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VILEM FLUSSER Zowerd a Phenomenology of Television,
The purpose’ of this paper: It is becoming ever more obvious that TV is
one ong the most important instruments of which we diepoee at preeent‘
"$he Bomb and the computer its future use will determine in partithe
way of life of this and the next generation. The problem of this use’ ie
therefore, too serious to‘be abandoned to teohnioiane., It ,must bevapproac
ed from many levels, and. analyzed ae deeply ae;poeeible. if 'we are to di:
cover ite range and its "eseenoe" (eidos) Its range,,(the virtuelitiee
it encompaseee), has not even been mapped as’ yet, and ite "eesenoe",;(ite
underlaying progebt)’ is,. inepite of the relativetrecentneea of" the ins
strument, in danger of being forgotten.‘ , -_ "
Not as if v had not been watched with great attention by many. Iher
is in faot a tendéncy in many obeervers, (moetly theoreticians ofioommun-
ication), to autonomize ito ‘problem. Take it out of its- social context
eand thus trensform TV into a eort of autonomous idol. . (The same idolafrb
ous tendency can be observed with regard to computers.) It tends to for-
get that IV, (1ike - avery instrument), belonga to somebody, and ie‘there~
fore being used. ‘for the purpoeee of its owner. Sueh an attitude tranefer
the problem from eoienoe into mythology, and Mcmuhan'e aphorism "The med-
ium is the meseage" is an example., But inepite of such idolatry, gnd in-
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phiigeophioal»éndlyeee’of the problbm. it &é«dtillﬁtrhe that“very 1ittle

'interdieoiplinary dieoueeion o Ty hae taken plaoe eo Tfar;
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~ 1ied to ‘our eurrounding, it allowa the dietinction between three typee ;

 This is the reason why the‘inioiatiVe bstthe Rockefeller Poundation

and the Sate .of New York ‘to organize a round table about n"The Future of

TY" at the- Mueeum of Modern Art last January was. important. 4The TVgand
video technicians and - "artiete", the oritice. communioologiete. eyoholo-
gists, sooiologiets and’ philosophers preaent did not, to be sure,#ﬂeolve"

the problem, but thexWidth of its ramificatione and the depth of ita

roots became olearly patent. . - - . v
\This writer participated in-the’ round table. His contribution aimed
at the: applioation of: the phenomenological methéd touthe problem. 'Hot eo
much to‘the overall etruoture of Tv, (that oomplex which inoludee sendergf
tranemittors and_ reoeivere and goes beyond them),rbut Yo the: Iv: box iteels
as - it preeente itaelf to. receivers:* Its" purpoee Wae to aurprize the meiu
doe" of TV from’ the point of view of: ‘the receiver.; To be sure: it w;llg,
reveal different aepecta from*the pointe of view of eendere and«trégsmit—
ers. But! ithis 48 a. taek for the future. . : .o ?" 4
. The phenomenologioal method is: baaioally a epeoifio way,of 1ooking~‘
at thinga,sin order- to see what may be hidden to common vieion." If app- :
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of things: (a) those that hide a human project, ("instruments", the totalit
of which is "culture"), (b) those that do not reveal any such project, {nd
ta", the totality of which is "nature®). (c) those in which the: observer
recognizes himself, ("others", the totality of which is "society"), The TV
box reveals, if thus obser#éd, a human project, which is itas “easenceé.‘ahd
the task of the observér is to show this project clearly. Not only in orde
to understand the box better, but mostly in order to use it better. There—
fore: the TV box is shown to be an "instrument", and the tendency to 1&01—
ize 1t is shown to be a projection of the observer into the box, ("alterifi
cationn). ' It is a wrong view fand should be abandoned.

To antecipate the result of the vision: Present TV use does not cox-
respond to its project. TV is being abused., If it were used according to
its "essence", its function would be different, (but not less ddcisive than
it is at present). This needs clarification., To use a hammer, not for fix
ing nails in walls, but to shatter skulls, is in some Way e good use, Ham-
mers work well for such a purpocse, But it is still an abuse of the hammér.
Because human projects have aims, (an ethical dimension), and the project
of hammers does not aim at shattering skulls, The present use of TV is an
ethical, not a funetional, abuse, :

Its present use is this: to condition the receptors of its message :
for a specific behavior pattern, nsmely the consumption of the material and
ideal goods in which 1ts owrers ere interested. This use seems"ﬁg be inde-
pendent on the economic, sociel end political context within which it goes
on. 7TV works in the United States, in Western Burope, in the socialist
countries, (with the pbssible exeption of China), and in the third world
= 4n more or less the same way. The question why the present use of TV seems
" 40 be independent on the "ideology" of its owners is open. The answer that

such a use is implied by the measence” of TV is wrong, &nd this paper will
try to show this. ¢

The project of TV aims at producing a new type of window to look at

the world and speak through with others., This can be seen, if the: TV box i
observed under the phenomenological method, This paper wants to show 1t an
thus contribute to & radically new use. Its purpose is therefore "revolut
ionary", {if "revolution" is a proceas through which man changes himaelf);
Because & new use of IV would allow the reoeiver of 1ts message, (1.¢, man
"“tout court"), to charge himself and assume a new "being-in-the- worldn,
Deseriptiont There is a box standing amid the furniture of & room, and it
has several buttons, a radio-like loudspeaker andh glass which reminds one .
of a window, If the buttons are aprrorriately menipulated, radiolike '
sounds and cinemalike images issue from the box, The manipulation is 8imp -




le, bI%E%géF%gggggg why it works are complex, The theory of gomes disting-
ishea between four types of syatems- (a)functionally and structurally 8imple
ones, (like table tennis and levers). (b) funectionally and structurally cox
plex ones, (like national economies and living organisme). (e) structurall;
aimple and functionally complex ones, (like arithmetics and card games), (4’
structurally complex and funotionally simple ones, (like TV and motor cars)
{NB: Let vstructure™ be the sumg of rules that order elements within 8 SysS-
tem, and nfunction® be the sum of rules that order the "strategy" appropria1
to a system.) In the type (d) systems, ("games"), the pleyer seems to maste
forces which he ignores, and they are ™"magioc" games in this sense.f It 48’
characteriatie of such games that the relationship "player - game" may be i
verted, The magical character of v ia due to the complex struecture and sir
le manipulation of the box,

The romm dwellers form a semicirele around the box, in order to rg—
ceive the images afd sounds that issue from it, The semicirecle, ("Theatron’
is & structure opposed to the cirecle, for instance the traditional family —
circle, ("Amphitheatron®). In the center of "Theatron" thers is & "skenen
on which an actor, ("drontes"), performs an act, ("drama"), and those sitt-
ing around it watch’ 1t, ("Theoria™)., Within "aAmphitheatron" there is en
'empty space, ("agora" . wgrena"), wherein those who sit around it exchange
somethingﬁ, for inatanea opinions, ("doxain). Therefore: the view held by
some psychologists ‘that TV substitutes the mother of the traditional family
circle is based on a structural error. The box' projects a new family struci
ure, with altogether new functions, ' L '1'}_
'_' The images and sounds that issue from the box have a "mnannng2 fof
their receiver. They form a code, (let neode’ be a aystem of symbols), The
receiver can decodify the images and sounds end thus read a message, The T\
code is @ new one. Western civilisation disposes basically of two types of
codes- surface ones and linear ones. (Three~dimensional codes like Bculp—
ture and dance will not be considered.) Surface codes consist of images
which depict their meanings., (F.i. paintings and maps.) Linear codes con-
sist of point-like elements forming & line, and they socan their meaning,
(F.i, spoken languasge, alphabets and srithmetics,) Surface codes are read
through "imagination" ‘1linear ones through "coneeptualisation", TV, (and
£ilm), has & code in which surfaces follow a linear structure. ' They ean be
read two ways. Like surfacea, (through "imaginationn)}, and like lines in
which the point—like eiementa are surfaces, (through "conceptualieation of
images" and "1magination of concepts"), The fdrst way of reading is the on
ly one permitted by the present use of 7V, and is, in a sense, a return to
analphabetism. (See my article "Iine and Surface®, in MAIN CURRENTS Jan.73)
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If thus decodified, the images and sounds form a mesmge. But only if the

receiver "forgets® some previous knowledge. For'instance the knowledge thet
the box is linked to the meaning of its message through a complex ohain,ltﬁe
first link of which being a "channel®. That this "channel" leads toia'piaoeL
where the images and sounds are being manipulated. That this ie a costly pre
cees, end that somebody heas to pay for i1t., And that therefore the'reeuiérof'
the process, (the message received), must reflect in some way the interest oj
those who pay for it. Such nPorgetting® is made easy by the magical charaots
of the box end by other factom that will be mentioned. Once ‘this knowledge 3
forgotten, the message of the images and sounds means events in thé outside
world., The box is then & "medium® between receiver and the world, ‘.

‘Under analysis it can be shown that the message is ndirectedns : S

(a) Ontologically: It pretends to go on on two levels: of "presentatiox
and of "representationr, The first level includes progrems like newe, speec}
es of politicians, live shots and so forth. The second one programs 1ike
£films, TV plays end so forth.

" The theory of communication distingmiehes between "presentation” and "rf
presentation" this way: FPhenomena anpresented by their symptoms, and repre—
sented by conventionalized symbols. For instance: the sign "a" is a symptom
of this typeWriter-ond'presents it. It has been conventionalized to be a 8y1
bol of a specific sound and represents it. Symptoms are connected to theyy

‘phenomena the& point at through the chain of cause and effeet, Both are on
the same ontological level, Symbols are connected to their meanings by con-
vention.' They are on different ontologioal levels., Which means that one o=
deduce from a symptoms what 1t¢ points at, but not from a symbol what it mea
{(the sign "a% may mean a eound, an arithmetic or & logical concept, and B8O
forth). : .

In codes like alphabets this is no problem, Their symptomatic dimensio:
may be ignored, bacause their elemente are always also symbols, (It does no
matter whether the sign ma® is the symptom of a typewriter, a printing machi:
pr a pen: the question is what convention it is eprt of as a symbol.) But i:
the TV code this i® not so. There are images in that code which ere only
symptoms, and not symbols, They only "present" something, and "represent"
nothing, This 1s the ontological problem of television. o

' nesthetioally all TV images seem to be symbols. Thev seem to ve "fio—
ticiousn, "representative", not "preeentations of something real®, Thie io
due to two factors. One is the 1light in which they appear, the other ia the
fact that they have been manipulated. But there are commentaries within the
TV messages 1tself which affirm of some of the images that they are merely

symptoms. For instance:”This image 1s a live shot from the Moon®, or "This
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image Mr, So-and-S5o0 speaking", Two things must be said ebout this,.

'(a) The image itself does not allow a clear constatation of ite lack of sym
" bolic dimensions, The image from the Moon may be mscience fietion", and the
- image of Mr. So~and-So méy the image of an actor who represents him. ¥¢b)
| ‘The coﬁmentary itself may be fictitious. The epeaker making it may be an
" actor who represents, (1n & play or ao), the speaker, In other words: the
key to the deeodification of the TV code is supplied by the code itself. 7
' The result is “that the receiver must abandon the distinection betweeh
"presentation" and "representation" (between "reality" and "fiotion") to :
the message itself. 1In fact: he becomes uninterested in such distinction,
Now this is a sign of radical alienation, B 7
" (b) Epistemologicalgxs The message pretenda to be either "sudbjective®
or "objectiven, The first is the case of'"sponéored" programs, the second
of all other programs. 3
The theory of communication distinguiahes between three types of messag
es: (a) Imperative ones, (models of behavior, "normai®), (b) Indicative onc
(models of knowledge, "epistemata"), {(¢) Implicative onecs, (models of expé;
ience, raisthetan). All forms of messages may be reduced formally to one of
these three types. 4An even superficial analysis of TV messages will show
that they all belong to the imperative type; They all tremsmit models of
behavior, ("normei®). Some, (1like newsreels), seem to supbply models of
knowledge, ("epistemata"), end others, (like TV plays), seem to supply mode:
of experience, ("aistheta"), but they do so only in function of an underly-
‘ing "norma", Which falsifies the "eplstematan" and the "aistheta",'because
the underlying normative character denies them,
| The result 1s that the measage of 1V, "events in the outside worldn,
is an imperative message. The receiver receives the events of the outside
world in the form of a sefries of imperatives, some of them explicitly, and
some under cover, and thus perceives the world in an imperative form. This
is a well—knownﬂ?orm of perception. I% is called the "magico-mythical* fo;h
of perception.f~Kelsen calls 1t the "retributive" form of perception, But .
with this qualifieation: In the pre-historical world perception the imperat
ives "transcend" the WOrld and are in this sense m"objectiver, In TV world
peroaption the 1mperatives are in the interest of the owners of the TV 8y8-
tems, and are in this sense "subjective“ Which means that through TV worlc
perception receivers can be manipulated by TV owners.

(c) Ethical - The message pretenda to supply the receiver with a
freedom of choice. He can switch the box on end off, and chose between va—
rioﬁs vghannels®, (Thie 15 not the place to discuss whether afroedom of |+
choice" is true freedom, nor whether freedom can be "aupplied" tnstead,of
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having to be ‘assumed actively.) The box, in fact, does not even supply
true freedom of choice, for two reasons. The cholce to swith it on and
off is not free in a situation, in which TV is supplanting many traditi
onal media, (like the- famixy, neighborhood, cérmma and so forth), because
to interrupt TV message meane to interrupt one of the few remaining media
between the individual and his world, It is the equivalent of interrupt-
ing newspaper reading or going to school, as far as freedom’ is’ concerned,
And the qbice of channels is not free, because although each channel may
communicate a different program of apparent models of knowledge and exper
ience, they all have the same message: the same model. of behavior, -the _'
same "norma", To change channels is therefore an illusion of freedomg the
receiver is being normalized by any channel the same" way.:

The fact 1s that the box does not supply freedom, but conditians
the receiver, and doés so more efficiently by supplying him with an illué
ion of freedom, And this ia, of course, irherent in the structure of the
box, (and many other instruments if advaneed_technology). the only effig
ient tyrtrany ie the one that supplies an illusion of freedom,
(d) Politieally: The message acts as a de-politizing factor. . Po-
litical 1ife 1s etructurnlly a rhythmic advance from the private Spaca.
“moiké", into the public one, "polis®, "Politics" pressupposes "economics"
"res publica" pressupposes "res privatae", because the pudblic space is an’
empty one to be filled by individual private spaces. It is a nforum",and
is surrounded by "domus® out of which the "domini® dominate it.: In,aum:'
"Polities" is publicatien of what was private. L
TV is an inversion of politics: it advances from the public epace
into the private ones, and thus makes,private what was previously. public.
‘For example: The image of & public man Penetrates millions of private homes
without having been invited, and thus becomes the image of a curiously de-
feotive private person. His private aspects, (f.i. his facej, ane*eommung
cated, but his public aspects disappear for two reasons: (a) he eannef.ﬁe
talked back to, and (b) he cannot be talked about between privafe'dwellinge
These two reasons for depolitisation have to do with the fact that Tv boxen
are connected with central senders in a way that allows no feed-babk; and
are unconnected with each other. :
The result is lonelineas of the erowd, (isolation = depolitisat-
ion), and total invasion of the private space by the public one, (totalit-
arism). :

(e) Reethetically: The message provides a series of models of |
experience, (raietheta"), which push each other violently and try to "over
come' each other, while covering up one single unalterablec™norm®. Thus
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the receiver d4s conditioned to "enjoy" a great amount of fictitious exper

ience, in which each new experience is "beiter® than the last one., Such
sensationalistic aesthetiocs transforms the receiver into an ideairconsum—
er, because he becomes insatiable, Since all the "aistheta" provided by :
TV message cover upf the same "norma", (eonsumer behavior model). the re~
ceiver is transformed into an instrument of the owners of TV avstems.‘
--(£) This "directing® of IV messages is possible, because the box

is built to emit mesaages,_but not to receive any, This is the basie fac
tor. The box is an instrument for paséivity in the receiver. This is a
well-known form of life, and is called "bibs theoretik6s" by the ancients,
But in TV it appears in & radically new climate, Around the box & mew type
of contemplation, admiration and adoration is in the making, end 8 new type
of religiosity is cryastallizing.

. .. Such is the present use of the TV box if it is viewed through tha
phenomenological method,
TV as & window %o look at the world s The "essential" part of the box ia
a cathode tube which reminds one of a window, In fact: if one looks at
itiphenomenologigally, it shows 1ts "window projectin". It was meant to be
8n’ improved window, With this qualification, (as René Berger reminds_us):
the cathodic light is one of the few lights on Earth which do not.emanate
even indirectly from the Sun, end therefore have an *“unearthy", (cold), ag
pect. To uhderstand the "window project®, traditional windows must be con
sidered, and why it was necessary to improve on them. .

Windows are holes in walls. Walls are tools to protect one from
the outside world. One of the functions of windows 18 to provide a vision
of the outside world. There is another type of hole in walls: doors, The!
function is. to allow advances into and retreats from the outside world. iyl
three tools must wWork synchronically in order ta work wellz orientation
through windows, oriented commitment %o the world through doors, return to
oneself through doors, self-identification between the four walls, This -
synchronisation is the rhythm of life, and the satiafactory performénee of
the three tools is vital. But they no longer perform that way. .

Walls are anterior to windows, but there is a feed baek between
them. Walla are naked and can be covered with paintings, Wall paintings
are artificial windows, They "represent® what windows "presentn, or what
they "should present®, or what they "could;ﬁresént". Cinemas are advanoed
wall paintings, ‘because in them images move and talk, But they are atill
srepresentations”. The film is an art form. .

This is the baais for an understanding of TV "essence“. Nobod&
will mistake a wall painting for a window, but many look at TV as if it
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were a sort of, "ocinema made private", There are two reasons for this confue

ion: Film and TV have the same code, (lineary structured imeges); and - the
technique of TV has been taken over from films, But this confueion of the
two medie is fatal, It inhibits the correct use of television, =
S Windows are $ools to look at the outside world, Uneatiefeefbry
toole at present for various reasons, They do. not allow to eee phenomena
which are too small oxr.too big, or which move too quickly. And their rigid
frame specifies and limits the structure of vieion._ In Kantian terms the
first defeot of traditional windows may be called & ﬂphenomenal_limitation",
- and the second defect may be called a‘"categorical limitation®, TV is essen
tially a tool to incresse the parametre of phenomena seen through tradition-
al windows, and to allow the manipulation of the categories of”tradifiohel
windows, TV is essentially meant to be an improved window. Therefore TV is
meant to be a form of percepfion, not an art’ form. - | ¥

‘To underatand this Kant's analysis of perception ie ueeful but no
sufficient, Kant's model for perception is the traditional window, of which
TV was meant to free us, In this way: (a) It allows the perception of very
bigﬂphenomena, very small ones, and of phenomena‘which_move very quickly and
very slowly. (b) It allows the perception of phenomena which are hidden to
traditional window vision, (beeeuee they are -too far, or' because, like : the
processes within living orgenisms, they cannot be approaohed). {e)- It allow
the perception of phenomena from various points of view, (they .can be focal—
ized through close-ups, surrounded through travelling, and so forth). (d)It
permits the visualisation of models, (one can perceive statistical motions,
the dynamics of molecular models, the rotations of arithmetic equatione and
80 forth)., (e) It permits a dynamic perception, (both the phenomenon peru
“ceived and the camera perceiving it are moving). And so forth. To speak -
with Kent: TV is a deliberate manipulation of perception, therefore & new
type of "pure reason", (praetical traneeendence).

Suech a revoltition in human perception is made poeeible by the ™
code: a linear structure with surfaces for elements. Iet it be repeated:
The repertoire of IV -code are images, (and sounds), its structure is a linea
sequence. (et "repertoire" be the sum of elements in & system, and "struc-
ture" be the sum of rules which order the elements within the system.) 'Now
the decodification of images is made through "imagination" and of linear '
structures through "congeption®, (A discussion of these two "reading pro-'
cesses™ would explode the 1imite imposed on the present paper.) TV code per
mits two simultaneous "readinge", e situation without paralel in the. hietory
of ¢ivilisation. (&) The perception of concepts through imegination, and (v
.the‘perception of images through conception, If imaginative perception be
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_ ealiggdg%eF ﬁggi storical" one, (the world perceived a8 scenery), and if
‘conceptual perception be called the "historical" omne, (the world perceiv-
ed a8 8 process), then the wordd perception through .TV may be called the .
"pOEt-hietoricalﬂ one, (with scenes diachronized into proceases, and;progﬂ
cesses synchronized ifity scenes on the level of perception). ','_' _ ;f:

Aa a matter of course such new type of "reading" the world as pefﬁ
oeived through the IV window will pose difficult problems in the future.,
Let only one be mentioned as an example: the relationship betwean aound X
- an image, The TV image 1s &a.surface which is composed of -1ines, (and; very
characteristicallyg there is no convention yet as to the number of ‘lines-
batwaen the US and Europe). But the sounds have obviously three dimensions
(We are bathed in the sound, whilat we face the image,) RKNow the method of
"electronic intermix" makes it possible to sSee ‘Bounds and hear images, (The
experiments of Woody Vasulke's in Buffalo &nd Montes Bacquer's in Cologne
are examples of this.. Bacquer works on the thesis that the Yaye heara" )
And there -are other equally complex problems. _

By the way: everywhere, and especially in the United Statesy _
periments :go on with a view to utilizing TV as a form of perception. Not
only within some sciences, (f.i. nuclear physics, molecular biology, socig
logical documentation and so forth), but also within the TV system itself,
(manipulation of videotapea, of the TV image, of the electronics of that
imaga) But . still it is true: one camot manipulate & tool well before
underatanding clearly its purpose, (its "essencen), , As long as Tv is not -
liverated from the "ecinema-at-home" prejudice, it will not work fully as .
an instrument of perception. :

- Here iB the proof: those who experiment with TV for perdeption
consider themselves to be "artists®, And this has a limiting effect on
what they are doing Consider some examplea. Nam Paik,on a breathtaking
vtdeotape, makes coincide the left hand with the right one, thus piercing
80 to Bpeak the third dimension, But he does Bo in & theatrical way. otth
translates time into space by manipulating shadows. cast by objects at 44f-
ferent hours during the same day., But he wants this to ‘be “beautifulﬂ
Minkoff uses monitors as time-mirrors, (what is "later" on onerbecomes *nea
er" on the other). But he makes a "program" of it. Vasulka mﬁfes 1mages
out of eleotronic waves, but he .does s0 as if he was painting. ﬂBerekthe
task of phenomenology becomes clear: to show that the same techniquea'whiph
in film serve "art", should aerve, in TV, "perception®, and that" they the%g
fore shoudd advance in a different direction from the one they take An, £13m
Because TV should not provide us with "experience", but with "pereeptionv
of the world, "Epistemata®, not v"aistheta", is what TV should aim}at.
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At this point the followgng qualification ie overdue: It must be ad.
mitted that in real life experience and perception cannot be separated,in
‘deed should not be sepgr@ted._ Art is a powerful method to perceive réa;;.
t7 and there is ho-pefception of reality without an mesthetie dimenai&ﬁ,
Still: the aim of ontological research isy inspite of this fact, the dis~. -
‘tihetion’betwéen reality and fiction., 1In the case of the,ﬁ£1lm—y'T?ﬁQpng';
blem this means the distinction between e medium for the communicatior of .
experiencp from one for thé communication‘of perception, In;dther woédaz )
although films may also communicate perception and should do so, end aldk
though IV may_also commincigte experience and shoudd do 8o, these arg not -
the essential aspeocts of ‘those two media, but are marginal aspects, It 4s
et present ﬁeceséany'to streés_what distinguishes them from each other ra
ther than étréssing what they have in comon, if one is to free TV froh.a:
Pilm dominetion which covers up 1ts "window essence", . -

‘ Let this be illustrated by angxample with reference to "artrs if TV
were uaed‘consciousl? a8 a tool to perceive art, (not as an art form), it -
would provide us with a powerfull instrument for art criticism, A dynamll
cal art "videothdque" would not only mean an "lmaginary museum" in a more
radical sense than Malreux speaks of, but-also a "conceptual museum" with .
nothing to equal 1t at ‘present, The International Association of Art Cri.
tics proposes & computerized oatalogue of the arts: a videothdque such as
the one here suggested would be an even more powerfuyl instrument for art
criticiam., It would not only catalogue art, but comment it dynamieally,

. Iet us go back to the problem. Once the "window essence® of TV is
grasﬁed, there seem to be at present no basic obstacles to its use as an
instrument of perception from the points of view of costs involved and of
technique required, But there is a different sort of obstacle which must
be considered, TV as & %ool for perception would provide the receiver of
its meééagé»with a vision of the outside world without paralel in the past
as far as broadth and depth are‘éoncerneﬁg‘ This would mean a challenge to
change the wdrld;A In pther'wordég if IV beeame a window for us to sdée .the
world, we should look for a door through which to commit ourselves to the

vorld. Such doors do nmot exist at present, but we do not pereeive this lack

of‘dgbrs forr the lack of windows, Should the TV window open itself, we would
try to bresk through the walls that surround us. But this would conflict
with the interests of those who own the preaent systems, (including %hé-wV'_f
'systeﬁ). They would oppose 1%y and ere in fact doing so already. Let one
single example illustrate this, | - e

" The American video ﬁnﬁérgiound mekes tapes of the everyday sur?pqulf
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ings in towns and citlies, for instance commonplace street scenes, The metho

they use, mostly without knowing it, is phenomenologioal vieion. One differ
ence between video and film is the fact that video can be projected immediat
1y after having been made, and no rediting® is- required, Another'differehoe
is. that he who projeots video is in partial control of 1t, and may, through

various techniques, even include himself in the projection. Thus the scenes
ehown in tkse ‘%apes are, "both due to their immediaty and to their "opennneee
invitationa to participate, and therefore have a politizing effeot.- The own

- ers of the TV system react to this in a oharaoterietio way: they ehow ‘the

tapes on "offioialﬂﬂ,mv‘programe. By thus absorbing them they change their
nature: they become "edited" and closed to participation by the receiver.
Examples of such an efficient incorporation of ell attemps to change the - 8ys
tem into the very system will no doubt become more frequent, as experimente
to use TV as a tool for perception will progress further. ' 7
This sort of obstaole to & correct use of TV poses & problem which

goes beyond TV itself, but is not "politieal" in a strict sense, The fact

- that the present use of TV independs on the "ideology" of its owners has al

ready been mentioned. Obviously, such & problem can only be hinted at in
this paper., Equalxy obviously, the solution or not of the problem will in-
fluence -the way we shall live in the future,

" Put even if the problem were solved, and even if TV were used as a
tool for percdéption instead of elienation, 1% would still be an unsatisfect
ory window. Because the basic faet that the box emits but does not receive
messages would persist, (with the exception of some video manipglation), In
other words: the receiver would still be passive, and the menipulation of

~ perception would been done for him'by others. In order to reéliy change TV
 Anto the window it was projected to be, a further modification of its use

1s necessaryy one that involves a modification of the box it¢gasels,
TV as & window to talk through with others: The TV box looks like a radio
with a cathod ia)e attached ‘to 1%, but its name, "televisionn, pointa in a
different direction. It points to the fact that TV was not meant to be an
improved radio,fbut a new kind of"telephone‘With vision", The box does not
look like it should according to such & project. In order to see the differ
ence betwegn radio and telephone, one may either look at both phenomenologic
ally, or take reccurse to theoretical considerations, Since the second meth
od is less etrenuoue, {though lesa penetrating), this paper will make use of
it, and thus stay within aooeptable iimit¥s in’ the number of pages, :
Theory of oommunication distinguishes strueturally between two aye~
tems of oommuntoation: broadoaeting syetems and networks., In broadoasting
a number of peripherical receivers i1s linked to a central eende;_through .
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-one-way channels, and the process within such a system is c¢alled “discourse

In networks several participants are linked to each other through multi-way
channels, and the procees within such & system is called "dialogue®. The.
purpose of the first system is to distribute and conserve existing informat

don. The purpose of the second one is to elaborate new information through
_eyntheeie of existing partial informetione. The negatively entropic charag

ter of humen oommunieation is the reeult of a synchronisation of the two

:eyeteme: networke elaborate end broedoaeting systems preserve informetion..
Examplee of networks are the mail and the telephone system, of broadcasting

systems the press and ‘the redio. The difference in structure implies. a dif

ference in ¢limate, Networke provoke reeponeebility, (posBibility to reply

to meeeegee), and . ectivity, (elaborgtion of infermation). Broadeasting sys
tems create an authority, (the sender is an "author of information"), and
& passive attitude, (storing and digeeting information), In Western histo-
ry the predominance of either system alternates: Medieval Church and ﬂbeol
utism has a beadecasting siructure, liveralism and the Soviets have a net.

‘structure, (to quote a few examples). Broadcasting predominates all over

at present, although there is an important network level of -communication.
Theory of games . distinguishes functionally between two types of
ngames™t opem ones and. closed ones.. Games are open if a modification of.
their repertoire does not imply neceeeerily a modification of their etruet
ure, They are closed if any change in repertoire requires a change in stm
ture., . (For a definition of "repertoire" and "structure" see above in this
paper,) (Page 8 last paragraph). For examp1e~ The English language is an.

:,open game because a modifioation of its ©"lexicon", (repertoire), does not
fimply a modification of itsv"grammar®, (etrucutre). Chess is a closed gam

because any modification of chessmen, (repertoire). implies a change of

, rulee, (etrueutre). This funotunal dietinction is important for theory of

communication, because it permits. communication eyeteme to be manipulated
like games , their "function" being the strategy appliable %o them.

- The etructurel and funotional criterla may be unified by the fol
1owing hypothesiss broedeeeting systems are open gemes, and networks .ere
closed onea. Broadeasting systems permit. the inclueion of a growing numbe:
of reoeivere without implying any change of structures Networks pequire
changes in structure if the number of participants inereases. This hypoth
sis is aesthetically attractive: it unifies the theory of games with the
theory of oommunieetion.; And it is ideologically attractive: it juetifiee
the present division between mass culture, {open broadeast), and élite L
culture, (several eloeed networks)e The present eulturel situation, (ecien
tifiec, artistic, politioel dialogue in closed networks; and ard mass con-
sumption of information thus elaborated and dietrihuted through broadoeet)
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thus becomes theoretically necessary, and no "strategy"™ with regard to TV

can change this, But the hypothesie is wrong: the mail and the telephone
systems show that networks may be open., It is therefore wrong to say that
an open dialogue, ("democracy"), is theoretically impossible, although it
may - -be practically impossible at present for lack ‘of appropriate networka.

. Therefore strategles can be found with a view to using TV as an |
open network. By the way: the defenders of the hypothesis are usually in
. consistent. On the one hand they claim that dialogue is always closed. an
becomes "diluted” when it 1s opened. On the other hand they claim that’ o
ent use of TV has dialogical openings toward other channels, (for instance
phone calle to "stations", political elections and so forth), and that TV
is therefore a "demoocratic Institution". But they cannét have it both -

ways, If dialogue is theoretically closed, then such openings are'russs
to hide this fact from the masses, (and, indeed, they function as ruses 4n
the present context)s If dialogue may be theoretically opened, then v is
being abused and should be transformed into a network.,

-Jt8 project aims at a network for the following rdason: Traditiog
al windows are instruments to talk through with others, But they no longe:
work well for such a purpose. They can do so only in villages and small
‘towha. Industrial revolution has destroyaitheir function, beocause there
is too much "noise", (in the informatic and common sense-of the term) in 11
dustrial surroundings. Thus industrisl revolution has deprived man of a
powerful medium for dialogue, (dialogue with one's neighbor). The result.
is the famous "lonely crowd", namely substitution of dialogue by massif&ing
discourse. This is, in fact, the result of the industrial revolution'frqm
the  point of view of cbmmunication: distruction of dialogical "popularféuij
ure® and creation of discoursive "mass culture" on the one hand, and thé‘“
fragmentation of élite dlalogues in highly specialized networks with hitha
spec¢ialized codes for each network on the other. :

Nineteenth century has projected two open networks to counter 8ut
a tendency toward *"two culturee", {far more pernicious then Snow's two cult-
ures): the mail and the telephone system. ' The first was made poaaible by
the diffusion of the alphabet through the school broadcasting system. The
second was _made possible by technologlical advance. - Both failed'fo?*tpe fol
lowing reason: Although the maill is & visual medium, (alphabet), aﬁ&’%he'te
lephone an asuditive one, (spoken language), both have the same linear oode
structure, Therefore; even if both systems are open to millions of partici~
pants, they cannot do away with the lon#linese of the crowd and the iaolati
on of the &lite from its basis. This needs some explanation.
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In traditional windows, (as far as their dialogical funetion is concern

ed), two codes run paralel: the surface code of mutual vision and the linear
code of mutual talking. Through the linear code the partners nunderstand®
each other, and through the surfaee code they "recognize" each other. (Ther
isﬁnfortunately no room in this paper to discuss this., It is obvious that
mutual recognition" is the basis of human communication, To some extend sp
en language does provide this, ‘bacause it has "getheticaln dimensiona."Buf
thia diemhai6n is usually insufficient for an "existential recognition of th
other".) The mail and the telephone lack the surface code of traditional wi
ows, and therefore sexrve only "mutual understanding®, not "recognition of-
each other“ He who writes long letters or talks through the phone for - “hour
still remains lonely, and the fact that both systems are at present overburd
ened shoms how desperately people try to force them into & function they can
never have: instruments against the solitude of the masses., (Again: there i:
unfortunately no room in this paper to discuss the question of communication
as a means agalinst solitude and ite limitation by the fuhdémental soiitudé
toward death, which no c¢ommuniecation, not even love, can conguer.) '
Twentieth century made it technically possible to project & network -
Just as open as the telephone system, but with a surface code accomjanyingm
.the linear one almost-like in traditional windows. But the TV code can'do
' even more: it can synthetizqthe two codes in a way traditional windows can
not, (and this paper has discussed this). It can therefore be a tool- for*
dlalogue which not only substitutes traditional windows, but improves .on thez
It could transform the structure of society into & cosmie neiborhood with a11
Lthe windows open for everybody toward everybody. A "cosmic village" opposed
‘o the one MeILuhan imagines: not & cosmic discoursive Sparta, but a-cosmic a:
alogical Athens. Rousseau bel;eves that no town can have more then twenty
thousand inhabitants without becoming unhumaen, He knows only traditional wis
Bws, not television., Such a cosmopolitisation did not come about, because 4!
TV box is being used like a radio, (broadcast), not like a telephone, .(netwo:
| How should the box look like if it were used within a network? Some
answers to this question are already avallable at present. Tike-a telephone
with & tube atteched to it. Not a very good answer, because it fails to -
grasp the TY ressencev, (just like the first "horseless carriages" failed to
graep the motor car "essence"). ILike in "programmed teaching": typewriters
with tubes linked to computers in feed-back. - Like in feed-back cable syst~
ems, Iike the boxes now in use for exchange and mutual manipulation'éf videc
tapeé. But those are'dnky very provisional'answere. Most of the dialogieal
virtualities dormsnt in TV have not yet been discovered.
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The reason for this lack of understanding is in the TV code which mekes

it possible to dialogue in a way without paralel in the past: not only can .
. one dialogue with many more about many more things, but one can do 1t with'’
far greatexr choice of methods, Therefore although the instrument is already'
within ouxr possession,. to speak about its dialogical use is almost an equival
ent of seience fiction. .

Fo doubt: many technical difficultiea would have to be solved before a
really radical dialogical use of TV became po ssible, and many finenecial ais
ficﬁltiea'as well. But this is not the true reeson for our ignorance as far
as this aspect of TV is concerned, Although the dialogical use of TV fé tech
nically and fineneially more difficult that its perceptional use, the same
fundamental cbstacle prevents both these uses: the resistence offered to such
a change of the present use by the owners of the systems. Inepite of the
fact_thatEpresent efforts to use TV dialogically are very modest, such a res-
tatence is already in operation. Iet one single example suffice: the ex.
periments with cable IV are being restricted, through "official" intervention
to so-called "closed circuits®, (according to the "closed game" hypothesis
mentioned), in most countries; and even in Canada, where such experiments are
the most daring, there seems to be now an "official® reamction. There are =

- rﬁmors,‘itjis true, that some cable circuits exist in-the form of open het— i
works in some Chinese villages, but all information from China is doubtful,
In short: the holders of decision have no interest whatsoever to permit TV

 £0 be used as a means of universal dialogue, therefore as a means to trans-
form present paaslve consumers into responsible actors,

Let it be admitted: the transformation of post—industrial society into

Bn ropen socilety" with total politisation, (publication by everybody), is an
utopy not for technical or economic, but for "politiceal" reasons, It may be
questioned whether such an utopy is desirable, and such & questioh is velid.
The dominace of dialogue would be a danger %o discourse, which means that to-
tal- politieation would be & danger to the solituds necessary for true exist-
ance.‘ But such a question 1s premature to: say. the least: not the lmck of
'diseburae, but of dialogue, is our problem, 4And the utopy ie, anyhow, very
problematic as far as its coming about is concerned, The fact 1s this: we

: have the tool for it, but we lack the power of decision to use 1t,

E:Conélusion: Phenomenological vision of the TV box shows that it was prcjectd
to provide us with a vision of the worid outside and to be a means to talk
with others. It is being used insteed as a tool to manipulate lonely and

. alienated masses. Can something be done so that it be used more in acepvdanc

with its project? ’




