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Vilem Flusser`s theory of communication: The voice of Jacob

By Franz Helm

Communication theory

Vilém Flusser (1920-91) was a German-Jewish philosopher from Prague who fled to Brazil in 1940. In 1963 he was appointed professor of philosophy of communication at São Paulo University; while there he also wrote a daily newspaper column. In 1972, he moved to France, and wrote books in both German and Portuguese, including The Shape of Things: A Philosophy of Design, Toward a Philosophy of Photography, and From Subject to Project: Becoming Human. 

At the first sight there seems to be little connection to René Girard`s mimetic theory. But there is evidence that Flusser knew about it, because of a chapter in his book ‘Being Jewish‘, in which he refers to Girard explicitly.

In my presentation I not only want to deal with this  Flusser’s reading of Girard, but I also want to show that Girard`s late concept of positive mimesis has a parallel in Flusser’s communication theory.

According to Flusser human communication has to be understood in an existentialist way. It is thus a work of art against the loneliness-to-death, „ein Kunstgriff gegen die Einsamkeit zum Tode“. (5. 13)

Man is able to change mere phenomena into symbols. What it needs are conventions to give meanings to phenomena, thus changing them into symbols. A symbol is simply a phenomenon that represents by convention another phenomenon. Such a convention that makes any communication possible is the alphabetic code for example, in which a newspaper article has been written. 

Communication cannot be explained in biological, sociological or  psychological categories and reasonings, says Flusser. ‘Why‘ is the wrong questions, the right one would be ‘what for‘. A theory of communication is a semiological discipline. The research method, by which the sense of any communication can be analysed is the phenomenological one.    

Flusser was obviously influenced by Husserl`s phenomenology. Consciousness for Husserl is always a consciousness of something. This something is not an object (Ding), but a matter (Sache). (or: thing versus non-thing) Husserl`s „Back to the thing itself“ (Zurück zur Sache selbst) is a systematic disapproval and rejection of the ontological subject-object-dichothomy of Western philosophy.

Husserl is extremely critical about scientific ojectivism. The objects of science, he says, are not the real phenomena. The real phenomena, the real things in the sense of „Sachen“, are the result of the phenomenological analysis, which consists mainly in a change of the direction, in which one looks at things. He who sees more, says Husserl, is right. A table is a thing, because it is a material object. But the table as the real thing itself („die Sache selbst“) is the result of an agreement, a convention. Thus the constitution of an object happens between subjects, between human beings. We are not alone in the world and everything we understand and experience is the consequence of an agreement with others. Therefore we have to crack the code of the supposedly hard things. Phenomenology is a method to decipher things. Philosophy in the phenomenological 

sense of the word is a resistance against the ‘verdinglichte Bewußtsein‘. I t is obvious that phenomenoloy is mainly opposed against the Viennese school of logical positivism, which proposed that only certain things should be called scientific, namely those that can be researched in the manner of natural sciences. Flusser calls this positivistic approach „magical thinking“, showing on the contrary that natural sciences themselves have destroyed the illusion of physical objects being around.

According to Flusser  positivism is  rooted in the Greek tradition, whereas phenomenological reality based on agreements goes back to Hebrew  thinking traditions. In 1921, under the impression of  the war that  later had to be called the First World War, a ‘new thinking‘ was attempted by three philosophers, Martin Buber, Franz Rosenzweig and Ferdinand Ebner. Their cultural background was not only the Western tradition of philosophy, which is always  Greek thinking, but also the Biblical tradition, Buber and Rosenzweig having been Jewish, Ebner Catholic. What they`ve founded is now known as the philosophy of dialog, a philosophy that had a deep influence on Flusser`s theory of communication.

Flusser distinguishes between discursive media and dialogic media. If there is a broadcasting station and the information goes in a one way flow to a receiver we speak of discursive media like for instance cinemas, theatres or newspapers. In the case of dialogic media messages can be exchanged, examples being telephone and internet. Conservative societies like capitalistic shopping societies are dominated by discursive media. They can only be changed by making the discursive media function in a dialogic way. There has to be a balance between the two kinds of media within a society, but the real danger is the constant threat of a domination through discursive media.

Flusser’s  ‘Kommunikologie‘ is thus a passionate request for dialogism in the public communication systems. Human communication cannot totally be explained by the anti - entropic tendency of  communication. It needs an existentialist explanation, and the philosophy of dialog is part of existentialist philosophy, owing itself mainly to the biblical tradition. In Greek philosophy man is a subject, the world is an object and knowledge takes place between the two of them. But a subject is somebody who submits to somebody and submits others, thus creating a master - servant relationship. A subject knows it is part of the world and the world is its object. In this kind of metaphysics the ‘I‘ of a human being has to be found in a truthfinding – process  according to the meaning of the Greek word for thruth: a-letheia. But in Jewish ontology man is the image of God. God addresses man as a ‘Thou‘, says Buber, that’s how this man becomes an ‘I‘. This Biblical identity question differs from Greek metaphysics substantially, for even God`s existence depends on being addressed as ‘Thou‘. Buber says, ‘If I am asked, does God exist, I say no. Am I asked, do you believe in God, I say yes.‘ (5. 294) Greek philosophy wants to know what’s behind the phenomena, behind the things, which are mythological things. The Biblical identity question is a semiological one: Has my life got meaning? The Greek question for identity is always a question for difference, thus enabling things to be defined. 

The criminal question

In his notes on Girard V. Flusser speaks of a ‘permanent identity crisis`. The words crisis, critic, criterion and crime are derived from a common root, that means ‘to make a difference`. A difference is something criminal, concludes Flusser, the roots of identity are criminal and the question ‘Who am I?‘is a criminal question. After reading Girard`s ‘Le Bouc Èmissaire‘  he summarizes Girard`s insights in the following way:

There are original chaotic situations, in which all differences vanish. In such situations one seeks the strange, the unearthly, the scapegoat, in order to be able to set a difference. This search goes for any anomality: limping, hair color, foreign language. As soon as we have set a difference, we can identify. The scapegoat is the abnormous, the enormous and we are the norm. However, the tension between difference and identity leads to the sanctification of the stranger. He is the destruction and the foundation of the order at the same time. All religion before Christianity is sanctification of the Other. (4. 105)

Christianity demythologizes the other, by showing he is a scapegoat. Christianity does this by bringing the dialectical method of the identification process into our consciousness. We identify as the others of the others. But the stranger is not simply an ‘it‘, an object that can be defined and that differs from us so that we can identify. The stranger is a ‘Thou‘, who addresses us as a ‘Thou‘ and enables us in such a way to call ourselves ‘I‘. Christianity replaces persecution through dialog, hatred through love. Flusser in German: Nicht der Fremde ist heilig, sondern das dialogische Verhältnis ist heilig. (4. 106) I hesitate to translate the first „heilig“ like the second one. It would fit better, much in the sense like   Emmanuel Levinas titled one of his books, Du sacré au saint, to translate in the following way: ‘Not the stranger is sacred, but the dialogical relation is holy:‘ With this distiction Christianity opens the way for the unmythical, causal, scientific thinking and the ability to look through myths. Flusser adds: ‘And we have just started to go this way.‘ (4. 106)

An aesthetic theory?

Science in general is tempted to conform to positivistic ideals. Naturalistic sciences provide the models of knowledge for all sciences including the humanities. A phenomenologic approach however can respect the more human and the subjective aspects of knowledge. As Seiffert has put it: A phenomenologist is a scientist who includes into his work the fact that he himself has once fallen in love. (9. 17)

The mere positivistic concept is too objective (dinglich), magic even, says  Flusser. And he calls his own philosophy an engagement against religious bottomlessness, which is the same as the absurd. ‘Absurd‘ meaning originally ‘without roots‘. The absurd results from trying to understand the world in a positivistic way, either epistemologically oder morally. As Albert Camus said, the absurd world can only be justified aesthetically. (2. 160) I am aware of the circumstance that after Kierkegaard it is not so easy to talk about aesthetic theories. But Flusser himself insists on his theory of communication being an aesthetic theory, that  is not conceivable in mere Greek categories of thinking.

Human gestures are the phenomena for Flusser that clearly go beyond scientism. Gestures are expressions of an intention, for which there is no sufficient causal explanation. Because a theory of interpretation of gestures does not exist. Attempting to read gestures means to find out the mood or the tune (Stimmung) of somebody. Gestures are therefore art, the question of their meaning is an aesthetic one, not an epistemological or a moral one. The question of an expressive presentation of a mood is not whether it is a truth or a lie, the question is whether it touches the spectator or not. (The word ‘truth‘ has three opposites. Epistemologically it is an error, morally it is a lie, and aesthetically it is trash, Kitsch. An actor for instance who overdoes his expressions produces trash.

Flusser is especially interested in what he calls ritual gestures, which  he classifies into real and magical ones. Seeing a black cat and spitting on the ground is a magical gesture. A real gesture is antimagical, may it include elements that could be called magic or mimetic. According to Flusser  Isaac`s ritual gesture contains magical elements that remind of Iphigenie, but it is also nonmagic and not explainable in a pagan cultural code. In Flusser’s book on Judaism there is a chapter about a certain Mister Romy Fink. Romy Fink was a British Jew, orthodox and at the same time well familiar with Western literature and learning. He one day  turned out to be, for instance, an expert on Shakespeare. Flusser met him in Brazil, for some time regularly on Saturday afternoon. Fink opened Flusser`s understanding for what Shabbat is, namely ‘to feel the sense of life by living together with others and by being thus open to the totally other.‘ (4. 30f.)

Shabbat is a day of phenomenology, the main rule being ‘back to things themselves‘, in relation to other people that means. On Shabbat the mimetic desire that during the six days of the week is directed to the objects of the world, is turned into the knowledge that mimetic desire is intrinsically good, because it can be in honour of the Other, so that conventions among people are possible. The meetings on Shabbat, as Flusser describes them, are not an end in itself, but there are topics, that are discussed and the holy is celebrated. Strangely, the sense of life is felt, because life is ordered by rules that are senseless. Jewish rules, says Flusser, are senseless and therefore antimagic. Where the rules of a society are reasonable, efficient and purposeful there cannot be a festive mood and life is senseless. The sense of life can only be experienced where festivity is based on a senselessness of the rites. Any attempts to explain Jewish rites, for instance trying to make them ethical, are pagan. Not driving the car on Shabbat, eating according to kashrut are `sacrifices‘. But they are not sinister pagan sacrifices, in which something is given up (Iphigenie) in order to get something else (the victory in Troy), but it is a joyful sacrifice in honour of the other. Reason, efficiency and  usefulness determine modern scientific thinking in the industrial world, biblically spoken: the six days of the week. This thinking according to ‘intentionality‘ (Husserl) constitutes things in the sense of mimetic objects and instrumentalizes people. 

De-sign

In modern times scientifically objective things conceal their constitution out of mimetic desire. In a dialogic situation a thing can turn out to be a place where human intentions collide. Otherwise a thing is a magical construction. Dialogs deconstruct by using the phenomenological method. The phenomenological method is non-intentional, which means it must be aware of mimetic desire that has to be revealed.

Only in a dialogic situation is science possible in the sense of openness to falsification.

The thing nation for instance is an idol, because the idol worshipper loves something, by which he cannot be loved again. In Flusser’s words: ‘When I’m faithful to my wife, ...I want to know somebody (my wife) who can love me in return. When I commit myself voluntarily out of hot love to my native country in a bond unto death, I am a criminal and an idiot. For a nation cannot love me in return. I cannot realize (erkennen) myself in it. My engagement for it is an existential lie.‘ (6. 101)

I t is the subject that engages in lies like that. Flusser therefore wants man to be a project. It is important that Flusser does not mean  an ideal by this ‘project‘, that has to be imitated mechanically, but rather an existential commitment in the sense of Girard’s positive mimesis or a 

conscious pro-existence. Let me exemplify this with a Chassidic story: The Ropschitzer Zaddik, one of the great pupils of the seer of Lublin, was asked, ‘Why don’t you live in the ways of your teacher?‘ And he said, ‘On the contrary, I follow him totally. Exactly as he once left his teacher, so did I leave him.‘ (10. 382) True scholarship means to go one’s own ways. In other words: the imperative of dialogism is simply: Be yourself! As another Chassidic story says, in the world to come Rabbi Sussja will not be asked, why he has not been  Moses, he will be asked, why he has not been Sussja.

We have to design our identity. (This means ‘pro-existence‘.) De – sign means a movement away from signs, archaic identities within sacrificial systems, idols and so on. Such a design requires dialog. In dialogical situations the design of human identities is a common task that also points to the future.  It is certainly not a matter of some ritualistic commemoration or of a definition by negation. Again Flusser not only argues theoretically, ‘If I assume that I am born as 

a Croatian and now want to sanctify Croatia, than I am a pig. If on the other hand I am becoming aware of the fact that Croatia is a matter of fiction, than I am free to step out of this fiction in order to freely accept then some of these commitments that are offered by this fiction. But this still stinks, for why should I exactly be a Croatian an not an Haussa?‘ (3.)

For Flusser it is very much a question of the media, whether one identifies or not. Discursive media reduce human beings to cogwheels in a big pyramid that works like a machine. In ‘Being Jewish‘ Flusser opens the dictionary to look up what ‘Abraham‘ means, because he wants to know what it means to be Jewish. Abraham there is ‘the father of the sand at the sea, that was scattered to destroy all the wheels.‘ (4. 20)

A guy who feels such a vocation must take into account that he is funny. This is the way Dostoevski describes a Jew in ‘Notes from the Underground‘, as a funny character who is not taken seriously by his fellowmen. But before I want to discuss here the way Dostoevski portrays Jews, I want to remind of how Girard sees Dostoevski: namely as one who who really understood all the dramatic implications of mimetism.

Nietzsche`s rival

In an essay titled ‘Strategies of Madness – Nietzsche, Wagner, and Dostoevsky‘ Girard contrasts Nietzsche to Dostoevski in reference to the crucial point of handling mimetic problems. Most critics oversee the personal key role of Richard Wagner  in Nietzsches philosophy. Wagner was for  Nietzsche the explicitly acknowledged model first, the openly worshiped divinity. Only later he became an obstacle, against whom the later Nietzsche developed his philosopy, including ‘the death of God‘. For psychologists the relationship between Nietzsche and Wagner is ‘ambivalent‘. First Nietzsche admired the God-like cultural hero of the Germans. But if there is a God, how can I bear not to be a God? Girard describes Bayreuth as Wagner`s monstrous effort to organize his own cult. But Nietzsche`s Ecce home is exactly the same thing, it must be understood as a reply to Bayreuth, a kind of retaliation. The only difference being the fact that Wagner had real worshipers, whereas Nietzsche, in Ecce Homo, had to worship himself. The rivalry between Wagner and Nietzsche, fluctuating between victory and defeat, assumes the classical triangular form, when in the late Nietzsche’s notes appear the names not only of Richard Wagner and his own but also the one of Wagner’s wife, Cosima. 

The mythological eqivalence to this triangle is Theseus (Wagner), Cosima is Ariadne and Nietzsche himself is Dionysos. And there is no difference between Dionysos and the Greek will 

to power that is unashamedly competitive and conflictual. Walter Kaufmann describes the Greek will to power as the will ‘to outdo, excel, and overpower each other.‘ (7. 71) Ressentment results from being the loser in a triangle. The only way of overcoming ressentment is to overpower other wills. Victory is prescribed by Nietzsche as the best medicine for the human spirit. 

‘Medical kit for the soul. What is the strongest healing application? Victory.‘ (7. 70) What Nietzsche kept working was the fear that not he himself but  Wagner could still be the true Dionysos. This undoubtedly explains much of his antagonism against a Christianity as Wagner celebrated it in Bayreuth: Dionysos versus the Crucified. 

What he hated about Christianity was the law that helped the weak ones (Wagner, hopefully)  against the strong ones (Nietzsche or Dionysos). Nietzsche`s nonritualized Dionysos is the God of furious revenge, this being the most natural expression of an unbroken will to power. It would be insane for any man to expose oneself to such a power. For a man, not for somebody who is endowed with the signs of election. Insanity is an old romantic notion for having divine powers. Here is Nietzsche`s text, to which Girard refers, wanting to show the end of the law as it was proclaimed not only by Nietzsche but by Marx and Freud as well.

Make me insane, I beg you, o divine power. Insane, so that I may finally believe in myself. Give me delirium and convulsions, moments of lucidity and the darkness that comes suddenly. Make me shudder with terror and give me ardors that no mortal man  ever experiences; surround me with thunderbolts and phantoms! Make me howl, moan and crawl like a beast, in exchange for faith in myself! Self doubt devours me. I have killed the law and I feel for the law the horror of the living for a corpse. Unless I am above the law, I am the most reprobate among the reprobate. A new spirit possess me; where does it come from if it does not come from you? Prove to me that I belong to you (o divine power) . Insanity alone can provide the proof. (7. 75)
Girard speaks of Freud as the last line of defense against mediation, thus acknowledging that Freud came closer to the truth than anybody else. But desire likes the still hiding explanations of Freud and Nietzsche that prefer to speak for instance of a ´narcissistic ego‘ instead of the triangular structure of desire. The giant killers of the law, Marx, Freud and Nietzsche are successful in concealing the truth about the dead law. But, says Girard, ‘the harder we beat that dead law, however, the sooner we shall realize how trivial an activity that is. It is not really the dead law that the doubles want to beat; it is each other.‘ (7. 82) Without he law the whole world is a mimetic crisis. But according to Girard the only one to see that it is not the law that is responsible for this crisis  is Dostoevski. Dostoevski is the only one who already understands. He also understands that the modern world is in a mimetic crisis like never before.

Dostoevski`s rival

Dostoevski seems to be an ‘original thinker‘. But an original thinker is a romantic myth that Girard has deconstructed once for ever. Of course, Dostoevski knew his Bible. But at a first sight there is nobody visible who might have played the role of the Godlike mediator. And yet there is an important exception to such a theory.

In a little essay, ‘Dostoevski and Judaism‘, Vilém Flusser discusses a book with the same title by Felix Philipp Ingold.(4. 107f.) Ingold`s original intention was it to defend Dostoevski against the reproach of being antisemitic. Ingold does this by trying to show Dostoevski`s affinity to Judaism. But this original intention turned into its contrary in the course of the analysis. Ingold 

shows that Judaism was mainly a religious problem for Dostoevski, not so much an economic, a social, a political or a cultural one. The Jews are for Dostoevski God`s people, a light to the nations.(Which, one could think,  should be enough for a good mediator.)  This insight is unbearable for him for two reasons. Firstly that would mean that not the Russians like himself are the bearers of mankind’s salvation. And secondly it cannot be unified with Dostoevskis own experiences with Jews who behaved not very holy but were usurers instead. But if even Jews were sinners,  how can a second-class Jew like Dostoevski himself ever hope to have a chance to live a holy life? 

God became not only man ‘in abstracto‘, but he became a Jew, a Jewish rabbi. Imitation of Christ, ‘imitatio Christi‘, can therefore not only mean to follow some abstract model named Christ, but to live a daily life related to this concrete historical person, Jesus. Becoming a ‘new man‘ would then mean among other things, becoming a Jew as well. But this goes beyond the strength of a believing Christian, mainly because the Jews already exist – and they definitely refuse to become Christians. In other words: The Jews are the obstacles that prevent Christians from becoming Jews and Christians as well. The Jews are the obstacles, this is the main conclusion in Ingold`s book on Dostoevski. And Flusser speaks of Dostojevski`s ‘ambivalence’towards Jews and argues that Dostojewski`s hatred is also Jewish self – hatred, 

because when reading Dostoevski, Jews can’t help acknowledging him (partly) as a genuine speaker of  Jewish – Christian tradition. 

And yet there is  one Jewish character in Dostoevski`s novels that is certainly neither the stereotypical usurer nor simply ambivalent. Ingold says, there is one positive hero in the ‘Notes from the Underground‘, namely Bumstejn’s laughing.(8. 70) Issaj Bumstejn is introduced as an orthodox Jew who used to pray publicly in a Chassidic manner every Friday evening. For the other convicts this was an extremely funny show. Bumstejn became something like a comedian, who was despised on the one hand and appreciated very much for his entertaining qualities. There is an exact description by Dostoevski of the Friday evening prayer, of how Bumstejn used to light the candles, turning in circles and performing wild and comical gestures. An additional hint to Bumstejn’s Chassidism is  his way of humming tunes and being cheerful all the time. The   perfect staging of Bumstejn’s strange ritualistic behavior  that seemed to be absolutely senseless in a prison camp made the other prisoners laugh at him. Bumstejn was ridiculous. But by being ridiculous he broke the seriousness and latent aggressiveness of both the prisoners and their guards. He freed them through laughter and by freeing the others he freed himself from being threatened by them.  The ridiculous and idiotic man Bumstejn, thus resembling other characters by Dostoevski, was not taken seriously but liked by everybody. Bumstejn’s strongness is his weakness: In a deadly serious surroundings he has the courage to laugh and to make  laugh. Despite his cathartic function he is too ridiculous to be a real hero, he is more of an anti-hero.

In the course of his analysis of  Dostoevski’s literary works Felix Pilipp Ingold gave up his original intention to defend Dostoevski against the accusation of being antisemitic in favour of an ambivalent position. For even this very positive anti-hero Bumstejn can be seen in a way René Girard understands humour in general, as a ‘perilous balance‘. Moreover, laughter, like tears, seems to  be asserting, that it must get rid of something. Is there an ethymological relationship between ‘rid‘ and ‘ridiculous‘? Tears seem to indicate, that in a process of purification something has to be washed away, something has to be expelled. The kathartic effect of laughing is even stronger. The body is shaking convulsively, the air has to be expelled rapidly, as if the body, not only the eyes,  would like to get rid of something. As Girard observes,‘Our feeling of control and autonomy is increased as we see others lose theirs and slip into the pattern. 

And as we, ourselves, begin to come lose, the feeling of rigidity and tension that goes with self-control is relaxed.‘ (7. 130)

René Girard found evidence for Nietzsches’s involvement in a triangular mimetic relationship with Wagner. Following a hint by V. Flusser I wanted to show that Dostoevski also was not free 

of triangular desire, may he be, as Girard says, the one author after Cervantes and Shakespeare who could understand the mimetic mechanisms best. Ingold’s material suggests clearly that Dostoevski had a Jewish problem ( which was a Russian problem). But the course of development of many a hero in his novels from mimetic obsession to lucidité  may  reflect Dostoevski’s growing insights as for this very problem as well. In the ‘Brothers Karamasov‘ sterotypical Jews have vanished. This is the big difference to Nietzsche`s mimetic obsession by Wagerian Christianity that became worse during his lifetime. With growing insight in mimetic mechanisms Dostoevski may not have ‘solved his problem‘, but he got rid of his envy. (As Wittgenstein wrote: ‘The solution of the problem of life is noticed by the vanishing of this problem.‘ 12. 114) Hasn’t Jacob had to fight in the darkness as well until he got blessed? And there is positive mimesis, suggesting that not every relationship that looks like a rivalry is one or has to remain one respectively.

A theoretical question leaves to be answered. What if Bumstejn stopped doing his funny things on Friday evening? Flusser has a clear answer to this question. Talking about  Agnon, he shows that even within Judaism one has to make a decision for the model of ritualistic Judaism. There is mimetic rivalry within Judaism – and not only within Judaism of course. If modern man does not want to lose his roots, he has to choose.  Flusser understands his whole communication theory as an ‘engagement against religious rootlessness‘. If Bumstejn stopped to make people laugh they would get aggressive. It would get colder, as Nietzsche said, after we had killed God. And stopping to pray would mean the same thing as killing God.  Born in Prague, Flusser must have known about the killing of God from the old legend about the golem. 

Gershom Scholem knows about two versions of the  story, the older of which  goes back to the late 12. century. In this story the manmade Golem lives as long as the Hebrew word for truth, emeth, is written on his forehead. He protected the Jewish people in times of persecution. If the aleph is erased, the word meth (dead) appears and the Golem dies. There is a second version of this story ascribed to Juda ben Bathyra in the 13. Century. According to this second version some cabbalists created a human being, on whose forehead the words IHWH Elohim Emeth were written. But this Golem himself erased the aleph of emeth, thus forming the sentence, 600 years before Nietzsche: God is dead. This second Golem does not die after his deed, but like modern man continues to live with the new sign on his forehead. If man could manage to create man, interpretes Scholem this text, this would mean the death of God.(11. 91f.) But, as we have seen above, such a man would not only kill God and the law, he would certainly kill man, too.

Notes on Agnon. The voice of Jacob

Historically there have been too many examples for this. There is a story by Agnon, in which after a pogrom a man meets four people out in the fields between the destroyed villages. ‘They spoke an old German dialect. But their voice had a soft tune, because it was the voice of Jacob.‘ (1. 79)  The voice of Jacob is dialogic, it is not the voice of the hard things. There is a wide academic agreement on the fact that the philosopy of dialog is mainly rooted in the Bible. In a dialogic situation, Flusser wants to tell us,  revelation can take place and positive mimesis is possible. Discursive media on the other hand have the tendency to enslave people and to mask 

the mechanisms of mimetic desire by pretending there are hard things unquestionably constructed by some metaphysics such as capitalism. The code of these things has been cracked long before people like Dostoevski, Girard, Levinas and Flusser for instance, but thanks to them I have just started to understand.
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