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Mamardashvili, an Observer of the Totality.

About “Symbol and Consciousness”, and the cross between: East and West, infinity and
finiteness
Vasil Penchev?

Abstract: The paper discusses a few tensions “crucifying” the works and even personality of
the great Georgian philosopher Merab Mamardashivili: East and West; human being and thought,
symbol and consciousness, infinity and finiteness, similarity and differences. The observer can be
involved as the correlative counterpart of the totality: An observer opposed to the totality
externalizes an internal part outside. Thus the phenomena of an observer and the totality turn out to
converge to each other or to be one and the same. In other words, the phenomenon of an observer
includes the singularity of the solipsistic Self, which (or “who”) is the same as that of the totality.
Furthermore, observation can be thought as that primary and initial action underlain by the
phenomenon of an observer. That action of observation consists in the externalization of the
solipsistic Self outside as some external reality. It is both a zero action and the singularity of the
phenomenon of action. The main conclusions are: Mamardashvili’s philosophy can be thought both
as the suffering effort to be a human being again and again as well as the philosophical reflection on
the genesis of thought from itself by the same effort. Thus it can be recognized as a powerful tension
between signs ana symbol, between conscious structures and consciousness, between the syncretism

of the East and the discursiveness of the West crucifying spiritually Georgia.
Key words: Mamardashvili, “Symbol and Consciousness”, the totality, observer, infinity, finiteness

The objectivity is the works and personality, and even life of the great philosopher Merab
Mamardashvili to be interpreted as a sufferance and crucifixion between:
a) East and West
b) Human being and thought
¢) Symbol and consciousness
d) Infinity and finiteness
e) Similarity and differences
“East and West” is a crucifixion between the wholeness of symbol and the necessity for it to

be expressed in a partial way to be articulated and realized by consciousness. That crucifixion is
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thought at all as well as any thought, but reflection, the philosophical thinking is just that sufferance
and suffering on the cross “each and any minute”, the effort of human being to be a human being.

“Similarities and Differences” is the similarity of the oneness before crucifixion both “and”
and “versus” the differences of plurality after crucifixion. There is anyway some mystery or
sacrament after all because the oneness resurrects unifying those “Similarities and Differences” as a
common and joint whole. Even more, that crucifixion is the true or even single way for the oneness
of thought to be: Thought is only that philosophical suffering or human sufferance.

This way of interpretation is a philosophical effort, suffering, and thinking. It suggests the
spirit of Mamardashvili to be put to death again and again to be able to resurrect.

How?

Representing it a simple scheme as above and thus as an infinite bad repetition in the way as
Mamardashvili figured and described Inferno. He used to utilize metaphors and similes in a visible
effort and crucifixion to express and think the inexpressible to be in it, in philosophy, in human
being: in himself in final analysis. One can involve a scientific concept (that of fractal) as a
metaphor for thought rather than a notion.

Then:

The fractal of that interpretation is a suffering and thus disturbing crystallization. Its germ
will be sought after “Symbol and Consciousness” (with Alexander Piatigorsky as Mamardashvili’s
coauthor) and devoted to the return of the Western philosophy into its symbol of thought.
Crucifixion and return, crucifixion and resurrection are the initial sacrament of philosophy as if

represented by both coauthors and close friends.

Gori, Georgia is the birthplace of Mamardashvili ... and of Stalin.

Georgia is situated just on the crossroads of Asia and Europe therefore symbolizing even by
its historical destiny the crucifixion and unification between East and West:

The Cross, Crucifixion is the Georgian flag: Its name is “Five Cross Flag”.

However, Mamardashvili was always against any national exclusivity: Mamardashvili
categorically opposed any nationalism either Russian or Georgian, or any other one as well as the
idea of national exclusivity in general.

Nevertheless, Mamardashvili touched the essence both of thought and of philosophical

reflection being just a Georgian: He managed to reveal that deep level in the Georgian or Russian



soul, which is universal for philosophy, thought and mankind, and in relation to which, to the task of
thought, any nationalism or pretense for national exclusivity is only a huge obstacle.

The “Five Cross Flag” can be considered as that metaphor of fractal: Its sense is
consciousness on the cross.

The consciousness is crucified by two opposed trends: It should manage to keep the symbol
without any simple repetition in any “bad infinity”, which puts it to death. It should manage to keep
the symbol in creativity without chaos to tear it to pieces. Even more, consciousness really exists
only on that Cross, in its Centre, in the oneness of both trends tearing it: It is a constant effort again

and again to be consciousness.

Five citations from “Symbol and Consciousness” are chosen:

2. The understanding of symbol as not-sign: symbol is the sign of nothing: “nonumanwust
CHMBOJIa KaK He-3Haka”; “CHMBOJI B COOCTBEHHOM CMbIciie ecTh 3Hak Huuero” (Mamardashvili 1982:
94; 96).

3. Less and less symbols: from the situation of understanding to the situation of knowledge:
“B MHUpOBOCIPUATUU COBPEMEHHOTO KYJIBTYPHOI'O YEJIOBEKAa CMMBOJIOB CTAHOBUTCSI BCE MEHBILE U

9%. ¢

MEHbIIIE BHYTPH HAIIMX 3HAKOBBIX CUCTEM’’; “CHMBOJIBI IEPEXOIAT (‘MEPEeBOAST HAC’) U3 CUTyalluu
noHnMaHwus B cutyanuio 3Hanus” (Mamardashvili 1982: 102).

4. Consciousness hides itself “in itself”: “co3nanne kak TakoBOe — C yCTAaHOBKOM Ha IOJIHOE,
MaKCUMaJIbHO€ TMOHUMAaHHUE — OT HAcC yXOAUT (WM, KaK cKa3aiu OBl JPEBHUE WHIUUIIBI, ‘YXOIUT B
cebs’)” (Mamardashvili 1982: 210).

5. Consciousness and culture are actively progressing incompatible to each other: “cosnanue
Y KYJIbTYpa BBISIBIIAIOT B OTHOIIEHUHU APYT JApyra TaKO€ CBOMCTBO, KaK aKTUBHAsI MPOrPECCUPYIOIIAs
HecoBMecTuMocTh” (Mamardashvili 1982: 187).

1. The objectivity of the book is the interpretation of symbol in a sense of consciousness:
“Ilesb 9TOM KHUTH — UCTOJIKOBaHUE CUMBOJIA B cMbIciie co3Hanus” (Mamardashvili 1982: 85).

Three preliminary notes concerning three crosses:

a) The “cross” of “finiteness — infinity’ and ‘symbol — consciousness’
b) The “cross” of ‘externality — internality’ and ‘symbol — consciousness’
c) The “cross” of ‘differences — similarity’ and ‘symbol — consciousness’

These three “crosses” are one and the same in a sense unifying and unified by ‘symbol —



consciousness’, which will be explicated a little below:

The first one, ‘“finiteness — infinity’ and ‘symbol — consciousness’: Both symbol and
consciousness are rather on the side of infinity, but both can explicate themselves into finiteness
correspondingly as signs or “structures of consciousness”. Though the following property of them is
too paradoxical, both are equivalent to their finite representations as signs or structures being
random. Thus both symbol and consciousness guarantee choice, freedom, freewill and responsibility
which are necessary for that equivalence.

The second one, ‘externality — internality’ and ‘symbol — consciousness’: Symbol is rather
external in relation to an observer while that observer is always internal in relation to consciousness.
Thus symbol and consciousness represent the oneness of the totality split by the availability of any
observer necessary internal to it (for the totality should be ‘total’ indeed). Therefore symbol
represents the externality of the totality in relation to any observer as the true totality contents its
externality in itself being just ‘total’.

A visualization of both oppositions “differences — similarity’ and ‘symbol — consciousness’
would be the following:

Both symbol and consciousness unlike correspondingly signs or structures are on the side of
similarity, even of the oneness. That similarity is decomposed into identities and differences
representable by signs (outside) or structures of consciousness (inside). The signs, to which the
observer is external, can be manipulated in mental operations. The structures of consciousness, to
which the observer is internal, allow of the being to be ordered.

How can these three *“crosses” be one and the same? Of course, all three are only signs
referring to some hidden symbol, which unifies them remaining hidden and inexplicable in
principle, and thus allowing of new and new signs again and again. The philosophical reflection is
concentrated on that suffering birth of the signs rather than on their meaning or on the symbol,
which they cannot ever represent absolutely.

Thus Mamardashvili philosophically thought of Georgia constantly crucified in the
initialization of the West from the East.

Symbol should understand as not-sign: symbol is the sign of nothing. Symbol is not a sign of
anything: If any sign refers to other signs, which precede or follow it, symbol does not refer to
anything both as it is the beginning of all signs, which it generates, and as there is a leap from it to
any ensemble of signs generated by it. Symbol is just the sign of nothing as it refers only to the



totality, however to the “other side” of it, outside, its externality, from which it is nothing.

There are less and less symbols in the “West”: It moves from the situation of understanding
to the situation of knowledge. The “West” as on west as on east lives in the established structures of
signs, which one should know to be socialized by a whole series of sign structures such as language,
society, science, technics, and even religion. However, one does not need to understand them to
utilize them. They require only knowledge. New sign structures therefore directly addressing
symbols appear extremely rare while those enumerated above are developed only, and their
symbolic origin is redundant and forgotten.

There is an initial motion of philosophical thought directed from symbol to consciousness
“outside”: Indeed the former two citations refer to “symbol”, and the latter two ones to
consciousness. This suggests the consciousness to be entered in a way hidden for any sign or
conscious structures, namely outside, from the side of symbol:

One can offer the following visualization of how consciousness hides itself “in itself” “by
itself”: That way “outside” can display why and how consciousness can hide and hides itself “in
itself” being referring to symbol: It hides itself “in itself” in relation to any sign or conscious
structures as it is only their or any wholeness. On the contrary, all sign or conscious structures
constitute themselves about their expansion only which is able to guarantee their openness. Thus
they are always partial.

A reference to Heidegger could be the following: Let consciousness be entered “outside”,
from the “side” of symbol and hidden for any observer if that one identifies oneself by any
knowledge of any structures. If that is the case, consciousness is only openness, unhiddenness,
aanbeia, the way, in which Heidegger introduces truth as entering the totality. Here, “consciousness”
is only a sign of the totality.

The fundamental concept of phenomenology, that of phenomenon can be interpreted as an
original and initial invariance in relation to the fundamental opposition of classical philosophy, that
of subject and object. Consequently phenomenon can be thought as an initial structure or “eidos” of
any entity, which is as single as plural. In particular, its plurality requires at least doubling, just
which classical philosophy designates and studies as that opposition of subject and object.

Furthermore that concept of phenomenon correlates with that of the totality generating and/
or generated by a counterpart in terms of the totality. That “plural singularity” of the phenomenon
can be directly deduced from the definitively necessary properties of the totality: any externality of



the totality should be within it just being total. Thus the totality generates infinity in itself by itself
and can be thought as equivalent to infinity in a restricted sense.

The observer can be involved as the correlative counterpart of the totality: An observer
opposed to the totality externalizes an internal part outside. Thus the phenomena of an observer and
the totality turn out to converge to each other or to be one and the same. In other words, the
phenomenon of an observer includes as the necessity singularity of the solipsistic Self, which (or
“who”) is the same as that of the totality.

Furthermore, observation can be thought as that primary and initial action underlain by the
phenomenon of an observer as above. That action of observation consists in the externalization of
the solipsistic Self outside as some external reality. It is both a zero action and the singularity of the
phenomenon of action.

As a zero action, it serves as a reference frame, in which any other action can be situated and
thus its phenomenon can be yielded. The essence of that zero action consists in the totality to be
ordered in a “zero” way so that to be the same or to remain the same after being ordered as reality.
That condition constitutes observation as that, to which the totality is invariant in the two
hypostases: (1) a primary and initial “chaos” unorderable in principle and (2) the reality, which is
already somehow well-ordered within it and by itself.

As the singularity of the phenomenon of action, the *“action” of observation is the common
ground of all actions and therefore making them both possible and juxtaposable. Thus it can be
“bracketed” so that as if only reality and real actions take place and so grounding the natural attitude
to the world, commonly shared by people.

Furthermore, observation as if generating reality should be discussed in terms of ordering.
The phenomenon of ordering is choice: Ordering represents a primary choice between the ordered
and (the) unordered i.e. between at least two alternatives, among which only one should be chosen
as ordering rejecting all the rest. Consequently ordering is equivalently representable as a series of
choices or even as a single choice in a philosophical sense: the choice to be chosen the choice itself
and therefore choosing ordering and reality. However reality hides that choice, which generates it.
The mechanism for the choice underlying reality to be hidden can be found in observation as
follows:

The observation itself is invariant to the choice. Observation is just the zero action: that

action, which is “not” yet an action, but a reference frame or benchmark, to which any other, “real”



action can be constituted as adequate to reality somehow already existing “in advance”. Thus
observation needs only some pure existence to remain from the choice after it is invariant to that
choice and does not need it properly but only the abstract, “pure” existence (of it or at all). After the
choice turns out to be hidden, only the result of the choice, i.e. reality is only what can be endowed
with that unconditional existence.

Therefore and as a conclusion, the phenomenon of observation as a “zero action” is what can
constitute reality as somehow already ordered ostensibly by itself and thus ground the natural
attitude to the world as properly natural hiding all process of the phenomenological genesis of it.

Furthermore, consciousness and culture are actively progressing incompatible to each other:
After consciousness has been understood as pure openness from the side of symbol, and culture as
an established sign structure, by which the observer orders the world, their incompatibility is
obvious. Even more, the development of culture being the extension and intensification of a sign
structure wanders from the symbol. They frustrate each other more and more: signs vs. symbol just
as culture vs. consciousness... Nevertheless consciousness is just the sign structure of culture. It
hides itself by itself again...

One can interpret symbol in a sense of consciousness: This is the unifying center of the book
“Symbol and Consciousness”. However this is a tautology: The four terms: interpretation, symbol,
sense, and consciousness mean one and the same: The book hides itself in itself by itself just where
it reveals its objectivity and thus essence. Symbol and consciousness is only a doubling, two terms
about one and the same, though...

Symbol and consciousness can be seen as pure doubling, and that doubling and its further
redoubling in sings or structures generate the world. If one starts from the signs and structures,
symbol and consciousness is not anything different from them. They are not more than signs and
structure, but seen once again, in their wholeness. Indeed an ancient oriental wisdom says: “A man
sees mountains and a sea, the pupil sees something different, but the wise man sees again mountains
and a sea”.

A note about time and language is necessary: Time can be considered as the condition of
language and thus for extending a sign or conscious structure: Time can be thought as an initial and
primary language of the being, in which the signifier and signified coincide with each other and thus
with the sign in principle generating the “things themselves” as “phenomena”. However,
Mamardashvili and Piatigorsky’s symbol should be thought beyond or before even that



“phenomenon”, i.e. before or beyond the time, namely by the sign of “death” as transcending the
time.

Another note about time and the totality follows: Both “Symbol and Consciousness” should
be realized in terms of the totality: Time expresses the totality entirely. Nevertheless an inexplicable
remainder appears always. Derrida coined the term of “mute difference” written as “differance” to
explicate it somehow anyway. However both time and the totality and thus symbol and
consciousness are neither subjective nor objective though they can be interpreted in both ways .

These four motifs enumerated above (2-5) can be seen as originating from a central motif (1)
originating from nowhere and therefore being a simple tautology or doubling and redoubling... In
turn these four motifs can be followed in other papers of Mamardashvili extending a fractal structure
of (*)Symbol and Consciousness(*) as what the flag of Georgia is: Five Cross Flag five times in
turn:

The key for decoding is the following: Any fractal structure contents the key to be decoded
in itself and by itself. If any other language as some encoding is conventional and thus requires an
external vocabulary as a key to be decoded, the fractal structure is also its key and thus it is natural,
being, and existing unlike any other language, which is artificial referencing to some other
knowledge for interpretation.

A continuation of the same fractal structure can be followed in citations from other papers or
talks of Mamardashvili:

2.2. God (in culture) is a symbol of some force compensating the deficiency in our efforts:
“B kyasrype (a He B penauruu) bor — 370 CHMBOJI HEKOTOPOH CHJIBI, KOTOpas JACHCTBYET B MHUPE
BOIIPCKHU Hamei ITynoCT, HCIMOHHMMAHWIO, HCYMCHHUIO HJIM HCKCJIAHUIO ITOHUMAThb HCEKOTOPLIC
COCTOSIHMS, K KOTOPBIM MBI HE MOIJIN HprITPI CBOMMU CO6CTBCHHHMI/I CHJiIaMH, HO KOTOPBIC TEM HC
MmeHee sisiores ¢akramu” (Mamardashvili 1989a: 34).

2.3. Modified objects (e.g. irrational expressions) are signs (symbols) of the difference
between being and consciousness: “npeBpalieHHbIE OOBEKTHI (MppALMOHANBHBIC BBIPAXKCHUS,
«KCIIThIC JIOFapI/Iq)MBI») KAdK 3HAKu, «ceuoemenbcmea» HEYCMPAHUMO2O pA3TUYUA Meofcdy obimuem u
CO3HAHUEM, KaK CUMBOIJIbI TOI'O, YTO IIpH BCEil CIIMTOCTH B HCKOTOPOM 06H1€M KOHTUHYYMC ObITHE U
CO3HaHue He MOryT ObITh oToXKAecTBiIeHb” (Mamardashvili 1970: 281).

2.4. No subject for any symbol, e.g. for that of “the supreme good” in particular: “S yxe

BBEJI MOHATHE "BBICIIETO Onara', TouHee, CUMBOJI — HE TMOHSTHE, MOCKOJIbKY OHO, KaK CKa3ajl Obl



Kant, He nMeeT co3epiianusi, Ha KOTOPOM OHO MOTIJIO ObI OBITH pa3pemnieHo. To eCTh Mo ATO MOHATHE
HEJIb3sl MOJICTaBUTh HUKaKoi KoHKpeTHbIH npeamer” (Mamardashvili 1988d: 235).

2.4+ The human being is always “self-making”, its state consists of births again and again:

“Takum oOpa3oMm, YEIOBEK — 3TO, OYEBHIHO, CAMHCTBEHHOE CYIIECTBO B MHpPE, KOTOpPOE
(kak uenoseueckoe CynmecTBO, B TOM CMBICIIE, YTO OHO He mopoxkaaetcs IIpupomoii, KOTOPYIO MBI
MOKEM H3ydYaTh OOBEKTHBUPOBAHHO — B KaKOH-TO KapTHHE, OTBJICYCHHOH OT ceOsi) HaXOIMTCS B
COCTOSIHHH TIOCESIHHOTO 3aH080podcoenus,...”” (Mamardashvili 1988d: 237).

2.4++ The human being is being born all over again and again by means of symbols: both in
religion and in philosophy: “u 310 3aHOBOpOXKAEHKE ClTyYaeTCs JIMIIEL B TOH Mepe, B KaKOM YEI0BEKY
yaacTcesa CO6CTBCHHHMI/I yCUisMUu TOMECTUTH CC6H B CBOIO MbICJIb, B CBOU CTPCMJICHUA, B
HCEKOTOPOC CUJIbBHOC MArHuTHOC I10JIC, CONPSAKCHHOC NMPCACIIbHBIMU CHMBOJIAMHU. OTH CHMBOJEBI Ha
MOBEPXHOCTH BBICTYIIAIOT, C OTHOM CTOPOHBI, B pEIMTUH (TOYHEE, B MUPOBBIX PEIUTHSIX, TO €CTh HE
9THHYECKUX, HE HAPOJHBIX), a ¢ APYyroii croponsl, B punocodpuu” (Mamardashvili 1988d: 237).

2.5. Symbol is what we are ourselves, and understand always only incompletely. The
philosophical works are that incompleteness expressed in infinite expression: “CumBon (He 3Hak!)
BC€raa €CTtb TO, YTO MBI HE€ A0 KOHIIAa ITOHHMMAEM, HO 4YTO €CTh Mbl CaMH KaK IIOHHMMAIOIIMNE, KaK
cymectBytomue. Y Hamu ¢pumocopckre Mpou3BeieHHs, U UX YTCHHE €CTh (hopMa CYIIeCTBOBAHUS
9TOIo0 a0 KOHIIa HECIMOHUMAEMOI'0O, €ro OECKOHEUYHOM JJIUTCIIBHOCTU n pOI[CTBCHHOfI
camocornacoanHoctu” (Mamardashvili 1988c: 10).

3.2. There exists philosophy always, the doctrines are optional: “J{okTpuH MOXKET He OBbITh, a
¢unocopus cymecrsyer” (Mamardashvili 1979: 125).

3.3. Philosophy is a second “birth” in thought after a symbolic death: “ompenenenus
¢unocopuu kak GOpMBI, MO3BOJISIONICH HAM HCIIBLITATh TO, YTO 0€3 Hee MBIl He MOTIIA ObI HCIIBITATh.
To ectb poxmaTbCsi BTOPOM pa3, COIMACHO JAPEBHEMY CHMBOJY «BTOPOTO POXICHUI»
(Mamardashvili 1988b: 59).

3.3+ Philosophy is an initial germ, which only develops by concepts in an infinite cultural
form: “U B a3ToM cMbicie Guocopus sBIsSETCsS Kak Obl O6CKOHEUHOM KyIbTypHOU (opmoii. To ecTh
OHa COJIEPXKUT B ceOe HEKOTOphIC YXKe 3aJJaHHBIC €€ IIEJIOCTHOCThIO MOMEHTHI MJIM 3€pHA, KOTOPHIE
MOI'yT KOrga-To U KEM-TO BBIABJIATHCA, PAa3BUBATHCA C MMOMOIIBIO HOHHTHﬁ, HO CcaMH BO3MOXHOCTH

3TOr0 pa3BUTHA OyIyT COAEp)KaTbcsid yKe B caMOM (pakTe KOHCTHTYHpoBaHHs Quiocopuun”

(Mamardashvili 1988b: 55).



3.4. One creates oneself as a human being again and again by individual efforts: “Yemnosek
CO31a€TCA. HerepHBHO, CHOBA U CHOBA CO34a€TCA. COSHaCTCH B UCTOpHH, C YHaCTHEM €TI0 CaMOro,
€ro MHAMBUAYaAIbHBIX YCHIUN. I BOT 3Ta €ro HempepbiBHas CO31aBacMOCTb M 3ajJaHa Ui HEro B
3epKaJIbHOM OTpPaXeHHH caMoro celsi cuMBoIIoM «o0pa3 u nmoxpobue boxxee». To ecth YenoBek ecTh
TaKo€ CYHIIECTBO, BO3HMKHOBEHHE KOTOPOTO HEMPEPHIBHO BO300HOBIseTCca. C  KaXIbIM
WHIMBHIYYMOM M B KaxkJoM unausuayyme” (Mamardashvili 1988c: 10).

3.5. “The symbolic element of rationality” is the title of the chapter 5 in “The classical and
non-classical ideal of rationality”: “5. CAMBOJIMYECKHI SJIEMEHT PALIMOHAJILBHOCTU”
(Mamardashvili 1984).

4.2. Consciousness should define only self-referential as producing itself as more
consciousness: “B rpaMoTHO# (uI0cO(GUN COZHAHUE HE ONMPEACISICTCS, T.6. CO3HAHUE OIPECIIACTCS
TaK. CO3HAaHWE €CTh TO, YTO €CTh BO3MOXKHOCTBH OOJIBIIEr0 CO3HAHHUS, CBOOOJAa €CTh TO, YTO €CTh
BO3MOKHOCTh OOJbINEH CBOOOABI, T.€. CBOOOMAa Mpou3BOAMT TOIbKO cBoOomy” (Mamardashvili
1988d: 239).

4.2+ As well as freedom: “B ToM uymcie ¥ TaKue CHUMBOJIBI, KaK «UEIIOBEK», «CMEPTh,
«CMBICTT XKU3HU», «CBOOOZA» U T.I. DTO BEJlb BEIIH, MPOU3BOAIINE caMu cels. Jlaxke co3HaHuUe, KaK
U MBICIIb, MOXKHO OIPEICIUTh KaK BO3MOXHOCTh Oolblllero co3HaHus. Waum, Hampumep, cBobona.
st gyero HykHa cBoOona u 4To oHa? CBOOOJA HUYETO HE MPOM3BOMIUT, J1a M OMPEICIHT €€ KaK
npeaMet Helb3st. CBo0oa mpou3BoauT Tobko cBodony” (Mamardashvili 1988c: 11).

4.3. Well, figure a scientific researcher in the Academy of Sciences. Can (s)he have that
universal consciousness?: “A Teneps, MPEJACTaBETE HAYYHOTO COTPYAHHKA AKaJeMUH HayK. MoxeT
J¥ OH UMETh TO CO3HAHUE, KOTOPOE s BaM OMKCHIBANI Kak yHuBepcaiabHoe?” (Mamardashvili 1979:
130).

4.4. The consciousness of “cogito” coincides with its contents, doubles it: “koruransHoe
CO3HAHUEC €CTh YXBaTbiIBaHHUC CO3HAHHUEM B J1F000M 0CO3HAaBaEMOM COACPIKAHUU CaMOro (baKTa, qyTOo
"4 ero Co3Hal', YeM M HUCYEPHBIBAETCA JTO COAEpKAHME KAaK CO3HATEIbHOE SBJIEHHUE"
(Mamardashvili 1984: 15). “HMuaue roBopsi, B JaHHOM CJIy4ae KOHIICTITyalbHOE CO3HAHUE
MMPOUCHICCTBUA ABJIICHHA COBIAAACT C €ro COACPKAHUEM U MOCJICIHEC HC MOXET OLITh OTACJICEHO OT
nepsoro” (Mamardashvili 1984: 16).

4.5. Speaking of being is speaking of consciousness in a special sense: “korma roBopuTcs 0

ObITHH, TO B 0CO00OM cMbICIe ToBOpUTCs M 0 cozHanuu” (Mamardashvili 1996: 49).
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5.2. Culture is infinite: The symbol of death means the transformation in thought being due
to our efforts: “Kynerypa — 6eckoneuna. OHAKO y TaKOro poja O€CKOHEYHOCTH €CTh, €CTECTBEHHO,
U 3JIeMEHT JOypHOH OeckoneuHoctu. M, Gonee Toro, BbIMaJeHHWE M3 Hee, oOpalleHHEe K MBICIH
00s3aTeLHO CBA3aHO C MOSIBJICHHEM CHMBOJIA CMEPTHU, MOTOMY YTO K MBICIIM Mbl MOXEM HpHI;'ITPI,
TOJIBKO W3MEHHMBIIKNCH, MepecTaB ObITh NMpexHUMHU. ClieI0BaTelIbHO, OHTOJIOTMYECKOE YCTPOMCTBO
6BITI/ISI BOCIIPOU3BOAUT CC6$[ JMiIb € BKJIKYCHUCM HAUICIO YCWIIMA, KOIa, BO-IICPBBIX, MBbI
CTAaHOBUMCHA JpYrumMu, 4YEM 6I>IJII/I A0 JTOro, W, BO-BTOpPbIX, IPHUXOAMM K J3TOMY HaIIUM
HENpEPLIBHBIM MpoaonkeHneM camux ceds” (Mamardashvili 1989b: 77).

5.3. Consciousness is singulare tantum, a single “many-much”, or a multiple oneness: “Her
MHOXECTBEHHOr0 co3Hauus. Kak rOBOPUJIM MUCTHUKHU — U 1 C YIOBOJIbCTBUEM MMOBTOPSAIO ITY
dopmyny — co3HaHKE TpecTaBiIsgeT coboi singulare tantum, To €CTh HOKECTBEHHOE-CAMHCTBECHHOE.
MHOKECTBEHHYIO €IMHHYHOCTD, ckaxkeM Tak” (Mamardashvili 1996: 71).

5.4. Human consciousness and its “annex” called civilization: “uenoBeueckoe co3Hanue u
CBsI3aHHAs C HUM «IIPUCTpOIKa», Ha3biBaeMas muBuim3anueii” (Mamardashvili 1988a: 58).

5.5. Struggle with consciousness: It becomes knowledge and ... vanishes: “bopsba c
CO3HAHUEM O3HAYacCT, YTO CTPEMIICHUEM YCIIOBEKAa CO3HAHUEC NICPECTACT OBITH YEM-TO CIIOHTAHHBLIM,
OTHOCSIIIIUMCS K TPUPOJIE, aBTOMAaTHYeCKH (DyHKIHMOHUpYIOM. COo3HAaHHWE CTAaHOBHUTCS MTO3HAHUEM
u Ha smo eépems (coBo "BpeMs" 371eCh HE UMEET (PU3NYECKOTO CMBICIIA) TIEPECTaeT OBbITh COZHAHUEM

U Kak Obl cTaHOBUTCS mMemacosnanuem” (Mamardashvili 1971: 346).

Thus “Symbol and Consciousness” can be seen as an infinitely extending structure in
Mamardashvili’s works and further, in the contemporary philosophy and culture at all.

Two main conclusions:

Mamardashvili’s philosophy can be thought both as the suffering effort to be a human being
again and again as well as the philosophical reflection on the genesis of thought from itself by the
same effort.

Thus it can be recognized as a powerful tension between signs an symbol, between conscious
structures and consciousness, between the syncretism of the East and the discursiveness of the West

crucifying spiritually Georgia.
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	About “Symbol and Consciousness”, and the cross between: East and West, infinity and finiteness
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	The objectivity is the works and personality, and even life of the great philosopher Merab Mamardashvili to be interpreted as a sufferance and crucifixion between:
	a) East and West
	b) Human being and thought
	c) Symbol and consciousness
	d) Infinity and finiteness
	“East and West” is a crucifixion between the wholeness of symbol and the necessity for it to be expressed in a partial way to be articulated and realized by consciousness. That crucifixion is thought at all as well as any thought, but reflection, the ...
	“Similarities and Differences” is the similarity of the oneness before crucifixion both “and” and “versus” the differences of plurality after crucifixion. There is anyway some mystery or sacrament after all because the oneness resurrects unifying thos...
	This way of interpretation is a philosophical effort, suffering, and thinking. It suggests the spirit of Mamardashvili to be put to death again and again to be able to resurrect.
	How?
	Representing it a simple scheme as above and thus as an infinite bad repetition in the way as Mamardashvili figured and described Inferno. He used to utilize metaphors and similes in a visible effort and crucifixion to express and think the inexpressi...

	The “Five Cross Flag” can be considered as that metaphor of fractal: Its sense is consciousness on the cross.
	The consciousness is crucified by two opposed trends: It should manage to keep the symbol without any simple repetition in any “bad infinity”, which puts it to death. It should manage to keep the symbol in creativity without chaos to tear it to pieces...

	Five citations from “Symbol and Consciousness” are chosen:
	2. The understanding of symbol as not-sign: symbol is the sign of nothing: “понимания символа как не-знака”; “символ в собственном смысле есть знак ничего” (Mamardashvili 1982: 94; 96).
	3. Less and less symbols: from the situation of understanding to the situation of knowledge: “в мировосприятии современного культурного человека символов становится все меньше и меньше внутри наших знаковых систем”; “символы переходят (‘переводят нас’...
	4. Consciousness hides itself “in itself”: “сознание как таковое – с установкой на полное, максимальное понимание – от нас уходит (или, как сказали бы древние индийцы, ‘уходит в себя’)” (Mamardashvili 1982: 210).
	5. Consciousness and culture are actively progressing incompatible to each other: “сознание и культура выявляют в отношении друг друга такое свойство, как активная прогрессирующая несовместимость” (Mamardashvili 1982: 187).
	1. The objectivity of the book is the interpretation of symbol in a sense of consciousness: “Цель этой книги – истолкование символа в смысле сознания” (Mamardashvili 1982: 85).
	Three preliminary notes concerning three crosses:
	a) The “cross” of ‘finiteness – infinity’ and ‘symbol – consciousness’
	b) The “cross” of ‘externality – internality’ and ‘symbol – consciousness’
	c) The “cross” of ‘differences – similarity’ and ‘symbol – consciousness’
	These three “crosses” are one and the same in a sense unifying and unified by ‘symbol – consciousness’, which will be explicated a little below:

	The first one, ‘finiteness – infinity’ and ‘symbol – consciousness’: Both symbol and consciousness are rather on the side of infinity, but both can explicate themselves into finiteness correspondingly as signs or “structures of consciousness”. Though ...
	The second one, ‘externality – internality’ and ‘symbol – consciousness’: Symbol is rather external in relation to an observer while that observer is always internal in relation to consciousness. Thus symbol and consciousness represent the oneness of ...
	A visualization of both oppositions ‘differences – similarity’ and ‘symbol – consciousness’ would be the following:
	Both symbol and consciousness unlike correspondingly signs or structures are on the side of similarity, even of the oneness. That similarity is decomposed into identities and differences representable by signs (outside) or structures of consciousness ...
	How can these three “crosses” be one and the same? Of course, all three are only signs referring to some hidden symbol, which unifies them remaining hidden and inexplicable in principle, and thus allowing of new and new signs again and again. The phil...
	Thus Mamardashvili philosophically thought of Georgia constantly crucified in the initialization of the West from the East.

	Symbol should understand as not-sign: symbol is the sign of nothing. Symbol is not a sign of anything: If any sign refers to other signs, which precede or follow it, symbol does not refer to anything both as it is the beginning of all signs, which it ...
	There are less and less symbols in the “West”: It moves from the situation of understanding to the situation of knowledge. The “West” as on west as on east lives in the established structures of signs, which one should know to be socialized by a whole...
	There is an initial motion of philosophical thought directed from symbol to consciousness “outside”: Indeed the former two citations refer to “symbol”, and the latter two ones to consciousness. This suggests the consciousness to be entered in a way hi...
	One can offer the following visualization of how consciousness hides itself “in itself” “by itself”: That way “outside” can display why and how consciousness can hide and hides itself “in itself” being referring to symbol: It hides itself “in itself” ...
	A reference to Heidegger could be the following: Let consciousness be entered “outside”, from the “side” of symbol and hidden for any observer if that one identifies oneself by any knowledge of any structures. If that is the case, consciousness is onl...
	A note about time and language is necessary: Time can be considered as the condition of language and thus for extending a sign or conscious structure: Time can be thought as an initial and primary language of the being, in which the signifier and sign...
	Another note about time and the totality follows: Both “Symbol and Consciousness” should be realized in terms of the totality: Time expresses the totality entirely. Nevertheless an inexplicable remainder appears always. Derrida coined the term of “mut...
	These four motifs enumerated above (2-5) can be seen as originating from a central motif (1) originating from nowhere and therefore being a simple tautology or doubling and redoubling... In turn these four motifs can be followed in other papers of Mam...
	The key for decoding is the following: Any fractal structure contents the key to be decoded in itself and by itself. If any other language as some encoding is conventional and thus requires an external vocabulary as a key to be decoded, the fractal st...
	A continuation of the same fractal structure can be followed in citations from other papers or talks of Mamardashvili:
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	2.3. Modified objects (e.g. irrational expressions) are signs (symbols) of the difference between being and consciousness: “превращенные объекты (иррациональные выражения, «желтые логарифмы») как знаки, «свидетельства» неустранимого различия между быт...
	2.4. No subject for any symbol, e.g. for that of “the supreme good” in particular: “Я уже ввел понятие "высшего блага", точнее, символ – не понятие, поскольку оно, как сказал бы Кант, не имеет созерцания, на котором оно могло бы быть разрешено. То ест...
	2.4+ The human being is always “self-making”, its state consists of births again and again:
	“Таким образом, человек – это, очевидно, единственное существо в мире, которое (как человеческое существо, в том смысле, что оно не порождается Природой, которую мы можем изучать объективированно – в какой-то картине, отвлеченной от себя) находится в ...

	2.4++ The human being is being born all over again and again by means of symbols: both in religion and in philosophy: “и это зановорождение случается лишь в той мере, в какой человеку удается собственными усилиями поместить себя в свою мысль, в свои с...
	2.5. Symbol is what we are ourselves, and understand always only incompletely. The philosophical works are that incompleteness expressed in infinite expression: “Символ (не знак!) всегда есть то, что мы не до конца понимаем, но что есть мы сами как по...
	3.2. There exists philosophy always, the doctrines are optional: “Доктрин может не быть, а философия существует” (Mamardashvili 1979: 125).
	3.3. Philosophy is a second “birth” in thought after a symbolic death: “определения философии как формы, позволяющей нам испытать то, что без нее мы не могли бы испытать. То есть рождаться второй раз, согласно древнему символу «второго рождения»” (Mam...
	3.3+ Philosophy is an initial germ, which only develops by concepts in an infinite cultural form: “И в этом смысле философия является как бы бесконечной культурной формой. То есть она содержит в себе некоторые уже заданные ее целостностью моменты или ...
	3.4. One creates oneself as a human being again and again by individual efforts: “Человек создается. Непрерывно, снова и снова создается. Создается в истории, с участием его самого, его индивидуальных усилий. И вот эта его непрерывная создаваемость и ...

	3.5. “The symbolic element of rationality” is the title of the chapter 5 in “The classical and non-classical ideal of rationality”: “5. СИМВОЛИЧЕСКИЙ ЭЛЕМЕНТ РАЦИОНАЛЬНОСТИ” (Mamardashvili 1984).
	4.2. Consciousness should define only self-referential as producing itself as more consciousness: “В грамотной философии сознание не определяется, т.е. сознание определяется так: сознание есть то, что есть возможность большего сознания; свобода есть т...
	4.2+ As well as freedom: “В том числе и такие символы, как «человек», «смерть», «смысл жизни», «свобода» и т.д. Это ведь вещи, производящие сами себя. Даже сознание, как и мысль, можно определить как возможность большего сознания. Или, например, свобо...
	4.3. Well, figure a scientific researcher in the Academy of Sciences. Can (s)he have that universal consciousness?: “А теперь, представьте научного сотрудника Академии наук. Может ли он иметь то сознание, которое я вам описывал как универсальное?” (Ma...
	4.4. The consciousness of “cogito” coincides with its contents, doubles it: “когитальное сознание есть ухватывание сознанием в любом осознаваемом содержании самого факта, что "я его сознаю", чем и исчерпывается это содержание как сознательное явление”...
	4.5. Speaking of being is speaking of consciousness in a special sense: “когда говорится о бытии, то в особом смысле говорится и о сознании” (Mamardashvili 1996: 49).

	5.2. Culture is infinite: The symbol of death means the transformation in thought being due to our efforts: “Культура – бесконечна. Однако у такого рода бесконечности есть, естественно, и элемент дурной бесконечности. И, более того, выпадение из нее, ...
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