new possibilities of choice are created by changing per-
spective. A new possibility of choosing may reveal new possibilities of choice, or options. One possible 
way to change perspective is dialogue with different kinds of people, different points of view and stand-
points. It is ultimately about building a connection between the internal and the external world through 
new meanings.  

The rule of thumb for a good choice is simple: firstly, we must be aware of what we are choosing, and 
secondly, we must be willing and able to also examine our inner argumentation critically, regardless of 
whether it is based on rationality or emotion. Because rationality and emotions have a role, the future 
will ultimately become personal. To conclude, let us discuss what the future is like in the first person. 

 

• interest in the thing itself – e.g. I want to study to 
be a doctor 

• interest in the thing in relation to other things 
(work, employment, wages, status, education, 
etc.) e.g. doctors have a good possibility of em-
ployment 

• interest in the thing in relation to an idea or ideas 
that it evokes in us (idea here means significance 
created in relation to a whole) – e.g. becoming a 
doctor enables me to have a good life 

    

As far as we presume 
that the central influ-
ence and threshold in 
educational choices 

comes from our inter-
ests, educational choices 

are guided by: 
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“Futureness” – there is no general future 
Let us return to the question of what the future is. The answer is not simple. If we really start to think 
about it, our everyday vocabulary contains several concepts of which we know what they are and mean, 
before someone asks us. For example, what is time or life?  What is a good life? 

Here are two passages from answers to the question “what is future to you personally?” 

The future is an open field of things yet to happen that for me manifests mostly in visualisations, 
imagination and dreams. I see the future as being somewhat obscure, but I notice that others 
are often quite ready to make statements of what the future will be like. Because of this, when 
others are talking about the future in general (rather than their own), I am suspicious of how 
they can claim to know something. It feels like the right to talk about the future is a constant 
struggle, and if one individual or organisation achieves a status where they can make others ac-
cept their definition of the future, this also means power to decide what the future will really be 
like. In other words, with regard to the future, the society is constantly battling, or at least argu-
ing. 

I see the future as different paths of possibility that are guided by our own choices as well as 
other factors we have no control over. Usually I see my own future in a positive light, probably 
through thinking that I can influence it with my own action. On the other hand, the future is also 
associated with fears, especially related to my own health and that of the people near to me, 
which feels like something I have no control over. For example, I am pregnant at the moment, 
and I do not want to think about a future where the pregnancy/birth would fail completely. 

Personal future 

As mentioned before, the ability to think about one’s personal and non-personal future is one the most 
unique and wondrous characteristics of the human mind. The future is present in our thoughts, aspira-
tions and choices, when we plan our lives, when we solve problems related to it, when we make deci-
sions that affect our lives. Let us call this comprehensive manifestation of the future, its presence in us 
and to us, futureness. My purpose is not to mystify the future but rather to make a conscious separation 
from the future that is purely objective to us as a rational and logical representation of possible future 
realities – a set of probable or desirable alternative paths or scenarios. This kind of objective future 
manifests outside us and in front of us as a potential of what has yet to happen, which we attempt to 
influence through our action, to act so that the future we desire will happen or to avoid a future we do 
not wish to happen.  

However, the future to us is more than changes, change directions, trends or megatrends, or change 
factors related to these, or weak signals, black swans and wild cards. From the personal point of view, 
the future is not just the time from here on or a general abstract possibility and the probable direction 
of events; it is also a framework of significance. A framework that has an owner, and that is you.   
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