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and immediate reflection can not indicate within us 
anything different than the <so existence> (Sosein) 
and the <otherwise existence> (Anderssein) of this 
reality. Reality itself, as <real existence> (Wirklich) of 
what is real is given to us through a general opposition 
connected to anguish, that is in form of an instance of 
experiencing opposition.” (Scheler, 2003, 18)

To the theological anthropology, the act of 
knowledge represents a cosmologic and ontological 
change, in a sense of a dichotomy perceived at the level 
of nature and human being; the separation of human 
from God means also the separation of principles (good 
– evil, masculine – feminine, light - darkness, etc.) 
because knowledge requires the existence of duality: 
the knowing subject and the object of knowledge.  
The cognizance of alterity and its placement under the 
unknown is the first impulse of knowledge. Yet, alterity 
does not signify anything else than a different kind of 
Me, through which human beings are trying to define 
themselves.  Humans fall from the Paradise of unity 
into the Universe of alterity, where all that surrounds 
them becomes another: the physical environment, the 
world of objects, the human environment (biological 
and social), the Divinity and His attributes, and even 
one’s own persona.   The Universe of alterity stirs inside 
humans two contrary reactions, that will define two 
ways of knowing: one of visceral rejection towards 
everything that is not like me, therefore opposite, 
and a similarly uncontrollable reaction of attraction, 
seemingly coming from the depths of a being once 
unitary, completed and omnipotent. The first type of 
reaction requires knowledge through which the world 
is seen as an experience  stemming from the opposition 
Me – the Oher, where the Other is perceived as an 
object outside myself, that I wish to bring closer, at 
the same time wishing to impose my own patterns 
of existence, or a conventional system of definition; 

this represents in essence the relational formula of 
knowledge that is the root of sciences and by virtue 
of which the Universe is divided into Me – the one 
who knows the world, and the world to be known 
or the world given to me for apprehending it; thus, 
a relation of force is installed, in which the knowing 
subject will have a tendency to control, subordinate 
and even suppress the object of knowledge. Contrary 
to this is the movement of the second relation:  the 
alterity appears now not as something given to me, but 
as something placed inside the relation of mutualness 
with me, as unity and intrinsic value.  This represents 
the ideal relation of knowledge, in which the tension 
between object and the knowing subject is overcome; 
in this point, it could be said that knowledge is self-
annulling, since the other becomes equal but not 
identical, and, by losing its oppositional attributes, can 
participate into unity in diversity.    

The dive into knowledge entails specific questions 
and terms: true and false, essence and appearance, limits 
of knowledge and mystery, universal and particular, 
transcendence – nature, reason and emotion, as well 
as a perception of the origin, structure and becoming 
of reality. These aspects have modeled concepts of 
knowledge in various stages of human progression, 
from the revelation-based unaware knowledge of 
archaic communities, to the first clashes over the 
relations between matter and idea of Greek philosophy, 
and then through metaphysical acquiescence and 
search for the unknowable, an down to the rationality 
of Enlightenment and the postmodern relativism.  The 
two meta-narratives that have legitimized modernity, 
freedom through knowledge and progressive unfolding 
of truth through the power of the spirit will be spoiled 
of their credibility by the very internal development 
of sciences having become plays of words, but 
especially by the “technicization of evidence, in which 
expensive machinery (...) are reducing the truth to 
performativity.” (Anderson, 2012, 29)

Therefore, the technicization of data from reality, 
or what we call mediatization, will bring about the most 
significant transformation in the realm of knowledge. 
This fact modifies not only the paradigm of knowledge, 
but also the attributes of the object of knowledge. We 
can speak of imposing a form of knowledge that tends 
to universalize itself, without taking into account the 
ideological currents of the age, by creating its own 
dialectics and its own system of terms: fact, significance, 
translation, relation, sign, event, etc. 

Despite the philosophical divergences existing at 
the time, classical knowledge instils the general feeling 
that reality had an existence, whether visible or invisible, 
real or apparent, exact or approximate, in other words, 
that one way or another, reality was identifiable, and 
hope was nurtured that one day it could be comprised 
in a definition. It is this very feeling over which a 
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data accessibility of knowledge, all these contained in 
routine formulas, by which a dependence of individuals 
to a familiar and unproblematic type of discourse is 
assured.  

Once arrived to this point, it can be said that the 
authenticity of media knowledge becomes confused 
with the authenticity of reflecting reality by signs, the 
problem of the relation of determination between the 
semiotic constraint and the deformation of reality by 
conventionalization remains open.  

The second presupposition is constituted by the 
postulate of 20th century Physics, referring to the 
lack of evident solidity of what is real. Beginning with 
the 30’s, physicists have studied the nature of reality, 
taking into consideration the observer’s role as well and 
emphasizing our uncertainty referring to the form and 
manifestation of exterior matter. According to Niels 
Bohr, as Paul Davies says (Davies, 1980), “it is useless 
to consider the atom or any other form of matter 
from the microcosm as existing really in a certain state 
before it was observed. The concrete reality appears 
only in the context of an experiment. Along with the 
experiment, reality also changes.” In other words, the 
observable reality depends on the way in which it is 
regarded. If we modify the focal center of our attention, 
a different reality appears, consisting not of objects, but 
in relations; this thing shows us that any attempt at 
knowledge is not based on the very things, but on the 
relations that we build and that we perceive among 
them. “The relation between observer and observed 
receives a certain primacy, becoming the only thing 
that can be observed. (…) In consequence, the true 
nature of things can be considered to be grounded not 
in tings themselves, but in the relations among them.” 
(Hawkes, 1997, 17)

Therefore, the creation of a sense for the media 
construct is dialog-shaped. Meaning is not only 
expressed in the relation between signs, according to 
the law of semiotics, depending equally on the relation 
between the significations system and the object or its 
referent, as well as on the relation between emitter and 
receiver.  (listener, viewer or reader). Hence an interactive 
knowledge in which both receiver and emitter organize 
their statements by taking into consideration the way 
in which the message was perceived and understood.  
It becomes clear that the individual signs remain inert 
until they are selected and combined within social 
interaction. Journalists are not neutral and objective 
observers in the whole sense of the meaning, since 
their observation of the world does not stand as a mere 
reflection in the mirror, but is rather determined by 
the characteristics of reality, more precisely, by the 
aspects of reality that are obvious. It is exactly what 
Lippman was noting already in 1922: “…the quality of 
the news about modern society it’s an index of its social 
organization. The better the institutions, the more all 

the interests concerned are formally represented, the 
more issues are disentangled.” (Lippman, 1992, 363). 
This dialog between the media and society happens 
therefore within limits of a confirmed pattern, through 
which the society wishes to maintain a stability of 
the current formula, and the media aim at creating 
a satisfactory degree of dependence of the public to 
their services, by pretending to be an indispensable 
translator for the data of knowledge on various levels 
of reality.  The ultimate effect of this relation consists 
in the fact that the media simultaneously create and 
reflect reality, being equally a creation of the social 
system they reflect.  

George Bataille (Bataille, 1976) and Jean-
Luc Nancy (Nancy, 2005) emphasize the double 
failure of community and communication; the loss 
of community intimacy leads to a degradation of 
communicative intimacy. Communication maintains 
its significance to that extent in which it is an indicator 
of subjectivity or inter-subjectivity, and as long as 
it is centered around transmission of message and 
meaning. The day-to-day praxis demonstrates an 
illusion of communication, that is, of a clash between 
two subjectivities: we are rather talking about a clash 
that becomes postponed through the process of 
mediation, or the “spectacle”, as Guy Debord puts 
it. “The spectacle is not a potpourri of images, but a 
social relation between persons, mediated by images.” 
(Debord, 2002, 40). The mediatic instances of 
discourse double or even triple the direct experimental 
discourse between people and their immediate reality, 
finally overlapping or even substituting it.  Every 
possible mise en relation is subordinated to the image.  
McLuhan identifies this substitution with the myth of 
Narcissus, who becomes a prisoner of his own image 
reflected in water, losing his identity and becoming a 
closed system, incapable of receiving any wave coming 
from the concrete reality. Just like Narcissus, the people, 
says McLuhan, “become fascinated by any extensions 
of themselves in any material other than themselves,” 




