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Abstract. The paper discusses a few tensions “crucifying” the works and even personality
of the great Georgian philosopher Merab Mamardashvili: 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.
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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:

East and West

Human being and thought

Symbol and consciousness

Infinity and finiteness

Similarity and differences
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“EastandWest” 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 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 interpretationis 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.

Georgiais 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, inits 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:
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2. The understanding of symbol as not-sign: symbol is the sign of nothing: “noHn-
MaHWUsl CMMBOJA Kak He-3Haka”; “cCMBOJ1 B COOCTBEHHOM CMbIC/1E ECTb 3HaK HNYero”
(Mamardashvili 1982: 94; 96).

3. Less and less symbols: from the situation of understanding to the situation of
knowledge: “B MMPOBOCMPUATUN COBPEMEHHOIO KYJIbTYPHOIrO YenoBeka CMMBO-
JIOB CTAHOBUTCSI BCE MEHbLLE M MEHbLUE BHYTPM HALIMX 3HAKOBBLIX cUCTEM”; “CUM-
BOJbl MEpPexoasT (‘NepeBoanT Hac’') U3 CUTyaumm NOHMMaHNUS B CUTYaumio 3HaHNS”
(Mamardashvili 1982: 102).

4. Consciousness hides itself “in itself”: “co3HaHne kak TakoBOe — C YCTAHOBKOW
Ha NOoNHOe, MakCMasibHOE NOHUMaHKNe — OT Hac yxoamT (MNu, Kak ckasanu Obl OpeB-
HUe nHaunubl, ‘yxoamt B cebs’)” (Mamardashvili 1982: 210).

5. Consciousness and culture are actively progressing incompatible to each other:
“CO3HaHMe 1 KynbTypa BbISIBASIOT B OTHOLIEHWM APYr Apyra Takoe CBOMCTBO, Kak ak-
TMBHas NporpeccupyoLas HecoemectumocTtb” (Mamardashvili 1982: 187).

The objectivity of the book is the interpretation of symbol in a sense of consciousness:
“Llenb 3TOM KHUMM — NCTONKOBaHME CUMBOMA B CMbIc/ie co3HaHma” (Mamardashvili
1982: 85).

Three preliminary notes concerning three crosses:

The “cross” of ‘finiteness - infinity’ and ‘symbol — consciousness’

The “cross” of ‘externality — internality’ and ‘symbol — consciousness’

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:

Thefirst 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
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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. Symbolis 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 “initself” being referring to symbol: It hides itself “initself” 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, dain<ia, 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.
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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) unorderedi.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
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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
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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 initself 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
alsoits 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:

God (in culture) is a symbol of some force compensating the deficiency in our efforts:
“B kynbType (a He B penurmum) bor — 310 CMMBOT HEKOTOPOW CUJlbl, KOTOPas AENCTBYET
B MUPE BOMPEKM HaLLIeN rMynoCTuN, HEMOHUMAaHWNIO, HEYMEHWIO U HEXESTaHWIO MOHW-
MaTb HEKOTOPbIE COCTOSIHMS, K KOTOPbIM Mbl HE MOMIN MPUIATI CBOMMW COBCTBEHHBIMM
cunamm, Ho KOTopble TEM He MeHee aBnstoTca daktamn” (Mamardashvili 1989a: 34).

Modified objects (e.qg. irrational expressions) are signs (symbols) of the difference
between being and consciousness: “npeBpaLleHHble 06bEKTbI (MPPaALMOHANbHbIE Bbl-
paxeHus, «XXenTble Torapu@mMbl») Kak 3Haku, «CBUAETE/IbCTBA» HEYCTPAHUMOro pas-
m4mnsi Mexzay 6biTuemM v CoO3HaHWeM, Kak CMMBOJIbl TOFO, YTO NPy BCE CANTOCTU B
HEKOTOPOM 0BLLLEM KOHTUHYYME OblTUE N CO3HAHWE HEe MOTYT OblTb OTOXAECTBEHbI”
(Mamardashvili 1970: 281).

No subject for any symbol, e.g. for that of “the supreme good” in particular: “A yxe
BBEJ NOHATUE “BbicLUero 6nara”, TouHee, CUMBOJ — HE MOHATUE, NMOCKOJIbKY OHO, Kak
ckasan 6bl KaHT, He uMeeT co3epLaHns, Ha KOTOPOM OHO MOrno Okl ObITh pa3pelle-
HO. TO ecTb NOA 3TO MOHATUE HENb3S NOACTABUTb HUKAKOWM KOHKPETHbIN npeamMmeT”
(Mamardashvili 1988d: 235).

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

“Takum 06pa3oM, HenoBek — 3TO, O4EBUOHO, EAMHCTBEHHOE CYLLLECTBO B MUpE,
KOTOPOE (Kak YesI0BEHECKOE CYLLECTBO, B TOM CMbIC/E, YTO OHO HE MOPOXAAETCH
Mprpoaoii, KOTOPYIO Mbl MOXEM N3y4yaTb 00bEKTUBMPOBAHHO — B KAKON-TO KapTUHE,
OTBJIEYEHHOW OT cebs) HAXOOUTCS B COCTOSHMM NOCEAHHOIr0 3aHOBOPOXAEHMS,...”
(Mamardashvili 1988d: 237).

The human being is being born all over again and again by means of symbols: both
in religion and in philosophy: “n 3T0 3aHOBOPOXAEHME CYHaETCS NNLLIb B TON MEPE, B
KaKo 4enoBeKy yaaeTcs COOCTBEHHbIMW YCUANSMN MOMECTUTb CeBS B CBOO MbIC/b, B
CBOM CTPEMJIEHNS, B HEKOTOPOE CUJIbHOE MarHWTHOE NOJe, CONPSXXEHHOE Npeaesb-
HbIMW CUMBOIAMN. DTN CUMBOJIbl HA MOBEPXHOCTW BbICTYNAIOT, C OAHON CTOPOHbI, B
penurumn (ToyHee, B MMPOBBIX PESIUTUSX, TO ECTb HE 3THUYECKMX, HE HAPOAHbIX), a C
OpYyroi cTopoHbl, B dunocodumn” (Mamardashvili 1988d: 237).

Symbol is what we are ourselves, and understand always only incompletely. The
philosophical works are that incompleteness expressed in infinite expression: “Cumson
(He 3Hak!) Bcerga eCcTb TO, YTO Mbl HE 10 KOHLLA MOHMMAEM, HO YTO eCTb Mbl CaMU Kak
noHMMaloLLmMe, Kak cyuecTsyowye. N Hawm punocodckme Nnpon3BeaeHns, U ux ute-
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Hue ecTb popMa CyLLLECTBOBAHWNS 3TOM0 A0 KOHLA HEMOHMMaEMOro, ero 6eCKOHEYHO
ONNTENbHOCTU U POACTBEHHOM camocornacoBaHHocTK” (Mamardashvili 1988c: 10).

There exists philosophy always, the doctrines are optional: “JOoKTprH MOXET He
ObITb, a punocodus cyuwiectayet” (Mamardashvili 1979: 125).

Philosophy is a second “birth” in thought after a symbolic death: “onpenenenus
dunocopum kak GopmMbl, MO3BONSAOLLLEN HAM UCTLITATb TO, YTO O3 HEE Mbl HE MOTK
Obl cnbiTatb. TO €CTb POXAATLCS BTOPOW pas, COrnacHoO ApeBHEMY CUMBOJTY «BTO-
poro poxaexus»” (Mamardashvili 1988b: 59).

Philosophy is an initial germ, which only develops by concepts in an infinite cultural
form: “U B aTOM cMbIcne dunocodpums aBnseTcs kak Obl 6ECKOHEYHOM KyNbTYpPHOI hop-
Moli. To eCTb OHa COAEPXMT B cebe HEKOTOPLIE YXKe 3afaHHbIE ee LeIOCTHOCTbIO MO-
MEHTbI USIM 3ePHA, KOTOPbIE MOMYT KOrAa-To M KEM-TO BbISIBNSITLCS, Pa3BMBATLCS C MO-
MOLLbIO MOHATUIA, HO CaMX BO3MOXHOCTW 3TOr0 pa3BuTuSa ByayT COAepXaTbCs yXXe B
camMom dakTe KOHCTUTYMpoBaHmsa dunocodun” (Mamardashvili 1988b: 55).

One creates oneself as a human being again and again by individual efforts: “Ye-
noBek co3paeTcs. HenpepbiBHO, CHOBa 1 CHoBa co3aaeTtcs. Co3gaeTcs B UCTopun,
C y4acTMEM ero camoro, ero MHAMBMAyanbHbIX yCUnin. M BOT aTa ero HenpepbiBHas
C030aBaeMOCTb M 3aaHa ANs HEero B 3epkasibHOM OTPaXKeHUn camoro cebs CUMBO-
nom «obpas 1 nogobue boxbe». To eCcTb HenoBek eCTb TAaKOE CYLLECTBO, BO3HUKHO-
BEHME KOTOPOro HenpepbiBHO BO30OHOBNAETCS. C KaXablM MHAMBUAYYMOM U B KaX-
nom nuameuayyme” (Mamardashvili 1988c: 10).

“The symbolic element of rationality” is the title of the chapter 5 in “The classical
and non-classical ideal of rationality”: “5. CUMBOJINYECKUIA SNTIEMEHT PALMO-
HAJTIbHOCTW” (Mamardashvili 1984).

Consciousness should define only self-referential as producing itself as more
consciousness: “B rpaMmoTHoOM Gpunocodum CoO3HaHME He OnpeaenseTcs, T.e. CO3Ha-
HWe oNpeaensieTcs Tak: CO3HaHWE eCTb TO, YTO ECTb BO3MOXHOCTb O0/bLUErO CO3HA-
HWS; cB0OOAA ECTb TO, YTO €CTb BO3MOXHOCTb 60sbLIE cBOOOAbI, T.€. cBOOOAA NPO-
M3BOAUT TONbKO cBoOOay” (Mamardashvili 1988d: 239).

As well as freedom: “B TOM uncne n Takme CUMBOJIbI, KAk «4eI0OBEK», «<CMEPTb»,
«CMBICJ1 XXM3HW», «cBOOOAA» U T.A4. OTO Beb BELLM, Npondsoagawme camu cebs. Jaxe
CO3HaHMe, KaK 1 MblCJib, MOXHO ONPeaennTb Kak BO3MOXHOCTb 60JIbLLEr0 CO3HAHUS.
Nnun, Hanpumep, cBoboaa. ns yero HyxkHa cBoboaa 1 4To oHa? CBoOOaa HMYEro He
NPoOn3BOONT, Aa U ONPenennT ee kak NnpeameT Henb3s. CBoboaa NpoM3BoaUT TOMb-
ko ceoboay” (Mamardashvili 1988c: 11).

Well, figure a scientific researcher in the Academy of Sciences. Can (s)he have that
universal consciousness?: “ATenepb, NPeacTaBbTE HAYYHOrO COTPYAHMKA AkagemMmin
HayK. MOXeT N1 OH UMETb TO CO3HaHWe, KOTOPOE s BaM OMMCbLIBA Kak yHUBepcab-
Hoe?” (Mamardashvili 1979: 130).

The consciousness of “cogito” coincides with its contents, doubles it: “korutans-
HOE CO3HaHWe eCTb YXBaTblBaHME CO3HAHMEM B J1I0OOM 0CO3HABAEMOM COAEPXKaHNM
camMoro ¢akra, 4To “a ero Co3Haro”, YemM 1 NcHepnbiBAeTCH 3TO COAEPXKaHME KaK Co-
3HaTenbHoe aBneHne” (Mamardashvili 1984: 15). “MHave rosops, B AaHHOM Clyyae
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KOHUEeNTyaslbHOE CO3HaHME MPOUCLLECTBUS SBIEHNS COBMafAeT C ero coaepXaHu-
€M 1 nocneaHee He MOXeT ObITb OTAeNneHo oT nepsoro” (Mamardashvili 1984: 16).

Speaking of being is speaking of consciousness in a special sense: “koraa roeopuT-
€510 ObITMM, TO B OCOOOM CMbICTIE FOBOPUTCA 1 0 co3HaHuM” (Mamardashvili 1996: 49).

Culture is infinite: The symbol of death means the transformation in thought being
due to our efforts: “Kynbrypa — 6eckoHeyHa. OgHako y Takoro poga 6eckoHe4YHOCTH
€CTb, ECTECTBEHHO, 1 3NIEMEHT AYPHOI GeckoHeyHoCTU. U, 6onee Toro, BoinageHne
13 Hee, obpalleHne K Mbicnn 0653aTesIbHO CBA3aHO C NOSIBIEHMEM CMMBOA CMep-
TW, NOTOMY 4TO K MbICI Mbl MOXEM MPUATK, TOIbKO M3MEHMBLUMCH, NepecTaB ObiTb
npexyHumu. CnegoBaTenbHO, OHTONOMMYECKOe YCTPOMCTBO ObITUS BOCMIPON3BOAUT
cebs N1LLb C BKIOYEHNEM HALLEro YyCUnus, Koraa, BO-nepBbiX, Mbl CTAHOBMMCS APY-
rMMu, 4em OblIn 4O 3TOrO, U, BO-BTOPbIX, MPUXOOUM K 3TOMY HaLLMM HEMPEPbIBHLIM
npopomkeHnem cammux cebs” (Mamardashvili 1989b: 77).

Consciousness is singulare tantum, a single “many-much”, or a multiple oneness:
“HeT MHOXeCTBEHHOro co3HaHus. Kak roBopuan MUCTUKM — U 9 C YO0BOJIbCTBU-
eM MoBTOpPSI0 3Ty GOpPMYNy — CO3HaHMe npeacTasnseT coboit singulare tantum, 1o
€CTb MHOXECTBEHHOE-EANHCTBEHHOE. MHOXECTBEHHYIO EANMHNYHOCTb, CKaXXeM Tak”
(Mamardashvili 1996: 71).

Human consciousness and its “annex” called civilization: “yenoBe4yeckoe co3Ha-
HME 1 CBSI3aHHAsi C HAM «NPUCTPOIiKa», Ha3biBaemas umsmunmnaauyen” (Mamardashvili
1988a: 58).

Struggle with consciousness: It becomes knowledge and ... vanishes: “bopbba ¢
CO3HaHWEM O3HaYaEeT, YTO CTPEMIIEHMEM Yel0BeEKA CO3HaHME NEPECTaET ObITb HEM-TO
CMOHTaHHbIM, OTHOCSALLMMCS K MPUPOAE, aBTOMATMYECKN DYHKUMOHMUPYoLWmMM. Co-
3HaHWE CTaHOBUTCS NO3HAHMEM U Ha 9TO BPeMSsI (CIOBO «BPEMS» 3AECb HE UMeeT du-
3MYEeCKOro cmblcna) nepectaeT ObiTb CO3HAHMEM U Kak Obl CTAHOBUTCSH METACO3Ha-
Hmnem” (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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AHHOTaums. B ctatbe paccmMaTprBaloTCA HEKOTOPbIE NPOTUBOPEUNS, «paCnnHAIOLLIME>
TPYyObl M faxe JIMYHOCTb BENMKOMO rpy3nHekoro dunocoda Mepaba Mamapaatusmnu: Boc-
TOK 11 3anaf, Y4eN0BEK U MbIC/Ib, CUMBOJ M CO3HAHME, GECKOHEYHOCTb M KOHEYHOCTb, CXO[-
CTBO 1 pa3nuuns. Habnopatesib MOXeT NPYBNIEKATLCS B KAYECTBE KOPPENSTUBHOIO aHaso-
ra BCeil COBOKYNHOCTU. HabntofaTens, BbICTYNAIOLLIMIA NPOTYB BCE COBOKYMHOCTH, BUAUT
NPUYUHY BO BHELLHMX 0OCTOATENbCTBAX. Takum 06pa3om, deHoMeH Habnopatens u de-
HOMEH COBOKYMHOCTW, OKa3blBaeTCs, KOHBEPTMPYIOTCS UKW NPEACTaBsioT co60i 0LHO 1
TO xe. Jpyrumu cnosamu, peHoMeH HabnogaTens Bko4aeT B ce6si CUHIYNSPHOCTb CO-
JINMCUCTCKOrO «H», KOTOPBINA (MK «KTO») SBASIETCS TEM X€, 4TO U COBOKYMHOCTb. Habsio-
[leHve, 6onee Toro, MOXHO paccMaTprBaTh Kak MEPBUYHOE 1 NePBOHaYasbHOE AENCTBYE,
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nexaltlee B 0cHoBe (heHoMeHa HabnoaaTens. Takoe aencTare HAbNOAEHUS 3aKoYaeTCs
B 9KCTEPHaNM3aLmm COMMCUCTCKOrO «S» HApYXy Kak HEKOM BHELLHEN peanbHOCTW. 3TO U
HyneBoe JeCTBUE, Y CUHIYNSPHOCTb PeHoMeHa aencTaus. OCHOBHbIE BbIBOAbI: GUIOCO-
duio Mamapaallsmnm MOXHO paccMaTpuBaTh U Kak My4YUTESIbHYIO MOMbITKY CHOBA M CHOBA
ObITb YENOBEKOM, 1 Kak HrnocodCkoe pasmblLLIEHNE O FEHE3NCE MbIC/IM OT camoro cebst
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MaMu 1 CO3HAHNEM, MEXAY CUHKPETU3MOM BoCToKa 1 AMCKYPCMBHOCTBLIO 3anaga, pac-
NHAIoLLLErO JYXOBHO py3uio.

KnioueBble cnoea: Mamapgawwsunm, «Crumeon n CosHaHue», COBOKYNHOCTb, Habnoaa-
Tesb, 6ECKOHEYHOCTb, KOHEYHOCTb.
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