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CHAOGITO: N
A Caesura of Fable Within Descartes’ “Fable”

)

Lee, Kyoo-Eun

1. Introducing Chaogito "

!
What 1 hope to establish in this essay is the following point: Chaogito: is

not only parasitic on, but can also be viewed as a formulation better reflecting
the originary moment of, the cogito. The word chaogito, short for chaotic
cogitation, coined originally by Jean-Luc Nancy, captures effectively _uoS_ the
figurative (rhetorical and extravagant) and the logical (discursive and controlled)
sides of the act of Cartesian cogitation. My reading of Descartes on this matter
is initially inspired by, significantly indebted to, and will remain close to,
Nancys (1978 and 1979) in which an intriguing paradox is explored: the
question of how the structurally fictional (1978) and topologically invisible
(1979) authorial position effects the intratextual formation or ngmﬂ. the
consequential emergence (1979), of philosophical subjectivity: the question
raised here is, formulated in more general terms, is how the literary &ﬁ. the
philosophical intermingle in the texts of Descartes. Also informed by some
other illuminating studies? on this intricately interdisciplinary a_mammﬁ_ in
Descartes writings, which, 1 came to believe, still needs further systematic
exploring, 1 set out to look closely into a dialectically economised interplay
between the literary and the philosophical in Descartes landscape of 5:%.5@.
The particular focus of my reading in this essay is on the first three
paragraphs of the second Meditation? (Med, AT VI 24-5/CSM I 17-8),«

1) Benjamin A Bruns: Derrida 1990; Irlam; Judovitz: Kosman; Lang; Loeb: Mason: Rée
1987, Rudolph.

i



432 Lee, Kyoo-Eun

where the meditators .mcmmﬁmﬂo_ommoa psychomachiaa territorial war waged
against the hypothetical, evil genius (malin génie, malus genius)unfurls.

Pursuing a rhetorico-logical, double reading of Descartes inevitably
involves a double focus: Although some extra spotlights will be thrown on
the rhetorical dimension of Descartes discourse hitherto left in relative
darkness, which I will be explicating in some detailed, phenomenological
manner, the reading is to take place not to the exclusion of the discursive or
theoretical issues arising in the process. but in a more inclusive or rather,
interventive manner, in a similar way that Descartes text, as we shall see,
allows Descartes the philosopher to intervene Descartes the rhetorician, and
vice versa. The specific task of the essay becomes twofold, accordingly.

One, argumentatively orented, is to make a convincing case, by taking
Descartes as an example, that literary elements found in philosophical texts
are not merely ormamental or secondary to philosophical argument but, to a
certain extent, is formative or gencrative of it, whether structurally or
tropologically; secondary in the sense of being ancillary (Grene 65; Flage and
Bonnen 6-9)/ auxiliary (Grene 77), temporary (Grene 65)/ tentative (Grene
77, in a word, irrelevant (Grene 67; Wilson 5-11)and yet, on closer
inspection, strangely persistent (Grene 67) and urgently (Grene 68)
threatening. By arguing for such position, | align myself to both Berel Lang
(1990, 1995) and Nancy (1978, 1979) againsty Marjorie Grene, Margaret

2) Although Nancys main focus of reading lies on The World (1978, Mundus est Fabula)
and Discourse (1978 and 1979, Larvatus Pro Deo), he also refers specifically to this

part in Meditations as anather relevant case in point (1978: 64%n17).

3) Browsing through some standard, scientifically-oriented (.e. non-deconstructive, straight)
studies on Descartes, introductory or advanced, one would notice easily how the question
of the rhetorical or the literary has been marginalised in the established, Anglophone
Descartes scholarship: how this question has been ignored either in the form of
trivialisation of it (as has been noted carlier in the main text) or in the form of no
engagement with it. To give only an indication of such barren situation, neither Bernard
Williams chapter on Descartess method (32-71) nor John Cottinghams (1986 22-46)
addressed the issue of Aow the method is presented in Descartes text; both of them
.moncm&“ instead, with a scholarly single-mindedness, on the question of what the method
1s. A more advanced, book-length study on Descartess method, published recently (Flage
and Bonnen), has not devoted a single section to the issue at stake, which Grene
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Wilson, Flage and Bonnen. With Lang, I share a formal-stylistic concern: I ¢
subscribe to the view that the literary style of thinking shapes (1983: 34, 43,
52-9) the philosophical method or form of thinking to the extent that the H
link between the two is more fundamental than the distinction between

. . d
them: the point, put differently, is that the evidence (43, 53) of philosophical

meaning includes (53) that of the literary or stylistic status of the work. OM .
a more material-generative level, | am with Nancy in contending Em,_u |
insofar as the material (1978: 630) resources of cogito, eg. the monmm
elements in Cartesian hyperbolism, are indispensable to. and remains
inexhaustible in, cogitational philosophical discowrse, the literary is to cm
recognised as an enabling condition for the production of the cE_Omoqum_w
The Fable of the Invention of the World (...) included its material cogito, :W.m
chaogito, situated at the extreme, in other words, initial point of mosﬁ.u::
(1978: 650). Put conclusively: the key points of contention 1 seek to establish
in what follows, concemm (a) an intratextual parallel between rhetorical
hyperbolism and discursive hyper-reflectiveness, and (h) the inaugural role
the former plays in the structuration of the latter.

The other task of the essay, descriptively onented, is to understand
exactly how Descartes, as Jonathan Rée (1987: 12) puts it. builds anccdote
into philosophy instead of just crumbling philosophy into anecdote, which
Montaigne the comparatively scatterbrained essayist does, for instance Awmw
1987: 11-3, 16-8: Judovitz 1998: 8-20). The present essay will, c&._g.‘.
necessary, make reference to, and develop some points made in, the existing -
commentaries¥ on Descartes the philosopher-novelist, especially those ine
which the question of the | in action, the speaking subject, is explored ?oBm
a specifically narrative point of view. The key question that concerns us ,_mm“.g
exactly how Descartes allows the elements of Lhe literary and :the ,
philosophical--traditionally conceived as mutually heterogencous--to be cszm

into each other or knotted together, to the effect of achieving a sense :of &

(53-87), more than a decade ago, considered at least threateningly interesting.
4) such as Dalia Judovitz (1998), L. Kosmans, Louis Loebs, and Rées (1987)
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building up in his ‘text, notably in Discourse and Meditations, And this
question is two questions asked at once: one, asking (1) who such character
is, operative as something like a joiner or weaver of the text, und the other,
asking (2) where he resides or rather, is hidden;

(D firstly, why Descartes, the author of Discourse and
Meditations, is not just a self-conscious, dreamy rambler but
Can engineering or architectural thinker, ie. not just a
modernist writer but the modern subject; not only the 'first
real novelist (Rée 1987: 10nl4), as has been suggested, but
the father of modern philosophy, as the convention dubs’ him,
whose appearance in the historical unfolding of the Absolute
Spirit, according to Hegel, is of necessity (251);

(2} secondly, more intriguingly, why the architect-subject, the
cogitational I of Descartes, is nevertheless fugitive, the more closely

examined, the more consistently elusive.

This twofold riddle, we shall explore later in section §3 and §4,
respectively. In exploring the labyrinthine world of philosophical problems
this twofold question leads us into, | can share with the aslonished Grene
the urgency with which he asks his question: we have urgently to ask
about Cartesian science, how it can proceed via certainties only, yet also viz
hypothesis--mongering and story--telling (1985: ‘64); but if 1 am willing to
do so, that will be for the Wrong reasons,

2. Literary Seduction/ Philosophical Resistance

Before setting out a detailed, topoanalytic reading of the evil genius in the
Second Meditation, which is the practical task of the present essay, it would
be necessary to spend some time thinking, in some general terms, about the
role of the literary in the philosophical writings of Descartes--the narrative
intimacy of Descartes's I to be more specific. What follows in this section
1s a preliminary discussion of this issue, which will help us understand the
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significance of the question at stake,

Examples of Descartes as a fascinating cross-dresser of genres are
abundant in his oceuvre, Discourse is a notable example. It is, as ,the
preamble defines the work as such, an allegorical story about, rather than a
treatiseS on, a method of thinking: a story (une histoire) or, if you prefer, a
fable (une fable)d. Of many things that such prefatory, aythorial
self-definition attempts to do (eg. to announce, warn, implicate, m:m:E,mS,

etc), one thing it does not fail to achieve is to put a reader in xm:,

anticipatory mode. In the case given here, the preamble promises--in other
words, seduces. A promise: we, the readers, are assured that é_ﬁﬁ mm MS
unfold is not some boring scholastic treatise written by a typical, and in this

. $
sense nameless, dogmatist. The seduction: having sat close to us this %mﬁ
E,_s&,S,Emmﬁ.mmmmé<ezao:_§.m5EE:mmwl.Nowwme Emﬁwv. _ummn_mimm

1
invites us to listen to the history of his mind (Lang 1990: 4). :Qw L
Descartes, the fabulating narrator, will not o:_<mcmmwmdo5m En90q~

invented, but show the very process of acquiring that method, as if ws a
1
picture:
»n
[ shall be glad, nevertheless, to reveal in this discourse the paths that,
I have followed, and to represent my life in it as if in a picture (dy
représenter ma vie comme en un fableau), so that everyone may
judge it for himself. (Dis, AT VI 4/ CSM I 112) y
What the seduclive author of Discourse promises the reader is not merely
¥
5)1 have not put Treatise on the Method but Discourse on the Method, which amounts to
the same as Preface or Note concerning the Method, in order to show that [ .gw ot
intend to teach the method but only to speak about it. For, as can be seen from what [
say, it consists much more in practice than in theory (A Letter to Mersenne of 27
February 1637, AT 1 349/CSM 11l 53). 1
6) My present aim, then, is not to teach the Method here which everyone must follow in
order to direct his reason correctly, but only to show how ! Lave tried to direct my own
[.] I am presenting this work only as a story or, if you prefer, a fable in which, amongd"
certain examples that one can imitate, vou will also find many others that you would

have no reason to follow; and so I hope it will be useful for some without being harmfuly -

to any, aud that everyone will be grateful to me for my frankness (Dis, AT VI 4/ CSM
[ 112, a minor revision of translation).
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[}

an entertainment but an entertainment that contains a truth in action, i.e an
allegorical truth, Discourse, as a fable or a story, does not substantiate the
factual truth, But it can carry (peut porter) the exemplary signification of 2
truth (Derrida 326, emphasis added), Discourse, in this sense, is a display of
a truth, a truth in the process of being revealed. It is, in other words, the
fable of franfmess? in which frankness holds a methodological value; here,
truth speaks through the first-person narrator, the transparent filter through
which truth can be shown, This way, the I of I think [ speak, I represent,
etc. in Cartesian discourse becomes the holder of a method.

Descartes method of telling a truth is demonstrative: Descartes shows,
rather than writes about, truths. Seen from a compositional point of view,
what matters to Descartes the writer is not so much the frozen
compieteness of each moment of thinking he is to convey in each sentence,
as the overall effect of real-time authenticity, eg. an effect of spontaneity
(Rée 1987: 209, emphasis added)difficult to achieve in spontaneous scribbles,
the unedited messiness of which, as Walter Benjamin laments, is worse than
a bad photograph(%6)9 The spontaneity of Descartes style is then not
natural but staged: it is a product of editorial lahour. That is, Descartes text
is a carefully crafted!®, patiently woven fabric. in every hole of which each
turn of self-consciousness is caught, fabricated. What the Cartesian lens of
writing attempts to capture is such moment of thinking, ie. the insulated
(Lang 1990: 46-8) moment when | am here alone, writing, sitting hy the
fire..!l), Each moment of thinking thus captured, arranged and created in

7) Very curiously, Descartes proof is limited to a high degree of credibility (/e degré d'une
forte crédibilite) (Nancy 1979: 25), (Nancy 1978: 644),
8) It probably took Descartes an average of more than a year to compose each days diary.
9) Nothing is poorer than a truth expressed as it was thought. Committed to writing in
such a case, it is not even a bad photograph, And the truth refuses (like a child or a
woman who does not love us), facing the lens of writing while we crouch under the
black cloth, to keep still and look amiable,
10) You will be amazed thar I am taking such a long time to write a discourse which will
be so short that I reckon it will take only an afternoon to read (A fletter to Mersenne,
15th April 1630, AT | 137-& CSM 11 21).

f
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such an auto-inscriptive manner, then becomes a cogitational event in ;mm_h,
Such a self-conscious insertion of the writerly self into the procedural
dimension of writing gives rise to a textual exposition of the temporal me_n,
and it is this, textual presence of the temporal self that makes DiscourSe »A
literary narrative, and more specifically, an autobiographical construct Amwm
also Rée 1987: 7. 17-8, 20). In summary, then: what Descartes presents his
readers is not only a philosophy, but a life philosophically examined; Ew”
only a life philosophically examined, but a life philosophically examined as it
{s lived. At stake here is therefore not only a philosophised life, c.:ﬁ m‘
narrative display of philosophy in action. Descartes u::%oc:ﬁﬁ& a
philosophy lived in the flesh, and a philosophy lived systematically in Gm
flesh, One example of the Cartesian flesh of philosophy, which we mqmgmo_:n
to examine in detail, is literary narration, e.g. narrative threads of a text.

If Discourse is an autobiography, Meditations is a diary. A diary being a
microcosmic doubling of an autobiography, its narrative density ﬁmsa_m_ ﬁ.o ao
higher than that of the autobiography. This may explain the mxa,.wowess
vividness of Meditations. In this soul-gripping  philosophical Qmﬁ\ the
journal-scribbler records his noctumnal duelling with his alter ego, __..m. the
sceptical self in the writer which manifests itself in a couple Qﬁ. mﬁmmnm:ﬁ
figures, e.g. a lunatic, a dreamer and the evil genius. The most daring 9@5,
of these three is the hypothetical evil genius who is not, but no:_m. mmooS@
God, only if he gave up his bad will to deceive his human c_m.v,\.&_:mm” and
replaced his malevolent intent with benevolence, which by %magc mrm. for
being evil), he cannot. The topsy-turvy world of a sceptic, the 0:529._&“\
world that mirrors the real world in an astoundingly (Med, AT VI 19/CSM

A B ,
:_,wv%mrimn_ém%mgé__o:_:o_a.E:m:_uamow;mmSmmnmuﬁok_:mu

himself in the following situation: .
1€

. Y
11) [..] Although the senses occasionally deceive us with respect to objects which are very

P P "
small or in the distance, there are many other beliefs about which doubt ist quite

]
impossible, even though they are derived from the senses--for example, that I am. here,

sitting by the fire, wearing a winter dressing--gown, holding this piece of paper in my
hand, and so on (Med, AT VII 18/ CSM I 12-3)

.
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Already some Vears ago, [ have noticed (animadvert;) how many
false things I, going into my youth, had admitted as true and how
dubious were the whole edifice that [ had subsequently based on
them. I realised that it was necessary, once in the course of my life,
to demolish everything completely and start again right from the
foundations [...] (Med, AT VII 17/CSM I 12, transtation revised),

Then, Descartes uses three more paragraphs for a further exploration of
the cosmic significance of that initial suspicion, in other words, the more
serious theoretical implications of such epistemological dislocation: towards
.Sm end of the fourth paragraph, he finds himself dumbstruck by a larger
tmplication of what he had been suspecting ever since~-The result is that
begin to feel astounded (obstupescam), and this very feeling of stupor
(stupor) itself only reinforces the notion that | may be asleep (Med, AT VII
19/CSM 11 13, translation revised), This sentence heralds the beginning of
an  epistemological chaos, the unfolding of an insomniacs narrative, with
which the first Meditation ends (Med, AT VII 19-23/CSM 1 13-5).

Descartes the insomniac is awakened in two different ways. If what
.omcmm.w him to become alert is the transgressive force of hyperbolic
tmagination, what makes him stay alert is the reflexive recognition of that
force. The former can be described as the rhetoricians _.:moS:mP. lively and
pointy; and the latter, the philosophers, relatively morbid. Levinas's twofold
.mmwoac:.o: of insomnia captures just that, aptly: the excess of consciousness,
rm.. the consciousness of the possible (Levinas 120); when the imagination is
agitated, there occurs, immediately, a reflexive controlling of that agitation
(analogous to a reflex action), On the one hand, Descartes the rhetorician
enthusiastically invites » chaotic self into his textual space; on the other
.:m:g. Descartes the philosopher jealously guards his house of being from the
intrusion of an umuly guest (eg, a lunatic, a dreamer and the evil genius),

Berel Langs delicute analysis of flow and block in Descartes text (1990:
45, 49-52, 57-8, 64), for instance, shows this twofold movement of Cartesian
consciousness in some detail: an intratextual clash between the image of
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narrative flow and that of architectwral block; a textual interweaving
between a train of reasoning (Rules, AT X 369-370/CSM 1 15-6) and' the
logical steps of reasoning, between the chaolic fluidity of hyper-reflection
and the formal stability of reflexion. David Appelbaums analysis of the stop
in Descartes, i.e. that which breaks an onrushing momentum and opens
experience to another point of view (ix), is another good example worth
mentioning here, ‘
What emerges from this line of reading is a double face of Descartes: the
rhythmico-rhetorical side of Descartes and the geometrico-logical (see
Wamer 6-12) side; on the one hand, Descartes the rhetorician who seduces
the reader as well as himself with the lure of excess, and on the one Hand,
Descartes the philosopher who resists that excess. And the point to note is
that the two heterogencous faces are inseparably linked to each other as in
the facial map of Janus. In other words, in Descartes text, the philosophical
(or the logical) and the literary (or the rhetorical) supplement each _U,Emﬁ
albeit in some intriguingly incongruous manner. \Es
With Lang, I subscribe to the view that this intratextual clashi2)' of
opposing images bears witness to an irreducible Cartesian impulse So._m.@v of
self-reflection. Take note, for instance, the formative role the paranoiac
imagination plays in the making of the sceptical mind: the focus of
Descartes suspicion rmoves from the particular to the universal, from #the
large number of individual cases of falsehood to the whole edifice that,
supposedly, supports such global network of elaborate and coherent illusions.
One thing that such step-by-step escalation of self-doubts illustrates is that
an evolution of the sceptical mind requires a hyperbolic imagination as its
breeding ground, ie as its material resource, Pushing this point further, one

can even say that, seen in terms of textual production, literary paranoias and
(

12) Interesting to note, in this regard, is Jeff Masons evocation of a pair of cgmmin
images of block vs. flow in describing the clash belween the analytic philosophers
approach to philosophical texts and the continental philosophers or {more literary-minded-
critics): the river of rhetoric sinks beneath the sands (%) on which the analytic !
philosophers build their philosophical houses; the analytic philosopliers had no explicit.
rhetorical legs to stand on (14). '
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philosophical rigour are more homogeneous than heterogeneous, dialectically
intimate with each other: the suggestion here is that there is an inseparable
link between the speculative force of Cartesian cogitation and Descartes
quasi-pathological obsession with the real, This, of course, is not to contend
that the two terms can he reduced to the same, The point is rather:
precisely by virtue of being irreducible to each other, they can interact with
each other in the actual production of philosophical texts.

The present essay is not committed to guarding the image of deductive
steps of reasoning against that of seductivel) flow of narration, On the
contrary, it attempts to show how the two intersect; how the conflicting
forces of Cartesian impulse interact with each other; how the two different
yet mutually supplementary dimensions come to be interwoven to create a
fabric of Descartes text that is both fabulous and solid--fabulous as fables
narrated by a fanatic of rightness (Rée 1974: 17), and at the same time solid
as philosophical writings,

The case in point 1 will be focusing on, as has been indicated earlier, is
the evil genius entry into Cartesian meditation; to be more specific, the way
in which that problematic figure enters Descartes's text, Here are the first
three paragraphs of the Second Meditation (Med, AT VII 24-5/CSM II
17-8), to which the rest of my discussion will refer constantly:

So serious are the doubts into which I have been thrown (conjectus
sum) as a result of vesterday's meditation that I can neither put
them out of my mind nor see any way of resolving them. [ feel as if
I have fallen unexpectedly into a deep whirlpool (in profundum
gurgitem'4)) which tumbles me around so that I can neither stand on

13)as in the seduction of language (Husserl 1964; 364/362) contaminating the purity of
judicious, otherworldly rationality! It is easy to see that even in (ordinary) human life,
and first of all in every individual life from childhood up 1o maturity, the originally
intuitive life which creates is originally self-evident structures through activities on the
basis of sense-experience very quickly and in increasing measure falls victim to the
seduction of language. Greater and greater segments of this life lapse into a kind of
talking and reading that is dominated purely by association,

14) gurges; an abyss, gulf, swirl (of water); a bottomless abyss

. . P " £.~
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the bottom nor swim up to the top. Nevertheless, I will make an
effort and once more attempt the same path which I mmiwn_ on
vesterday. Anything which admits of the slightest doubt [ will ww»
.mmam just as if (quasi) 1 had found it to be s:c=<. false; ;:n_ [ will
proceed in this way until [ recognise something nm_‘.m_:. H....H.
Archimedes used to demand just one firm and immovable .uo:;. in
order to shift the entire earth! so [ too can hope for mawa n::.nm if
manage to find just one thing, however, slight, that is certain and

shakeable.

I will suppose then, that everything | see is spurious. I will believe
that my memory tells me lies [..]. Body, shape, @,Sm:m_on.r movement
and place are chimeras. So what remains true? Perhaps just the one

fact that nothing is certain.

Yet (Sed) apart from everything [ have just listed, how do I know
that there is not something else which does not allow even the
slightest occasion for doubt? Is there not a God, or .E:m$<m_. [ BM)Q
call him, who puts into me the thoughts I am having? But surely,
why (Quare verd) do I think this, since 1 myself may perhaps be the
author (author) of these thoughts? In that casec am I not, at Jeast,
something? But (Sed) | have just said that [ have no sense and no
body. This is the sticking point (Hoereo tamen'®): what follows
from this? [..] But (Sed) there is a deceiver of supreme power and
cunning who is deliberately and constantly deceiving me. E that Smw
[ too undoubtedly exist, if he is deceiving me; and let him deceive
me as much as he can, he will never bring it mmocﬁ that .H am
nothing as long as [ think [ am something (ut nifu .&3 quamndiu me
dliquid esse cogitubo). So after considering c<n_..<n:_ﬁ. thoroughly, 1
must finally conclude that this proposition, I am, [ .mx.r# (Ego Sum,
ego existo), i necessarily true (verum) é:o:w,wm_. it is put m.o_.s,mﬁ_
by me or conceived in my mind. (a minor revision of translation)

15) sticky in the sense that these two problems would always recur alternately in
succession.
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3. h. Descartes, Am Res Chaogitans

Who is Descartes? Is he a rhetorician or & philosopher? or hoth? Our first
question concemns the Is in the passage quoted, shown or hidden: what this
question attempts to capture is the originary identity of the self-conscious,
and therefore self-duplicative, authorial subject in Descartes text.

The world .of authorial self-consciousness engenders two worlds from
within: the abyssal world of conjectural as if ie. fiction, and the stable
world of is, ie. reality: and the point at which the clash between the two
worlds take place, consistently and persistently, Descartes describes as
sticking. Descartes the thinking subject is that which holds these two worlds
together at once. This sticking point of chaogitation, like a blackhole sucking
everything (Kolakowski 68) into itself without presenting itself as such in
any visible form, is, as Descartes himself puts it, the Archimedian zero point
where the entire carth s slifted; it is around this end point of
self-consciousness, projected and posited as such, that the world of as if and
that of is are shifted around, intersecting each other. The ego of ego cogito
Passes through this criss-cross point where the fiction ends and reality
begins--and also, the other way around, .

Descartes is, in other words, a spinner who spins out his thoughts at
every turn of but (Sed, ver¢) that is therefore conjuctive and disjunctive at
once. That is to say, he is an inventive spinner: what he invented is the
Archimedian zero point of thinking on which everything shifts around. When
David Hume describes rationalist philosophy as a philosophy found on a tum
of the mind (7, emphasis added), the image he evoke is just that of
spinning. The rest of this section seeks to show Descartes as the inventor of
that epistemological zero point, ie. an inventor without inventory (Bruns €5):

[.] (Pinally, it (the mind) is utterly self-possessed, because it
possesses and requires nothing but is own native and inward way of
proceeding, which in this case is a grammar purified of whatever
accrues o it historically. For the first time invention without an
inventory is possible,

'
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Accordingly, our task involves assuming that the nothingness of 0 itself
signifies at least something rather than nothing; or, put more mxz.sémm:rux_
believing in a paradoxical power of cogitational self-deprivation, about E_:.n:
Edmund Husserl (1931: 44-5/1-3) speaks in the opening pages of Cartesian
Meditations--when it comes to philosophical self-reflection, an mcmo_cﬁm,_.
wealth of truth grows originally from an absolute poverty. .&.
In what sense is Descartes an inventor without inventory? 3
When we say Descartes the inventor (e.g. the inventor of the evil genius
in Meditations or the inventor of a method in Discourse), we refer to the
inventive I that lies both inside and outside of the narratives: both Ummomqﬁm
the author in the narratives and Descartes the author of those narratives:
hoth Descartes a necessary narrative construct existing in the narative as
the author of these thoughts and Descartes the author fabricating rthat
narrative, located outside of it: to wit, both Descartes the inventor E the
narrative and Descartes the inventor of the narrative, A binarising fussiness
with which one pays attention to, and thereby atternpts to discriminate, mmn:
double genesis of Descartes or double dimension of Cartesian ﬁmwzuommo?
may need some justification, in advance: Descartes mixes these two &mc‘&:w
dimensions and does so rather intriguingly as well as economically. The
point to note, put broadly, is that there is an intratextual interplay between
the inside and the outside in Descartes text. m,
Look at the passage where the evil genius is expunged, summarily: o

L4

3

Let him deceive me as much as he can, he will never bring it about
that / am nothing so long as [ think [ am something (empfases added).

And observe here a certain narrative leap: the two [s of [ am nothing and
[ am something belong to the same narrative order in which the evil mms.Em
exists hypothetically: but the narrative order to which the I of 1 think
belongs, viewed structurally or topologically, is other than or higher than
that to which the evil genius does~-here, the [ of I think is being suddenly
wheeled into the existing, previously built-up narrative, from the outside. In;
other words, the I of I am nothing/something exists in the narrative as that



444 Lee, Kyoo-Eun

which remains deceived, ie. as that which is in the narrative in the form of
being deceived; by contrast, the 1 of I think has to step further outside of
that narrative domain in order 10 see that situation as such in its entirety,
again, albeit hypothetically. To use the binary framework introduced earlier,
this is the point where Descartes the inventor o the namrative suddenly
breaks--or enters (Nancy 1978: 638)-~into the narrative space previously
created by Descartes the inventor in the narrative, and rescues the suffering
protagonist from the narrative hel): to use Rée's phrase the protagonist
becomes fused with (1987: 14) the narrator; in other words, a master
inventor intervenes in a situation that its alter €go invented,

What we are reading here is a case of a structural appropriation of Deys
ex machina; what is being used in the text, to be more specific, is not so
much the power of God as his topos, ie. the trope of the beyond, the
outside. What the act of I think causes is a shift of authorial focus from the
observed I (him, the victim of the self-harassing narrative) to the observing
I (me, the superman figure flying in from the textual sky and rescuing him).
And a reason why such a narrative leap or shift may, nevertheless, not be
readily apparent to the reader is that it is ohscured by the indiscriminate
use of 1.

Such indiscrimination is, however, not so much defective as generative:
generative of the philosophical 1. And this can be saild in the following
sense, To paraphrase in performative terms, what Descartes thinks when he
says I think in the sentence at issue! I, Descartes, am rescuing the victim in
and of my hyperbolic narrative, with whom I am identifying, with whom I
am empathising by filling the spectatorial gap that my  hyperbolic
imagination has been holding so far: in a word, I am now entering. This |
that has been maintaining its narrative distance from what it narrates,
ceases to stay as what it hag been, as soon as it starts involving itself in
the rescue-operation: by leaping into the narrative, it also becomes a
third-person, i.e. a rescuing angel paralleling the demon. The | of I think, at
this point, hecomes a third-person, in a similar way that an intervening
ange! becomes a mediating figure between God and humans; this angel, both
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. H
God and humans share. To stay with the analogy, a triadic formula can dmmz \

established: a,
the authorial I = God . ul
the victimised [ in the text = a vulnerable human heing Y
the cogitational I = the angel. 1

The authorial or directorial [ is the larger, instantly withdrawing 1 who ww%
sending the superman down to the text: and the narrated I, ch‘_mv.\mm ‘as,
such in the first-person nairative as a character in action, is the Som::mmm;
smaller I who is therefore welcoming the third-person intervention :., thig.
interminable duel of I-You. The cogitational I is, in this sense, a fusion of
the directorial I and the theatrical I This auto-directed, cogitational I, whose
constant intratextual emergence in a first-person reflective narrative causes
the infinite, topological expansion of the framework of narration, can be also
identified as what Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari call the conceptual
personae (60-81/61-85), the becoming or the subject of a philosophy aw\mu.v”
Who is I? It is always a third person (63/65). The conceptual personael is
derivative of the legendary homunculus, the little person, believed to station
himself in the middle of the soul of each homo sapiens. Descartes the
inventor of the epistemological zero-point is nothing other than \w%
homunculus, the third I/eye. ._

However, the third Ifeye can be given neither a fixed abode nor m. m_x&,
identity: it is rather a function, an indexical marker of the happening® of
self-reflection. As Merleau-Ponty puts it in his reading note (263/210) on
Descartes Optics, it is a brute being caught in the shifting sands (étre brut

enlisé):

\4-

i

Who will see the image painted in the eves or in the brain? There il
must be in the end be a thought of this image--Descartes himself
realised that we always posit a little man inside man, that our
objectifying view of our body always obliges us to search farther
inside (plus au~dedans) for this man who sees, whom we thought we
beheld beneath our eyes. Yet what he (Descartes? homunculus?
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both?) does not see s that the primordial vision at which one must
arive cannot be the thought of seeing (pensée de voir)~~This
thought, this unveiling of being which ultimately is for someone, is
once again the little man in man, but this time compressed to a
metaphysical point. [} It will be brute being caught in the shifting
sands, a being that reverts to itself,

The identity of the Cartesian homunculus or conceptual personze, -the
Cartesian lVeve, can be figured out, as Merleau-Ponty suggests, from the
way in which it is compressed to a metaphysical point. What is given here
is therefore 3 topological, rather than a material, definition of Descartes I
highlighted here is the conceptual or perspectival distance that the I of I
think takes from itself, It is this intratextual, invisible distancing or dancing
of the chaogitational | that makes the existence of homunculus irreducible,
and the location of jts existence, irreducibly compressed. It is within that
point of metaphysical compression that two inventors in Descartes pursue
each other in optical confusion: the inventor o the narrative leaps into the
bage in order to catch the inventor in the narrative who leaps out of the
bage to locate the inventor of the narrative, The endlessness of this kind of
self-reflexive movement of the narrative self renders the Cartesian search
for truth not only engaging but brutal: the movement is relentless (Irsham
1007-916)) je unstoppable. The master inventor o a narrative hovering in
.Sm narrative thus invented is an introspective animal, a bryte being trapped
In a house made of shifting sands,

Having noted the spatial dimension of the zero-point of thinking, let us
then move onto (he temporal dimension of i, The Cartesian conceptual
personae makes a change not only in his topological self-relation, but in its
temporal mode of being: that particularly sentence, that particular scene on
which we are now focusing, is where the protagonist Joses patience, ie, an

_—

16) We m:oo.:.:§ an imagination methodically, implacably, and quite ruthlessly uprooting all
the H.nmn_._co:m_ and commonplace propose of imagination and cognition, .:. the Second
Meditation, Descartes reduces the self to a placeless (U-topian?), dimensionless point of
bure, and dangerously slender, intellection (1009),
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ability to endure, Up to this point, the philosophical person in Descartes has
been only standing back, observing how his narrative unfolds; but now, 'he
suddenly mounts the stage--I, Descartes, am now rescuing the victim in ?<
hyperbolic narrative, with whom 1 am identifying, with whom 1'am
empathising by filling the spectatorial gap that my hyperbolic imagination
has been holding so far. Note here the shift of narrative time! how sudden
that is, and how necessary. The proper, authorial self-intervention requires
not only that the narrative self should split itself into a third-person (he. the
victim, who is interrupted) and the first-person (I, the saviour, who
intervenes) who therefore becomes a character. another third-person. but that
the self-splitting be precisely timed. That is to say, what the act of I think
causes is not only a shift of authorial focus from the ohserved I to‘the
observing 1, but a shift of temporal focus from the past to the present, to
what Rée (1987: 9, 12-4, 15-6, 18-9) calls the discursive now, the kind' of
now that is inscribed!? in a discourse; by a discourse what is meant is a
communicatively discursive system, anchored in the subjectivity of speakers
(Rée (quoting Emile Benevenistes) 1987: 13n24, emphasis added). In this
regard, the discursive time can be contrasted with the chronological now
appearing in historical statements,

In fact, the perspectival shift of the | parallels the temporal shift of the 1
in a mutually collaborative manner: the I of 1 (might) have been deceived
merely catalogues the evidence of (possible) deceptions, as if this | could
therefore be transposed or translated, retrospectively, into a historical he; hy
contrast, the I of 1 am thinking that 1 (might) have been deceived, finally,
anchors the suspicion itself in the present tensel® of thinking, that isin the
fugitive present of thoughts own inscription (Rée 1987: 18-9). Therefore, in
view of the auto-inscription of the event of cogitation, the nommn.no,:a I
itself cannot be pushed away any further; this way, there arises the ‘close

L

17) the writers present, the moment when the pen, wet with ink, touches the Ev&u

(Jacques 173). sy
18) According to Descartes, a proposition is perfectly certain now only if [ cannot aocc,m ,m_n
now [] (Gombay 1991: 361).

al
-
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bond between its temporal and logical character (Lang 1990: 63, emphasis
.a&m&. The point of contention, stated differently, is that Descartes authorial
Intervention is not ancillary but violently occupational; and not accidental but
precisely timed. Descartes enters into his namrative as a mm:.nozmmmo:m
m:ﬁzoﬁmc:mn and comes out of it as an ontological philosopher with, as
,Ems Badiou (125-6) would put it a pinch of truth seized with his
ink-stained three fingers; and that pinch of truth is composed of the
unerasable traces of chaogitation, neatly dialecticised into the proposition,
Ego sum. In summary then: the conceptual personae lodged in the discursive
NOW cannot be expelled from the text: it is the spatio-temporal origin of all
chaogitational thoughts.

What the I of I am thinking discloses to itself, ie. discovers in itself is
mw. Nancy puts it, the feints (indissociahle) reverse side (1978 649n17): Em_
sticking (Descartes) point: the point where the epistemological specificity of
‘:ﬁ ego thinking here and now acquires an irreducible ontological weight;
5&.«0&5 because self-negation at this point is existentially inconsistent
Aww:mwwm %-9) and in this sense logically impossible. The [ of I am
n::_.c:m has now reached the point where it can no longer pretend not to
be: it has reached the point of an impossible feint or fiction (Nancy 1978:
648), the farthest point of feint (651), It is at this end-point of fiction that
the narrative | and the performative I converge, fused (Rée) together; as a
consequence of the latter _.oim:m--cqmmazm into--the former, the [ of I am
now .moEmEW:m. I exist, firmly refers not only to the I in the existing
narrative, but to the | narrating that very narrative, (Recall that the I of |
am nothing does not yet involve the I narrating the narrative.)

To return: who g Descartes?--an inventor without inventory. In what
mwswmwn:m: the sense that the whole purpose of invention for Descartes is to
dispose of the inventory, ie the resultant clutter: to show how one can
c:.unm& inwardly, as Bruns said, by clearing away the pathway into the
wo:: of the un-inventable, ie. to the limits of fabulation: here, the invented
includes both the matenial and the modal, e.g. material fictions such as the
hypothetical world governed by the evil genius or The World and the
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allegorical mode of presentation determining the style of both Discourse and
Meditations. What remains to be seen at that zero point of thinking thus
reached, is therefore only a purified grammar(Bruns), a grammar devoid of
sentences, i.e. the abstract grammar of I think. R
At work here is an exchange economy between the rhetorical (or &m
hyperbolic) and the philosophical (or the discwrsive). An analogy between
Faust and Descartes may be useful: if Faust's deal with Mephistopheles was
to exchange his spirit for eternity, Descartes’ deal with his evil genius was
to exchange his rhetorical inventiveness for his philosophical subjectivity. It
is with such self-directed, discursive aggressivity that Descartes
philosophical self, displayed in impressive literary form (Husserl 1931: 44/2),
appropriates the rhetorical resources of his literary counterpart. Doing justice
to Descartes extravagant side teleologically tailored as such, one can suggest
that Descartes the philosophical writer is not merely res cogitans but more
appropriately, res chaogitans: If, as Nancy says, the cogito resists
extravagance (1978 648), one can observe further, with him, that the
chaogito invites (as well as resists) extravagance. Hes chaogitans is a
philosophical poet whose reason extends further than his fingertips (World,
AT XI 21/ CSM I 87) and touches imagination (Search, AT X 513/CSM II
408-9); and the touch here is precise, delicate and powerful. The next
section, with which this essay concludes, will introduce a space touched; ¢hy
Descartes philosophical imagination, ie. the allegorical in Descartes or rather,
Descartes as an allegory. ¢

I

4. I, Descartes, Exist In The Allegorical

Where, then, is Descartes? Our second question concerns . the
aforementioned narrative gap marked hy Descartes performative leap into his
own hyperbolic discourse: the question concerns the originary location of the
chaogitational subject, that is, the logico-poetic site of self-duplication.
Where, cxactly, is that gap? Where does the other, subversive and literary

narrative begin? Where is the other opening?

i
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An answer to this question can be found [ suggest, in the recursively
self-reproductive structure of allegory: Descartes the chaogitational subject
exists in the allegorical: or rather, Descartes is an allegory, ie. a fable,

Descartes is an allegory: this means initially that

4.1 what is allegorised--i.e. shown by example--in Descartes story of
the I is the irreducible exclusivity of the discursive lecation of the [
irreducible in the sense that every invention presupposes an inventor
as its generic source; exclusive in the sense that the inventor cannot
be inchuded in the inventory,

The Cartesian author, the creator of the chaotic world of a sceptic, is
generically inside, and topologically outside, the world he creates, in the
Same way that God is omnipresent in, and yet geographically detached from,
the clamorous human world, What Descartes the fabulator has written, in
this sense, can be understood as a fable demonstrating the hreducible
exclusivity of the discursive position of the inventive I, the allegorical force
of which is reinforced by another, more archetypal allegory of divine
craftsmanship (e.g, Gombay 199). The point here, put differently, is that the
inventive | alone--to the exclusion of the invented I playing the role of an
epistemological  victim within  such an invented  story, eg. the
mE.mSEo_ommnmEN incompetent Descartes harassed by the evil genius--enters
into a more secure level of discourse, ie. into an exclusive level of
cogitational discursivity,

However, the mode of the cogitational Is entering into the territory of the
discursive becomes less decisive, when another, ohvious vyet intricate,
dimension of Descartes allegory is further explored, Here is the second
meaning of the proposition, Descartes is allegory:

4.2 Cartesian discourse itself, as a whole, is dlready an allegory, an
Allegory of overcoming an allegory, or the fable of overcoming a
fable (A Benjamin 19-28).

An invented world necessarily requires the inventor who is outside his
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inventionthis is the point noted earlier (4.1). Now, the problem is. this
outside is already an inside. when viewed from u position that does not
involve either the invented nor the inventor, ie. totally from outside the text,
‘The though here, put more simply, is that behind every design, there is a
designer. That is, the existence of the inventor is already implicated in an
invention: the inventor exists in that fictional world of invention, albeit
hidden: the infratextual existence of the inventor of a fiction--again, as in
the case of Descartes God who must not, by virtue of being perfect, tack in,
existence--completes that invention, Therefore, the discursive position of the
cogitational I is not only a necessary fiction (4.1) hut a necessary fiction
within a fiction (4.2): if the T of 1 think must exist in the Cartesian system
of thinking, it exists only in that fiction as the originary fabulator of it--and
to this extent, the cogitational I remains still fictive, the existence of which
is not only produced but guaranieed by the generative logic of the fictive,
This is to suggest that Descartes is a fiction within a fiction that &omam_.k of
its outside--or rather that Descartes is a site where such a %m.&d» of
wakefulness unfolds, ,
Now, to concede this point about the originary fictionality of cogitational
discourse (4.2) is to allow a textual self-corrosion to  take c_mom“* an
allegorising move, a tum against the objectively real and the discursively
stable, has already taken place, What we are fucing here, in other Eo&@ is
the giddying depths of the mise~en-abime of the allegorical that resists
philosophical framing. This way, the literary poses a threat to the ordertof
the philosophical, and likewise, the allegorical or rhetorical, to the referential
or discursive. The problem at stake concems the potential, intratextual
subversion of the discursive by the rhetorical Descartes allegory , of
overcoming an allegory becomes in itself an allegory that also narrates the
impossibility of overcoming, ie of going beyond, an allegory. To put the
same point in more neutral and less threatening terms: Descartes fable
allegorises itself, here, the word itself is to be read as the res nEcE.mSm
infinitely subversive force. rather than as a free-standing form or m:nn&m_
why infinitely subversive?--the point where the allegorical attempts to break’

g f
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out of its mould of the fictive to touch the real is the point where it comes
to be caught in, or touched by, another framework of the fictive that is
instantly broader than itself, The force of infinite regress, in this case, is
that of the allegorical,

This breaking point of n:mommﬁn.cn_ this irreducible force of the allegorical,
we have already seen in the previous section (§3) in terms of the narrative

irreducible | of I think, Pronounced as such, becomes ambiguous, seen from
4 narrative point of view, in that it refers to hoth the narrative [ (the
Inventor in the narrative) and the authorial I (the inventor d the narrative),
Put the same thought differently, the I of | think thinks it ig outside its
discourse, and vet, the problem is, it is still inside its discourse, regardless
of what it thinks; it still belongs to the realm of the fictive insgfar as, first,
simply, it originates from there, and second, more significantly, the
allegorical stiucture in which the cogitational | emerges cannot he simply
discarded. This js because, withoyt such narrative build-up, the differentiated
(see Weissman 149-150) status of the cogitational [ cannot be recognised ag
such. The force of chaogitation is therefore that of infinite doubling, of
infinite self-harassment.
In Summary then: in view of the structurally self~duplicative dimension of
Cartesian fable, the proposition that Descartes the subject is an allegory, can
be understood in a more conclusive, quasi-dialectical manner:

43 Descartes | js three Is knotted together around the invisible fold of the [:
431 the narrated I
4.32 the harrating I in the narrative
4.33 the authorial I behind the narrative

The authorial | of 433 the subject position of which can only pe
hypothesised in an allegorised space of thinking, Rée calls an ironic T kept
On a leash (1987: 28)(see also Loeb) and another commentator, a melancholic
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[ playing a philosophical fort-da game (Irlam 1007) with itself, mzma@%. ‘:a_
leash in this case signifies the irreducible allegoricality or narrativity of
Cartesian discourse on . .
This way, the zero point of cogitation seen from a Qouomommooamm:man_
rather than a formal-logical, point of view, taken as that which mm:.u.mw the
location of the subject, becomes the imaginary turning-point §Eﬁ m_
twofold or manifold discourse. It is here that the fleshed, mmﬁqaocg.am_
author disappears into an allegorical anonymity of the abstract subject
position: The point of the fable’s invention is the subject (Nancy 1978: mmmu.
Such a hinge point, located as such, is the invisible apex of a .wcuomcmﬁm_
spinning that controls the structure of a narrative, where mon__ mﬁ
disappearing author and the emerging subject are caught at once: _.H 1S &m....
point of enmeshment where, as Nancy puts it, the fiction enters into Ea
fable (Nancy 1978 638): it is the frontier-~the farthest point--of Ew
logico-poesis  of chaogitation, where the poetics  of mm_TQmwmmﬁmmEﬁ
intersects with the dialectic of self-recognition, where the former is :.,mmﬁm_..m__
into the latter, as fiction is introduced not upon fruth or besides it, w.:ﬁ
within it (Nancy 1978: 638). The mode of fictions entering into the *m_u_m.._m_...
in other words, that of insertion or intersection rather than of nmwwm_n,_.\.,_.* "

apposition or confrontational opposition, . . | w
Descartes the philosopher enters into a fable with a view to getting out. 20
it. he writes a fable in order to overcome it. As if in a Snﬁﬁsﬁmﬂ
however, Descartes the rhetorician enters into a fable to get entangled :ﬁ
further in what Paul de Man (1984: 69-72), quoting Gérard 9:%.9 3@@ 8
as the revolving door-like structure of allegorical autobiography, .:._ égﬁm
figurative moment constructed in an autobiographical narrative brings n.a w
fore continuously, rather than blocking off summarily, another hidden point 0
the emergence of the fictive, thereby preventing the autobiographical mmw
from  securing the ontologically ~ stable,  self-referential Eoz,.mwm _Mm.".
self-discovery or self-recognition. For instance, the I that announces ..n
victory over the evil genius on the grounds of its Q‘&mnw&..ﬁo%m;&uwa s

superiority, thinks that the farthest point of the fictive it occupies cany th
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be transformeq into a point where the discursive necessarily intervenes, e
the  Archimedian point  of Speculative  observation, Now. the point of
tontention [ have been secking to establish in the course of a
de~constructive reading of Descartes I is that such an instant illusion of the
outsidethe illusion that the I of I think has stepped outside the realm of the
fictive and occupies the position of orchestral centrality--is shattered when
the self-reflective | of T think recognises, again, that the farthest point of
the fictive. still, remaing inside the fictive! hence, the metaphor of
revolving-door. the ordered complication of the inside and the outside,

To conclude: what Descartes, the philosopher, does here is to pick out. ie
to rescue, the 558&:&? cornered T of I think from the narrative hell and
place it anew in the centre of a different order. ie. in the order of the
discursivel9), Descartes  the philosopher  knows how to exploit, to his
discursive end, the rhetorical function of the fiction of the evi] genius—-how
to use an m:n.mﬁﬁzm_G constructed illusion of the outside as an allegorical
index to an extratextual position of the cogitational self, ontologically
privileged as such,

Now, observe the other side of the coin, What Descartes, the rhetorician,
shows is an allegory of a conflict: exemplified in his text is a way in which
the thinking €gos discursive need for a secure point of self-reference
represses its rhetorical desire for a further self-allegorisation. The clash at
stake between a need and a desire is analogous to a psychical conflict
between the reality principle and the pleasure principle: the thinking egos
discursive neegd for a mm_m-nmmmﬁm:nms secure,  topologically detached,
ontological anchor is the U::omocrmqlmmoamin_.%m need for a divine or
transcendenty] referent to buttress the axiomatic (Judovitz 96); and it
Suppresses, if not completely eradicates, the rhetoricul egos irreducible desire
for ma:a:m:mmqmwmmo:-um:ma:omzm in the sense that the transgressive desire
Creates another houge within the Cartesian house of philosophy. 1t is,
therefore, not as if the EGSJSTm:mm%nm_ €80 were a complete stranger 1o

—_—

19)de Man ( 1986, Pascats Allegory o Persuasion) provides an interesting, rhetorical
analysis of a performative move of such kind discoverable in Pascals text,

the discursive-logical ego. The chaogitational egos overflowing desire moﬁ..m;,.,
infinite self-allegorisation is generated, after all by the huilt-in tropological .S
force of the text which pushes the fabulatory I beyond its discursive ljmits. T

If there is a cryptic rhetorical lesson Descartes the rhetorician shows B _,
allegorically, it could be, put in the words of de Man, something like this: | )
the specular structure has been displaced but not overcome, and we enter a a,
system of tropes at the very moment we claim to escape from it (1984 72, 4
emphases added). Descartes celebrated  methodological sceplicism %m.c:m !
from discursive reasons teleological control or economical subtraction (Badiou v
126) of rhetorical excess: by contrast, his rhetorical scepticism, demonstrated: K :
as such, comes from meta-consciousness  narrative urge to display its
excess, its own swrplus value, its transgressive gestures to transcend the
methodologised boundarics of reflexive rationality. And what we have been ;
referring to as the allegorical dimension of Descartes text %Eo:ms.mﬁm,_.
albeit silently, the excessive desire of the cogito, that is, the meta-desire o%
the chaogito. A secret of thinking is allegorised in Descartes story of En..w
the strange resistance of the being of res chaogitans to its hermenéutic
self-exhaustion,
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