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“…Auto-reflecting is not someone who does not fight when others fight, but someone who, even while fighting, like others, does not fight. So, he swung his sword and… froze. He glanced at the battlefield. At this (very!) moment he is not a warrior, not a thinker, but an observer, a witness.”
We will talk about auto-reflection. The Russian philosopher Alexander Piatigorsky in 2009 sent to the Russian magazine editorial board his last article “About External Observer: The Limit of Conversation, Auto-reflection, Transition to the External Observer” just two weeks before his death. 
Whoever reads this article through his or her reflection of inner knowledge could realize that this is logic of hard work of all these philosophers from Atlántida. Piatigorsky was the last island from this Atlántida, who gives us the guide to the reflection of conversation which get its limit at the edge of consciousness. Piatigorsky in his article explains how conversation could go beyond the monolog or dialog to the boundary when conversation happens as an auto-reflection of one who is talking. Why auto-reflection, because thinking or conversation in this moment turn to man who talking or thinking. This is not reflection, but auto-reflection. 
Auto-reflection is about oneself as a thinking, and not about thinking about oneself.  
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From Intellectual Enjoyment to the Limit of Conversation and Consciousness.

[image: A black and white drawing of a letter u

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]*

We are used to having fun at the extreme edges rather than keeping a balance in the middle. This is a vulgar way of our life and manifestation of our weakness in the face of unlimited reality. Why are we going so far right or so far left and never settle in the middle and get balance? The answer is we prefer to move in our thoughts by horizontals not by verticals. We don’t want to go deep inside of historical or personal events, and this is the reason why we usually repeat the same mistakes. We also look at time as something which moves horizontally, as an arrow of timeline from the back (past) to the front (future). We almost lost our ability to dive or rise to process vertically, reflecting it as deep or high as possible. We suggest that through reflection, we could learn our lessons and get out of this hell: the repetition of the same mistakes.      
XX century is the “birthplace” of many philosophers. Some of them well known, some of them missed by societies even where these philosophers were born and lived. Merab Mamardashvili, Vladimir Bibikhin, Aleksandr Piatigorsky lived and thought at the end of XX century in Soviet Union. Of course, there were many others who did their best for protecting philosophic thinking during the repression, censures and ideological pressure of totalitarian regime in Russia. As Mamardashvili said, the philosopher as an artist is always stranger because he or she is a citizen of a non-existing country. Philosophers have no nationality or ideology. He or she is as a “spy” who is trying to find something interesting for the hidden world of nothingness. Piatigorsky characterized philosopher with ability to be always sincerely in his or her thoughts. 
We will talk about auto-reflection. Why so? The last one from this list of philosophers Alexander Piatigorsky in 2009 sent to the Russian magazine editorial board his last article “About External Observer: The Limit of Conversation, Auto-reflection, Transition to the External Observer” just two weeks before his death. This article was published without any editions.  
Whoever reads this article through his or her reflection of inner knowledge could realize that this is logic of hard work of all these philosophers from Atlántida. Piatigorsky was the last island from this Atlántida, who gives us the guide to the reflection of conversation which get its limit at the edge of consciousness. Piatigorsky in his article explains how conversation could go beyond the monolog or dialog to the boundary when conversation happens as an auto-reflection of one who is talking. Why auto-reflection, because thinking or conversation in this moment turn to man who talking or thinking. This is not reflection, but auto-reflection. Piatigorsky determines auto-reflection is about oneself as a thinking, and not about thinking about oneself.  
In his article Piatigorsky starts with an explanation of the nature of conversation. 
“A conversation, contrary to common opinion, is not necessarily someone's conversation with him(her)self, a monologue. A dialogue, like a monologue, may simply not happen, sometimes for reasons that have nothing to do with what could be discussed, with the subject of the conversation. Like, for example, when you don't want to think about something, and talk about it too (zero intentionality). Or when he (she) would ask, but there was no one to ask. Or, finally, he (she) is ready to ask, but the one who can answer already died… So, I can say: "Why do I have to ask about this, if I already know it." Or: "You don't know about it anyway." Or "Nobody knows about it, so there's nothing to talk about it." These are common examples of epistemological reactions. I call them reactions because they are directly or indirectly reduced to the paradigms or fundamental postulates of an already established, now 'historical' epistemological structure, but at this moment they are non-reflected responses to non-reflected questions, which have been asked within the framework of the same structure.”  (Piatigorstiy )
Why did Piatigorsky mention in his article “non-reflected” questions and “non-reflected” responses?  We have to talk about this point for a little bit longer. There are three types of reflection. The first one is reflection by itself. This is about being attentive and try to present in the reality for not missing things around or in our mind which touch us or not, but have knowledge capacity, and we must work on them (do reflection). 
One example of reflection from the masterpiece of Marcel Prust “In Search of Lost Time”, whenever he describes consuming process of “plump little cakes called 'petites madeleines,' which look as though they had been molded in the fluted scallop of a pilgrim's shell. Soon, mechanically, weary after a dull day with the prospect of a depressing morrow, I raised to my lips a spoonful of the tea in which I had soaked a morsel of the cake. No sooner had the warm liquid, and the crumbs with it, touched my palate, a shudder ran through my whole body, and I stopped, intent upon the extraordinary changes that were taking place. An exquisite pleasure had invaded my senses, but individual, detached, with no suggestion of its origin. And at once the vicissitudes of life had become indifferent to me, its disasters innocuous, its brevity illusory--this new sensation having had on me the effect which love has of filling me with a precious essence; or rather this essence was not in me, it was myself. I had ceased now to feel mediocre, accidental, mortal. Whence could it have come to me, this all-powerful joy? I was conscious that it was connected with the taste of tea and cake, but that it infinitely transcended those savours, could not, indeed, be of the same nature as theirs. Whence did it come? What did it signify? How could I seize upon and define it?” (Marcel Prust) 
This is such a long quote, but it is forgivable for me if we do compare this small piece with so many pages which Prust used to describe process of consuming Cakes Madeline in his novel. 
In another part of his masterpiece Prust gives us an interesting and somehow mystical explanation of why we do need reflection. “I feel that there is much to be said for the Celtic belief that the souls of those whom we have lost are held captive in some inferior being, in an animal, in a plant, in some inanimate object, and so effectively lost to us until the day (which to many never comes) when we happen to pass by the tree or to obtain possession of the object which forms their prison. Then they start and tremble, they call us by our name, and as soon as we have recognized their voice the spell is broken. We have delivered them: they have overcome death and return to share our life. And so it is with our own past. It is a labour in vain to attempt to recapture it: all the efforts of our intellect must prove futile.” (Marcel Prust) 
Another example of reflection Dante’s Divine Comedy where in Hell where souls of bodies fall in Hell because of suicides punished in different ways. Their souls are held captive in the trees. Whenever Dante passes through this stage these trees kind of stretch their branches towards Dante. Dante didn’t pass through these speechless creatures, he starts reflect their pain as well. 
Merab Mamardashvili, in his lecture, “The topology of Path” about detailing explanation of Marcel Prust’s novel gives very big importance to this immediate process of reflection. Mamardashvili’s comparison of importance immediate reflection with Bible verse, “You are going to have the light just a little while longer. Walk while you have the light, before darkness overtakes you.”
Through the points of these philosophers, we realize how important the reflection of things, processes and thoughts is, and we have to do it without any hesitation any delay.     
Through the door of reflection, we could get to the next level: self-reflection. This term is explained by Thomas Aquinias in an interesting way. “Thomas Aquinas suggested that while God knows Himself by default, we need to put in time and effort to know our own minds. Aquinas and his monks spent long hours engaged in silent contemplation. They believed that only by participating in concerted self-reflection could they ascend toward the image of God”. (Fleming 9)
I am not going to improve the term of self-reflection, because my intention is to stay away from this “curtain” which is well explained by Russian writer Pasternak, will never open to us, and always stay closed, only through the movement of these curtains, we could imagine what is going on behind them, forever closed, curtains in the scene of Absolute. We should leave these fields for poets, artists and other representatives of art who perfectly describe through their imaginations these movements of the curtains.    
Bypassing the “self-reflection” we are going to selfless “auto-reflection”.  A philosopher could get into the field of reality through the tool of reflection of his or her consciousness. He or she may get in the station of auto-reflection. I also call it selfless reflection. We will stay on this term a little bit longer. Auto-reflection takes us to the shore of the conversation with ourselves or with others. We get to this shore on our feet using consciousness and conversation but after this point these tools are not prioritized. If we continue to stay on our feet, we could spend all our life at the shore just enjoying the sight of ocean. We have to release ourselves and be able leave behind this feeling of proof ground under our feet and fall into the ocean of reality.  
After these point we may see ourselves as a thinking with not judging mind and selfless eyes. If in the state of reflection, we could see how we are working, moving, acting, and evaluate or judge ourselves, but in the state of auto-reflection we are watching our thinking and be able to hold ourselves over the one thought and watch ourselves as a thinking over this moment over this thought. 
Another difference of reflection is about attachment of myself to the thinking process, which continues in the past or in the future but never now, here and immediately at the moment of conversation or acting. Auto-reflection completely detached from oneself and happening in same time (present) of thinking and never in the past or in the future. The impossibility of possession by one-self process of reflection during the auto-reflection is also significant side of this process. The auto-reflection when we are observing ourselves as a thinking and have been reflecting this state through the selfless attitude when observer couldn’t be determined or possessed by “I” but it happening in the very moment of observing of thinker (I). 
That is why this stage is determine limitation of conversation, because your passe the line where you as “I” exist and with all interests, stereotypes, conditioned thinkings, habits and etc. In this position whenever I am observed by an external observer, we are not who we are. We are not thinking we are just observing without any thinking. We could watch how our thoughts flow, or we could watch lack of thinking, or we could pick up one of our thoughts in the very moment of flowing all these thoughts and improve this though. We observe through the neutral position, we could see ourselves through the mind which stays in the higher position of understanding than we are. It is hard to catch this station of mind and harder to understand or explain. We could reflect the processes which happen around us throughout our inner knowledge.
How could we reflect our thoughts during the thinking process? Only if we could separate observed from observer. This separation is about losing feeling or possession to this observer who urges that he or she is the true “I”. Determination of observer as something who belong to “I” is shaking this fragile status of neutrality of observer. This observer is something that does not belong to “I” and always stay beyond and over of conversation and consciousness. All of this happens in the immediate momentum. Auto-reflection is a process of “given moment”. 
Paitogorski in his article said that “The metaphor of the 'given moment' leads us to another edge of conversation. This is when the speaker, in thought, addresses himself (herself) as a thinker ('as long as he exists', paraphrasing Descartes), but only at the chosen (spoken, heard, recorded) moment of the conversation. Such a moment will not just be a reflection, as I have defined and redefined it, but an auto-reflection. Auto-reflection, strictly speaking, is about oneself as a thinking, and not about thinking about oneself. Both s/he and you may be a thinker about the same object. As a case of object-oriented, non-reflective thinking, auto-reflection very rarely appears in conversation, because the object, 'myself', is usually alien to the knowledge of other speakers… Hence this term must be handled with extreme caution. Auto-reflection is not a universal modality of thinking, and its textual manifestations – from ancient epics to modern novels, plays and films – are too rare to classify it as a genre feature of world literature, drama and cinematography.”
But how could we could afford it and jump into something which unthinkable with consciousness   and unspeakable with conversation? Our state of possession of “I” safer for us at the shore of the ocean. We are not ready to pass this line where something through us observe us. This is not easy. We could skip it and it seems to us very safe to be in the boundary of one rather than leave this proof area for something that is not clear for our intellect. Our intellect as a monkey prefers to jump from one branch of palm to another at the shore and enjoy his crazy state with sigh of beautiful endless ocean of reality. 
But it is possible to make a hole as Piatigorsky said in his article through the auto-reflection process thinker “punch a hole” from consciousness to the mind and get the temporarily ontological status.  
“Auto-reflection has one feature that clearly distinguishes it from all other ways of thinking. The natural subject of auto-reflection — I, thinking of myself as thinking — is not, from the point of view of others, thinking like others, but is thought of by those same others as not thinking at all. Others, like almost all of us, believe that “thinking in general” is (like “speaking in general,” “killing in general,” “coitus in general”) an essential phenomenon of human life. From this it is concluded that someone who does not think is “not a human being at all.” Not only is his ratio called into question, but also his humanity. But who is he then and what is he actually doing? The answer will be a metaphor taken from the Bhagavad Gita: auto-reflecting is not someone who does not fight when others fight, but someone who, even while fighting, like others, does not fight. So, he swung his sword and… froze. He glanced at the battlefield. At this (very!) moment he is not a warrior, not a thinker, but an observer, a witness.”
“I think that the history of philosophy can be reduced to the search for an ontological antithesis to thinking. The soul and mind (skr. atman and manos) of ancient Indian philosophy, the pneuma and psyche of Neoplatonism and Gnosticism, the “mental” and “physical” of Descartes, the “mind” and “matter” of modern British empiricists – all these are nothing more than different versions of traditional philosophical dualism. In my – also dualistic – conception of thinking, thinking that happens, which is synchronous with other thinking, is not opposed to non-thinking. For in the sense of the first, quasi-topological prerequisites, we can only speak of the opposition of the place where thinking happens to the place where it does not. Outside this opposition, thinking is simply unthinkable. Then the only way to talk about thinking as it is, will be to introduce into our conversation a hypothetical intellect (a term coined in 1933 by Gregory Bateson), which I have called the External Observer. The External Observer does not think, because thinking can only be observed from outside of the thinking.” 
In this article we went deep into the process of reflection. We went beyond the process of self-awareness which perfectly explained by Vladimir Nabokov: “Being aware of being aware of being. In other words, if I not only know that I am but also know that I know it, then I belong to the human species. In that respect, the gap between ape and man is immeasurably greater than the one between amoeba and ape.” (Fleming 9)
What drives us in this process of serious intellectual meditation. I think this could be perfectly determined by Virgil’s quote - “Happy he who has been able to know the cause of things”.  “For assuming, with Aristotle, that what man seeks in happiness, where shall he best find it? Not in bodily pleasure, nor on honors, nor in wealth, nor in power, nor even in action of moral virtue, thought all of these may give delight…” (Duran 972)
I hope this discourse will give someone a little bit of intellectual happiness. 
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