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Preface
Merleau-Ponty begins by asking what phenomenology is. He answers that it is “the study of essences… such as the essence of perception or the essence of consciousness. And yet phenomenology is also a philosophy that places essences back within existence…” (p.lxx) This makes it “an account of “lived” space, “lived” time, and the “lived” world. It is the attempt to provide a direct description of our experience such as it is…” (p.lxx) Importantly, it is a description, not an explanation or analysis.
What about science? Science is a derivative form of knowledge. Everything science can tell us about the world can only come from a lived, experienced perspective within that world. This means that a scientific account of the world will never be deeper than a phenomenological description of the perceived world precisely because the latter is predicated on and presupposes the former. This is what the phrase “to the things themselves” means – to return to the world prior to knowledge, prior to abstract, scientific determinations.  
The normal process for acquiring knowledge of the world relies on reflective analysis, which takes experience and works backwards towards a constituting subject prior to being and time that is also responsible for synthesising events into a world. This is wrong. “The world is there prior to every analysis that I could give of it… The real is to be described, and neither constructed nor constituted.” (p.lxxiii) Perception, in particular, rather than being a science or even an act, is a foundational way we encounter the world; “it is the background against which all acts stand out and is thus presupposed by them.” (p.lxxiv)

Merleau-Ponty moves on to discuss Husserl’s phenomenological reduction. It appears, he says, to be a “return to a transcendental consciousness in front of which the world is spread out in an absolute transparency” (p.lxxiv). This would make it idealist and therefore trapped in solipsism because “from the first flicker of consciousness it [reflective analysis] grants me the power to go toward a truth that is universal by right, and since the other is himself without haecceity [thisness], without place, and without a body, the Alter and the Ego are one and the same in the true world, which is the unifier of minds.” (p.lxxv) 
However, the other is a problem for Husserl and this can only be the case if “the Ego and the Alter Ego are defined by their situation… that is, only if philosophy is not completed with the return to myself…” (p.lxxvi) On the basis of this, the “true Cogito” is not an independent, detached entity; rather, it can only appear by eliminating “all forms of idealism by revealing me as “being in the world.”” (p.lxxvii)
It is precisely because we are “through and through related to the world” (p.lxxvii) that the only way we can glimpse ourselves in the relation is by suspending this movement. The aim of this putting out of play of our connection to the world is not to “renounce the certainties of common sense and of the natural attitude” (p.lxxvii); rather, it is to make our relation to the world appear clearly for the first time. As the presuppositions of every thought, these ‘certainties’ typically pass by us unnoticed. The reduction overcomes this blind spot in our reflection. As Merleau-Ponty says, “Husserl’s transcendental is not Kant’s” and “[t]he most important lesson of the reduction is the impossibility of a complete reduction… Far from being, as was believed, the formula for an idealist philosophy, the phenomenological reduction is in fact the formula for an existential philosophy: Heidegger’s “In-der-Welt-Sein [being-in-the-world] only appears against the background of the phenomenological reduction.” (pp.lxxvii-lxxviii) 

He goes on to defend Husserl’s concept of the eidetic reduction. Every reduction is at the same time eidetic; that is, concerning the essence of the world, or our perception of it. Indeed, “we cannot bring our perception of the world before the philosophical gaze… without passing over from the fact of our existence to the nature of our existence, that is, from Dasein [existence] to Wesen [essence].” (p.lxxviii) However, Husserl didn’t mean by this that our essence was separate from our existence. Quite the opposite, in fact. Our “existence is too tightly caught in the world in order to know itself as such at the moment when it is thrown into the world… [therefore] Husserl’s essences must bring with them all of the living relations of experience” (pp.lxxviii-lxxvix). “Seeking the essence of the world is not to seek what it is as an idea, after having reduced it to a theme of discourse; rather, it is to seek what it in fact is for us, prior to every thematization.” (p.lxxix)

Intentionality, or the idea that “all consciousness is consciousness of something” (p.lxxxi) is another crucial Husserlian idea. When Husserl talks about intentionality as a “teleology of consciousness” (p.lxxxi), he is not suggesting that consciousness gets its ends from some outside source. “Rather, it is to recognize consciousness itself as a project of the world, as destined to a world that it neither encompasses nor possesses, but toward which it never ceases to be directed…” (p.lxxxii)
Husserl also distinguished between act intentionality and operative intentionality. The former is “the intentionality of our judgments and of our voluntary decisions” (p.lxxxii) while the latter is “the intentionality that establishes the natural and pre-predicative unity of the world and of our life, the intentionality that appears in our desires, our evaluations, and our landscape more clearly that it does in objective knowledge.” (p.lxxxii)       

According to Merleau-Ponty, phenomenology’s most important accomplishment is to have “joined an extreme subjectivism with an extreme objectivism through its concept of the world or of rationality.” (p.lxxxiv) The world of phenomenology is not the “making explicit of a prior being, but rather the founding of being; philosophy is not the reflection of a prior truth, but rather, like art, the actualization of a truth.” (p.lxxxiv)
As the disclosure of the world, philosophy founds itself and can therefore never rest on a ground of postulations like other disciplines. Philosophy also takes place within a historical context. All of this means that philosophy must “direct toward itself the very same interrogation that it directs toward all forms of knowledge.” (p.lxxxv) The result of this is that philosophy is, and will forever remain, unfinished; “phenomenology’s task was to reveal the mystery of the world and the mystery of reason” (p.lxxxv), not to solve them. Indeed, there is no solution here, for the world and reason are not problems, they are beneath the level of problems and solutions.

Introduction

I. “Sensation”
In our quest to understand perception, we must first understand what sensation is. What does it mean to say, “I sense red or blue, hot or cold.” (p.3). This is the purpose of this first section. First, Merleau-Ponty considers the idea that sensation is some kind of impression; that is, “the manner in which I am affected and the undergoing of a state of myself.” (p.3) In other words, is sensation something that happens entirely within me? Do I sense “insofar as I coincide with the sensed…”? (p.3) He rejects this because in order to sense anything, say red and green, they “must already form some scene before me and thus cease to be a part of myself.” (p.3) He goes into more detail by appealing to Gestalt theory, which holds that the most basic sensible given possible is a figure against a background, and that this is not a contingent characteristic of perception. “Rather, this is the very definition of the perceptual phenomenon, or that without which a phenomenon cannot be called perception. The perceptual “something” is always in the middle of some other thing, it always belongs to a “field.”” (p.4) Imagine a white patch against a darker background. The white ‘figure’ gains its ‘figurehood’ only in relation to the background. Note that it’s not that the dark background adds something to the white figure. It’s that without it, the white figure wouldn’t even be a figure at all. “Each part [of the figure] announces more than it contains, and thus this elementary perception is already charged with a sense.” (p.4) Pure impression is literally imperceptible, and therefore “is inconceivable as a moment of perception.”
What about qualities, then? Since to see is to see specific colours, and to hear is to hear certain sounds, is to sense, to have qualities? Is it enough to see red or hear a sound in order to know what sensation is? In short, no. “Red and green are not sensations, they are the sensibles, and quality is not an element of consciousness, but a property of the object.” (p.5) As we saw with impression, qualities are not perceptibles we can separate from the broader context in which they appear. The specific quality of red I see in the carpet only appears in relation to the shadow that currently falls across it. In addition, a crucial aspect of the quality of a colour lies in what it is a colour of. For example, “this red would literally not be the same if it were not the “wooly red” of a carpet” (p.5) The point here, as with impression, is that pure qualities don’t exist. Qualities already appear imbued with a sense. A close analysis “discovers the significations that reside in each quality.” (p.5) One mistake people typically make when they want to analyse perception is what psychologists call “the experience error,” in which, after transporting the objects into consciousness, “we immediately assume that what we know to exist among things is also in our consciousness of them. We build perception out of the perceived. And since the perceived is obviously only accessible through perception, in the end we understand neither.” (p.5) We are so caught up with the world that we can never successfully detach from it to bring our consciousness of the world before us. If we could, “we would see that the quality is never directly experienced and that all consciousness is consciousness of something.” (p.5)
Merleau-Ponty identifies two mistakes regarding quality. In the first, quality is mistaken for an element of consciousness (a “mute impression” (p.5)), when, in fact, it is an object for consciousness; which is to say, it always already has a sense. The second is to believe that the object (at the level of quality) is full and determinate. Empiricism seeks to unambiguously delineate sensation by looking to the external world and identifying determinate, unambiguous qualities. The problem is that the external world and its qualities are anything but clear and unambiguous. This is because perception, by its very nature, is ambiguous. One example Merleau-Ponty gives of this is the visual field, which, according to a strict mechanical description, ought to furnish us with images for whatever falls upon our retina, and nothing else. Therefore, there ought to be a clear horizon bounding our visual field, and the area outside of this should appear as black. But this isn’t what happens. Rather, the area surrounding our visual field appears as an “indeterminate vision, a vision of something or other, and, if taken to the extreme, that which is behind my back is not without visual presence.” (p.6) Another example comes in the form of the Muller-Lyer illusion, in which the two straight lines are “neither equal nor unequal… because the objects… are not here placed in the domain of being where a comparison would be possible” (p.6):
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The external world is assumed to be fixed and determinate, but this is not how we perceive it. “Quality appears within this atmosphere. The sense that is contains is an equivocal sense…” (p.7) In short, there is no such thing as pure quality. All quality is a quality of something.
Merleau-Ponty turns to science next in his search for a definition of sensation, which we could then define as the immediate effect of an external stimulus. Physiology assumes that “the world confides messages to the sense organs that thus must be carried, then decoded in such a way as to reproduce in us the original text. From this it follows that there is, in principle, a point-by-point correspondence and a constant connection between the stimulus and the elementary perception.” (p.8) Merleau-Ponty calls this the constancy hypothesis. However, this is clearly false. One way to see this is by noting that when perceiving two objectively equal shapes to which auxiliary lines have been added, it is trivial to make is appear as though one shape is bigger. Another is the way the apparent size of an object varies according to its distance from us. Perception, it turns out, is always tied to an entire perceptual context and Merleau-Ponty concludes that there “is no physiological definition of sensation” (p.9).
After these preliminary thoughts, it is clear that we can’t understand ‘sensing’ through reflection. Reflection is the final phase in the representation of the world, therefore “the furthest removed from the constitutive source and thereby the least clear.” (p.10) Science “introduces sensations, as things, precisely where experience shows there to already be meaningful wholes; it imposes categories upon the phenomenal universe that only make sense within the scientific universe.” (p.11) Perception, on the other hand, is characterised by its ability to tolerate ambiguity, “a certain “shifting” or “haziness”, and to allow itself to be shaped by the context. The lines in Muller-Lyer’s illusion cease to be equal without thereby becoming “unequal” – they become “different.”” (p.11) Similarly, “the perceived is composed of lacunae that are not merely “non-perceptions.” I can know that a crystal that I see or touch has a “uniform” shape without having, even tacitly, counted its sides. I can become familiar with a person’s face without ever having perceived, for itself, the color of the eyes.” (p.11) A purely objective stance won’t help us understand sensation. For this we must move to the “pre-objective domain within ourselves” (p.12).

II. “Association” and the “Projection of Memories”
The notion of ‘sensation’ disrupts our analysis of perception. A ““figure” on a “background” already contains much more than the currently given qualities.” (p.13) It distinguishes itself from the background in such a way that different parts acquire a different ‘sense.’ What does this sense mean? “[W]hat happens when a collection of qualities is apprehended as a figure on a background?” (p.13) 
Clearly, when we sense an object we aren’t limited to merely receiving sensory inputs, as empiricism (realism) would have it. The very fact that “a quality, such as a red area, signifies something, that it is, for example, grasped as a patch on a background, means that the red is no longer merely this warm, experienced, and lived color in which I lose myself; rather, it announces some other thing without containing that thing… The red is, from now on, no longer merely present to me, but rather represents something for me, and what it represents is not possessed as a “real part” of my perception, but is merely aimed at as an “intentional part.”” (pp.13-4) Basically, this means that a thing is never perceived as simply a collection of present givens. The thing, in appearing before us, already signifies something; i.e. it doesn’t appear for us, even in the first encounter, as a meaningless cluster of qualities. 
Merleau-Ponty goes on to note that the classical understanding of sensation holds that “the signification of the sensible can no longer consist in anything other than present or virtual sensations. Seeing a figure can be nothing other than the simultaneous possession of its component punctual sensations. Each punctual sensation always remains what it is: a blind contact, an impression.” (p.14) Sensations and images amount to nothing more than fragmented associations between punctual impressions that have left their mark on a memory. Knowledge and understanding also fail to amount to anything; indeed “understanding is a deception or an illusion, knowledge never gets a hold on its objects, which drag each other along and the mind functions like a calculating machine that does not know why its results are true.” (p.16)  
As we have seen, this is not the case with genuine sensation. Sensations and images always “appear within an horizon of sense, and the signification of the perceived, far from resulting from an association, is in fact presupposed in all associations…” (p.16) Everything that is sensed is sensed immediately in a meaningful context, prior to “factual contiguities or resemblances” (p.16) we then associate them with. “This does not only mean that, without the perception of the whole we would not imagine observing the resemblance or the contiguity of its elements, but rather, literally, that the elements would not be a part of the same world and that resemblance and contiguity could not exist at all.” (pp.16-7) Psychology approaches perception the other way, believing it to be “the resemblance and the contiguity of stimuli among the objective conditions that determine the constitution of a whole.” (p.17) For Merleau-Ponty the constitution of the whole comes first, and must do so if subsequent analysis is to be possible.
  
Given all of this, Merleau-Ponty rejects the empiricist (realist) supposition that impressions constitute an associative force which induces a response like an efficient cause. “Association only acts by making a reproduction intention probable or tempting…” (p.19) He also rejects the related idea of the projection of memories. He talks about the claim “to perceive is to remember” being repeated everywhere, and offers three examples of this which he rejects in turn. The first relates to the observation that the speed of the gaze when reading leaves retinal images incomplete and supposes that the gaps are filled in by memory. On this understanding, a newspaper viewed upside-down is only illegible in comparison to a newspaper seen the right way up because of what is added to the latter by memory. The non-habitual arrangement of the impressions of the former prevents psychic causes from operating. This is exactly what Merleau-Ponty is arguing though. Of course memory is important in perception, but the memories can only be invoked if the “physiognomy of the givens” (p.20) is appropriate to arouse them. “Prior to any contribution by memory, that which is seen must currently be organized in such a way as to offer me a scene in which I can recognize my previous experiences.” (p.20)
The second is to do with “memory-colour”, in which, when presented with an object we believe we already know, we substitute the real colour for one we remember in our memory; i.e. we “see present colors “through the spectacles” of memory.” (p.21) Merleau-Ponty asks what it is about the scene before us that evokes the object from memory. “What in the current perception teaches us that it has to do with an object we already know, given that its properties are, ex hypothesi, modified.” (p.21) The perception before us, in order to evoke the memory, must precede it. 
The final example is the “proofreader’s illusion,” in which basic mistakes (spelling, omission, extra letter, etc.) are overlooked. The idea here is the same as with “memory-colour.” Since I read “deduction” when the paper says “destruction,” I cannot simply be receiving perceptual givens. The “d” must have come from somewhere else, and this somewhere is theorised to be memory. The problem is the same though. Why did I make the link between those two words, I don’t do it every time I read “destruction.” There must have been something in the present perception, some prior signification, which meant that it “took on a form and a sense in order to recall precisely this memory and not others.” (p.21)  
The projection of memories appears to be a rejection of empiricism, but is actually a consequence of it. If consciousness compares memories “with the present given in order to retain only those that fit with it, then an original text is acknowledged that in itself bears its own sense and contrasts it with the sense of the memories: this text is perception itself.” (p.22) In this schema, we are never doing more than “deducing the given from what can be provided by the sense organs.” (p.22) 
Phenomena that we apprehend are already fundamental; “By returning to phenomena, we find, as a fundamental layer, a whole already pregnant with an irreducible sense. This is not a series of incomplete sensations between which memories would have to be embedded…” (p.23) Rather, our previous experience is always present “in the form of an horizon that it [consciousness] can reopen, if it takes that horizon as a theme for knowledge in an act of remembering, but that it can also leave “on the margins” and that thus immediately provides the perceived with a present atmosphere and signification… To perceive is not to experience a multitude of impressions that bring along with them some memories capable of completing them, it is to see an immanent sense bursting forth from a constellation of givens without which no call to memory is possible… To perceive is not to remember.” (p.23) 
This may seem to have traces of idealism but Merleau-Ponty insists that empiricism treats the structures of consciousness aroused from perception (figure, background, thing, non-thing) as “irreducible to the qualities that appear in consciousness. Empiricism will forever hold onto the possibility of treating this a priori as the result of some mental chemistry.” (p.24) All we have here are “blind processes that can never be equal to knowledge, because there is no one who sees at the center of this mass of sensations and memories…” (p.23) On this level, empiricism is impossible to refute because, in refusing the evidence of reflection (which reveals a conscious perceiver), the “physicist’s atoms will always seem more real than the historical and qualitative picture of this world; the physico-chemical processes more real than organic forms; empiricism’s psychic atoms more real than perceived phenomena; and the intellectual atoms (namely, the Vienna Circle’s “significations”) more real than consciousness…” (p.24)

Empiricism deforms our experience by concealing “from us the “cultural world” or the “human world” in which almost our entire life nonetheless happens.” (p.25) Indeed, such a world is an illusion on the empiricist view. Objects (figures) lose any significance they may have had because their “magical power” comes merely from associations and projections of memories. Defining what we perceive as the physical and chemical properties of stimuli that act upon us, strips meaning from the world. In giving back to objects their “intrinsic characteristics”, we restore the “homeland of our thoughts. The perceiving subject ceases being an “acosmic” thinking subject, and action, feeling, and desire remain to be explored as original ways of intending an object, since “an object appears to be attractive or repulsive before it appears to be black or blue, circular or square.” (p.26)  
Empiricism also distorts the natural world. When we perceive the figure, we also perceive the background and this is just as important to our total perception. “Our perception senses the near presence of the canvas beneath the painting, the crumbling cement beneath the monument, or the tiring actor beneath the character. But the nature that empiricism speaks of is a sum of stimuli and qualities. It is absurd to claim that this nature is the primary object of our perception… We will thus also have to rediscover the natural world and its mode of existence, which does not merge with the mode of existence of the scientific object.” (p.26)

III. “Attention” and “Judgment”
Merleau-Ponty now turns his aim towards intellectualism (idealism). Empiricism, starting from the objective world, derives the concept of attention from the constancy hypothesis, which sees it as an indifferent power. In order for attention to become interested, we need an “internal connection… but empiricism has only external connections at its disposal…” (p.29) Intellectualism, on the other hand, starts from attention. However, this form of attention “from within a consciousness that constitutes everything, or rather, that eternally possesses the intelligible structure of all of its objects… remains an abstract and ineffective power… because all objects are equally available to it…” (p.30) 
The relevant question here is how can this particular object arouse my attention? Empiricism can’t answer this because, for it, everything is stimulus and response; intellectualism can’t answer it because consciousness is, in a sense, too powerful, nothing exists besides it. In neither of these cases is the phenomenon able to solicit consciousness, thereby accounting for attention.
So, what does attention actually do? First, it creates for itself “a perceptual or a mental field that can be “surveyed” or “dominated”…” (p.31) But this hasn’t brought out the object itself yet. This, for Merleau-Ponty is an act of creation, not clarification. Attention doesn’t clarify what was already pre-given; rather, it makes an object first appear as a figure. “They [objects] are only pre-formed as horizons, they truly constitute new regions in the total world.” (p.32) This means that attention is “neither an association of ideas [empiricism] nor the return to itself of a thought that is already the master of its objects [intellectualism]; rather, attention is the active constitution of a new object that develops and thematizes what was until then only offered as an indeterminate horizon.” (p.33) The act of attention is therefore a “passage from the indeterminate to the determinate… [and] is thought itself. “The work of the mind exists only in act.”” (p.33)          
Merleau-Ponty uses the analogy of the moon which appears larger on the horizon than it does at its zenith because attention ‘creates’ it within the perceptual field. Seen through a telescope, however; that is, isolated from the perceptual field, it appears the same size at both locations. This is true for empiricism because “it does not concern itself with what is seen, but rather with what ought to be seen according to the retinal image.” (p.33) It’s true for intellectualism because it attempts an “analytic” perception in which the moon achieves its true diameter.

He now turns to judgement, which is often “introduced as what sensation is missing in order to make a perception possible.” (p.34) Perception becomes an interpretation of signs that sensation provides, “it becomes an “hypothesis” made by the mind in order to “explain to itself its own impressions.” (p.35) The example he gives is of seeing men with hats walking by beneath him. Even though he has no direct sensory awareness of the men, he knows they are there. In this judgement is “introduced in order to explain the excess of perception over the retinal impressions…” (p.35) 
If we take sensation to be the same as judgement in this way, actual sensation; seeing, hearing, and sensing, lose all signification. All sensing is judging. However, sensing and judging are quite different. Judgement is a “position-taking; judgment aims at knowing something valid for me across all the moments of my life and valid for other existing or possible minds.” (pp.35-6) Sensing, on the other hand, is “the giving of oneself over to the appearance without seeking to possess it or to know its truth.” (p.36)
Merleau-Ponty goes on to consider Zollner’s illusion, in which we “see” the parallel lines converging. Intellectualism sees this as an error, stemming from “including the auxiliary lines and their relation to the principal lines, rather than comparing the principal lines themselves.” (p.37) For Merleau-Ponty, “in taking on the auxiliary lines, the principal lines have ceased to be parallel, that they have lost this sense in order to acquire another, and that the auxiliary lines import into the figure a new signification that henceforth clings to it and that can no longer be detached from it.” (p.37) The bottom line for Merleau-Ponty here is that; “Perception does not merely discover the sense they [givens] have, but rather, sees to it that they have a sense.” (p.38) 

Once we think of perception as interpretation, sensation is immediately passed over and left behind. (p.39) Sensation, in other words, is seen as something belonging to the constituted and defined as the action of stimuli upon our bodies, not as something concerning the constituting mind. From the perspective of intellectualism then, perception cannot be a process of reasoning because, in being beyond, or prior to, sensation, consciousness cannot use it to perceive; “…for consciousness itself, how could perception be a process of reasoning when there are no sensations that could serve as premises; how could it be an interpretation when there is nothing prior to it to be interpreted?” (p.39) Reflection then reveals that “I” am not in the world; “Could I know that I am caught up in the world and situated there if I were truly caught up and situated? I would, then, restrict myself to being where I am as a thing, and since I know where I am and see myself in the midst of things, this must be because I am a consciousness, a singular being who resides nowhere and can make itself present everywhere through intention… Perception, then, is the thought that one is perceiving.” (pp.39-40) In short, reflection reveals an absolute subjectivity, a constituting consciousness. However, this absolute subjectivity fails to understand perception because “rather than unveiling the operation that makes it actual or by which it is constituted, it seeks the conditions that make it possible or without which it would not exist.” (p.40) 
In approaching perception this way, intellectualism distinguishes the sensible sign (the colours, odours, sounds, etc.) from its signification (the thing itself), when in truth, these two are inseparable. It takes the qualities, which are “but the envelope of the object” (p.41), and proceeds straight to the consciousness of the object which determines it. “We began from a world in itself that acted upon our eyes in order to make itself seen by us; we have arrived now at a consciousness or a thought about the world, but the very nature of this world is unchanged… We pass from an absolute objectivity to an absolute subjectivity, but this second idea is worth only as much as the first, and only finds support in contrast to the first, which is to say, through it.” (p.41) Such an independent subject is impossible though and must always ground itself in perception. Whatever thought I think, it always makes use of “thoughts previously formed by myself or by others, and relies upon my memory, that is, upon the nature of my mind, or upon the memory of the community of thinkers, that is, upon objective spirit. To take for granted that we have a true idea is to believe in perception uncritically.” (p.42)
Intellectualism is correct that knowledge arises from an explicit human act; the act of perception. Merleau-Ponty doesn’t criticise it for this; rather he criticises it for using this act tacitly. “Philosophy’s function is to put this power [of perception] back into the private field of experience from which it surges forth and to clarify its birth. If, however, we exercise this power without thematising it, we become incapable of seeing through the violent divisions between separate experiences to the phenomenon of perception and the world born therein…” (p.43)
As we saw, a part of the problem of investigating perception through reflection is that reflection itself is grounded in it. “The task of knowing perception will always belong to perception… Reflection is not absolutely transparent for itself, it is always given to itself in an experience… it always springs forth without itself knowing from whence it springs…” (p.45) While the self that is perceiving is different from the self that is analysing perception, “…in the concrete act of reflection, I cross this distance; I prove, by doing it, that I am capable of knowing what I was perceiving; I overcome in practice the discontinuity of these two I’s; and in the end, the cogito would have the sense not of revealing a universal constituting power or of reducing perception to intellection, but rather of observing this fact of reflection that simultaneously overcomes and maintains the opacity of perception.” (p.45) In other words, when we reflect carefully on ourselves, we can understand both reflection and perception properly.
Perception is an originary knowledge. It causes things to appear before us as figures. However, there is also a “second-order perception” (p.45) which fills the space before us with so much meaning and signification that it hides this fundamental phenomenon from us. By way of example, Merleau-Ponty talks about the way that when we look around us, we “hardly gain access to the instantaneous appearance of the world, identify the door over here, the window there, and my table over there.” (p.45) Rather, we take in the whole scene at once in order “to get my bearings and to orient myself among them… These latter [the window, the table, etc.] are only the supports and guides for a practical intention that is directed elsewhere, and which are thus only given to me as significations.” (p.45) Merleau-Ponty even goes a step further and asserts that “perception… is the central phenomenon that makes the unity of the “I” possible…” (p.46)

In order to understand perception, we need to make use of Husserl’s phenomenological reduction (a reflective act in which we turn away from the things themselves to the way they appear to us). Gestalt theory is useful in this regard. Consider distance. Gestalt theory has shown that things typically believed to be signs of distance (the object’s apparent size, the number of objects between us and the object, etc.) “are only explicitly known in an analytical or reflective perception that turns away from the object itself and rather bears upon the object’s mode of presentation, and that we thus do not pass through these intermediaries in order to know distance.” (p.48) In other words, perception isn’t a calculative act relying on signs or reasons to know distance. The problem is that Gestalt theory concludes from this that they must be causes of it.
Merleau-Ponty rejects this talk of causes, preferring to see it in terms of motive. The fact that when objects interposed between us and an object are hidden, the apparent distance to the object appears to shrink tells us that apparent distance is gauged in part according to those peripheral objects. However, Merleau-Ponty’s point is that they don’t “act on the apparent distance like a cause on its effect. When the screen is moved aside, we see the distance being born from the interposed objects… the interposed objects, in this natural text, “mean” a larger distance… There is no reason [the apparent distance seems further when the interposed objects are visible], but there is a motive.” (pp.49-50) Yes, it is because of the interposed objects that the apparent distance seems further, but the nature of this ‘because’ is different from the one involved in causality. Why? Because we aren’t dealing with the mechanical motions of inert bodies, which is what causality refers to. 
Merleau-Ponty offers another example to further explain his position. Consider a subject whose oculomotor muscles have been paralysed. When he believes himself to be directing his eyes to the left, what he sees in his visual field doesn’t change (because his oculomotor muscles are paralysed). His conclusion is that the objects in his visual field have all moved to the left, as if they were somehow tied to his eyes. Classical psychology explains this situation thus: “…the eye is assumed to be swinging toward the left, and yet, since the retinal images have not moved, the landscape must have slid toward the left such that the images maintain their place upon the eye.” (p.48) However, the subject’s experience isn’t an analytical deduction because he doesn’t know that the images have remained immobile on his retina. He has no thetic consciousness of his body at all. Rather, his experience of the landscape moving to the left is immediate and direct. The important thing here is that the illusion is only possible if the subject has the intention to look toward the left and therefore believes that his eyes moved. This means that “[t]he movements of one’s own body are naturally invested with a certain perceptual signification, they form a system with external phenomena so tightly woven that external perception “takes account” of the movements of the perceptual organs…” (p.49) The immobility of the images upon the retina and the paralysis of the oculomotor muscles in no way cause the illusion. Nor are the intention to move the eye and the unchanging landscape the reasons for the illusion. Instead, they are its motive. This doesn’t mean that we can choose whether to experience the illusion or not, only that the illusion doesn’t happen as a result of physical, mechanical causation. 
Perception is an example of a “non-thetic consciousness, that is, of a consciousness that does not possess the full determination of its objects, the example of a lived logic that does not give an account of itself, and the example of an immanent signification that is clear for itself and only knows itself through the experience of certain natural signs. Objective thought cannot assimilate these phenomena…” (pp.50-1) The benefit of turning to phenomena, as opposed to realism or idealism, is that it makes clear that one “phenomenon triggers another, not through some objective causality, such as the one linking together the events of nature, but rather through the sense it offers…” (p51) All of this has shown that we will have to revisit our understandings of reflection and the cogito.

IV. The Phenomenal Field
Merleau-Ponty returns to the question now of what sensing is. What do we mean when we say that things perceived have a certain sense? Merleau-Ponty’s example is a child who touches a candle flame and is burned. The light now changes; it “becomes literally repulsive.” (p.52) In general, we don’t perceive pure qualia. This could only happen if “the world were a spectacle and one’s own body a mechanism with which an impartial mind could become acquainted. Sensing, however, invests the quality with a living value, grasps it first in its signification for us, for this weighty mass that is our body, and as a result sensing always includes a reference to the body.” (p.52) Sensing, for Merleau-Ponty, “is this living communication with the world that makes it present to us as the familiar place of our life.” (p.53)

Science fixes and objectifies phenomena, defining them in reference to theoretical, ‘ideal’ bodies not influenced by any forces, defines force the same way, and then reconstitutes, through these ‘ideal’ components, movements actually observed. In defining space as a geometrical quantity indifferent to the things it contains, and movement as a pure act that doesn’t affect the properties of objects, science “provided phenomena with an inert milieu of experience where each event could be linked to the physical conditions responsible for the intervening changes and where each event thus contributed to this determination of being that appeared to be the task of physics.” (p.55) In this way, science was unknowingly based on a presupposition; the presupposition that because perception presents itself as perception of a being, there was no need to investigate being.
Another victim of this tyrannical, objectifying will was the “living body”. “The value predicates conferred upon the living body by reflecting judgment had to be brought into being through a foundation of physico-chemical properties.” (p.55) In short, the manner of being in the world of the human body, as a mechanistic physiology, was “reduced to a series of causal relations… that particular manner of treating the world we call “behaviour” had to be reduced to third person processes, experience has to be brought down to the level of physical nature, and the living body had to be converted into a thing without an interior.” (p.55) This meant that every evaluation had to be grounded in pleasure and pain. In this way, sensing was accounted something passive, something that simply happened. “The living body thus transformed ceased to be my body, that is, the visible expression of a concrete Ego, in order to become one object among all others. Correlatively, another’s body could not appear to me as the envelope of another Ego. It was nothing more than a machine…” (p.56) In Merleau-Ponty’s words, we no longer have any for-itselfs left in the world; indeed, the “entire concrete content of “psyches” resulting from a universal determinism according to the laws of psycho-physiology and of psychology was integrated into the in-itself… Thus, while the living body became an exterior without an interior, subjectivity became an interior without an exterior, that is, an impartial spectator.” (p.56) The subject, as body, is just a thing among other things, while, as subject, “is empty and reduced to a transcendental subject.” (p.56)
Merleau-Ponty wants to resist this trend. Nature is not geometrical and human society is not a community of reasonable minds. His goal in the book is “to return to the lived world beneath the objective world… to rediscover phenomena (the layer of living experience through which other people and things are first given to us, the system “Self-Others-things” in its nascent state)… to awaken perception and to thwart the ruse by which perception allowed itself to be forgotten as a fact and as perception to the benefit of the object that it delivers to us and of the rational tradition that it establishes.” (p.57)    

What we are returning to here is what Merleau-Ponty calls the phenomenal field; the ‘field’ in which the phenomenon appears. This field is not an “inner world”, the phenomenon is not a “state of consciousness” or “mental fact”, and the experience of phenomena is not “introspection.” Restricting our experience of the external world like this; i.e. to something “unextended” and “accessible to only one person” through introspection “in which the subject and the object merged and knowledge was obtained through coinciding” (p.58) had the unfortunate consequence of making the impression fundamentally inexpressible; not just to others, but to the thinker him or herself. “…the philosopher himself could not become aware of what he immediately saw, for he would then have to think it, which is to say fix and distort it.” (p.58)
The phenomenon is not grasped in an “ineffable coinciding, but rather “understood” through the sort of appropriation we all experience when we say we have “found” the rabbit in the foliage of the visual puzzle, or that we have “caught on” to a movement.” (p.58) Merleau-Ponty wants to emphasise here that getting to phenomenal being is not a mysterious or arduous process. He notes that it is the nature of perception that it “hides itself from itself” and “the essence of consciousness… to forget its own phenomena…” (p.59) Why? Because it is only through this process that things can be constituted as things in the first place. However, the fact that phenomena can be forgotten means that they can also be recalled. Moreover, phenomena are never “absolutely unknown”, for example, to science, “it is just that scientific consciousness does not “thematize” them, it does not make explicit the horizons of perceptual consciousness by which it is surrounded and whose concrete relations it seeks to express objectively… The experience of phenomena… is the making explicit or the bringing to light of the pre-scientific life of consciousness that alone gives the operations of science their full sense and to which these operations always refer.” (p.59)        

After reflection has recognised the “originality of phenomena in relation to the objective world – since we know the objective world through them…” (pp.60-1), or, in other words, the lived world beneath the objective one, it then continues to pursue that lived world and eventually “reveals the transcendental field beneath the phenomenal field. The system “self-others-world” is in turn taken as an object of analysis…” (p.61) In this second “reduction”, the meditating Ego appears as the one true subject and we have gone from the created to the creating, the constituted to the constituting.
However, we must keep in mind that this reflective process doesn’t culminate in a universal reason; rather, reflection “never has the entire world and the plurality of monads spread out and objectified before its gaze… it only ever has a partial view and a limited power.” (p.62) This is why Merleau-Ponty speaks of a transcendental field, which indicates precisely the limited nature of reflection. Nor can the meditating Ego overcome what is in order to perceive as “an individual subject who knows all things from a particular perspective. Reflection can never make it the case that I cease to perceive the sun on a hazy day as hovering two hundred paces away, that I cease to see the sun “rise” and “set,”…” (p.62) This is why phenomenology studies, and places such importance in, the appearance of being to consciousness.
Critical philosophy goes through the transcendental field to uncover the condition that makes the world possible and finds it in the transcendental I in which all the individual myselves participate. This is why Merleau-Ponty thinks “Kantian philosophy never asks the question of the knowledge of others; the transcendental I that it speaks of is as much the other’s as it is mine; the analysis is immediately placed outside of myself…” (p.63) In this, it “never encounters the question of who is meditating?” (p.63) 
The goal for Merleau-Ponty is to become conscious of ourselves at the same time we become conscious of our results. It is only at this point that reflection can finally be full and a total clarification of its object. In other words, we must “reflect upon this reflection… The center of philosophy is no longer an autonomous transcendental subjectivity, situated everywhere and nowhere, but is rather found in the perpetual beginning of reflection at that point when an individual life begins to reflect upon itself. Reflection is only truly reflection if it does not carry itself outside of itself, if it knows itself as reflection-upon-an-unreflected, and consequently as a change in the structure of our existence.” (p.63)
Introspection and Bergsonian intuition sought knowledge through a coinciding of the subject and object. At the other extreme, reflective philosophies culminated in a universal constituting consciousness. “Bergson’s error is believing that the meditating subject could merge with the object upon which he is meditating, or that knowledge could expand by merging with being. The error of reflective philosophies is believing that the meditating subject could absorb the object into his meditation or grasp the object upon which he is meditating without remainder, or that our own being reduces down to our knowledge.” (pp.63-4)
It is at this point that Merleau-Ponty invites us to take our first steps into the phenomenal field until, by way of a second-order reflection, we are carried to the phenomenon of the phenomenon where the phenomenal field is converted into the transcendental field.       




Part One: The Body

Introduction to Part One
Every perception we have is a perception from a particular point of view. Merleau-Ponty talks about a neighbouring house we only ever see from a particular angle. We can see the house from many different angles, but no one of these appearances is the house itself. “The house, as Leibniz said, is the geometrical plan that includes… all possible perspectives; that is, the non-perspectival term from which all perspectives can be derived; the house itself is the house seen from nowhere.” (p.69) But does this actually mean anything? To be seen from nowhere? Isn’t to see always to see from somewhere?
What do we mean when we say, “I see the house”? We aren’t referring to the fact that our eyes, as material organs, are operational and presenting me with a view of the house. Rather, we “wish to express a certain manner of reaching the object, namely, the “gaze,” which is as indubitable as my own thought, and which I know just as directly.” (p.69) What Merleau-Ponty is trying to do here is understand how “vision can come about from somewhere without thereby being locked within its perspective.” (p.69)
When we apprehend something, two operations occur within a single movement. As we close off the background, we open up, or focus on, the object. “… it is necessary to suspend the surroundings in order to see the object better, and to lose in the background what is gained in the figure, because to see the object is to plunge into it and because objects form a system in which one object cannot appear without concealing others. More precisely, the inner horizon of an object cannot become an object without the surrounding objects becoming an horizon, and so vision is a two-sided act.” (p.70) This is precisely perspective, or what Merleau-Ponty calls the “object-horizon structure,” and notes that while “it may be the means that objects have of concealing themselves, it is also the means that they have of unveiling themselves. To see is to enter into a universe of beings that show themselves, and they could not show themselves if they could not also be hidden behind each other or behind me.” (pp. 70-1) When we see one object from one perspective then, we are also peripherally aware of it through the horizons of other objects. “Thus, I can see one object insofar as objects form a system or a world, and insofar as each of them arranges the others around itself like spectators of its hidden aspects and as the guarantee of their permanence.” (p.71) This prompts Merleau-Ponty to suggest that we must modify Leibniz’s formula above. The “house itself is not the house seen from nowhere, but rather the house seen from everywhere.” (p.71)
This is spatial perspective, but it is equally true for temporal perspective. “Each moment of time gives itself as a witness to all the others… Thus, the object is seen from all times just as it is seen from all places, and by the same means, namely, the horizon structure.” (p.71) In this ‘model’, the present is like the figure while past and future moments are like the background, still held in hand but without being posited as objects, and each of these moments offers a perspective on the present as figure, fleshing it out in translucency. This, we will discuss in more detail later but is a reference to Husserl’s double horizon of protention and retention, which allows the present to be more than a fleeting, insubstantial instant.
“But again, my human gaze never posits more than one side of the object, even if by means of horizons it intends all the others.” (p.72) We never actually have the object in all its fullness. “Thus, the synthesis of horizons is but a presumptive synthesis, it only operates with certainty and precision within the object’s immediate surroundings… it leaves the object incomplete and open, as it in fact is in perceptual experience. Through this openness, the substantiality of the object slips away.” Importantly though, the object taken in itself conceals nothing; “it is fully spread out and its parts coexist while our gaze skims over them one by one…” (p.73)

We normally forget the “perspectivism of my experience” (p.73) and end up treating our experience as an object which we deduce from “a relation among objects. I consider my body, which is my point of view upon the world, as one of the objects of that world.” (p.73) We do the same thing with our perceptual histories, such that my present “becomes one moment of time among all others, my duration becomes a reflection or an abstract appearance of universal time, and my body becomes a mode of objective space.” (p.73)
To posit a single object, in the full sense of that word, “requires the composition [or co-positing] of all of these experiences in a single, polythetic act” (p.73) which thereby exceeds all perceptual experience. In precisely the same way, the notion of a universe exceeds the notion of a world. When I undertake such a positing, I “take flight from my experience and I pass over to the idea. Like the object, the idea claims to be the same for everyone, valid for all times and for all places, and the individuation of the object at an objective point of time and space appears, in the end, as the expression of a universal positing power.” (pp.73-4) It is this positing in which everything is reduced to an idea that culminates in “objective” thought as Kierkegaard described it, and which results in us losing contact with “the perceptual experience of which it is nevertheless the result and the natural continuation.” (p.74) “I no longer pay attention to my body, to time, or to the world such as I live them in pre-predicative knowledge… I only speak of my body as an idea, of the universe as an idea, and of the idea of space and of time.” (p.74) Objects are posited through consciousness, and “yet the absolute positing of a single object is the death of consciousness, since it congeals all of experience…” (p.74)
The situation as it stands now then is we understand either nothing of the subject (after absolutely positing the object) or nothing of the object (in retaining perspectival experience). Merleau-Ponty wants to “rediscover the origin of the object at the very core of our experience, we must describe the appearance of being, and we must come to understand how, paradoxically, there is for us an in-itself.” (p.74) For this, we turn first to the body.

I. The Body as an Object and Mechanistic Physiology
A perception does not arise due to the “effects of the factual situation outside of the organism” (p.77). The perceiver isn’t a passive thing upon which external stimuli act. Rather, the function of the organism is to “understand” a particular form of stimulation. This means that the brain becomes the place of an “articulation” that “intervenes… and that blurs… the relations between the stimulus and the organism.” (p.77) The “form” that the stimulus takes cannot be imagined as “a series of third person processes… Nor can I gain a detached knowledge of it.” (p.77) We must forego the notion of the body as an object and recognise it as I actually experience it in the midst of perception, for example, “the way my hand moves around the object that it touches by anticipating the stimuli and by itself sketching out the form that I am about to perceive.” (p.78) The function of the living body can only be understood through accomplishing that function as what I am; namely, “a body that rises up toward the world.” (p.78)
Merleau-Ponty maintains that this is our fundamental understanding of the body, as opposed to the sterile machine that science imagines our body to be. But it could be argued that this experience of the body is itself nothing more than “a “representation”, a “psychical fact,” and that as such, it is at the end of a chain of psychical and physiological events that can only be attributed to the “real body.”” (p.78) At this point Merleau-Ponty turns to the phenomenon of the phantom limb to test whether “the soul is immediately united to the brain, and to the brain alone”? (p.78); i.e. that the body is, in fact, merely a mechanical appendage?
Neither physiological nor psychological explanations are able to account for the phenomenon of the phantom limb. It is undoubtedly psychological because the limb eventually shrinks “in order finally to be absorbed into the stump “in accordance with the resignation of the patient to accept his mutilation.”” (p.79) However, it also appears to be physiological because “the phantom limb disappears when the sensory conductors that run to the brain are severed.” (p.79) The problem then is how to explain the phenomenon in a way that includes both the physiological and the psychological; “it is difficult to see what might serve as the common ground between “physiological facts” (which are in space) and “psychical facts” (which are nowhere), or even between objective processes, such as nervous impulses (which belong to the order of the in-itself), and cogitationes, such as acceptance or refusal, consciousness of the past, or emotion (which belong to the order of the for-itself).” (p.79)

In order to uncover this common ground, Merleau-Ponty turns to how animals exist in the world. “When we say that an animal exists, that it has a world, or that it belongs to a world, we do not mean that it has a perception or an objective consciousness of the world.” (p.80) Before stimuli and sensible contents can affect us, we must be anchored to the situation in such a way that it is lived as “open” and calling for, or inviting, our movements. 
Consider reflex movements. By definition, they are not consciously directed, and yet they are “never blind processes: they adjust to the “sense” of the situation, they express our orientation toward a “behavioral milieu” just as much as they express the action of the “geographical milieu” upon us.” (p.81) The reflex isn’t the mechanical result of objective stimuli; rather, it “turns toward them, it invests them with a sense that they did not have when taken one by one or as physical agents, a sense that they only have when taken as a situation. The reflex causes them to exist as a situation…” (p.81) In this way, reflex, which “opens itself to the sense of a situation, and perception, insofar as it does not first of all posit an object of knowledge and insofar as it is an intention of our total being, are modalities of a pre-objective perspective that we call “being in the world.”” (p.81)
In another example, Merleau-Ponty considers subjects who gradually become blind. Some of them refuse to accept the fact and even though they bump into objects, they genuinely deny their loss of vision (a condition called anosognosia). In other words, they haven’t lost their sighted world. On the other hand, others give up on their usual life even before their limited vision has made it actually impossible. They have lost their world before having lost sensory contact with it. “Thus, our “world” has a particular consistency, relatively independent of stimuli, that forbids treating “being in the world” as a sum of reflexes, and the pulsation of existence has a particular energy, relatively independent of our spontaneous thoughts, that precludes treating it as an act of consciousness.” (p.82) Since being in the world is a pre-objective perspective and therefore free from both physiological and psychological processes, it will be able to establish a connection between them. “To have a phantom limb is to remain open to all of the actions of which the arm alone is capable and to stay within the practical field that one had prior to the mutilation.” (p.84)
The body is the vehicle of being in the world and, for a living being, having a body means engaging with a definite milieu and merging with certain projects. The result for the phantom limb sufferer is that they are still oriented towards the world the way they were with their limb intact even as the world reveals their disability. In fact, the world both hides and reveals their disability. It hides it because “my body is the unperceived term at the center of the world toward which every object turns its face… my body is the pivot of the world” (p.84), but it also reveals it to me because “I am conscious of my body through the world…” (p.84) This leads Merleau-Ponty to say that the “patient knows his disability precisely insofar as he is ignorant of it, and he ignores it precisely insofar as he knows it. This is the paradox of all being in the world.” (p.84) Concerning phantom limbs, the ambiguity amounts to this: “it is as though our body comprises two distinct layers, that of the habitual body and that of the actual body. Gestures of manipulation that appear in the first have disappeared in the second...” (p.84) So, how is it possible to perceive objects as manipulable when I can no longer manipulate them? “The manipulable must have ceased being something that I currently manipulate in order to become something one can manipulate; it must have ceased being something manipulable for me and have become something manipulable in itself.” (pp.84-5) At the same time, my body must also be grasped not in a complete, full experience, but “under an aspect of generality and as an impersonal being.” (p.85)     

Next, Merleau-Ponty turns to the phenomenon of organic repression in psychoanalysis, which he feels will help us understand the phantom limb. In organic repression, a subject pushes certain painful information, memories, or experiences out of consciousness in such a way that they fail to move past them and relegate them to the past. Although Merleau-Ponty talks about repression in connection with an unrealisable goal (a love affair, a career, etc.) that one never moves past, the classic example is traumatic experience. In this, the subject remains fixated on the experience in his or her present, just not consciously. It therefore doesn’t appear as a memory. “On the contrary, this past that remains our true present does not move away from us [like other past events]; rather, in lieu of being displayed before our gaze, it always hides behind it.” (p.85) Merleau-Ponty talks about it as remaining before us, not in explicit thought, but in our actual being; “its nature is to survive only as a style of being and only to a certain degree of generality…” (p.85) Repression is then a kind of passage from first person experience to an impersonal phenomenon that “clarifies our condition of being embodied by relating this condition to the temporal structure of being in the world.” (p.86) Insofar as we inhabit a physical world, an “almost impersonal existence thus appears around our personal existence, which, so to speak, is taken for granted, and to which I entrust the care of keeping me alive. Around the human world that each of us has fashioned, there appears a general world to which we must first belong in order to be able to enclose ourselves within a particular milieu of a love or an ambition.” (p.86) These worlds are always related to temporality, and in repression, this relation takes the form of keeping the past alive in the present.
In the same way that repression preserves a specific world through which I have passed, and which helps shape the form of my whole life, “my organism – as a pre-personal adhesion to the general form of the world, as an anonymous and general existence – plays the role of an innate complex beneath the level of my personal life. My organism is not like some inert thing, it itself sketches out the movement of existence.” (p.86) In other words, just as repression grounds us in the world through influencing (in an impersonal way) my personal existence, my body grounds me in the world by connecting me to the “general world” that surrounds me and my own particular milieu. The body is then, my specific past. It is that part of me which I preserve through to my present, without explicitly thinking about it. The body allows us to centre our existence, but, precisely because it is anonymous (like repression), it prevents us from centring it completely. “Thus, to summarize, the ambiguity of being in the world is expressed by the ambiguity of our body, and this latter is understood through the ambiguity of time.” (p.87)

Bringing this back to the problem of the phantom limb, Merleau-Ponty asserts that the phantom limb is neither a memory nor a revived perception; rather, it is somehow “quasi-present”. It is “like a repressed experience, a previous present that cannot commit to becoming past. The memories called back before the amputee’s mind induce a phantom limb not in the manner in which one image calls forth another in associationism, but because every memory reopens lost time and invites us to again take up the situation that it evokes.” (p.88) The origin of the phantom limb in the above way can be seen to occur from emotion. “To be emotional is to find oneself engaged in a situation that one is unable to cope with and yet from which one does not want to escape. Rather than accepting failure or retracing his steps, the subject abolishes the objective world that blocks his path in this existential dilemma and seeks a symbolic satisfaction in magical acts.” (p.88) In the case of the phantom limb, the situation is one the subject is unable to cope with and unable to escape. The only recourse is the magical act, which is the phantom limb.
If the phantom limb is a mental act, why then, does physically severing the nerves suppress the phantom limb? Because “the stimulations coming from the stump keep the amputated arm within the circuit of existence. They mark off and reserve its place, ensure it has not been annihilated, and that it continues to count for the organism; they maintain a void that the history of the subject will fill in; they allow it to produce the phantom…” (p.88) They are a kind of structural edifice which facilitate the production of the phantom limb.

Human beings, unlike animals, don’t merely have a milieu (Umwelt), they also have a world (Welt). This world is “the common reason of all milieus and… the theater of all behaviors…” (p.89), but in order for us to be conscious of this world, we must exist at a distance from “that which solicits [our] action…” (p.89). External stimulations are only permitted to touch us “with “respect”; each momentary situation must for [us] cease to be the totality of being, and each particular response must cease to occupy [our] entire practical field.” (p.89) This distance is created by what Merleau-Ponty called the “habitual body” (the body as general, anonymous unperceived centre of the world), which mediates our access to the world through “stable organs and pre-established circuits” (p.89). Essentially, by “renouncing a part of his spontaneity… man can acquire the mental and practical space that will free him, in principle, from his milieu and thereby allow him to see it.” (p.89) In other words, my impersonal welt which supports my personal umwelt, mediated by my (habitual) body as a non-thetic connection to my surroundings (so my attention doesn’t have to be fully, explicitly directed towards every stimulus), allows me to distance myself (mentally) and reflect on these worlds.  
Thus, we are now in a position to see how the “physiological” and the “psychical” are tied together; namely, the “habitual body is an internal necessity for the most integrated existence… [and] reintegrated into existence, they [the “physiological” and the “psychical”] are no longer distinguished as the order of the in-itself and the order of the for-itself, and because they are both oriented toward an intentional pole or toward a world… Taken concretely, man is not a psyche joined to an organism, but rather this back-and-forth of existence that sometimes allows itself to exist as a body and sometimes carries itself into personal acts.” (pp.89-90) The central idea here is a refutation of the Cartesian notion that we are a union of soul and body, a connecting together of two mutually exclusive terms, a subject attached to an object. On the contrary, we “discover existence in the body by approaching it through a first way of access, namely, physiology.” (p.91) Next, we will turn to look at the how psychology understands the body.

II. The Experience of the Body and Classical Psychology
Firstly, my body is permanent; hence constantly perceived. This characteristic distinguishes my body from all other typical objects; “an object is only an object if it can be moved away and ultimately disappear from my visual field. Its presence is such that it requires a possible absence.” (p.92) Moreover, the permanence of my body is completely different from the case were a typical object merely permanent before me. “Its permanence is not a permanence in the world, but a permanence on my side.” (p.93) My body isn’t “in front of me”; rather, it always lies “on the margins of all my perceptions” (p.93). In addition, the permanence of my body is for me what Merleau-Ponty calls the “primordial habit”. By this, he means that it is the means by which other objects are revealed; “for my window to impose on me a perspective on the church, my body must first impose on me a perspective on the world…” (p.93) This makes it a “metaphysical necessity”; one that presupposes purely physical necessities. “The presence and the absence of external objects are only variations within a primordial field of presence, a perceptual domain over which my body has power…” (p.94) Importantly though, I can never know my body in this role as the “primordial habit”. The eyes I see in the mirror never offer me a “glimpse of my living gaze” (p.94). The right hand touching an object that I grip in my left hand “is not the right hand that does the touching. The first is an intersecting of bones, muscles, and flesh compressed into a point of space; the second shoots across space to reveal the external object in its place.” (p.94) In a nice summarising phrase, Merleau-Ponty notes that psychology can only apprehend the body “no longer as an object of the world but rather as our means of communication with it…” (p.95)
A second characteristic is that the body gives me “double sensations.” This refers to the way that when I touch my right hand with my left, “it is not a question of two sensations that I could feel together, as when we perceive two objects juxtaposed, but rather of an ambiguous organization where the two hands can alternate between the functions of “touching” and “touched.”” (p.95)
Thirdly, the body is considered an “affective object” as opposed to external objects which are merely represented. Merleau-Ponty talks about pain in reference to this. When I feel a pain in my foot, I’m not saying that my foot is causing me pain, as if it were just another link in a causal chain leading to ‘me.’
Finally, Merleau-Ponty discusses “kinaesthetic sensations,” which captures the difference between the way we move objects in the world and the more ‘direct’ or ‘unmediated’ way I move my own body. “I move my body directly, I do not find it at one objective point in space in order to lead it to another. I have no need of looking for it because it is always with me. I have no need of directing it toward the goal of the movement, in a sense it touches the goal from the very beginning and it throws itself toward it. In movement, the relations between my decision and my body are magical ones.” (pp.96-7)             

Psychology has already uncovered all of these characteristics but it has failed to make the distinction between one’s body and ordinary objects because psychologists “placed themselves into the realm of impersonal thought to which science referred when it thought itself capable of identifying in its observation precisely what came from the situation of the observer and what came from the absolute properties of the object.” (p.97) The experience of the living subject was itself reduced to an object, “the experience of the body was demoted to a “representation” of the body, it was not a phenomenon, it was a psychical fact.” (p.97) Merleau-Ponty calls this, grasping the body as “an object-subject, as capable of “seeing” and of “suffering,” but these confused representations are merely psychological curiosities…” (p.97) The traits outlined above weren’t considered structural features of the body, merely ““distinctive characteristics” of the contents of consciousness that make up our representation of the body.” (p.98) However, Merleau-Ponty points out that the “psychologist’s being knew more about the psychologist than the psychologist himself” (p.99) because the experiencing body, what Merleau-Ponty metaphorically calls the “union of the soul and the body”, is not something that was “accomplished once and for all in some distant world; rather, it is born again at each moment beneath the psychologist’s thought… renewed with each act of perception…” (p.99) 
So, Merleau-Ponty asks himself, what is the perceiving subject if he or she is able to experience a body in the way we have seen. His answer is that, “[t]o be a consciousness, or rather, to be an experience, is to have an inner communication with the world, the body, and others, to be with them rather than beside them. To concern oneself with psychology is necessarily to encounter, beneath the objective thought that moves among ready-made things, a primary opening onto things without which there could be no objective knowledge.” (p.99) Merleau-Ponty proposes to return to the characteristics of the body we identified above and lead modern psychology back to experience. 

III. The Spatiality of One’s Own Body and Motricity
We don’t apprehend our bodies the same way that we apprehend other objects around us. “If my arm is resting on the table, I will never think to say that it is next to the astray in the same way that the ashtray is next to the telephone.” (p.100) Rather, Merleau-Ponty says, “I hold my body as an indivisible possession and I know the position of each of my limbs through a body schema that envelops them all.” (pp.100-1) 
This body schema was initially understood as a “summary of our bodily experience” (p.101), a proprioceptive awareness that we developed gradually through childhood capable of informing us of the change of position of our body parts and positions of stimuli, etc. This is a very associationist way of understanding body schema. Merleau-Ponty wants to understand it as “no longer the mere result of associations established in the course of experience, but rather the global awareness of my posture in the inter-sensory world, a “form” in Gestalt psychology’s sense of the word.” (p.102) Nevertheless, Merleau-Ponty notes that it is “insufficient to say that my body is a form, or a phenomenon in which the whole is anterior to the parts” (p.102) because this doesn’t explain how the “form” comes about. The answer to this is that “the body schema is neither the simple copy, nor even the global awareness of the existing parts of the body; rather, the subject actively integrates the parts according to their value for the organism’s projects.” (p.102) In other words, the body schema is dynamic. In fact, “…my body appears to me as a posture toward a certain task, actual or possible.” (p.102) Unlike external objects, the body’s spatiality is not a positional spatiality; it is a situational spatiality. When we use the word “here” in reference to the body, “it does not designate a determinate position in relation to other positions or in relation to external coordinates. It designates the installation of the first coordinates, the anchoring of the active body in an object, and the situation of the body confronted with its tasks.” (pp.102-3) In a very nice description, Merleau-Ponty talks about bodily space as “the darkness of the theater required for the clarity of the performance… the zone of non-being in front of which precise beings, figures, and points can appear.” (p.103) If figures can appear on a background for us at all, this can only be insofar as my body “exists toward them, insofar as it coils up upon itself in order to reach its goal, and the “body schema” is, in the end, a manner of expressing that my body is in and toward the world.” (p.103) 
Not only does my body, through the “bodily space” it creates, ensure that figures can exist on a background, it is “far from… being for me merely a fragment of space, there would be for me no such thing as space if I did not have a body.” (p.104) I.e. external, ‘physical’ space is grounded in bodily space, not the other way around. One way to see this is to think about spatial terms, ‘on,’ ‘under,’ ‘left,’ ‘right,’ etc. These terms are meaningless without an explicit directionality, or “oriented space,” from which we are perceiving things.
This all gives us a “double horizon” of bodily space and external space on which figures can appear, and which sees them as forming a practical system, “the former being the background against which the object can stand out or the void in front of which the object can appear as the goal of our action” (p.105). This means that the spatiality of the body is only brought about in action, and we will better be able to explicate this if we investigate the body in motion.

In the next section, Merleau-Ponty talks about a patient named Schneider who suffered from “psychic blindness,” a condition which meant that he was able to perform “concrete movements” but not “abstract” ones. Concrete movements are those which are part of a larger context. Abstract movements are those that have been removed from such a context. For example, when asked to pretend to hammer with his right hand, Schneider would also bring his left hand up to pretend to hold a nail. He was unable to isolate an action from its natural context and perform that action alone. Placed before the tools of his trade, Schneider didn’t need to look for his hands or fingers “for they are not objects to be found in objective space… but rather powers that are already mobilized by the perception of [those tools]… they are the center-point of the “intentional threads” that link him to the given objects. We never move our objective body, we move our phenomenal body, and we do so without mystery…” (p.108) The tools themselves “are presented to the subject as poles of action; they define, through their combined value, a particular situation that remains open, that calls for a certain mode of resolution, a certain labor… In concrete movement, the patient has neither a thetic consciousness of the stimulus nor a thetic consciousness of the reaction: quite simply, he is his body and his body is the power for a certain world.” (pp.108-9)
Another problem for Schneider concerned bodily space. Ordinarily, we are able to distinguish without movement and without error between a stimulus applied to the head and one applied to the body. Schneider, however, had to put his entire body into motion to obtain a rough idea of the location, then move the limb being touched before finally twitching his skin in that area. However, if bitten by a mosquito, his hand would automatically find the point of the bite without having to go through these steps. This is because “[b]etween the hand as a power for scratching and the point of the bite as a place to be scratched, a lived relation is given in the natural system of one’s own body. The operation takes place wholly within the order of the phenomenal, it does not pass through the objective world.” (p.108)  
This leads Merleau-Ponty to conclude that “the normal subject immediately has several “holds” on his body. He does not have his body available merely as implicated in a concrete milieu, he is not merely situated in relation to the tasks set by his trade, nor is he merely open to real situations. Rather, in addition he possesses his body as the correlate of pure stimuli stripped of all practical signification…” (p.111) In general, our body is both “ready to be mobilized by real situations that draw it toward themselves… [but] it can also turn away from the world… and… be situated in the virtual.” (p.111) We are able to reckon with the possible in such a way that it acquires a sort of actuality while remaining possibility. This was Schneider’s deficiency. He was unable to cope with the possible. The instructions he receives have an intellectual signification, but they lack a motor signification, “they do not speak to him as a motor subject… he can never deploy the thought of a movement into an actual movement.” (p.113) Rather, it is as if he “leaves the care of executing the movement to his body… [he] does not seek and does not find the movement himself; rather, he agitates his body until the movement appears.” (p.112) 
We can now see that “every movement has a background, and that the movement and its background are “moments of a single whole. The background of the movement is not a representation associated or linked externally to the movement itself; it is immanent in the movement, it animates it and guides it alone at each moment.” (p.113) This insight allows us to mark the distinction between abstract movement and concrete movement: “the background of concrete movement is the given world, the background of abstract movement is, on the contrary, constructed.” (p.113) 
Merleau-Ponty now gives the example of gesturing to a friend who is some distance away. My intention does not terminate in my body with the gesture itself; rather, “I signal across the world; I signal over there, where my friend is.” (p.113) If my friend then doesn’t respond, and I subsequently gesture more impatiently, there aren’t two distinct conscious acts here. Instead, “I see my partner’s resistance, and my impatient gesture emerges from this situation, without any interposed thought.” (p.113) If I were to then make the same gesture as an experiment without anybody else present, “my body, which was just previously the vehicle of movement, now becomes the goal of movement.” (p.114) The first gesture is concrete; the second, abstract. Abstract movement hollows out of the busy world in which concrete movement unfolds, a “zone of reflection and of subjectivity, it superimposes a virtual or human space over physical space. Concrete movement is thus centripetal, whereas abstract movement is centrifugal; the first takes place within being or within the actual, the second takes place within the possible or within non-being; the first adheres to a given background, the second itself sets up its own background.” (p.114) 
What makes abstract movement possible is what Merleau-Ponty calls a “function of “projection” by which the subject of movement organizes before himself a free space in which things that do not exist naturally can take on a semblance of existence.” (p.114) The interesting thing is that this function of “projection” or “conjuring up” is at work even where concrete movement is concerned because the world never appears as a blank slate before us. Rather, “the normal person’s projects polarize the world, causing a thousand signs to appear there, as if by magic, that guide action, as signs in a museum guide the visitor.” (p.115)

Merleau-Ponty spends the next few pages arguing that Schneider’s disorder of abstract movement cannot be understood by way of a simple causal, empirical explanation based on the loss of visual contents (his disorder arose from a piece of shrapnel injuring his occipital region) because no decisive experiment is possible. The disturbance is deeper than vision (and touch) as we have seen; “the disorder consists in a shrinking of the motor field… it would concern the subject’s living region, that opening up to the world that ensures that objects currently out of reach nevertheless count for the normal subject, that they exist as tactile for him and remain part of his motor universe.” (p.119) This also means the reverse holds true; i.e. the function of projection can’t be explained by the presence of visual contents.
If we can’t explain Schneider’s affliction through empirical, causal means, then perhaps we will have better luck “in reconstituting the fundamental disorder by following the symptoms backward, not to an observable cause, but to an intelligible reason or condition of possibility…” (p.122) In other words, “if psychology is not empiricist and explanatory, then it must be intellectualist and reflective.” (p.122) On this account, Schneider cannot identify the place on his body being touched because “he is no longer a subject facing an objective world and because he can no longer take up the “categorial attitude.” Abstract movement is likewise compromised insofar as it presupposes a consciousness of the goal… Abstract movement is thus inhabited by a power of objectification, by a “symbolic function,” a “representation function,” or a power of “projection”…” (p.123) Of course, we can’t say that consciousness has this power, as if it were a ‘thing’ with properties; rather, it is this power. Consciousness is purely intentional and “can only bear upon this object insofar as it “irrealizes” itself and throws itself into the object, insofar as it is entirely within this reference to . . . something, and insofar as it is a pure act of signification.” (p.123) In other words, if the patient is not a consciousness, he must then exist as a thing. 
As we have described these two approaches thus far, we might expect the difference between concrete and abstract movement to be the difference between “physiology and psychology, between existence in itself and existence for itself.” (p.124) The problem here is that once we allow physiology a toe-hold as an explanation for concrete movement, it can’t be limited. Why could it not then also explain abstract movement? The same is true for psychology. If we grant that a reflective consciousness explains abstract movements, it must also be behind concrete movements. “Either the physiological explanation must be rejected, or it must be acknowledged as total; either consciousness must be denied, or it must be acknowledged as total.” (p.125) The key point here is that the distinction between our two types of movement can only be maintained “if there are several ways for the body to be a body, and several ways for consciousness to be consciousness.” (p.125)
Regarding the intellectualist explanation Merleau-Ponty says that it is “less false than it is abstract… Intellectualism’s error is to make it depend upon itself, to separate it from the materials in which it is realized, and to recognize in us, as originary, a direct presence in the world.” (p.126) If we make consciousness this standalone, independent entity “outside of being,” then it can “never be penetrated by being.” (p.126) The symbolic function gives us a deeper explanation that identifies the common structure belonging to different disturbances (Merleau-Ponty talks about aphasia, apraxia, and agnosia here, even when each disorder includes disturbances in the other two areas), but Merleau-Ponty is looking for the deeper existential ground of the symbolic function, which, we have seen, is too detached and abstract to be the final solution. So, we are looking for a relationship “between the linguistic, perceptual, and motor contents and the form that they receive or the symbolic function that animates them” (p.128) which doesn’t reduce the form to the content or subsume the content under an autonomous form. What we have is a situation in which “[f]orm absorbs content to the point that content ultimately appears as a mere mode of form… But reciprocally, even in its intellectual sublimation, content remains radically contingent as the initial institution or founding of knowledge and action…” (pp.128-9) Merleau-Ponty is trying to “restore this dialectic between form and matter…” (p.129) 

Returning to Schneider for a moment, Merleau-Ponty recounts some other features of his condition. He cannot recognise objects presented to him without an exhaustive, interrogative and eliminative thought process. When shown a pen; rather than immediately recognising it, he will observe its physical features while speculating about what object could have those features. Through a deductive process like this, he will try to guess what it is. “For the normal person, the object is “speaking” and meaningful, the arrangement of colors immediately “means” something, whereas for the patient the signification must be brought in from elsewhere through a genuine act of interpretation.” (p.133) Merleau-Ponty concludes that “the world no longer has a physiognomy for him.” (p.134) This is evidenced in the way Schneider draws. He never draws according to an understanding of what he sees. Instead, he touches the object, articulates his findings, and draws the object based on these findings. Whereas “the normal subject penetrates the object through perception and assimilates its structure, the object directly regulates his movements through his body.” (p.134) Likewise, when it comes to retelling a story. Schneider has no overall grasp of the narrative as it is told to him, so when asked to retell what he has heard, he must reconstitute it piece by piece as if there were no logical, coherent connection between the pieces. Schneider also never takes a walk, but will only go out if he has an errand to run. Everything he undertakes must have an explicit goal. He is incapable of having an impromptu conversation. “There is something meticulous and serious in all of his behaviour, which comes from the fact that he is incapable of playing. To play is to place oneself momentarily in an imaginary situation, to amuse oneself in changing one’s “milieu.” The patient, however, cannot enter into a fictional situation without converting it into a real situation…” (p.136) His temporal existence is also similarly curtailed. “The future and the past are for him nothing but the “shrivelled up” continuations of the present.” (p.137)
  
The point here is that there is a unity underlying all of Schneider’s disorders that is not merely the “abstract unity of the “representation function.”” (p.137) Schneider is bound to the actual and lacks “the concrete freedom that consists in the general power of placing oneself in a situation.” (p.137) Merleau-Ponty calls this freedom “a vector moving in every direction, like a searchlight, by which we can orient ourselves toward anything, in ourselves or outside of ourselves, and by which we can have a behaviour with regard to this object.” (p.137) However, the analogy of a searchlight is deficient because it presupposes the objects that it illuminates, “whereas the core function we are speaking of here – prior to making us see or know objects – first more secretly brings them into existence for us.” (p.137) Merleau-Ponty then proposes that we call this “vector” which underpins perceptual life, the ““intentional arc” that projects around us our past, our future, our human milieu, our physical situation, our ideological situation, and our moral situation, or rather, that ensures that we are situated within all of these relationships. This intentional arc creates the unity of the senses, the unity of the sense with intelligence, and the unity of sensitivity and motricity. And this is what “goes limp” in the disorder.” (p.137)
The preceding has given us a new mode of analysis – an existential analysis – that has gone beyond the “classical alternatives between empiricism and intellectualism, or between explanation and reflection.” (p.138)

We must now elucidate the role the body plays in this, and it turns out to be a central one. Motricity is “original intentionality. Consciousness is originarily not an “I think that,” but rather an “I can.”” (p.139) Vision and movement are ways of relating to objects; what Merleau-Ponty calls the “movement of existence.” “Consciousness is being toward the thing through the intermediary of the body. A movement is learned when the body has understood it, that is, when it has incorporated it into its “world,” and to move one’s body is to aim at the things through it, or to allow one’s body to respond to their solicitation, which is exerted upon the body without any representation.” (p.140) 
The central role of the body in the intentional arc means that it cannot be “in-itself,” which prompts Merleau-Ponty to assert that “we must not say that our body is in space, nor for that matter in time. It inhabits space and time.” (p.140) Merleau-Ponty’s point here is that our body is not an object in space and time the way a cup is; which is to say, existing at a particular place at a particular moment. Rather, it is enmeshed within space and time; “Insofar as I have a body and insofar as I act in the world through it, space and time are not for me a mere summation of juxtaposed points, and no more are they, for that matter, an infinity of relations synthesized by my consciousness in which my body would be implicated. I am not in space and in time, nor do I think space and time; rather, I am of space and time; my body fits itself to them and embraces them.” (p.141) One example of this is the way that, although my body is always here and now, “the preceding instant is not forgotten… the present perception consists in taking up the series of previous positions that envelop each other by relying upon the current position.” (p.141) However, this enmeshed habitation is never total. “The space and time that I inhabit are always surrounded by indeterminate horizons that contain other points of view.” (p.141)
This way of thinking about the body explains how it “understands its world without having to go through “representations,” or without being subordinated to a “symbolic” or “objectifying function.”” (p.141) The body schema we identified earlier is therefore “not merely an experience of my body, but rather an experience of my body in the world…” (p.142) and is therefore inextricably tied in with motricity. “Motricity is the primary sphere in which the sense of all significations is first given in the domain of represented space.” (p.143)
Merleau-Ponty now looks to explain that last sentence further by considering habit. He considers the way the “blind man’s cane has ceased to be an object for him, it is no longer perceived for itself; rather, the cane’s furthest point is transformed into a sensitive zone, it increases the scope and the radius of the act of touching and has become analogous to a gaze.” (p.144) He doesn’t estimate distances between the end of the cane and the object as if by calculation. Becoming habituated to the cane is not a matter of memorising dimensions objectively and quantitatively assessing one’s surroundings. Rather, if one wants to become habituated to the cane, one must “try it out,” “get a feel for it.” “To habituate oneself to a hat, an automobile, or a cane is to take up residence in them… Habit expresses the power we have of dilating our being in the world, or of altering our existence through incorporating new instruments.” (pp.144-5) Another good example Merleau-Ponty gives is of typing. “Knowing how to type… is not the same as knowing the location of each letter on the keyboard… The subject knows where the letters are on the keyboard just as we know where one of our limbs is – a knowledge of familiarity that does not provide us with a position in objective space.” (p.145)
So, what is habit? It is neither knowledge nor automatic reflex. Rather, it is “a question of a knowledge in our hands, which is only given through a bodily effort and cannot be translated by an objective designation.” (p.145) We said earlier that the body “understands” its world. This only makes sense if we recognise that “understanding” here doesn’t mean to subsume a sensory given under an idea, and that the body is not a mere object. “To understand is to experience the accord between what we aim at and what is given, between the intention and the realization – and the body is our anchorage in a world.” (p.146) In this then, the typist, in learning to type, “literally incorporates the space of the keyboard into his bodily space.” (p.146)
Our body is an “expressive space,” in which “[n]o sooner have I formed the desire to take hold of an object than already, at a point in space that I was not thinking about, my hand as that power for grasping rises up toward the object… But our body is not merely one expressive space among all others, for that would be merely the constituted body. Our body, rather, is the origin of all the others, it is the very movement of expression, it projects significations on the outside by giving them a place and sees to it that they begin to exist as things, beneath our hands and before our eyes… The body is our general means of having a world.” (p.147) Habit is one “mode of this fundamental power.” (p.148) 
Merleau-Ponty then says something important. “The body, then, has understood and the habit has been acquired when the body allows itself to be penetrated by a new signification, when it has assimilated a new meaningful core.” (p.148) This means that “we have discovered through the study of motricity… a new sense of the word “sense.”” (p.148) This new understanding of “sense” could be called an existential one, in that it grounds our very being in the world. 

IV. The Synthesis of One’s Own Body
One of the things we have done above is identify that the spatiality of the body (and all things, in fact) and its being are not two distinct problems. Rather, we have uncovered “beneath the objective space in which the body eventually finds it place, a primordial spatiality of which objective space is but the envelope and which merges with the very being of the body.” (p.149) Remember, the body is not in space, it is of space. 

The unity of the body exhibits the same structure. “The various parts of my body – its visual, tactile, and motor aspects – are not simply coordinated.” (p.150) We don’t ‘learn’ how to use our body parts one by one, as it were, as if we were operating a machine. “Rather, this translation and this assemblage are completed once and for all in me: they are my body itself.” (p.151) Merleau-Ponty gives the example of a child trying to grasp, who, rather than looking at his/her hand, looks at the object. The body is, to use a Sartrean word, surpassed from the very beginning. 
The same holds for the way we perceive the unity of our body. We don’t grasp this in the same way that we perceive the entirety of a cube (all of its different perspectives); i.e. from its geometrical structure. Our body isn’t an object before us. “…I am not in front of my body, I am in my body, or rather I am my body.” (p.151) The body cannot be compared to a physical object; instead, Merleau-Ponty compares it to a work of art. The reason for this is that the work of art must be considered as a whole; rather than, say, a painting broken down into dots of colour, or a poem analysed by its words. “A novel, a painting, and a piece of music are individuals, that is, beings in which the expression cannot be distinguished from the expressed, whose sense is only accessible through direct contact, and who send forth their signification without ever leaving their temporal and spatial place.” (p.153)
    
The point of this section is to reinforce the idea that habit is both motor and perceptual, and that the world that is acquired through habit isn’t acquired through any kind of intellection. Returning to the example of the man with the cane, Merleau-Ponty asserts that “habit does not consist in interpreting the pressure of the cane on the hand like signs of certain positions of the cane, and then these positions as signs of an external object – for the habit relieves us of this very task. The pressures on the hand and the cane are no longer given, the cane is no longer an object that the blind man would perceive, it has become an instrument with which he perceives. It is an appendage of the body, or an extension of the bodily synthesis. Correlatively, the external object is not the geometrical plan or the invariant of a series of perspectives; it is a thing toward which the cane leads us and whose perspectives, according to perceptual evidentness, are not signs, but rather appearances.” (pp.153-4) Intellectualism, in separating the sign and the signification, and conceiving of the passage from the one to the other as an interpretation or an apperception distorts both; “it separates them by objectifying the sensory content, which is already “pregnant” with a sense…” (p.154) 
Ultimately, we have seen here that the “analysis of motor habit as an extension of existence continues, then, into an analysis of perceptual habit as an acquisition of a world.” (p.154)

V. The Body as a Sexed Being
Thus far we have “shed light upon the primordial function by which we make space, the object, or the instrument exist for us and through which we take them up, as well as to describe the body as the place of this appropriation.” (p.156) However, in focusing on space or the perceived thing, we have occluded the relation between the embodied subject and his or her world because “this relation transforms itself in the pure exchange between the epistemological subject and the object.” (p.156) Indeed, the natural world exists in itself beyond its existence for me. If we want to clarify the relation between the subject and his or her world, we need to consider our affective milieu. To this end, Merleau-Ponty now turns to “how an object or a being begins to exist for us through desire or love, and we will thereby understand more clearly how objects and beings can exist in general.” (p.156)
Traditionally affectivity has not been recognised as an original mode of consciousness. Rather, the subject is supposed to act either a) automatically according to pleasure and pain, or b) through his or her power of representation. If this were true, then “every sexual incapacity would have to be reduced either to the loss of certain representations or to a weakening of pleasure.” (p.157) Merleau-Ponty will investigate this with the case of Schneider who “no longer seeks the sexual act of his own volition.” (p.157)
The basic idea is the same as that which we already outlined earlier. Schneider’s pathology “reveals a living zone between automatic reflexes and representation in which the sexual possibilities of the patient are elaborated…” (p.158) For there to be a ‘normal’ desire for sex, there must be an “Eros or a Libido that animates an original world, gives external stimuli a sexual value or signification, and sketches out for each subject the use to which he will put his objective body.” (p.158) This is the problem for Schneider. “Perception has lost its erotic structure both spatially and temporally. The patient has lost the power of projecting before himself a sexual world, of putting himself into an erotic situation…” (p.158) Here, once again, we have a “mode of perception that is distinct from objective perception, a genre of signification distinct from intellectual signification, and an intentionality that is not the pure “consciousness of something.” (p.159) The sexual life is an original intentionality that grounds all ‘higher’ processes (perception, motricity, representation) on an “intentional arc.”

Merleau-Ponty next discusses Freud and psychoanalysis. He says that, perhaps contrary to Freud’s intention, psychoanalysis can’t explain the human individual through their sexual infrastructure, but it does highlight relations and attitudes in sexuality that had passed for relations and attitudes of consciousness, and reintegrates them into human existence. In short, psychoanalysis has “contributed to developing the phenomenological method by claiming, as Freud puts it, that every human act “has a sense,” and by seeking everywhere to understand the event rather than to tie it to mechanical conditions.” (pp.160-1) This amounts to a rejection of Freud’s insistence on the sexual infrastructure of life, and his inflation of sexuality to the point where it contains all of existence within it. What Merleau-Ponty does want to pursue is the idea that “bodily or carnal life and the psyche are in a reciprocal relation of expression, [and] that the bodily event always has a psychical signification…” (p.163) but this will require some clarification, through another case study.
A young woman, whose mother has forbidden her from seeing the man she loves, suddenly can’t sleep, loses her appetite, and her ability to speak. The aphonia has occurred twice before in the patient’s life. Freud would immediately blame this on the oral stage of sexual development. However, the mouth concerns more than merely sexual existence. It is also obviously concerned with speech. Merleau-Ponty then asserts it “represents a refusal of coexistence…” (p.163) In the same way, her inability to swallow food is a more general break with life itself. “The patient is literally unable “to swallow” the prohibition that has been imposed upon her.” (p.163) Merleau-Ponty still acknowledges that the events which precipitated the aphonia may be exploiting “in this patient a particular sensitivity of the throat and the mouth, which could be linked to the history of her libido and to the oral phase of sexuality” (pp.163-4), but what he has done has uncovered “through the sexual signification of the symptoms… what they signify more generally in relation to past and future, self and others, that is, in relation to the fundamental dimensions of existence.” (p.164) In other words, the body constantly expresses or signifies the modalities of existence. 
Merleau-Ponty wants to make clear though that this signification doesn’t occur in the same way that a number designates a house. “The sign here does not only indicate its signification, but is also inhabited by it; here the sign is, in a sense, what it signifies…” (p.164) The patient isn’t putting on a show or expressing an “inner state” on the outside, nor is her silence deliberate or voluntary. She has lost her voice in the same way that one loses a memory. A memory isn’t lost “by accident, it is only insofar as it belongs to a certain region of my life that I refuse, insofar as it has a certain signification, and, like all significations, this one only exists for someone. Forgetting, then, is an act. I hold this memory at a distance, as I look away from a person whom I do not want to see… although resistance certainly presupposes an intentional relation with the memory that is resisted, it does not place it in front of us as an object, nor does it explicitly reject it; rather, it aims at a region of our experience, a certain category, a certain class of memories.” (pp.164-5) As an example of what Merleau-Ponty is talking about here he describes a man who, having ‘forgotten’ where a book he received from his wife is, suddenly ‘remembers’ after he reconciles with her. In other words, because of the ambiguous nature of human existence, we can both know and not know something. As Merleau-Ponty says, “in hysteria and repression, we can be ignorant of something while knowing it because our memories and our body, rather than being given to us through singular and determinate acts of consciousness, are enveloped by generality. Through this generality we still “have” them, but just enough to hold them off at a distance from ourselves.” (p.165) The idea here is that we place ourselves in a situation, or project a world around ourselves, in which specific ideas, memories, actions, etc., are possible or impossible. This allows us to “know” things on some level, while not having them thetically before us. It’s like getting rid of a specific memory, not by focusing on the memory itself but by cutting out the ground on which the memory could appear in the first place. And what is the ‘ground’ we cut away? The world, the situation, we project. This also explains why these types of disorders aren’t voluntary; i.e. because the will is only able to choose from among the field of possibilities we project. For the woman with aphonia, the option to speak to her friend is no longer on the table, her friend no longer exists as a desired or rejected interlocutor. This means that psychology can’t effect a cure by causing the patient to know the origin of their illness. “The symptom and the recovery are worked out at a deeper level than that of objective or thetic consciousness.” (p.166)    
Merleau-Ponty goes on to make a very nice analogy of aphonia to sleep. All my will has the power to do here is make me lie down, close my eyes, and breathe deeply. In other words, all I can do is “call forth the visitation of sleep by imitating the breathing and posture of the sleeper. The god is there when the faithful no longer distinguish themselves from the role they are playing, when their body and their consciousness cease to be opposed to their particular opacity and are entirely dissolved into the myth. Sleep “arrives” at a particular moment, it settles upon this imitation of itself that I offered it, and I succeed in becoming what I pretended to be: that unseeing and nearly unthinking mass, confined to a point in space and no longer in the world except through the anonymous vigilance of the senses.” (pp.166-7)       

Again, Merleau-Ponty returns to consider the role of the body in all this, which is to “ensure this metamorphosis. It transforms ideas into things and my mimicry of sleep into actual sleep. If the body can symbolize existence, this is because it actualizes it and because it is its actuality.” (p.167) Of course, the body doesn’t just actualise by opening up situations, it can also close them, which is what we see in the disorders we have been looking at; “precisely because it can shut itself off from the world, my body is also what opens me up to the world and puts me into a situation there… The patient will rediscover her voice, not through an intellectual effort or through an abstract decree of the will, but through a conversion that gathers her entire body together…” (p.168)
It is important to note here that even though we have given to the body the power to close off situations, cutting itself off from the “circuit of existence” (p.168), it cannot completely fall back on itself. “I never fully become an object in the world; the fullness of being of a thing is always lacking for me, my own substance always runs away from me through the inside, and some intention is always sketched out.” (p.168)
In short, bodily existence grounds the possibility of a genuine presence in the world, it “establishes our primary pact with the world… personal existence is the taking up and the manifestation of a being in a given situation… [and] [t]he body expresses total existence in this way [by being a signification in which the expressed and the expression are the same], not that it is an external accompaniment of it, but because existence accomplishes itself in the body.” (pp.168-9) 

So, neither the body (the sign) nor existence (the signification) can be considered “the original model of the human being, since each one presupposes the other and since the body is existence as congealed or generalized, and since existence is a perpetual embodiment.” (p.169) We also can’t reduce existence to sexuality or the body, and neither can we reduce sexuality to existence. The reason for this is because “existence is not an order of facts (like “psychical facts”) that one could reduce to other facts or to which these others could be reduced…” (p.169)
In modesty, desire, and love (expressions of our sexuality), we see a “metaphysical signification in general, that is, they are incomprehensible if man is treated as a machine governed by natural laws or even as a “bundle of instincts,” and that they concern man as consciousness and as free.” (pp.169-70) Here, Merleau-Ponty gives a very Hegelian, metaphysical account of our relations to other people (which modesty, desire, and love all presuppose). To have a body means that I can be seen (through the gaze) as an object for the Other, but it also means that I can reduce the Other to an object for me. Only on this metaphysical understanding can we make sense of modesty, desire, and love. “The importance attached to the body and the paradoxes of love are linked, then, to a more general drama drawn from the metaphysical structure of my body, at once an object for others and a subject for me.” (p.170) The important point here though is that the “embarrassments and anxieties of human behaviour are thus not explained by linking them to the sexual concern, since this latter already contains them. But reciprocally, sexuality is not reduced to something other than itself by linking it to the ambiguity of the body. For, as an object before thought, the body is not ambiguous. It only becomes ambiguous in the experience we have of it, preeminently in sexual experience, and through the fact of sexuality.” (pp.170-1)        

Here we reach the main point regarding sexuality: “Sexuality is neither transcended in human life nor represented at its core through unconscious representations. It is constantly present in human life as an atmosphere.” (p.171) Recall that the body schema provided us with an awareness of our body without having to treat it as an external object. In moving my arm to grasp an object, I don’t have to explicitly guide it through space. “Similarly, sexuality can motivate privileged forms of my experience without being the object of an explicit act of consciousness. Thus understood as an ambiguous atmosphere, sexuality is coextensive with life. In other words, ambiguity is essential to human existence, and everything that we live or think always has several senses… There is osmosis between sexuality and existence, that is, if existence diffuses throughout sexuality, sexuality reciprocally diffuses through existence, such that it is impossible to identify the contribution of sexual motivation and the contribution of other motivations for a given decision or action, and it is impossible to characterize a decision or an action as “sexual” or as “nonsexual.”” (p.172) In other words, there is a fundamental indeterminacy or ambiguity central to human existence, which is not the result of some imperfection in our knowledge. “Existence is indeterminate in itself because of its fundamental structure: insofar as existence is the very operation by which something that had no sense takes on sense, by which something that only had a sexual sense adopts a more general signification, by which chance is transformed into reason, or in other words insofar as existence is the taking up of a de facto situation.” (p.173) Merleau-Ponty calls this taking up and transforming of a de facto situation, “transcendence.”
In a very interesting passage, Merleau-Ponty takes this idea and expands on it, noting that “[e]xistence, precisely because it is transcendence, never definitively leaves anything behind, for then the tension that defines it would disappear. It never abandons itself. What it is never remains external and accidental to it, since it takes it up in itself. Sexuality, no more than the body in general, must not be taken for a fortuitous content of our experience. Existence has no fortuitous attributes and no content that does not contribute to giving it its form, it does not admit any pure facts in themselves, because it is the movement by which facts are taken up.” (p.173) In short, it is impossible to discern in the “total being of man a bodily organization that one could treat as a contingent fact and other predicates that necessarily belong to him.” (p.174) What of the argument that one can conceive of a human without feet or hands or sexual organs? Does this not show our bodies to be contingent? This attitude considers body parts abstractly, as “fragments of matter and not in their living function” (p.173), as well as abstractly conceiving of the human being as a whole and nevertheless slipping a human Cogitatio in. What about standing upright and having opposable thumbs? Are these not necessary traits. Indeed, it is no mere coincidence that the “reasonable being” has these features, and yet, this “human way of existing is not guaranteed to each human human child through some essence acquired at birth, in the sense that it must be continuously renewed in him through the accidents of the objective body.” (p.174) Merleau-Ponty concludes that; “Man is an historical idea, not a natural species. In other words, there is no unconditioned possession in human existence, and yet neither is there any fortuitous attribute.” (p.174) Why? Because human existence is transcendence; “…because human existence is the change of contingency into necessity through the act of taking up.” (p.174) 
What does this mean for sexuality? “There is no explanation of sexuality that reduces it to something other than itself, for it is already something other than itself; it already is, so to speak, our entire being… Sexuality cannot be transcended, and yet there is no self-enclosed sexuality.” (p.174)       

Merleau-Ponty closes this chapter with a reflection on dialectical materialism. The long and the short of this passage is that everything we just said about sexuality applies here too. Inasmuch as our entire life “breathes within a sexual atmosphere, without our being able to identify a single content of consciousness that would be “purely sexual” or that would not be sexual at all, so too the economic and social drama offers each consciousness a certain background or again a certain imago that it will decide in its own manner, and, in this sense, this drama is coextensive with history… It [our freedom] consists in taking up a factual situation by giving it a figurative sense beyond its literal sense… In this voluntary taking up, in this passage from objective to subjective, it is impossible to say where the forces of history end or where ours begin, and strictly speaking the question is meaningless, since history only exists for a subject who lives through it and a subject only exists as historically situated. History has no single signification; what we do always has several senses, and this is how an existential conception of history is distinguished from both materialism and spiritualism. But every cultural phenomenon has (among others) an economic signification and, no more than can history be reduced to economics, history in principle never transcends economics either.” (p.177)   

VI. The Body as Expression, and Speech
We have discovered a unity in the body that has led us away from the scientific understanding of the body as an object. We have also discovered in the body’s sexuality an intentionality and power of signification. Now, in this section, Merleau-Ponty wants to completely break from the traditional subject-object dichotomy by looking at the deliberate act of signification; speech. 

As he did with the body schema, Merleau-Ponty begins by noting that empiricism and intellectualism both fail to account for language correctly. The former imagines a mechanical process in which stimuli operate on the body in such a way that the mouth and throat produce the articulation of the word. The word in turn arouses a verbal image associated with it, which produces a certain state of consciousness. For the latter, the word is nothing more than an envelope, an “external sign of an inner recognition that could be accomplished without it and to which it does not contribute. The word is not stripped of sense, since behind it there is a categorical operation, but the word itself does not have this sense, it does not possess it. Thought has a sense and the word remains an empty envelope.” (p.182) We can see that “in the first, there is no one who speaks; in the second, there is certainly a subject, but it is the thinking subject, not the speaking subject.” (p.182)
Speech doesn’t presuppose thought any more than it connects us with the object through a representation. What is crucial to understand here is that the “designation of objects never happens after recognition, it is recognition itself. When I focus on an object in the shadows and I say: “It’s a brush,” there is no concept of the brush in my mind beneath which I could subsume the object and that moreover could be linked with the word “brush” through a frequent association. Rather, the word bears the sense, and, by imposing it upon the object, I am conscious of reaching the object… the name is the essence of the object and resides in it, just like its color or its form.” (p.183) What this means is that “speech does not translate a ready-made thought; rather, speech accomplishes thought. Even more so, it must be acknowledged that the person listening receives the thought from the speech itself.” (pp.183-4) This is important. There is no translation process going on here by which a thought is ‘encoded’ in words by the speaker, and then ‘decoded’ by the listener. This means that the “sense of words must ultimately be induced by the words themselves, or more precisely their conceptual signification must be formed by drawing from a gestural signification, which itself is immanent in speech.” (p.184) Hence, when reading a text which is difficult to understand, we nevertheless get a sense of a ‘style’ beneath the words, and this “is the first sketch of its sense. I begin to understand a philosophy by slipping into this thought’s particular manner of existing… In short, every language teaches itself and imports it meaning [sens] into the listener’s mind.” (pp.184-5) The claim is that there is a thought in the speech underneath the words, of which intellectualism is wholly unaware.

We can gain some further understanding of what Merleau-Ponty is getting at here by considering what happens when we speak. For the orator, “thought is not a representation; that is, thought does not explicitly posit objects or relations. The orator does not think prior to speaking, nor even while speaking; his speech is his thought. The listener similarly does not think about the signs… The words occupy our entire mind… we are possessed by it [the speech]. The end of the speech or of the text will be the lifting of a spell. It is then that thoughts about the speech or the text will be able to arise. Previously the speech was improvised and the text was understood without a single thought; the sense was present everywhere, but nowhere was it posited for itself.” (pp.185-6) What we have here is the exact linguistic parallel of what we saw earlier with the body. In the same way that we saw we didn’t need an objective representation of external space and my body within it, in order to grasp something, “I have no need of representing to myself the word in order to know it and to pronounce it. It is enough that I possess its articulatory and sonorous essence as one of the modulations or one of the possible uses of my body. I relate to the word just as my hand reaches for the place on my body being stung.” (p.186) 

We do the same thing when we imagine. When we imagine Pierre, we don’t contemplate a numerically distinct representation. “To say that I imagine Pierre is to say that I obtain a pseudo-presence of Pierre by triggering the “Pierre-behavior.” Just as imagined Pierre is only one of the modalities of my being in the world, the verbal image too is only one of the modalities of my phonetic gesticulation, given with many others in the overall consciousness of my body.” (p.186) 
This is obviously closely connected with memory, which cannot be understood through an intellectualist framework. Rather, what happens is we attempt to “reopen time” to recapture that past moment. Think of the advice to retrace your steps, when you have lost something. The aim is not to create a mental representation of your previous actions, but to relive them. This also brings us nicely back to the main focus of this first part of the book; the body. The body is “our permanent means of “adopting attitudes” and hence of creating pseudo-presents… [and] the means of our communication with both time and space. The function of the body in memory is that very function of projection that we have already encountered in kinetic initiation…” (p.187) 

So, we can now articulate the physiognomy of speaking. Speech is not the “sign” of thought. Instead, “sense is caught in speech, and speech is the external existence of sense.” (p.187) Indeed, the “operation of expression, when successful… opens a new field or a new dimension to our experience.” (p.188) This is perhaps most easily seen in art. One doesn’t appreciate a song by analysing the score or breaking down the harmonies. One appreciates it by listening to it, by allowing the piece to wash over you. It doesn’t refer to something beyond itself, it is what it expresses. The exact same thing holds for “the expression of thoughts by speech. Thought is nothing “inner,” nor does it exist outside the world and outside of words. What tricks us here, what makes us believe in a thought that could exist for itself prior to expression, are the already constituted and already expressed thoughts that we can silently recall to ourselves and by which we give ourselves the illusion of an inner life. But in fact, this supposed silence is buzzing with words – this inner life is an inner language.” (pp.188-9) In a way, reflection comes too late to the party; “we reflect within a world already spoken and speaking.” (p.189)
Speech is a gesture and, like all gestures, contains its own sense. This is the only reason that communication is possible. “I do not primarily communicate with “representations” or with a thought, but rather with a speaking subject, with a certain style of being, and with the “world” that he aims at. Just as the significative intention that initiated the other person’s speech is not an explicit thought, but rather a certain lack that seeks to be fulfilled, so too is my taking up of this intention not an operation of my thought, but rather a synchronic modulation of my own existence, a transformation of my being.” (p.189) “Speech is a gesture, and its signification is a world.” (p.190)     

So, how do we understand gestures? As we have seen, the gesture contains its own sense. When I see an angry or threatening gesture, I don’t need to recall the feelings I felt when I performed those same gestures, nor do I “perceive the anger or the threat as a psychological fact hidden behind the gesture, I read the anger in the gesture. The gesture does not make me think of anger, it is the anger itself.” (p.190) And yet, it isn’t quite this simple because my understanding of gestures is largely restricted to human gestures. I don’t understand the gestures of animals or insects. “I do not even understand emotions in primitive peoples, or in milieus too different from my own.” (p.190) The reason for this is that the “sense of the gestures is not given but rather understood, which is to say taken up by an act of the spectator.” (p190) For this to happen, a deeper connection must be established between the gesturer and the person gestured to. “Communication of the understanding of gestures is achieved through the reciprocity between my intentions and the other person’s gestures, and between my gestures and the intentions which can be read in the other person’s behavior. Everything happens as if the other person’s intention inhabited my body, or as if my intentions inhabited his body. The gesture I witness sketches out the first signs of an intentional object. This object becomes present and is fully understood when the powers of my body adjust to it and fit over it. The gesture is in front of me like a question, it indicates to me specific sensible points in the world and invites me to join it there.” (pp.190-1) That this does not require any kind of intellection is obvious given that “[g]eneration after generation “understand” and accomplish the sexual gestures, such as the caress, prior to the philosopher defining their intellectual signification – which is to enclose the passive body within itself, to sustain the passive body in the sleepy state of pleasure, and to interrupt the incessant movement by which it projects itself into things and toward others.” (p.191) 
The same happens with the linguistic gesture. Although with the bodily gesture the world offered to the receiver is perceptually evident, the linguistic gesture “intends a mental landscape that is not straightaway given to everyone, and it is precisely its function to communicate this landscape. But culture here offers what nature does not provide. Available significations, namely, previous acts of expression, establish a common world between speaking subjects to which current and new speech refers, just as the gesture refers to the sensible world.” (p.192) But the question remains; how are these available significations themselves constituted?
Merleau-Ponty rejects both the idea that speech is an arbitrary convention and that it is natural. Taking the emotional sense of the word into account, what we have been calling its “gestural sense,” he claims that “words, vowels, and phonemes are so many ways of singing the world, and that they are destined to represent objects, not through an objective resemblance, in the manner imagined by the naïve theory of onomatopoeia, but because they are extracted from them, and literally express their emotional essence… The predominance of vowels in one language, of consonants in another, or systems of construction and syntax would not represent so many arbitrary conventions for expressing the same thought, but rather several ways for the human body to celebrate the world and to finally live it.” (p.193) Merleau-Ponty adds something interesting here. It is this fact that means, although we may speak several languages, “one of them always remains the one in which we live. In order to wholly assimilate a language, it would be necessary to take up the world it expresses, and we never belong to two worlds at the same time.” (p.193) 
Nor can we reduce language to a purely natural expression. “The artificial sign does not reduce to the natural sign because there are no natural signs for man… We could only speak of “natural signs” if the anatomical organization of our body made definite gestures correspond to specific “states of consciousness.” But in fact, the gesticulations of anger or love are not the same for a Japanese person and a Western person… Having the same organs and the same nervous system is not sufficient for the same emotions to take on the same signs in two different conscious subjects.” (pp.194-5) The way we use our bodies transcends what they are as biological masses. “It is no more natural and no less conventional to cry out in anger or to express love through the kiss than it is to call a table a “table.” Just like words, passionate feelings and behaviors are invented.” (p.195)
Rather, for humans, “everything is constructed and everything is natural, in the sense that there is no single word or behaviour that does not owe something to mere biological being – and, at the same time, there is no word or behaviour that does not break free from animal life, that does not deflect vital behaviors from their direction [sens] through a sort of escape and a genius for ambiguity that might well serve to define man.” (p.195)
In a sentence which could serve as a summary for the whole book, what Merleau-Ponty is aiming at here is an existential theory that “treats thought and objective language as two manifestations of the fundamental activity by which man projects himself toward a “world.” (pp.196-7) 

Looking at the disorder of colour amnesia in which the patient is unable to name colours when presented with them, we also note that he is unable to sort colours into categories. Psychologists relate the verbal deficiency to this inability, concluding that he has lost the concept associated with colors. Merleau-Ponty sees this differently though. The “categorial activity, prior to being a thought or a knowledge, is a certain manner of relating to the world, and correlatively is a style or a configuration of experience. For a normal subject, the perception of a pile of color samples organizes itself according to the given instruction: “The colors that belong to the same category as the model stand out from the background of the others”… For the patient, however, each sample is confined within its individual existence… The disorder affects “the manner in which colors group together for the observer, the manner in which the visual field is articulated from the point of view of colors.” It is not merely thought or knowledge, but the very experience of colors that is in question.” (p.197) The result is that the amnesia “has to do less with judgment than with the milieu of experience in which judgment is born…” (p.198) 
In some cases of colour amnesia, patients are actually able to repeat the names of colours without being able to classify them. This is evidence that it is not the lack of the word itself that makes the categorising activity impossible. The words themselves must have lost something that normally belongs to them. Have they lost their notional signification? This would make thought into the cause of language. Rather, the word has lost its sense, “when it loses its sense, the word alters even in its perceptible appearance, it becomes empty… the name is no longer useful to him, it says nothing to him, it is bizarre and absurd, just as names are for us when we have repeated them for too long… The name is thus not detached from previous “associations”; it has altered itself, like an inanimate body… Thus we are clearly led to recognize a gestural or existential signification of speech…” (p.199) 
So, what does language express if it doesn’t express thought? “It presents, or rather it is, the subject’s taking up of a position in the world of his significations… For the speaking subject and for those who listen to him, the phonetic gesture produces a certain structuring of experience, a certain modulation of existence…” (p.199)   
How does this happen? Merleau-Ponty compares the situation to Darwinian evolution. The knitting of the eyebrows to protect the eyes from the sun, the focusing of the eyes to permit clear vision, these physical acts of the body signify meditation. “Language, in turn, poses no other problem: the contraction of the throat, the sibilant emission of air between the tongue and the teeth, a certain manner of playing with our body suddenly allows itself to be invested with a figurative sense and signifies this externally.” (p.200) Clearly, this also requires an “alphabet of shared acquired significations” and a conceptual “panorama that is shared by the interlocutors…” (p.200) In addition, if the speech is to be authentic, it must give rise to a new sense. The significations acquired must be new. This description sees language, not as an instrument, but a “manifestation, a revelation of inner being and of the psychical link that unites us to the world and to our fellows.” (p.202) 

Once more, we must return to the body and trace its role here. “It is not an assemblage of particles where each one would remain in itself; or again, it is not an intertwining of processes defined once and for all – it is not where it is, it is not what it is – since we see it in itself secreting a “sense” that does not come from nowhere, projecting this sense upon its material surroundings, and communicating it to other embodied subjects.” (p.203) Here, as before, the body is not a sign like a number indicating a house, rather it “must ultimately become the thought or the intention that it signifies to us. It is the body that shows, that speaks, and this is what we have learned in this chapter.” (p.203)
Descartes imagined that we are separate from the object; “the reflective attitude purifies simultaneously the common notions of body and soul by defining the body as a sum of parts without an interior and the soul as a being directly and fully present to itself.” (p.204) This culminates in our understanding of “the transparency of an object without folds, and the transparency of a subject who is nothing other than what it thinks it is.” (p.204) Merleau-Ponty has a completely different understanding. “The experience of one’s own body, however, reveals to us an ambiguous mode of existence. If I attempt to conceive of it as a bundle of third person processes – “vision,” “motricity,” “sexuality” – I observe that these “functions” cannot be linked among themselves or to the external world through causal relations. All of them are confusedly taken up and implicated in a single drama. The body, then, is not an object. For the same reason, the consciousness that I have of it is not a thought, that is, I cannot decompose and recompose this consciousness in order to form a clear idea. Its unity is always implicit and confused. It is always something other than what it is: always sexuality at the same time as freedom, always rooted in nature at the very moment it is transformed by culture; it is never self-enclosed but never transcended. Whether it is a question of the other person’s body or of my own, I have no other means of knowing the human body than by living it, that is, by taking up for myself the drama that moves through it and by merging with it. Thus, I am my body, at least to the extent that I have an acquisition, and reciprocally my body is something like a natural subject, or a provisional sketch of my total being.” (pp.204-5)

This first part of the book has rediscovered the body as an ambiguous, entwined expression capable of delineating a world. In the next part, Merleau-Ponty will go on to trace this same obscurity in the perceived world as well.  



Part Two: The Perceived World

Introduction to Part Two
Our body is not a part of the world like any other object. “One’s own body is in the world just as the heart is in the organism: it continuously breathes life into the visible spectacle, animates it and nourishes it from within, and forms a system with it.” (p.209) When we see a cube, we don’t (primarily) have an objective, conceptual understanding of it. We can take the notions of the number six, ‘side,’ ‘equality,’ etc., and discursively link them together to obtain the definition of a cube, but this is insufficient to bring us before a real cube. “We only emerge from blind and symbolic thought by seeing the singular spatial being that bears all of these predicates together. This involves drawing in thought this particular form that encloses a fragment of space between six equal faces. Now, if the words “enclose” and “between” have a sense for us, they must borrow it from our experience as embodied subjects. In space itself, and without the presence of a psycho-physical subject, there is no direction, no inside, and no outside.” (p.210)
Here Merleau-Ponty talks about dismissing two “dogmatisms:” “taking for granted that the object exists in itself or absolutely, without wondering what the object is” (realism/empiricism), and “taking for granted the presumptive signification of the object without wondering how it enters into our experience” (idealism/intellectualism).
As we have seen, the body is not a transparent object, nor is it given to us in the manner of an external object. Rather, it is “an expressive unity that we can only learn to know by taking it up…” (p.213) If this is true, and if the body is indeed the way we come to know the world, then “this structure [of the body] will spread to the sensible world. The theory of the body schema is implicitly a theory of perception.” (p.213) Having awakened our knowledge of the body, we now need to “similarly awaken the experience of the world such as it appears to us insofar as we are in the world through our bodies, and insofar as we perceive the world with our bodies. But by re-establishing contact with the body and with the world in this way, we will also rediscover ourselves, since, if one perceives with his body, then the body is a natural myself and, as it were, the body is the subject of perception.” (p.213)
 
I. Sensing
Empirical philosophy attempts to understand perception by perceiving a subject while he or she is perceiving, and describing what happens, “as one might describe the fauna of a distant land – without noticing that he himself also perceives, that he is a perceiving subject, and that perception such as he lives it denies everything that he says about perception in general.” (p.214) Lived perception is not presented as something caused for example, “but rather as a recreation or a reconstitution of the world at each moment.” (p.214) Since all knowledge is only acquired “within the horizons opened up by perception… the picture of the world will always include this lacuna that we are and by which the world itself comes to exist for someone.” (p.215)
Intellectualism is a step forward. With this, we now come to a “place outside of the world – which the empirical philosopher merely implied, and where he tacitly placed himself in order to describe the event of perception…” (p.215) This place is the transcendental Ego, and it describes the world by adding “consciousness about…” to every empirical thesis. “The state of consciousness becomes the consciousness of a state; passivity becomes a positing of passivitiy...” (p.215) The problem here is that the thinker is still not engaged in the system. The only way we can come to understand perception is “if the empirical self and the body are not immediately objects, and never fully become objects… The subject of perception will remain unknown so long as we cannot escape the alternative between created and creating, between sensation as a state of consciousness and as the consciousness of a state, between existence in itself and existence for itself.” (pp.215-6)

Merleau-Ponty wants to show that sensation is neither a state nor a quality. Rather, he claims that “each so-called quality – red, blue, color, sound – is inserted into a certain behavior.” (p.216) Psychology has shown that while sensory stimulations in the laboratory, which have no living signification for the subject, do not affect general motricity, under normal circumstances, qualities affect behaviour in very specific ways. “The gesture of raising the arm… is modified differently in its amplitude and its direction by a red, yellow, blue, or green visual field. In particular, red and yellow encourage smooth movements, whereas blue and green encourage jerky movements.” (p.216) This tells us that “[s]ensations, or “sensible qualities,” are thus far from being reduced to the experience of a certain state or of a certain indescribable quale; they are presented with a motor physiognomy, they are enveloped by a living signification.” (p.217) 
These effects are not the objective result of mechanical causes (light of a certain wavelength/frequency) because the same motor reactions are observed even when the colour is obtained through contrast. Is the effect generated “in consciousness” then? But then there is no explanation for why certain colours affect us the particular way they do. Moreover, it can’t explain why the “sensed effect of the color does not always correspond precisely to the influence that it exercises upon behaviour: red can exaggerate my reactions without my noticing.” (p.217)
“The motor signification of colors can only be understood if colors cease to be self-enclosed states or indescribable qualities offered to the observation of a thinking subject, if they effect in me a certain general arrangement by which I am adapted to the world, if they entice me toward a new manner of evaluating the world, and if, on the other hand, motricity ceases to be the simple consciousness of my present or imminent changes of place in order to become the function that continuously establishes my standards of size, the variable scope of my being in the world. Blue is what solicits a certain way of looking from me… It is a certain field or a certain atmosphere offered to the power of my eyes and of my entire body.” (pp.217-8; emphasis added) 
We must not understand this situation as if there were two distinct facts involved; a sensation of red and some motor reactions; “rather, it must be understood that red, through its texture that our gaze follows and joins with, is already the amplification of our motor being. The subject of sensation is neither a thinker who notices a quality, nor an inert milieu that would be affected or modified by it; the subject of sensation is a power that is born together with a certain existential milieu or that is synchronized with it.” (p.219) Here, Merleau-Ponty recalls the analogy of the sleeper with sleep that we saw earlier. Just as I submit myself to sleep by assuming a certain posture, breathing deeply, etc., in sensation “I offer my ear or my gaze with the anticipation of a sensation, and suddenly the sensible catches my ear or my gaze; I deliver over a part of my body, or even my entire body, to this manner of vibrating and of filling space named “blue” or “red.”” (p.219) This culminates in a nice definition. The sensible is “nothing other than a certain manner of being in the world that is proposed to us from a point in space, that our body takes up and adopts if it is capable, and sensation is, literally, a communion.” (p.219) 
We now find ourselves specifically rejecting the intellectualist claim that my sensation and my perception “can only exist for me by being a sensation or a perception of something” (p.219) which necessarily produces a perceiving subject and a perceived object on opposite sides of the ledger. On this account; “Being only exists for someone who is capable of stepping back from it and is thus himself absolutely outside of being.” (p.220) But this would mean that it would be absurd to claim “I see with my eyes or that I hear with my ears, for my eyes and ears are still beings of the world and surely incapable as such of organizing that zone of subjectivity prior to the world in which the world will be seen or heard. I cannot even reserve some power of knowing for my eyes or ears by turning them into the instruments of my perception, for this notion is ambiguous: they are only instruments of bodily stimulation, and not of perception itself. There is no middle ground between the in-itself and the for-itself…” (p.220) Merleau-Ponty wants to “question the alternative between the for-itself and the in-itself that threw the “senses” back into the world of objects and disengaged subjectivity, understood as an absolute non-being, from all bodily inference. This is what we are doing by defining sensation as coexistence or as communion.” (p.221) 
Sensation is certainly intentional. Merleau-Ponty isn’t denying this. However, in intending and signifying beyond itself, “the term that it intends is only recognized blindly through the familiarity of my body with it, it is not constituted in full clarity; it is reconstituted or taken up through a knowledge that remains latent and that leaves to it its opacity and its haecceity.” (p.221) What ‘intentional’ means for Merleau-Ponty is that “I find in the sensible the proposition of a certain existential rhythm – abduction or adduction – and because, taking up this proposition, and slipping into the form of existence that is thus suggested to me, I relate myself to an external being, whether it be to open myself up to it or to shut myself off from it. If qualities radiate a certain mode of existence around themselves, if they have a power to enchant, or if they have what we called earlier a sacramental value, this is because the sensing subject does not posit them as objects, but sympathizes with them, makes them its own, and finds in them his momentary law.” (p.221)
Merleau-Ponty goes on to talk about the sensible as posing “to my body a sort of confused problem. I must find the attitude that will provide it with the means to become determinate and to become blue; I must find the response to a poorly formulated question. And yet, I only do this in response to its solicitation… The sensible gives back to me what I had lent to it, but I received it from the sensible in the first place.” (p.222) This is important. Our attitudes are never enough, in and of themselves, to make me see blue or perceive a hard surface. “Rather, I abandon myself to it, I plunge into this mystery, and it “thinks itself in me.” I am this sky that gathers together, composes itself, and begins to exist for itself, my consciousness is saturated by this unlimited blue. – But the sky is not a mind, and so it makes no sense to say it exists for itself. – Now, of course the geographer’s sky or the astronomer’s sky does not exist for itself. Yet when it comes to the perceived or sensed sky, sustained by my gaze that glances over it and inhabits it… we can say that it exists for itself in the sense that it is not made up of external parts, that each part of the whole is “sensitive” to what happens in all of the others and “knows them dynamically.” And with regard to the subject of sensation, it has no need of being a pure nothingness without any worldly weight.” (p.222) In a poignant sentence, surely directed at Sartre as much as Hegel, Merleau-Ponty says, “Thus I am not, to recall Hegel’s phrase, a “hole in being,” but rather a hollow, or a fold that was made and that can be unmade.” (p.223)

So, how is all of this possible? How is it possible to avoid the juxtaposition of the in-itself and the for-itself that has dominated prior philosophy? There are two reasons. 
(1) “Every perception takes place within an atmosphere of generality and is presented to us as anonymous” (p.223). The way Merleau-Ponty talks about perception, it contains an element of passivity. He even compares it to our birth and death. “I have no more awareness of being the true subject of my sensation than I do of my birth or my death. Neither my birth nor my death can appear to me as my personal experiences, since if I conceive of them in this way, I must imagine myself as pre-existing or as surviving myself in order to be able to experience them… Thus, I can only grasp myself as “already born” and as “still living,” – I can only grasp my birth and my death as pre-personal horizons… every sensation is a birth and a death.” (p.223) This is because every sensation arises in a sea of generality, and “…results from a sensitivity that preceded it and that will survive it…” (p.224) just like our birth and death. “I experience sensation as a modality of a general existence, already destined to a physical world, which flows through me without my being its author.” (p.224)
(2) “Sensation can only be anonymous because it is partial.” (p.224) We never sense things in their totality. Rather, we “always feel that there is still some being beyond what I currently see, and not merely more visible being, but also more tangible or audible being, and not merely more sensible being, but moreover a depth of the object that no sensory withdrawal will ever fully exhaust.” (p.224) 
Merleau-Ponty summarises these two ideas by saying that every sensation belongs to a field, and this gives us both of these qualities. “Vision is a thought subjugated to a certain field and this is what is called a sense. When I say that I have senses and that they give me access to the world… I merely express the truth that… I am capable (through connaturality [innate]) of finding a sense in certain aspects of being, without myself having given them this sense through a constitutive operation.” (p.225)

Merleau-Ponty identifies two types of reflection possible when we consider sensation. The first is intellectualist which “thematizes the object and consciousness… The object thus becomes what is… Consciousness, thematized by reflection, is existence for itself.” (pp.226-7) What Merleau-Ponty is doing in the whole book is aiming for a “primordial layer” beneath the idea of subject and object where “ideas and things are born.” (p.228) This prompts a brief critique of Kant. “We are not required to invest the world, a priori, with conditions without which it could not be thought, for, in order for it to be able to be thought, it must first not be wholly unknown, it must exist for me, that is, it must be given. Indeed, the Transcendental Aesthetic could only merge with the Transcendental Analytic if I were a God who posited the world, and not a man who is thrown into that world and who, in every sense of the phrase, “is attached to it.” (p.228)
The second type of reflection is the phenomenological conception, and it “amounts to giving a new definition of the a priori.” (p.229) Kant, Merleau-Ponty asserts, already demonstrated that the a priori was not knowable prior to experience. If Kant himself didn’t realise this, it was because “he has not followed his own program to its logical conclusion…” (p.229) “The unity of the senses, which was taken as an a priori truth, is no longer anything but the formal expression of a fundamental contingency: the fact that we are in the world. The diversity of the senses, which was taken as an a posteriori given, including the concrete form that it takes in the human subject, appears as necessary to that world, that is, to the only world that we could think of with any importance; the diversity of the senses thus becomes an a priori truth.” (p.229) Note that this isn’t a reversal of Kant; i.e. that the unity of the senses is a posteriori and the diversity of the senses is a priori. Rather, it means that “the unity and the diversity of the senses are truths on the same level. The a priori is the fact as understood, made explicit, and followed through into all of the consequences of its tacit logic; the a posteriori is the isolated and implicit fact.” (p.230)
So, concerning spatiality, every sensation is spatial, “not because the quality, as an object, can only be conceived in space, but because – as a primordial contact with being, as the taking up of a form of existence indicated by the sensible to the sentient subject, or finally as the coexistence of the sentient being and the sensible – sensation is itself constitutive of a milieu of coexistence, that is, of a space.” (pp.229-30) 
This conclusion extends to all the senses, not just vision, which is typically considered the sense through which spatiality arises. Each sense has a spatial domain, which is, “for the other senses, an absolute unknowable and limits their spatiality accordingly.” (p.231) Nevertheless, it is clear that, for example, “touch is not spatial in the manner that vision is.” (p.231) Merleau-Ponty establishes this by noting that blind people reach out into space to distinguish objects; “if tactile experience was not spatial at all, would the patient reach his hand out toward the object shown to him? This gesture presupposes that touch opens onto a milieu that is at least analogous to the milieu of the visual givens… This proves that [although] each sense organ interrogates the object in its own way…” (pp.231-2) touch involves the apprehension of spatiality. So, the senses are distinct in the way they reveal objects, but they are separate in a way that doesn’t compromise their unity. Indeed, the senses communicate with each other in such a way that they overlap; “united in the very moment they come into conflict.” (p.234)  

Next, looking beneath our disparate sensory experiences to the unity they are constructed on, Merleau-Ponty interrogates “natural perception.” “Sensory experience is unstable and wholly unknown to natural perception, which is accomplished with our entire body all at once and opens onto an inter-sensory world. Like the experience of the sensible quality, the experience of isolated “senses” takes place only within an abnormal attitude and cannot be useful for the analysis of direct consciousness.” (p.234) Imagine being in a room looking at sheets of white paper illuminated by light coming in from a window. Some of the sheets are in direct sunlight, others in shadow. If I were to ask you what colour the sheets were, you would say they were all white. But if you analyse your perception in more detail, you would notice that the sheets in the shadow are bluish or grey in colour. Only after focusing “upon a portion of the visual field: then, and only then, did I find myself in the presence of a particular quale into which my gaze is plunged.” (p.235) 
So, what does it mean to focus? “On the side of the object it means to separate the region focused upon from the rest of the field, to interrupt the total life of the spectacle… on the side of the subject it means substituting for overall vision, in which our gaze lends itself to the spectacle and allows itself to be invaded by it, an observation, that is, an isolated vision that the subject directs at will. Far from being coextensive with perception, the sensible quality is the peculiar product of an attitude of curiosity or observation.” (p.235) Merleau-Ponty continues; “The quality, an isolated sensoriality, is produced when I break this total structuration of my vision, when I cease to adhere to my own gaze and, rather than living within vision, interrogate myself about it, when I wish to test out my possibilities, or when I untie the link between my vision and the world or between myself and the world in order to catch it in the act and to describe it.” (p.236) In a memorable phrase, Merleau-Ponty says that through this action “the world is pulverised into sensible qualities…” (p.236)
In the same way that we discovered a natural unity from within each sense, Merleau-Ponty wants to uncover “an “originary layer” of sensing that is prior to the division of the senses.” (p.236) Sights, sounds, tastes, all of our senses, rather than merely affecting us in a single way, are a “modification of my entire body.” (p.236) As evidence for this, Merleau-Ponty points to the way more intense sounds intensify colours we are looking at, interrupting those sounds makes the colours vacillate, and low sounds make blue appear darker. This renders the constancy hypothesis, “which assigns one and only one sensation to each stimulus” (p.237) untenable.
Synaesthesia also supports Merleau-Ponty’s hypothesis. He talks about people under the influence of mescaline perceiving colours when hearing sounds. Looking at regions in the brain cannot properly account for these experiences. “For the subject does not tell us merely that he has a sound and a color at the same time: it is the sound itself that he sees, at the place where colors form.” (p.238) This means that vision cannot be defined by the visual quale, sound by the sonorous quale, etc. Moreover, synaesthesia is the norm, not the exception. We think otherwise only because “scientific knowledge displaces experience and we have unlearned seeing, hearing, and sensing in general in order to deduce what we ought to see, hear, or sense from our bodily organization and from the world as it is conceived by the physicist.” (p.238) Merleau-Ponty asserts that if we “open up to the structure of the thing, [we will see that] the senses communicate among themselves.” (p.238) Some nice examples of this include the way that we “see the rigidity and the frailty of the glass… I hear the hardness and the unevenness of the cobblestones in the sound of a car, and we are right to speak of a “soft,” “dull,” or “dry” sound.” (p.239)

To further explain how the senses are distinct and yet indiscernible, Merleau-Ponty now draws an analogy to monocular images in binocular vision. When gazing into the distance, a close object appears as two separate images. Focusing on the object causes the two images to coalesce into one. What is happening here? Merleau-Ponty doesn’t want to say that double, or normal, vision are the effects of which the divergence or convergence of the eyes, or the (dis)symmetry of the location of the images on the two retinas, are the causes. “In order for my gaze to narrow toward the nearby objects and to concentrate my eyes upon them, my gaze must experience double vision as a disequilibrium or as an imperfect vision, and it must be oriented toward the unique object as toward the resolution of this tension and the fulfillment of the act of seeing.” (p.241) In and of itself, the “disequilibrium” is nothing and cannot motivate anything. The desire to see the unique object must arise in the perceiver as a specific intention. Moreover, in moving from the double images to a single one “the unique object replaces the two images and is clearly not the simple superimposition of the two; it is of another order than them, and incomparably more solid than they are. The two images of double vision are not amalgamated into a single image in binocular vision and the unity of the object is surely intentional.” (p.241) 
This whole process is also not intellectual in nature. “One passes from double vision to the unique object not through an inspection of the mind, but when the two eyes cease to function in isolation and are used as a single organ by a unique gaze.” (p.241) The perceptual synthesis is nothing to do with thought and this is why “the perceived object always presents itself as transcendent, this is why the synthesis appears to be carried out upon the object itself, in the world, and not within this metaphysical point that is the thinking subject… When I pass from double vision to normal vision, I am not merely conscious of seeing the same object with my two eyes, I am also conscious of progressing toward the object itself and of finally having its carnal presence. The monocular images wander vaguely in front of the things, they have no place in the world, and suddenly they pull back toward a certain place in the world and are absorbed into the world…” (p.242)
Nevertheless, it is still true that, even as the object crystallises before us in this way, we never gain access to the thing in its entirety; “the ipseity [individual identity] is never attained. Each appearance of the thing that falls before our perception is still nothing but an invitation to perceive more and a momentary pause in the perceptual process. If the thing were attained, it would from then on be stretched out before us without any mystery. It would cease to exist as a thing at the very moment that we believed we possessed it. What makes up the “reality” of the thing is thus precisely what steals it from our possession. The aseity [what makes a thing exist in itself] of the thing – its irrecusable presence and the perpetual absence into which it withdraws – are two inseparable aspects of transcendence. Intellectualism is unaware of both…” (p.242)
We can take the insight gained from considering monocular vision and apply it directly to the problem of the unity of the senses. Rather than the different senses being subsumed “beneath an originary consciousness” (p.242) their synthesis takes place though a “never completed integration into a single knowing organism. The inter-sensory object is to the visual object what the visual object is to the monocular images of double vision, and the senses communicate in perception just as the two eyes collaborate in vision.” (pp.242-3) We can’t understand synaesthesia if “vision or hearing are… the simple possession of an opaque quale” (p.243), but it makes sense if they are “the experience of a modality of existence, the synchronization of my body with it…” (p.243) And all of this takes place in the body, reminding us how important the body is to Merleau-Ponty’s philosophy.

Everything we have said about the natural object holds for cultural objects as well. “My body gives a sense not only to the natural object, but moreover to cultural objects such as words.” (p.244) When people are shown words for a period of time too short for them to recognise it, their body nevertheless reacts. Seeing the word ‘hard’ for example, “gives rise to a sort of stiffness in the back and neck…” (p.244) Another example is the word ‘heat’ “induces a sort of experience of heat” (p.244) in the subject. This suggests that “[p]rior to being the indication of a concept, the word is first an event that grasps my body… it is only when its presence is prolonged that it appears as an external image and that its signification appears as thought. Words have a physiognomy because we have, with regard to them, just as with regard to each person, a certain behavior that suddenly appears the moment they are given.” (p.244) Of course, the heat felt in the body that sees the word is not actual heat. Rather, what is happening is that “my body… prepares itself for the heat, and… so to speak, sketches out its form.” (p.245)
This tells us something interesting about the body. It is not an object among others, nor is it even an instrument in the sense of being a tool we manipulate. “It is an object sensitive to all others, which resonates for all sounds, vibrates for all colors, and that provides words with their primordial signification through the manner in which it receives them.” (p.245) Merleau-Ponty isn’t reducing the signification of words to “bodily sensations” here; rather, he is saying “the body, insofar as it has “behaviors,” is this strange object that uses its own parts as a general system of symbols for the world and through which we can thus “frequent” this world, “understand” it, and find a signification for it.” (p.245)
When I perceive a table, “my act of perception occupies me, and it occupies me sufficiently such that I cannot, while I am actually perceiving the table, perceive myself perceiving it. When I wish to do this, I cease, so to speak, immersing my gaze in the table; I turn myself toward myself as the one perceiving, and suddenly realize in this way that my perception must have gone through certain subjective appearances, it must have interpreted certain of my own “sensations”; and finally my perception appears within the perspective of my individual history.” (p.247) This is then a secondary movement, undertaken via an analytic attitude which decomposes perception into qualities and sensations, thereby presupposing an “act of synthesis that is merely the counterpart of my analysis.” (p.247) My actual perceptual act doesn’t require any synthesis precisely because I perceive with my body and my senses, these “being precisely this habitual knowledge of the world, this implicit or sedimented science.” (p.247) This culminates in Merleau-Ponty calling man a “sensorium commune.” (p.248)

Merleau-Ponty talks a little about temporality here, although this is a subject he will defer full treatment of until later. His claim is that “the perceptual synthesis is a temporal synthesis. Subjectivity, at the level of perception, is nothing other than temporality and this is what allows us to leave to the subject of perception his opacity and his history.” (p.248) Basically, perception is grounded in temporality. Merleau-Ponty talks about what first happens when I open my eyes and look in the direction of the table. At first, all that happens is “my consciousness is immediately flooded with colors and confused reflections; at that moment, my consciousness is hardly distinguished from what is presented to it; it spreads out, through its body, into the spectacle that is not yet a spectacle of anything.” (pp.248-9) My body then orients itself to the, still virtual, table in an effort to make it actual. Finally, this happens through temporality; “I can send something that was touching me back to its place in the world [i.e. perception] because I can, by retreating into the future, send the world’s first attack upon my senses into the immediate past, and orient myself toward the determinate object as if toward a near future. The act of seeing is indivisibly prospective (since the object is at the end of my focusing movement) and retrospective (since it will be presented as anterior to its appearance, along with the “stimulus,” the motive, or the prime mover of every process since its beginning). The spatial synthesis and the synthesis of the object are based upon this deployment of time. In every movement of focusing, my body ties a present, a past, and a future together. It secretes time, or rather it becomes that place in nature where for the first time events, rather than pushing each other into being, project a double horizon of the past and future around the present and acquire an historical orientation.” (p.249) Of course, every focusing act must be renewed (or it would become unconscious) and is itself temporal. “If I can only see the object by pushing it into the past, this is because, like the object’s first attack upon my senses, the subsequent perception itself occupies and obliterates my consciousness, and this is because this new perception will pass by in turn, because the subject of perception is never an absolute subjectivity, and because he is destined to become an object for a later I.” (p.249) Merleau-Ponty then says something interesting. “Perception is always in the impersonal mode of the “One.” It is not a personal act by which I myself would give a new sense to my life. Within sensory exploration, I do not give a past to the present and orient it toward a future as an autonomous subject, but rather insofar as I have a body and insofar as I know how “to see.”” (pp.249-50)
Interestingly, Merleau-Ponty also claims that “[p]erception does not enact the synthesis of its object at present, but this is not because it receives its object passively in the empiricist manner, but rather because the unity of the object appears through time, and because time escapes to the precise extent that it is grasped.” (p.250) If we are going to fully solve the problem Merleau-Ponty has raised, “the problem of sensoriality, or of finite subjectivity” (p.250), we will only be able to do so by showing “how time only exists for a subjectivity… and how, nevertheless, this subjectivity is time itself.” (p.250)

In the final section of this chapter, Merleau-Ponty criticises intellectualism once more. “For intellectualism, reflection involves putting sensation at a distance or objectifying it and causing an empty subject to appear across from sensation who can survey this multiplicity and for whom it can exist. To the precise extent that intellectualism purifies consciousness by emptying it of all opacity, it turns the hyle into a real thing, and the apprehension of concrete contents, or the encounter between this thing and the mind, becomes inconceivable.” (pp.250-1) 
If we want to undertake a radical reflection, that is, a reflection that understands itself, we must recover the “unreflective experience of the world in order to import the attitude of verification and reflective operations back into this experience, and in order to reveal reflection as one of the possibilities of my being.” (p.251) What we find if we do this is not “a given multiplicity along with a synthetic apperception that surveys it and thoroughly penetrates it, but rather a certain perceptual field against the background of the world. Nothing here is thematized. Neither the object not the subject is posited. In the originary field, we do not have a mosaic of qualities, but rather a total configuration that distributes functional values according to the demands of the whole, and as we have seen, for example, a “white” sheet of paper in the shadows is not white in the sense of an objective quality, but it has the value “white.” What we call “sensation” is merely the most basic of all perceptions and, as a modality of existence, sensation can no more than any other perception be separated from a background that is, ultimately, the world.” (p.251) Originary perception is therefore a “non-thetic, pre-objective, and preconscious experience.” (p.252)

II. Space
Merleau-Ponty rejects the idea that space is “a relation between a container and its content, since this relation only exists between objects, not even of a relation of logical inclusion, such as the one that exists between the individual and the class, since space is anterior to its supposed parts, which are always cut out of it. Space is not the milieu (real or logical) in which things are laid out, but rather the means by which the position of things becomes possible.” (pp.253-4; italics added) We either do not reflect on space and simply live among things, vaguely considering it a milieu in which they exist (empiricism), or we reflect on it, notice that spatial relations “are only sustained through a subject who traces them out and bears them [intellectualism]” (p.254). The first, Merleau-Ponty calls spatialised space; the second, spatialising space. 
Following the method Merleau-Ponty established in part one, he notes that since we cannot grasp our experience of space in the everyday course of life, because it is “concealed beneath its own acquisitions” (p.255), we must look at a case where this experience breaks down and is rebuilt “before our eyes” (p.255). Such a case, which will help us to investigate our experience of ‘up’ and ‘down,’ is retinal inversion. In this situation, a subject is given a pair of goggles that invert their vision. The amazing thing with this is that after only about a week, the subject becomes accustomed to this new situation and is able to function with relative ease. Specifically, what happens is at the beginning of the experiment everything is inverted for the subject. ‘Up’ is ‘down’ and ‘down’ is ‘up.’ On the second day, the landscape rights itself, but the subject continues to perceive their body as inverted. So, they sense their legs in the upper position in the field, meaning the area which had previously been ‘down’ was now sensed as ‘up.’ Finally, over the next few days, the body gradually aligns with the field so that the legs are felt to be ‘down’ and the head ‘up.’
The empiricist explanation of this holds that at first there is a conflict between the subject’s tactile sensations and the “visual images” they retain from before the experiment, and those of their present vision which show them with their “feet in the air.” This conflict is overcome when, through a concerted effort, the subject reorients him/herself in this new visual frame, so that in reaching for their legs, for example, a movement that used to be ‘down,’ now requires a gesture in the direction that used to be ‘up.’ Once these gestures become “habitual,” and stable “associations” between the previous directions and the new ones are established, the new directions suppress the former. This explanation is unintelligible for Merleau-Ponty. It asserts that ‘up’ and ‘down’ are given by location of the contents in the sensory field (the head and feet), but this is to beg the question. “The oriented world, or oriented space, cannot be taken as given with the contents of sensory experience or with the body in itself, since experience in fact shows that the same contents can, one by one, be oriented in one sense or another, and that the objective relations, recorded upon the retina by the position of the physical image, do not determine our experience of “up” or “down.” The question is precisely how an object can appear to us as “upright” or “inverted,” and what these words mean.” (p.257) In short, empiricism/realism “treats the perception of space as our reception of a real space, and the phenomenal orientation of objects as a reflection in us of their orientation in the world…” (pp.257-8)
Intellectualism, on the other hand, maintains that “the “upright” and the “inverted” are relations and depend on the reference points to which one relates.” (p.258) This is obviously true. The problem is that “although a constituting mind eminently has the power to trace out all directions in space, in the present moment this mind has no direction and, consequently, it has no space, for it is lacking an actual starting point or an absolute here that could gradually give a direction [sens] to all the determinations of space… the mind does not consider the spectacle from anywhere…” (p.258) 
So, “[w]e cannot, then, understand the experience of space through the consideration of the contents, nor through that of a pure activity of connecting, and we are confronted by that third spatiality that we foreshadowed above, which is neither the spatiality of things in space, nor that of spatializing space… We need an absolute within the relative, a space that does not skate over appearances, that is anchored in them and depends upon them, but that, nevertheless, is not given with them in the realist manner, and that can… survive their upheaval. We must seek the originary experience of space prior to the distinction between form and content.” (pp.258-9)

In another experiment, a subject sees a room through a mirror tilted at a 45° angle from the vertical, causing them to see everything as strange. A man walking through the room appears to lean to one side as he walks, a piece of cardboard dropped appears to fall diagonally, and so on. However, after a few minutes, “a sudden change takes place: the walls, the man moving through the room, and the direction of the falling cardboard all become vertical.” (p.259) Merleau-Ponty talks about a spatial level here that the subject perceives. Initially, the spatial level was oriented ‘normally’ and the room appeared oblique, but “during the experiment, this spectacle induces another level in relation to which the whole of the visual field can, once again, appear upright. Everything happens as if certain objects (the walls, the doors, and the body of the man in the room), determined as oblique in relation to the given level, aspired by themselves to provide the privileged directions, attracted the vertical to themselves, played the role of “anchorage points,” and caused the previously established level to tilt.” (p.259) 
Where this is going for Merleau-Ponty is that “the “spatial level” does not merge with the orientation of one’s own body.” (p.260) Although the consciousness of one’s own body does contribute to the spatial level, it is not the only, or even the decisive factor; “…the vertical only tends to follow the direction of the head if the visual field is empty, and if the “anchorage points” are absent, such as when one moves about in the dark.” (p.260) However, even though the body, as a “mosaic of given sensations” (p.260), doesn’t determine the spatial level or trace out any direction, “the body as an agent, on the contrary, plays an essential role in establishing a level… What counts for the orientation of the spectacle is not my body, such as it in fact exists, as a thing in objective space, but rather my body as a system of possible actions, a virtual body whose phenomenal “place” is defined by its task and by its situation. My body is wherever it has something to do.” (p.260) With regard to the subject viewing the room through the mirror tilted at a 45° angle from the vertical, Merleau-Ponty notes that, at first, “the mirror image presents a differently oriented room, that is, the subject is not geared to the utensils it contains, he does not inhabit the room, he does not live with the man he sees moving about. After several minutes, and provided that he does not reinforce the initial anchorage by glancing away from the mirror, that miracle takes place: the reflected room conjures up a subject capable of living in it. This virtual body displaces the real body, so much so that the subject no longer feels himself to be in the world he is actually in, and that, rather than his genuine legs and arms, he feels the legs and arms required for walking and acting in the reflected room – he inhabits the spectacle. And this is when the spatial level shifts and is established in its new position. The spatial level is, then, a certain possession of the world by my body, a certain hold my body has on the world.” (pp.260-1) Merleau-Ponty continues with this nice paragraph to describe the situation: “My body is geared into the world when my perception provides me with the most varied and the most clearly articulated spectacle possible, and when my motor intentions, as they unfold, receive the responses they anticipate from the world. This maximum of clarity in perception and action specifies a perceptual ground, a background for my life, a general milieu for the coexistence of my body and the world…The perceptual field rights itself and at the end of the experiment I identify it without any reflection because I live within it, because I carry myself into the new spectacle entirely, and because I locate my center of gravity, so to speak, within it.” (pp.261-2) 
What is important to note here is that space doesn’t arise because we have a body with a pre-determined axis; i.e. a head at one end and feet at the other, or because gravity draws things ‘downwards,’ creating spatial directions naturally, as it were. Nor, does, or even can, spatiality emerge from a non-spatial consciousness. Rather, spatiality arises from a body engaged with the world. 
One could then push this inquiry further and ask why are “clear perception and confident action only possible in an oriented phenomenal space?” (p.262) This question is incoherent for Merleau-Ponty though. Rather than being a question we can answer, what this question does is teach us the “essence of space and the only method that allows us to understand it. Space is essentially always “always constituted,” and we will never understand space by withdrawing into a worldless perception. We must not ask why being is oriented, why existence is spatial, why (in the language used above) our body is not geared into the world in all of its positions, and why coexistence with the world polarizes experience and makes a direction appear suddenly. The question could only be asked if these facts were accidents that befall a subject and an object that were themselves indifferent to space. Perceptual experience shows us, however, that these facts are presupposed in our primordial encounter with being, and the being is synonymous with being situated. For the thinking subject, a face seen “right side up” and the same face seen “upside down” are identical. For the subject of perception, the face seen “upside down” is unrecognizable… Turning an object upside down strips it of its signification. Its being as an object is thus not a being-for-the-thinking-subject, but rather a being-for-the-gaze that encounters it from a certain angle or otherwise fails to recognize it.” (pp.262-4) A spatial orientation is not a contingent property of the object, something added to it, which can therefore be removed without loss. On the contrary, it is what allows the object to exist as an object in the first place. We cannot dissociate being from oriented being, or ground space in something more fundamental.
Nevertheless, spatiality doesn’t arise from nothing. “The primordial level is on the horizon of all of our perceptions, but this is an horizon that, in principle, can never be reached and thematized in an explicit perception.” (p.264) Indeed, “our perception must already find us at work in a world. Nevertheless, this could not be a particular world, a particular spectacle, since we have placed ourselves at the origin of everything. The first spatial level could not find its anchorage points anywhere, since these would have needed a level before the first level in order to be determinate in space. And since, nevertheless, it cannot be oriented “in itself,” my first perception and my first hold on the world must appear to me as the execution of a more ancient pact established between X and the world in general; my history must be the sequel to a pre-history whose acquired results it uses; my personal existence must be the taking up of a pre-personal tradition. There is, then, another subject beneath me, for whom a world exists before I am there, and who marks out my place in that world. This captive or natural mind is my body, not the momentary body that is the instrument of my personal choices and that focuses upon some world, but rather the system of anonymous “functions” that wraps each particular focusing into a general project.” (pp.264-5)
Merleau-Ponty concludes this short section with the following: “Space is neither an object, nor an act of connecting by the subject: one can neither observe it (given that it is presupposed in every observation), nor see it emerging from a constitutive operation (given that it is of its essence to be already constituted); and this is how space can magically bestow upon the landscape its spatial determinations without itself ever appearing.” (p.265)

Next, we turn to depth. For both empiricism and intellectualism, depth is invisible. This is because ultimately they both tacitly treat it as breadth considered in profile. For empiricism, “depth is, in fact, a juxtaposition of points comparable according to breadth. Only I am poorly situated to see it.” (p.266) It only appears as depth through foreshortening. Intellectualism, on the other hand, ”can only make a thinking subject who accomplishes the synthesis of depth appear in the experience of depth because it reflects upon an actualized depth, upon a juxtaposition of simultaneous points, which is not depth as it presents itself to me, but rather depth for a spectator placed laterally, or, in other words, breadth.” (p.266) In truth, these two approaches, “do not give us an account of a human experience of the world; they say of human experience what God might think of the world.” (pp.266-7) Merleau-Ponty calls depth the most “existential” of the dimensions because “it is not indicated upon the object itself, it clearly belongs to perspective and not to things.” (p.267) 
Classical theories explain the experience of depth by arguing that we decode certain given facts – the convergence of the eyes and the apparent size of the object – and reinsert them into the objective situation before us. This won’t work because it requires the insertion of “my eyes, my body, and the external world into a single objective space. The “signs” that, by hypothesis, should have introduced us to the experience of space can thus only signify space if they are already caught up in space and if space is already known.” (p.268) Merleau-Ponty insists that we can only describe apparent size and convergence “not as they are known by scientific knowledge, but as we grasp them from within.” (p.269)
Obviously, we have no explicit knowledge of these two aspects of vision and yet they are just as obviously important in our perception of distance. Psychologists conclude from this that they are “not signs, but rather conditions or causes of depth…” (p.269), a part of a chain of objective facts. Even if we allow that depth were produced in the brain automatically, as it were, when presented with a certain apparent size and a given convergence, this would “merely be a given depth, a factual depth, and would still need to be brought to consciousness. To have the experience of a structure is not to receive it passively in itself: it is to live it, to take it up, to assume it, and to uncover its immanent sense. An experience, then, cannot be tied to certain factual conditions as if to its cause… Convergence and apparent size are neither signs nor causes of depth; they are present in the experience of depth, just as the motive – even when it is not articulated and separately thematized – is present in the decision.” (pp.269-70) This is an important concept for Merleau-Ponty. Convergence and apparent size function as a motive, inviting the subject, in a way, to apprehend the situation a particular way. “Motive and decision are two elements of a situation: the first is the situation as a fact; the second is the situation taken up.” (p.270) Rather than acting as causes, they “tacitly motivate this organization insofar as they already contain it within their sense and insofar as each of them is already a certain way of seeing at a distance.” (p.270)

Looking more closely at apparent size; it and the phenomenon of distance are “two moments of the overall organization of the field” (p.271), comparable to the motive and decision above. Rather than the relation of sign to signification, or cause to effect, they operate as the motivating to the motivated. “Apparent size as lived, rather than being the sign or indication of a depth that is itself invisible, is nothing other than a way of expressing our vision of depth.” (p.271) Gestalt theory has demonstrated that the apparent size of an object moving into the distance diminishes less quickly than the actual retinal image and increases less quickly for an object moving closer. This is why a mountain in the distance seems higher in real life than it does in a photograph. 
The problem with Gestalt theory is that it then treats the apparent size as a kind of compromise between the apparent size of the object when it is within reach and “its much smaller apparent size assigned to it by the geometrical perspective. They talk as if the constancy of form or size were a real constancy; as if there were, beyond the physical image of the object on the retina, a “psychical image” of the same object that could remain relatively constant when the physical image varies.” (p.271) This is clearly wrong. The apparent size of the object is not a “psychical image” that acts, like a thing, between me and the object. “My perception does not turn toward a content of consciousness: rather; it turns toward the ashtray itself. The apparent size of the perceived ashtray is not a measurable size.” (p.271)
Considering convergence for a moment, imagine a road that recedes into the distance. Merleau-Ponty says, “I must not say that the edges of the road are presented to me as convergent, nor that they are presented to me as parallel: they are parallel in depth. The perspectival appearance is not posited, but no more so is the parallelism. I am directed toward the road itself, through its virtual deformation, and depth is this very intention that thematizes neither the perspectival projection of the road, nor the “real” road.” (p.272)
The same holds for apparent size. How can we describe the situation when we see that a man two hundred paces away is smaller than a man five paces away? Is he really smaller? “He becomes smaller if I isolate him from the perceived context and if I measure the apparent size. Otherwise he is neither smaller, nor for that matter equal in size: he is prior to the equal and unequal, he is the same man seen from farther away… Apparent size, then, cannot be defined independently of distance: apparent size is implied by distance just as much as it implies distance. Convergence, apparent size, and distance are read in each other, symbolize or signify each other naturally, are the abstract elements of a situation within which they are synonymous with each other, not because the subject of perception thematizes objective relations between them, but rather because he does not thematize them separately and thus has no need of explicitly reconnecting them. Consider the different “apparent sizes” of the object that is moving away: it is not necessary to reconnect them through a synthesis if none of them has been made the object of a thesis. We “have” the object that is moving away, we do not cease “to hold” it and to keep a hold on it, and the increasing distance is not, as breadth appeared to be, an exteriority that increases. Rather, the increasing distance merely expresses that the thing begins to slip away from the hold of our gaze, and that it joins with it less strictly. Distance is what distinguishes this sketched-out hold from the complete hold we call proximity.” (pp.272-3)

Optical illusions have accustomed us to believe that depth is a construction of the understanding. The claim is that since I see depth where there is none, these false signs have brought about a corresponding erroneous hypothesis. “But the presupposition is clear: it being assumed that it is impossible to see what does not exist, and that vision is thus defined by the sensory impression, the original relation of motivating is missed and is replaced by a relation of signification.” (p.273) However, when we see a perspectival drawing (Merleau-Ponty’s example is a Necker cube), it is “not at first seen as a sketch on a place, and subsequently arranged in depth. The lines that recede toward the horizon are not at first given as diagonal, and subsequently conceived as horizontal lines. The whole drawing seeks its equilibrium by hollowing out into depth… Depth is born before my gaze because my gaze attempts to see something.” (p.274)
In the case of a drawing with an ambiguous organisation, such as a Necker cube, which can appear viewed from below or above, the shift from one to the other perspective doesn’t happen directly; “one of its faces only shifts to the foreground if first I look at it and if my gaze leaves it in order to follow the edges to find the second face as an indeterminate background.” (p.275) One is “obliged to wait for the organization to produce itself… this is not a question of an inspection of the mind, but rather an inspection by the gaze, that is, my act is neither originary nor constituting, it is solicited or motivated. Every focusing is always a focusing on something that presents itself as something to be focused upon. When I focus upon the face ABCD of the cube, this does not mean simply that I make it enter into a state of being clearly seen, but also that I make it count as a figure, and as closer to me than the other face; in short, I organize the cube, and the gaze is this perceptual genius underneath the thinking subject who knows how to give to things the correct response that they are waiting for in order to exist in front of us.” (pp.275-6)
What happens when we see a cube? For empiricism, “it is to associate a series of other appearances to the actual appearance of the drawing, namely, those when it is presented when seen up close, seen in profile, or seen from different angles.” (p.276) But none of this explains the depth that actually makes the cube a cube in the first place. For intellectualism, “it is the thought of the cube as a solid constructed from six equal sides and twelve equal edges that are cut to right angles – and depth is nothing other than the coexistence of equal faces that is merely a consequence of it.” (p.276) Again, depth is not explained. The depth of the cube, which is to say, the cube itself, “…is the investment of the object by my gaze that penetrates it, animates it, and immediately makes the lateral faces count as “squares seen from an angle,” to the extent that we do not even see them according to their diamond-shaped perspectival appearance.” (p.276)

Since there are no discrete terms brought together here, no multiplicity of perspectival appearances that need to be analysed and synthesised, there is no synthesis of depth. Merleau-Ponty calls it a quasi-synthesis and asserts that it can only be understood if we include temporality. “When I say that I see an object at a distance, I mean that I already hold it or that I still hold it, the object is in the future or the past at the same time as in space.” (p.277) This coexistence, Merleau-Ponty calls the “adherence of two phenomena to the same temporal wave… Perception gives me a “field of presence” in the broad sense that it spreads out according to two dimensions: the dimension of here-there and the dimension of past-present-future. The second dimension clarifies the first. I “hold” or I “have” the distant object without explicitly positing the spatial perspective (apparent size and form), just as I “still hold in hand” the near past without any distortion and without any interposed “memory.”” (p.277) 
In the same way that we cannot come to an understanding of how we know the past as past by starting from certain contents or memories, which are “present traces” of an abolished past; nor can we understand the perception of distance starting from contents given in a flat projection of the world. “And just as we can only understand memory as a direct possession of the past without any interposed contents, here too we can only understand the perception of distance as a being in the distance that connects with it there, where it appears.” (p.277)

As we did with ‘up’ and ‘down,’ Merleau-Ponty now wants to “rediscover beneath depth as a relation between things or even between planes… a primordial depth that gives the former one its sense and that is the thickness of a medium devoid of things… Just as up and down, or right and left are not given to the subject with the perceived contents, and are rather constituted at each moment along with a spatial level in relation to which the things arrange themselves, so too depth and size come to things from their being situated in relation to a level of distances and sizes that defines far and near, or large and small, prior to any object being taken as a standard of reference.” (p.278) Indeed, we often say things are large or small, or near or far without comparing them to other objects or even implicitly comparing them to “the objective size and position of one’s own body…” (p.278) Rather, we understand depth and size through “a certain “scope” of our gestures, a certain “hold” of the phenomenal body upon its surroundings.” (p.278) Apparent size “can thus only be understood in relation to a pre-objective standard of distances and sizes. Thus, depth cannot be understood as the thought of an acosmic subject, but rather as the possibility of an engaged subject.” (p.279)
Merleau-Ponty finishes this section by noting that height and breadth admit of the same existential treatment that we have just given to depth.

Next, we look at movement. In the same way that we uncovered the “origin of spatial position in the pre-objective situation or locality of the subject who focuses upon his milieu, so too will we have to rediscover beneath the objective thought of movement a pre-objective experience from which it borrows its sense and where movement, still tied to the person who perceives, is a variation of the subject’s hold upon his world.” (p.280) 
The big problem with movement is that as soon as we “attempt to think movement” (p.280) we import some presuppositions which conceal it from us. In analysing movement, we decompose it, noting first that the moving object isn’t changed by the movement. Then we note that the movement, rather than happening in the object itself, takes place as a change in relations between the object and its environment. This means that movement and the moving object are separate and distinct, however, this is to say “that the “moving object” does not move. If the moving-stone is not in some way different from the stone at rest, then it is never moving (nor at rest, for that matter). As soon as we introduce the idea of a moving object that remains the same throughout its movement, Zeno’s arguments again become valid.” (p.281)
Imagine moving a pencil across a sheet of paper with a marked reference point; “at no moment am I aware that the pencil is above the reference point; I see none of the intermediary positions and nevertheless I have the experience of movement. Reciprocally, if I slow the movement down and if I succeed in never losing sight of the pencil, then it is at this very moment that the impression of movement disappears. Movement disappears at the very moment when it conforms most closely to the definition given to it by objective thought.” (p.282) Of course, one still sees the pencil moving, but the idea seems to be that without the ‘blurring’ or indistinctness of the object in motion, all we perceive is a stationary object occupying successive positions in space. This is quite different from what we perceive in “real movements” (p.282). For the quickly moving pencil (or the arm of someone throwing a brick), “to move is not to pass through an indefinite series of positions successively; this object is only given as beginning, carrying out, or completing its movement. Consequently, even in cases where a mobile object is visible, the movement is not for it an extrinsic denomination, nor a relation between itself and the exterior, and we will be able to have movements without reference points… Finally, since movement is no longer a system of relations external to the moving object itself, nothing prevents us now from acknowledging absolute movements, as perception actually gives it to us at each moment.” (pp.282-3)
Now, Merleau-Ponty pits the logician against the psychologist. The former “is correct when he demands a constitution of the “dynamic phenomenon” itself and a description of movement through the moving object whose trajectory we follow – but he is wrong when he presents the moving object’s identity as an explicit identity… The psychologist, for his part, is forced against his will to place a moving object in the movement when he describes the phenomena more closely, but he regains the advantage through the concrete manner in which he conceives of the moving object.” (p.285) Instead of these, Merleau-Ponty quotes Wertheimer, who says that “the perception of movement is not secondary in relation to the perception of the moving object, that one does not have a perception of the moving object here, then there, and subsequently an identification that would connect these positions in succession, that their diversity is not subsumed under a transcendent unity, and finally, that the identity of the moving object bursts forth directly “from experience.”” (p.285) In short, “insofar as there is movement, the moving object is caught in the movement.” (p.286)
The logician will always fall prey to Zeno’s paradox because she “is only familiar with thetic consciousness” (p.286). The distinction Merleau-Ponty makes here is between the movable object and the moving object. “The movable object, as the object of an indefinite series of explicit and concordant perceptions, has properties, while the moving object merely has a style… movement does not necessarily presuppose a movable object, that is, an object defined by a collection of determinate properties; rather, it is enough that it contains “something that moves,” at the very most a “colored something” or “something luminous” without any actual color or light.” (p.287)
In similar fashion, Merleau-Ponty notes that our perceptions are always originally pre-logical and non-thetic. “It is impossible for the perceived circle to have unequal diameters… But the perceived circle no more has equal diameters because it has no diameters at all. It stands out for me, it makes itself recognized and distinguished from every other figure by its circular physiognomy, and not by any “properties” that thetic consciousness will later discover in it.” (p.287)
Movement is prior to the objective world of the logician, and we distinguish it from this world by calling it the phenomenon; “…the phenomenal layer is, literally, pre-logical and will always remain so. Our picture of the world can only be composed in part with being; we must also acknowledge the phenomenal within it, which completely surrounds being… [Merleau-Ponty wants to] put the narrow zone of thematic sense back into the zone of non-thematic sense that embraces it.” (pp.287-8)
We must recognise in the world, not just things, but also “pure transitions.” “It is not I who recognize, in each point and in each instant passed through, the same bird defined by explicit properties; rather, it is the bird in flight that accomplishes the unity of its movement, it is the bird that changes place, and it is this feathery commotion still here which is already over there, in a sort of ubiquity, like the comet and its tail.” (p.288) We have already seen how parts of space are not juxtaposed, but rather “coexist in space because they are present to the same perceiving subject and enveloped in a single temporal wave.” (p.288) The phenomenon of movement also manifests these spatial and temporal implications. In a nice phrase, tying the present discussion to the purpose of the whole book, Merleau-Ponty says; “Movement is a modulation of an already familiar milieu, and [it is our goal] to understand how this milieu, which serves as the background of every act of consciousness, is constituted.” (p.288)
So, rather than arising from an exterior relation, movement inhabits the moving object. Nevertheless, “every movable object is given in a field. Just as we need a moving something in movement, so too do we need a background of movement… Depending on which part of the visual field we give the value of figure or the value of background, it appears to us either in movement or at rest.” (pp.289-90) But Merleau-Ponty emphasises that this is not to say movement is “relative.” The relation constitutive of movement is not one between objects. Rather, what “gives the status “moving object” to one part of the visual field, and the status “background” to another is the manner in which we establish our relations with it through the act of looking. What could the words “the stone flies through the air” mean if not that our gaze, being established and anchored in the garden, is solicited by the stone and, so to speak, pulls on its anchors. The relation between the moving object and its background passes through our body.” (p.290) 
Later on, Merleau-Ponty expresses this same point by talking about the way our body becomes anchored in certain objects creating the relation between background and moving object. He goes into a bit more detail concerning what this anchorage could mean. “This is not an explicit perception. Anchorage points, when we focus upon them, are not objects. The steeple only begins to move when I leave the sky to peripheral vision. It is essential to the supposed reference points of movement not to be thematized in actual knowledge and to be always “already there.” They are not presented directly to perception, they circumvent it and haunt it through a preconscious operation whose results appear to us as ready-made.” (p.292) It is in this sense, i.e. already being engaged in a milieu that movement appears before us as an absolute.

Finally, drawing our attention back to the body, Merleau-Ponty addresses the individual who wonders how the body, as an object itself which is therefore determined under the relation of rest and movement, mediates the relation involved in movement. Merleau-Ponty considers the oft-cited claim that objects remain immobile when we move our eyes because “we take into account the shifting of the eyes and because, finding it exactly proportional to the change in appearances, we conclude in favour of the immobility of the objects.” (p.290) He criticises this account as “entirely fictional” (p.291) and serving only to conceal “from us the true relation from the body to the spectacle.” (p.291) Instead, “[t]he immobility of the thing is not deduced from the act of seeing, it is rigorously simultaneous; the two phenomena envelop each other: they are not two elements of an algebraic sum, but rather two moments of an organization that encompasses them. My eye is, for me, a certain power for encountering things; it is not a screen upon which things are projected. The relation between my eye and the object is not given to me in the form of a geometrical projection of the object into the eye, but rather as a certain hold that my eye has upon the object – still vague in peripheral vision, more narrow and more precise when I focus upon the object.” (p.291) 
Indeed, quite the contrary to our supposed interlocutor’s claim above concerning the body, if it is ever permissible to talk of “a movement without a moving object, then it is surely in the case of one’s own body. The movement of my eye toward what it will focus upon is not the shifting of one object in relation to another object, it is a march toward the real… If the body provides the ground or the background to the perception of movement that perception needs to establish itself, it does so as a perceiving power, insofar as it is established in a certain domain and geared into a world.” (p.292)

The last section in this chapter concerns lived space and it is to this that we turn now. Up until now, we have considered “the perception of space, that is, the knowledge that a disinterested subject could have of spatial relations between objects and of their geometrical characteristics.” (p.293) But this has uncovered our “being firmly set within a milieu and, ultimately, his inherence in the world as the condition of spatiality. In other words, we had to acknowledge that spatial perception is a structural phenomenon and is only understood from within a perceptual field that, as a whole, contributes to motivating it by proposing to the concrete subject a possible anchorage.” (p.293) Explicitly determining spatial relations and objects with properties is to ask a “second-order question, it is to present an act that only appears against the background of an already familiar world as if it were originary, it is to admit that one has not yet become conscious of the experience of the world. In the natural attitude, I have no perceptions, I do not posit this object as next to that other one along with their objective relations. Rather, I have a flow of experiences that implicate and explicate each other just as much in simultaneity as they do in succession.” (p.293) In ordinary experience, we “hardly perceive any objects at all, just as we do not see the eyes of a familiar face, but rather its gaze and its expression.” (p.294)
Merleau-Ponty compares this with someone under the influence of mescaline, for whom the whole world falls to pieces. Objects are still there but not as they should be. This is only possible, not because an abstract consciousness has been altered, but because “one’s own body has ceased to be a knowing body and has ceased to envelop all of the objects in a single hold; and this degradation of the body into an organism must be itself related to the collapse of time, which no longer rises toward a future, but rather falls back upon itself.” (p.295)
So, the experience of spatiality is related to our being set within the world. This means that “there will be an original spatiality for each modality of this anchorage.” (p.296) One of these is our experience at night, when “the world of clear and articulated objects is abolished…” (p.296) Now, we are required to sketch out a spatiality without things. The night envelops and penetrates me, it is without profiles, “a pure depth without planes, without surfaces, and without any distance from it to me.” (p.296)
Another, and even more striking experience of the unreal, is in sleep. At this time, “I only keep the world present in order to hold it at a distance, I turn toward the subjective sources of my existence, and the fantasies of dreams reveal even more clearly the general spatiality in which clear space and observable objects are embedded.” (p.297) One example of this is the way a movement upward in physical space and the movement of desire toward a goal are symbolic of each other because “they both express the same essential structure of our being as a situated being in relation to a milieu, and we have already seen that this structure alone gives a sense to the directions up and down in the physical world.” (p.297) Another is the way elevation and falling in dreams can be linked to concomitant respiratory events or sexual drives. Here the living and sexual signification of ‘up’ and ‘down’ are made clear for us. 
However, Merleau-Ponty is clear that these things; the “fantasies of the dream, those of the myth, each man’s favorite images, or finally the poetic image are not connected to their sense through a relation of sign to signification, such as the one that exists between a telephone number and the name of the subscriber. They genuinely contain their sense, which is not a notional sense, but a direction of our existence.” (p.298) Spatiality always has existential implications. “There is a determination of up and down and, in general, a determination of “place” that precedes “perception.” Life and sexuality haunt their world and their space.” (p.298) 
Merleau-Ponty also discusses mythical space as it has significance for primitive persons, who live in this existential space. It is one reason why dreams are often considered as important as perceptions in such cultures. “There is a mythical space where direction and positions are determined by the placement of great affective entities.” (p.298) Merleau-Ponty talks about the location of the clan’s encampment not being known as it is related to some landmark; rather, “to know this location is to tend toward it as if toward the natural place of a certain peace or a certain joy…” (p.298)
Even in ordinary, waking life, Merleau-Ponty finds this deeper, existential space we inhabit which has little to do with our physical surroundings. “Our body and our perception always solicit us to take the landscape they offer as the center of the world. But this landscape is not necessarily the landscape of our life. I can “be elsewhere” while remaining here, and if I am kept far from what I love, I feel far from the center of real life… Beyond the physical or geometrical distance existing between me and all things, a lived distance links me to things that count and exist for me, and links them to each other. At each moment, this distance measures the “scope” of my life.” (p.299) One mundane example of this is homesickness. Schizophrenia is precisely a break between this existential space (or the specific way we project the world), and the objective world offered by perception. 

Merleau-Ponty now considers an objection. “Are dream space, mythical space, and schizophrenic space genuine spaces, can they exist and be thought by themselves, or do they not presuppose geometrical space as the condition of their possibility, and along with it the pure constituting consciousness that deploys it?” (pp.300-1) Objective thought refuses these phenomena because it cannot thematise them. While it is true that the originary existence of spatiality lacks a thematic or explicit sense, and even disappear before objective thought, they do “have a non-thematic or implicit sense and this is not a lesser sense, for objective thought itself sustains itself on the unreflected and presents itself as a making explicit of the unreflective life of consciousness… Reflective analysis believes that it knows what the dreamer or the schizophrenic experience better than the dreamer or the schizophrenic himself; moreover, the philosopher believes that he knows what he sees better in reflection than he knows it in perception.” (p.302) 
We can trust the dreamer’s experience but “we must merely verify that their language expresses clearly what they live, or he who lives something is not the judge of what he lives…” (p.302) Expounding on this, Merleau-Ponty discusses a schizophrenic who, thinks that a brush near the window comes closer to him and enters his head. Now at no time does he fail to notice that the brush is still over by the window. Looking in that direction he still perceives it there. “The brush, as an identifiable term of an explicit perception, is not in the patient’s head as a material mass. But the patient’s head is not, for him, this object that everyone can see and that he himself can see in a mirror; rather, it is that listening and look-out post that he senses at the top of his body, or that power of joining with all objects through vision and hearing. In the same way, the brush that falls under the senses is only an envelope or a phantom; the real brush, the stiff and prickly being that is embodied in these appearances and that is concentrated by the gaze, has left the window and has thus left behind merely an inert shell. No appeal to explicit perception can awaken the patient from this dream since he does not deny the explicit perception, but simply holds that it proves nothing against what he experiences.” (p.304) The safeguard against such delusions therefore, is not reason but “rather the structure of his space: objects remain in front of him, they keep their distance… What brings about the hallucination and the myth is the contraction of lived space, the rooting of things in our body, the overwhelming proximity of the object, the solidarity between man and the world, which is not abolished but repressed by everyday perception or by objective thought, and which philosophical consciousness rediscovers.” (p.304) Of course, one can explicitly thematise the hallucination, the myth, the dream, and find within it relations of geometrical space, but these were not already there. “In order to know what mythical or schizophrenic space means, we have no other means than of awakening in ourselves, in our current perception, the relation between the subject and his world that reflective analysis makes disappear. We must acknowledge “expressive experiences” as prior to “acts of signification” by theoretical and thetic consciousness; we must acknowledge “expressive sense” as prior to “significative sense”; and we must acknowledge the symbolic “pregnancy” of form in content as prior to the subsumption of content under form.” (p.304)
But is this simply substituting the universal constituting consciousness for the isolated subjectivity of the psychologist’s cogito? No. Myths, dreams, madness, perception, none of these are “self-enclosed; they are not islands of experience without any communication and from which one cannot escape… [On the contrary] mythical consciousness opens onto an horizon of possible objectifications. The primitive person lives his myths against a perceptual background that is articulated clearly enough such that the acts of daily life – fishing, hunting, or relations with civilised persons – are possible. The myth itself… forms a world, that is, a totality where each element has relations of meaning with the others.” (p.305)
Subjectively, “mythical consciousness is a flow” (p.305) which doesn’t focus on itself and know itself thematically. Nevertheless, it doesn’t “carry itself into each of its pulsations, otherwise it would not be conscious of anything at all.” (p.306) Objectively, it “does not posit objects in front of itself defined by a certain number of separable properties and articulated in relation to each other.” (p.306) Myth is misunderstood by modern psychologists because they see in it an “explanation of the world and an anticipation of science. On the contrary, myth is a projection of existence and an expression of the human condition. But understanding the myth does not mean believing in it, and if all myths are true, this is insofar as they can be put back into a phenomenology of spirit that indicates their function in the emergence of self-consciousness and that ultimately grounds their proper sense upon the sense they have for the philosopher.” (p.306) Merleau-Ponty makes a nice analogy here with dreams. When I recount a dream, I certainly direct my questions toward the dreamer I was last night, but “ultimately the dreamer himself recounts nothing, the waking person is the one who recounts the dream. Without the waking up, dreams would only ever be instantaneous modulations, and would not even exist for us.” (p.306)
All of these anthropological, or existential, or lived, spaces are never complete in themselves. “I am always rooted to a natural and non-human space.” (p.307) I can walk through a park, full of human meanings and significations, but I can also let all of this disappear by allowing myself to become absorbed in a single stone, which itself can dissolve into “a play of light upon an indefinite matter. My total perception is not built out of these analytical perceptions, but it can always dissolve into them; my body, which assures my insertion within the human world through my habitus, only in fact does so by first projecting me into a natural world that always shines through from beneath the others – just as the canvas shines through from beneath the painting – and gives the human world an air of fragility… We have said that space is existential; we could have just as easily said that existence is spatial… Anthropological spaces present themselves as constructed upon natural space…” (p.307) 

If these existential spaces Merleau-Ponty is talking about are to be possible, “then the apparent and the real must remain ambiguous in the subject as well as in the object.” (p.308) What Merleau-Ponty is taking aim at here is the postulate that, in terms of our self-knowledge, appearance is reality; “to be real and to appear are one, and there is no other reality but appearance.” (p.308) If this were true, it would be “impossible for illusion and perception to have the same appearance, for my illusions to be perceptions without an object or for my perceptions to be true hallucinations.” (p.308) Why? Given that both the illusion and the perception appear, they would then each have to be “marked by some intrinsic characteristic” (p.308) which would identify them. “If the entire being of my perception and the entire being of my illusion is contained within their manner of appearing, then the truth that defines the one and the falsity that defines the other must also appear to me.” (p.308) But this is not the way it is. An illusion does not present itself as an illusion, and a perception does not always guarantee its truth. To resolve this, we cannot separate appearance from reality in the subject though, because “once this break is made, it cannot be repaired.” (p.308)
So, if appearance is reality, there can be no illusion (all appearances would be absolutely evident). But if appearance is not reality, we land in the absurd where everything is error (scepticism). The resolution is to note that these two options are not mutually exclusive. “Every rationalism admits of at least one absurdity, namely that it must be formulated as a thesis [i.e. it might be wrong]. Every philosophy of the absurd recognizes at least one sense in the very affirmation of absurdity. I can only remain within the absurd if I suspend every affirmation…” (p.309) The only way one can remain in either a state of absolute evidentness or pure absurdity is by holding back every affirmation. “When I want to go from this interrogation to an affirmation and, a fortiori, when I want to express myself, I crystallize a collection of indefinite motives in an act of consciousness, I enter back into the implicit, that is, into the equivocal and the play of the world. The absolute contact of myself with myself, or the identity of being and appearing, cannot be posited, but merely lived prior to all affirmation.” (p.309; emphasis added) This is basically saying that we cannot know life, we can only live it. Moreover, in living life; i.e. grasping significations, apprehending spatiality, etc., rather than analysing it, subsuming it under a system, etc., it necessarily becomes opaque, unclear, ambiguous. “The experience of absurdity and that of absolute evidentness are interdependent and even indiscernible. The world only appears absurd if a demand of an absolute consciousness at each moment dissociates the significations with which the world is teeming and, reciprocally, if the demand is motivated by the conflict between these significations. Absolute evidentness and the absurd are equivalents, not merely as philosophical affirmations, but also as experiences. Rationalism and skepticism sustain themselves upon the actual life of consciousness that they both hypocritically imply, without which they could be neither thought nor even lived, and in which one cannot say that everything has a sense or that everything is non-sense, but merely that there is sense.” (p.309) 
In short, asserting that appearance is reality or that they are separate, “is to render impossible the consciousness of anything, even as appearance.” (p.310) Yet, there is consciousness of something. What is this? It is “neither the thematization of self, nor the ignorance of self, it is not hidden from itself, that is, there is nothing in it that is not in some way announced to it, even though it has no need of knowing it explicitly. In consciousness, appearance is not being, but phenomenon. This new cogito, because it is prior to truth and error, makes them both possible. The lived is, of course, lived by me; I am not unaware of the feelings that I repress and in this sense there is no unconsciousness. But I can live more things than I can represent to myself, my being is not reduced to what of myself explicitly appears to me. What is only lived is ambivalent…” (p.310) Merleau-Ponty goes on to give an example of what he is talking about here. “If I believe I see a large flat stone, which is in reality a patch of sunlight, far ahead on the ground in a sunken lane, I cannot say that I ever see the flat stone in the sense in which I will see the patch of sunlight while moving closer. The flat stone only appears, like everything that is far off, in a field whose structure is confused and where the connections are not yet clearly articulated. In this sense, the illusion, like the image, is not observable, that is, my body is not geared into it and I cannot spread it out before myself through some exploratory movements. And yet, I am capable of omitting this distinction, and I am capable of illusion… I see the illusory stone in the sense that my entire perceptual and motor field gives to the light patch the sense of a “stone on the lane.” And I already prepare to sense this smooth and solid surface beneath my foot. This is because correct vision and illusory vision are not distinguished in the manner of adequate thought and inadequate thought: that is, in the manner of an absolutely full thought and an incomplete thought. I say that I perceive correctly when my body has a precise hold on the spectacle, but this does not mean that my hold is ever complete; it could only be complete if I had been able to reduce all of the object’s interior and exterior horizons to the state of articulated perception, which is in principle impossible. In the experience of a perceptual truth, I presume that the concordance experienced up until now would be maintained for a more detailed observation; I put my confidence in the world. To perceive is suddenly to commit to an entire future of experiences in a present that never, strictly speaking, guarantees that future; to perceive is to believe in a world. It is this opening to a world that makes perceptual truth possible, or the actual realization of a Wahr-Nehmung [perception, awareness]…” (pp.310-1) An illusion and a perception are always subject to future falsifiability because both make use of the same belief in the world and are always open to “an horizon of presumptive verifications… There is an absolute certainty of the world in general, but not of any particular thing. Consciousness is distant from being and from its own being, and at the same time united to them, through the thickness of the world. The true cogito is not the private exchange between thought with the thought that I am having this thought, for they only unite through the world.” (p.311) It is this “preconscious possession of the world in the pre-reflective cogito” (p.311) which we turn to next. 

III. The Thing and the Natural World
We will first approach the phenomenon of reality by studying perceptual constants. And the first of these we will look at are the size and form of the object. The psychologist will say that “for each object we are given sizes and forms that are always variable according to the perspective, and that we agree to consider as true the size that we obtain of the object at arm’s length of the form that the object assumes when it is situated upon a plane that is parallel to the frontal plane.” (p.312) This, however, takes for granted exactly what we wanted to explain, namely, which is the ‘real’ size and form of the object among the vast range of determinate sizes and forms we are presented with; or even better, how something can be objective in the first place?
One can evade the question by claiming that “size and form are never ultimately perceived as attributes of an individual object, and that they are merely names for designating the relations between the parts of the phenomenal field.” (p.313) The ‘true’ size then, of my pen is not inherent in any one of my perceptions of the pen. If I hold it close to my eyes, it appears big; held further away, it appears smaller. “The square presented to me obliquely remains a square, not because I evoke in relation to this apparent diamond the well-known form of a square seen fact on, but rather because the diamond-appearance presented obliquely is immediately identical to the square-appearance presented frontally… the perspectival distortions are not brute givens… A merely apparent form or size is one that is not yet situated within the rigorous system that phenomena and my body form together. As soon as it takes its place there, it regains its truth, the perspectival distortion is no longer suffered, but rather understood… In all of its appearances, the object preserves its invariable characteristics and itself remains invariable, and it is an object because all of the possible values that it could assume in terms of size and form are contained in advance in the formula of its relations with the context.” (p.314) The problem with this is that it treats true size or form as “merely the constant law according to which appearance, distance, and orientation vary” (p.315) and this implies that they are already determinate and measurable. In other words, it also presupposes the thing we are trying to establish; i.e. how they become determinate in the first place. “Given that the perspectival views upon the object are immediately placed back into the objective system of the world, the subject conceives of his perception and of the truth of his perception rather than perceiving.” (p.315)
Merleau-Ponty’s explanation starts from the phenomenon itself embedded in the world. Because “I see the table with its definite size and form, I presume for every change in distance or orientation a corresponding change of size or form, and not vice versa. Far from the thing reducing down to constant relations, the constancy of relations is grounded in the evidentness of the thing… [For science, the thing far away is the same as the thing nearby; namely, this] constant product of distance multiplied by apparent size. But for me who is perceiving, the object at a hundred paces is, and I identify the object in all of its positions, at all of its distances, and through all of its appearances, insofar as all of the perspectives converge toward the perception that I obtain for a certain typical distance and orientation. This privileged perception assures the unity of the perceptual process and gathers all of the other appearances into itself.” (p.315) The important point here is that science disregards, or passes over, the actual perceptions (because they are unimportant) in favour of the object at arm’s length, or the ideal concept of the object. For Merleau-Ponty, on the other hand, the perception retains its centrality. For science, the thing seen at a distance is the same as the thing seen up close. For Merleau-Ponty, the thing seen at a distance is the thing up close seen at a distance. 
This leads to a question though: what is the thing seen up close? Merleau-Ponty calls it the “privileged perception,” and it isn’t defined by an arbitrary rule or calculation; rather it’s the “optimal distance from which it [the object] asks to be seen – an orientation through which it presents more of itself – beneath or beyond which we merely have a confused perception due to excess or lack… A living body seen from too close, and lacking any background against which it could stand out, is no longer a living body, but rather a material mass as strange as the lunar landscape…” (p.316) This means that our reference point for the object relates explicitly to practical concerns which ‘see’ the object itself (our ‘hold’ over the object), not merely physical dimensions or an idealised concept. 
This also has implications for distance and the orientation of the object. For Merleau-Ponty, the “distance between me and the object is not a size that increases or decreases, but rather a tension that oscillates around a norm. The oblique orientation of the object in relation to me is not measured by the angle that it forms with the place of my face, but rather experienced as a disequilibrium, as an unequal distribution of its influences upon me.” (p.316) Again, we see that size and form relate to the hold we have over the object, not quantifiable, measurable properties.
Size and form, therefore, are not ‘true’ or ‘false’ or even relative; rather, they “only serve “to modalize” this overall hold upon the world… Thus, it is certainly true that every perception of a thing, of a form, or of a size as real, or that every perceptual constancy sends us back to the positing of a world and a system of experiences in which my body and the phenomenon would be rigorously connected. But the system of experience is not spread out before me as if I were God, it is lived by me from a certain point of view; I am not the spectator of it, I am a part of it, and it is my inherence in a point of view that at once makes possible the finitude of my perception and its opening to the total world as the horizon of all perception.” (p.317) It goes without saying that this can only take place because “every attitude of my body is immediately for me a power for a certain spectacle, because each spectacle is for me what it is within a certain kinesthetic situation, and because, in other words, my body is permanently stationed in front of things in order to perceive them and, inversely, appearances are always enveloped for me within a certain bodily attitude.” (p.316) 

Next, we turn to the constancy of colour. Objects retain their ‘real,’ colours for us in perception despite the fact that the plays of light and contrast all change our actual colour perceptions. How is this possible? One might simply designate the ‘real’ colour the one we usually see under ‘normal’ lighting conditions. The problem is that this is obviously an artificial, not to mention arbitrary, solution, which fails to take account of the vagaries of colour in actual perception. Intellectualism would make the constancy of colour an ideal constancy resolved in actual perceptions by relating this to a judgement. The problem here is that it assumes the ‘ideal’ colour; the very thing we have noticed changes all the time. 
In fact, Merleau-Ponty will claim that the ‘real’ colour of the thing “remains beneath the appearances just as the background continues beneath the figure, that is, not as a quality that is seen or conceived, but rather as a non-sensorial presence.” (p.319) He notes also, in this same vein, that Scheler has said, “perception goes directly to the things without passing through colors, just as it can grasp the expression of a gaze without thematising the color of the eyes.” (p.319) By contrast, the scientific definition of colour is arbitrary and only works for “one of its modes of appearance” (p.319). Merleau-Ponty talks of the other different modes of appearance of colours that science ignores; e.g. surface colours, coloured areas, the colour of transparent bodies, the colour of shimmer, glow, lighting, etc. 
Take a white wall which appears grey-blue if viewed through a screen that hides the light source. “The change in appearance is inseparable from a structural change in the color: at the moment we place the screen between our eye and the spectacle, or at the moment we squint, we free the colors from the objectivity of bodily surfaces and we reduce them to the simple condition of luminous areas. We no longer see real bodies (the wall, the piece of paper) with determinate colors and located in their place in the world; rather, we see colored patches that are all vaguely situated upon the same “fictional” plane… the decisive factor in the phenomenon of constancy… is the articulation of the whole field, the richness and sharpness of its structure. When the subject looks through the window of a screen, he can no longer “survey” or “dominate” the lighting relations; that is, he can no longer perceive in visible space the subordinate wholes with their own brightnesses which stand out from each other.” (pp.320-1) Understanding the way coloured lighting ‘distorts’ the superficial colours of objects under non-coloured lighting allows us to work out the ‘laws’ that enable the phenomenon of constancy; specifically the “connection between the phenomenon of constancy, the articulation of the field, and the phenomenon of lighting…” (p.322). The problem is that doing so “leads us to understand neither the terms that it unites, nor consequently their concrete relation…” (p.322) In fact, it does the exact opposite, covering over the colour in perception. In order to grasp this more fundamental phenomenon, Merleau-Ponty asks three questions directed toward three central structuring phenomena; the object (the illuminated thing), the organisation of the field, and lighting. “In what sense must we say that the color of the object remains constant? What is the organization of the spectacle and the field where it is organized? And finally, what is lighting?” (p.322)
Merleau-Ponty looks at lighting first. Taking the example of a torch flashed into a cave, he notes that the beam solidifies. If it shines on a wall, it produces “pools of dazzling brightness” (p.323), and it no longer has the ability to make things appear. “Lighting and reflection only play their role if they fade into the background as discreet intermediaries, and if they direct our gaze rather than arresting it.” (p.323) Moreover, they can only play this role before a being that possesses a “mechanism capable of responding to the solicitations of light according to their sense (that is, simultaneously according to their direction and their signification, which are but one), capable of drawing together the scattered visibility, and of achieving what is merely sketched out in the spectacle. This mechanism is the gaze…” (p.323), which obviously presupposes the lived body.
This whole picture only makes sense if “the spectacle, far from being a sum of objects, or a mosaic of qualities spread out before an acosmic subject, circumvents the subject and offers him a pact. Lighting is not on the side of the object, it is what we take up, what we adopt as a norm, whereas the illuminated thing stands in front of us and confronts us. Lighting is in itself neither color, nor even light, it is prior to the distinction between colors and lights. And this is why it always tends to become “neutral” for us. The shadowy light in which we remain becomes so natural for us that it is no longer even perceived as shadowy. Electric lighting, which seems yellow to us when we first leave the daylight, soon ceases to have any definite color for us… the yellow light, by taking on the function of lighting, tends to situate itself as prior to every color, tends toward the absence of color, and… correlatively objects distribute the colors of the spectrum according to the degree and to the mode of their resistance to this new atmosphere.” (p.324)
Next, we turn to the organisation of the field. Imagine a disc-shaped piece of white paper with a beam of light shining on it. Rather than illuminating the paper, the beam of light appears as a cone-shaped solid with the paper as its base. If, however, a piece of paper is introduced into the beam, “the beam of light and the disc are immediately dissociated and the lighting adopts the quality “lighting.” (p.325) Merleau-Ponty describes this by saying it is “as if there were a lived incompatibility between the vision of the illuminated paper and that of a solid cone, and as if the sense of a part of the spectacle induced a reworking in the sense of the whole. Likewise, we have seen that, in the different parts of the visual field taken one by one, the proper color of the object and that of the lighting cannot be discerned, but that, in the whole of the visual field, through a sort of reciprocal action in which each part benefits from the configuration of the others, a general lighting emanates that gives each local color its “true” value.” (p.325) What Merleau-Ponty is saying here is that approaching the thing like this, the light doesn’t act as ‘lighting’ (i.e. providing direction to our ‘gaze’ and revealing the thing as it is in the whole spectacle); instead it acts like a spotlight, producing an artificial appearance of the thing. The “true” colour of the thing (indeed, the ‘thing’ itself) can’t appear in this isolated abstraction, divorced from the field in which it appears. On the contrary, it is only when we take the thing in context, that the thing and its “true” colour emerges. 
Comparing this to a painting, Merleau-Ponty says that a painting “seen from the appropriate distance, has its inner lighting that gives to each of its colored patches not merely their color value, but also a certain representative value. Seen from too close, it falls under the dominant lighting of the gallery, and the colors “no longer act representatively, they no longer give the image of certain objects, but act as smears of paint upon a canvas.”… A color is never simply a color, but rather the color of a certain object, and the blue of a rug would not be the same blue if it were not a wooly blue. The colors of the visual field, as we have just seen, form an ordered system around a dominant color, namely, the lighting taken as a level.” (p.326) In fact, the field is organised not just by colours, but by “all of the sensory givens and the signification of the objects, which form a system; our perception is entirely animated by a logic that assigns to each object all of its determinations in relation to those of the others…” (p.326) 
Now we can connect this to the object itself, when we see “the true signification of perceptual constancies. The constancy of color is merely an abstract moment of the constancy of things, and the constancy of things is established upon the primordial consciousness of the world as the horizon of all of our experiences. Thus, it is not because I perceive constant colors beneath the variety of lightings that I believe in things, and the thing will not be a sum of constant characteristics; rather, I discover constant colors to the extent that my perception is in itself open to a world and to things.” (pp.326-7)

This phenomenon of constancy applies across all types of sensory experiences, including sounds, temperatures, and weights, this last one, Merleau-Ponty briefly discusses. The interesting thing is that the “perception of weight remains the same regardless of the muscles that contribute to it and regardless of the initial position of these muscles.” (p.327) This means that “the tactile impression is “interpreted,” taking into account the nature and number of organs brought into play, and even the physical circumstances in which it appears…” (p.327) For example, whether a weight is felt by pressure on the forehead or on the hand, it appears constant. This is important because it means that the suggestion that “the interpretation rests upon an explicit induction, and that, in previous experience, the subject was able to measure the incidence of these different variables upon the actual weight of the object, is impossible. The subject has probably never had the opportunity to interpret forehead pressures in terms of weight or to add the weight of the arm partially reduced through its immersion in water to the local impression of the fingers in order to discover the ordinary scale of weights.” (p.327) The truth is “we do not know our body or the power, weight, and scope of our organs, like an engineer knows the machine he has assembled piece by piece” (p.328) so we couldn’t possibly ‘calculate’ weights through a natural physics. Merleau-Ponty concludes that the impressions provided of weight by different body parts “are not really distinct and merely connected through an explicit interpretation; they are immediately given as different manifestations of “real” weight, the pre-objective unity of the thing is the correlate of the pre-objective unity of the body. Thus, the weight appears as the identifiable property of an object against the background of our body as a system of equivalent gestures.” (p.328)

This discussion of weight gives us insight into the whole of tactile perception: “…the movement of one’s own body is to touch what lighting is to vision. Every tactile perception, at the same time that it opens onto an objective “property,” includes a bodily component, and, for example, the tactile localization of an object locates it in relation to the cardinal points of the body schema.” (p.328) In this way, the body is like lighting. It reveals the object. Merleau-Ponty notes that there is, of course, “passive touch” (touch by parts of the body that we don’t usually use to explore the world), which doesn’t reveal much, and this is the same with “passive vision” (vision lacking a gaze; Merleau-Ponty’s example is dazzling light). Nevertheless, “just like the exploratory gaze of genuine vision, “knowing touch” throws us beyond our body through movement.” (p.329)
Merleau-Ponty places particular emphasis on movement and time, which he holds are not just conditions to tactile phenomena (e.g. rough and smooth), but “a phenomenal component of tactile givens. They actualize the articulation of tactile phenomena, just as light sketches out the configuration of a visible surface. Smoothness is not a sum of similar pressures, but rather the manner in which a surface makes use of the time of our tactile exploration or modulates the movement of our hand. The style of these modulations traces out as many modes of appearance of the tactile phenomenon, which are not reducible to each other and cannot be deduced from an elementary tactile sensation.” (p.329) This prompts Merleau-Ponty to say; “It is not consciousness who touches or who palpates, it is the hand, and the hand is, as Kant says, “man’s outer brain.”” (p.330)
Visual experience more easily tends to the notion that we are constituting the world because the spectacle that appears is spread before us at a distance and “gives us the illusion of being immediately present everywhere and of being situated nowhere. Tactile experience, however, adheres to the surface of the body; we cannot spread it out before ourselves and it does not fully become an object. Correlatively, as the subject of touch, I cannot flatter myself as being everywhere and nowhere, here I cannot forget that it is through my body that I go toward the world, tactile experience is accomplished “out in front” of me, and is not centered in me. It is not me who touches, but rather my body.” (p.330)
This reveals something about the body as well. “I can only effectively touch if the phenomenon encounters an echo in me, if it is in accord with a certain nature of my consciousness, and if the organ that comes to encounter it is synchronized with it. The unity and the identity of the tactile phenomenon are not produced through a synthesis of recognition in the concept, they are established upon the unity and the identity of the body as a synergetic whole.” (p.330)

Merleau-Ponty turns now to the inter-sensory thing itself. We have seen how it remains the same throughout a series of experiences, and that this “is neither a quale that actually subsists nor the notion of the consciousness of such an objective property, but rather that which is met with or taken up by our gaze or by our movement, a question to which they respond precisely. The object that is presented to the gaze or to the palpation awakens a certain motor intention that is not directed at the movements of one’s own body, but at the thing itself upon which it somehow hangs.” (p.331) Perceptual givens don’t appear to us as “sensory givens, but as a certain type of symbiosis, a certain manner that the outside has of invading us, a certain manner that we have of receiving it… (p.331)
Given this, the constants of each sense don’t define the thing as a collection of stable attributes, or sensory givens; rather, the “sensory “properties” of a thing together constitute a single thing just as my gaze, my touch, and all of my other senses are, together, the powers of a single body integrated into a single action… I perceive a thing because I have a field of existence and because each phenomenon that appears polarizes my entire body, as a system of perceptual powers, toward it. I go through appearances and I reach the real color or form when my experience is at its highest degree of clarity…” (pp.331-2) This last point is important. The experience of a thing is a “full co-existence with the phenomenon at the moment when it would be in all relations at its maximum articulation…” If the thing is too far away, it doesn’t appear for me as a “visible thing,” it’s a vague outline, a mirage. If a phenomenon only presents itself to one of my senses, e.g. a reflection or light breeze, it is a phantom, “and it will only approach real existence if, by luck, it becomes capable of speaking to my other senses…” (p.332)
The thing itself then, the “unity of the thing, beyond all of its congealed properties… [is] that unique manner of existing of which its properties are a secondary expression. For example, the fragility, rigidity, transparency, and crystalline sound of a glass expresses a single manner of being.” (p.333) In a nice expression, Merleau-Ponty says that we “understand a thing as we understand a new behaviour, that is, not through an intellectual operation of subsumption, but rather by taking up for ourselves the mode of existence that the observable signs sketch out before us. A behaviour outlines a certain manner of dealing with the world.” (p.333) Moreover, the sense of the thing is not hidden behind its appearances; rather it “inhabits it as the soul inhabits the body… The sense of the ashtray (or at least its total and individual sense, such as is presented in perception) is not a certain ideal of the ashtray that coordinates the sensory appearances and that would only be accessible to the understanding. Rather, it animates the ashtray, and it is quite evidently embodied in it… the thing accomplishes this miracle of expression: an interior that is revealed on the outside, a signification that descends into the world and begins to exist there and that can only be fully understood by attempting to see it there, in its place.” (pp.333-4)

Given that the thing appears and is constituted by the hold my body has upon it, it is always “burdened with anthropological predicates” (p.334) and can never be separated from the perceiver. It can never “actually be in itself because its articulations are the very ones of our existence, and because it is posited at the end of a gaze or at the conclusion of a sensory exploration that invests it with humanity. To this extent, every perception is a communication or a communion, the taking up or the achievement by us of an alien intention… a coupling of our body with things.” (p.334) This has never been noticed before because objective thought has deliberately cut the ties between the thing and the embodied subject to perceive the thing as an in-itself and the subject as a pure consciousness. It has reduced perception to sensible qualities and favoured vision among them because it, most easily presents us with an object rather than introducing us into a milieu.
The thing may not actually even appear as an object “in front of me as a term to be known, it might be a “unit of value” that is only present to me in practice. If a painting has been removed from a room in which we live, we can perceive a change without knowing what has changed. Everything that makes up part of my environment is perceived, and my environment includes “everything with whose existence or absence, with whose being so or other than so, I practically ‘reckon’…” (p.335) Natural perception is not science and doesn’t posit things ‘out there’ to observe. Rather, “it lives among them and is the “opinion” or the “originary faith” that ties us to a world as if to our homeland; the being of the perceived is the pre-predicative being toward which our total existence is polarized.” (p.336)

However, and Merleau-Ponty will pivot a little here to note that in defining the thing as the correlate of our body and our life, we have not exhausted the sense of the thing. Principally, “we only grasp the unity of our body in the unity of the thing, and only by beginning with things do our hands, our eyes, and all of our sense organs appear to us as interchangeable instruments. The body by itself, or the body at rest, is merely an obscure mass; we perceive it as a precise and identifiable being when it moves itself toward a thing…” (p.336) This is important. The thing reveals itself to us through our body, but just as importantly, it also reveals to us our bodies. 
The thing presented to us, even though it reveals itself, also keeps to itself; “the thing is presented as a thing in itself even to the person who perceives it, and thereby poses the problem of a genuine in-itself-for-us. We do not ordinarily catch sight of this because our perception, in the context of our everyday dealings, bears upon the things just enough to find in them their familiar presence, and not enough to rediscover what of the non-human is hidden within them. But the thing is unaware of us, it remains in itself. We will see this if we suspend our everyday dealings and bring a metaphysical and disinterested attention to bear upon the thing. The thing is then hostile and foreign, it is no longer our interlocutor, but rather a resolutely silent Other, a Self that escapes us…” (p.336)
How can this be? Earlier, Merleau-Ponty spoke of perceptual communion, now the thing is a silent Other? Merleau-Ponty compares the thing to “a familiar face whose expression is immediately understood. But a face in fact only expresses something through the arrangement of colors and lights that compose it; the sense of this facial expression is not behind its eyes, but upon them…” (p.337) He seems to be saying here that in apprehending the sense of the thing, we are never able to completely describe it. There isn’t a hidden aspect to the thing here; rather, it always overflows the sense that it has for us. I think, in order to fully describe the thing, we would have to describe the whole world, and perhaps even all possible worlds.
He continues by saying that the thing is the end of a bodily teleology, but “that was merely a psychological definition that did not make explicit the full sense of the thing defined, and that reduced the thing to the experiences in which we encounter it. We now discover the core of reality: a thing is a thing because, no matter what it says to us, it says it through the very organization of its sensible appearances. The “real” is this milieu where each moment is not only inseparable from the others, but in some sense synonymous with them, where the “appearances” signify each other in an absolute equivalence. The “real” is the insurmountable plenitude: it is impossible to describe fully the color of a carpet without saying that it is a carpet, or a woollen carpet, and without implying in this color a certain tactile value, a certain weight, and a certain resistance to sound.” (p.337) 
The “real” depends on this whole situation coming together. “With the lighting/object-illuminated structure, foreground and background are possible. With the appearance of the thing, univocal forms and locations are ultimately possible. The system of appearances and pre-spatial fields becomes anchored and ultimately becomes a space.” (p.337) But this isn’t a geometrical organisation, able to be fully articulated within a system. Rather, the “very sense of the thing is constructed before our eyes, a sense that no verbal analysis could exhaust and that merges with the presentation of the thing in its evidentness.” (p.337) The feeling I get here is that the milieu, which the thing helps construct, is so rich in meaning that it could never be contained in any analysis. “Each fragment of a visible spectacle satisfies an infinite number of conditions, and it belongs to the real to contract an infinity of relations into each of its moments.” (p.338)
We must also remember that, unlike imagination, the sense in the real isn’t a sign indicating something else; “the miracle of the real world is that in it sense and existence are one, and that we see sense take its place in existence once and for all.” (p.338) On the contrary, in imagination, “I have hardly formed the intention to see before I already believe that I have seen. Imagination is without depth; it does not respond to our attempts to vary our points of view; it does not lend itself to our observation. We are never geared into the imagination. In each perception, however, it is the matter itself that takes on sense and form… The real stands out against our fictions because in the real sense surrounds matter and penetrates it deeply.” (p.338) Merleau-Ponty also compares the real to a painting, which, like imagination, doesn’t lay claim to the same solidity of the real world. “We sense quite clearly that the painting is intentionally fabricated, that in it sense precedes existence…” (p.338)
“The real lends itself to an infinite exploration, it is inexhaustible. This is why human objects and utensils appear as if placed into the world, whereas things are rooted in a background of non-human nature. For our existence, the thing is much less a pole of attraction than a pole of repulsion. We do not see ourselves in it, and this is precisely what makes it a thing. We do not begin by knowing the perspectival appearance of the thing; it is not mediated by our senses, our sensations, or our perspectives; we go straight to the thing, and only secondarily do we notice the limits of our knowledge and of ourselves as knowing.” (p.338) 

Merleau-Ponty moves on to consider how “a subject who has never interrogated his own perception and who lives among things” (pp.338-9) would perceive a die. This man doesn’t perceive signs, “projections or even profiles of the die; rather, he sees the die itself sometimes from here, and sometimes from over there; the appearances that have not yet congealed communicate among themselves, pass into each other; they all emanate from a central Wurfelhaftigkeit [cubeness], which is their mystical link.” (p.339) In other words, the die appears, not as built up from a series of appearances or projections, but as a die, and all the aspects we see merely reflect this whole of cubeness. This is the die as it is presented in the natural attitude.
Once we take the perceiving subject into consideration, however, we undertake a series of reductions, which for Merleau-Ponty indicate a loss of its reality. First, the die appears only for me; “it ceases to be itself in order to become the center of a personal history.” (p.339) Second, I notice that it is principally given to me through vision. Now, “suddenly I merely have the envelope of the total die, it loses its materiality, it empties out, and it is reduced to a visual structure of form and color, shadows and lights.” (p.339) Third, “we move from the visual thing to the perspectival appearance: I observe that all of the die’s faces cannot fall beneath my gaze, and that certain of them undergo deformations.” (p.339) Finally, I come to feel that the sensation belongs to a modification of my own body, rather than belonging to the thing. “The experience of the thing does not go through all of these mediations and, consequently, the thing is not presented to a mind that would grasp each constitutive layer as representative of the higher layer and that would construct the thing straight through. Before all else, the thing is in its evidentness, and every attempt to define it – either as the pole of my bodily life, as the permanent possibility of sensations, or as the synthesis of appearances – substitutes for the thing itself in its originary being an imperfect reconstitution of the thing with the help of subjective bits and pieces.” (p.339) For Merleau-Ponty, the thing is the correlate of my body even as it denies it. The reason for this is that what is given “is not the thing alone, but also the experience of the thing, a transcendence in the wake of a subjectivity, a nature that shines forth through a history.” (p.340) 
Realism turns perception into a coinciding with the thing. This doesn’t adequately explain “how the subject can assimilate the thing, or how the subject can carry the object into his history after having coincided with it, for in realism, the subject necessarily possesses nothing of the object. We must live things in order to perceive them.” (p.340; italics added) Idealism, on the other hand, distorts our lived relation with the thing. In this, the subject “must dominate and think a material of perception, he must himself organize and unite all of the appearances of the thing; that is, perception must lose its inherence in an individual subject and in a point of view, and the thing must lose its transcendence and its opacity. To live a thing is neither to coincide with it, nor to think it straight through.” (p.340; italics added) 
What Merleau-Ponty is trying to do here is understand how we are able to know the thing (which is paradoxically both Other and something we live), in such a way that we don’t destroy the thing’s in-itselfness (which intellectualism does) or making it pure in-itself (realism). What happens in perception is that “[t]he perceiving subject must, without leaving his place or his point of view in the opacity of sensing, tend toward things whose key he does not hold in advance, and whose design he nevertheless carries within himself, he must open up to an absolute Other that he prepares from deeper within himself.” (p.340) 
How is this accomplished? Through the body, which is the means by which we connect to the thing. By way of example, Merleau-Ponty talks about the gaze “knowing” what a patch of light signifies in a certain context, even though I don’t explicitly posit this during perception. In general, “…there is a logic of the world that my entire body merges with and through which inter-sensory things become possible… To have a body is to possess a universal arrangement, a schema of all perceptual developments and of all inter-sensory correspondences beyond the segment of the world that we are actually perceiving. Thus, a thing is not actually given in perception, it is inwardly taken up by us, reconstituted and lived by us insofar as it is linked to a world whose fundamental structures we carry with ourselves and of which this thing is just one of several possible concretions.” (p.341) Basically, the body is that which lets us penetrate to the in-itself nature of thing and take it up because the body shares the same nature as the thing.
We have already talked about the way that animal life is restricted to the umwelt (personal milieu), which basically means that things can only be experienced as lived, with a concrete and personal signification. There is no appreciation of the second dimension of the thing; i.e. the way the thing is Other, holding itself back from us, a pole of repulsion. On the other hand, “[h]uman behavior opens onto a world (Welt) and to an object (Gegenstand) beyond the tools that it constructs, it can even treat one’s own body as an object. Human life is defined by this power that it has of denying itself in objective thought, and it draws this power from its primordial attachment to the world itself. Human life “understands” not only some definite milieu, but rather an infinity of possible milieus, and it understands itself because it is thrown into a natural world.” (p.341) It is to this natural world that we next turn.

What is this “originary comprehension of the world” (p.342) then? At its broadest, it is “the schema of inter-sensory relations.” (p.342) However, this isn’t a rigorous, abstract, intellectual system which must be understood in its entirety in order to place things within it. Rather, we know the world not through the understanding, but by taking it up and living within it. Otherwise, “every definition of the world would merely be an abstract description that would mean nothing to us…” (p.343) The world “has its unity without the mind having succeeded in linking its sides together and in integrating them in the conception of a geometrical plan.” (p.342) Merleau-Ponty compares this to the way we know a friend even if we haven’t given the “formula of his character”. How is this possible? Because my friend “conserves the same style in all that he says and in all of his behavior, even if he changes milieu or opinions. A style is a certain way of handling situations…” (p.342) If I want to imagine what my friend would say or do in a particular situation, I don’t analyse things and plot his character points against stimuli; rather, I put myself in his shoes. I can intuit his responses without explicitly knowing every aspect of his character. 
Unlike a friend, however, “[t]he world itself remains the same world throughout my entire life because it is precisely the permanent being within which I make all corrections to knowledge, a permanent being that is not affected in its unity by these corrections, and whose evidentness polarizes my movements toward the truth through appearance and error.” (p.342) It is “an immense individual from which my experiences are drawn, and who remains on the horizon of my life…” (p.343), a never quite glimpsed background that everything else appears within. Merleau-Ponty compares the world to the sensory field we have been talking about. Sounds, for example, don’t appear sometimes and then disappear on their own. Rather, they always appear within a sensory field enabled by my body. Even silence, “which is not an auditory nothingness… preserves our communication with sonorous being.” (p.343) “The field is a structure that I have for a certain type of experience, and that, once established, cannot be canceled.” (p.343) The world is the same “except that one can conceive of a subject without an auditory field, but not of a subject without a world.” (p.343)
Even though we “do not have a series of profiles of the world whose unity would be established in us by consciousness” (p.343), the world does appear perspectivally, and primarily spatially. At a deeper level, these spatial profiles are also temporal. Merleau-Ponty talks of approaching a town and noting that it changes appearance as I get closer. However, these separate “profiles do not succeed each other and are not juxtaposed in front of me. My experience in these different moments is united with itself in such a way that I do not have different perspectival views linked together through the conception of an invariant.” (p.344) It is only reflection that understands perception in this way “beneath the gaze of a consciousness who has no place… [rather,] when I perceive, I am directed toward the entire world through my point of view…” (p.344) Perception could no more work as a linking together of different perspectives than binocular vision can work as a combining of two monocular images. “I do not have one perspectival view, then another, along with a link established by the understanding; rather, each perspective passes into the other and, if one can still speak here of a synthesis, then it will be a “transition synthesis.” (p.344)
One might think of a point of view as a limitation, but Merleau-Ponty asserts that it is rather a “way of inserting myself into the world in its entirety. When I gaze upon the horizon, it does not cause me, to think of that other landscape that I would see if I were there, nor does that one cause me to think of a third, and so on; I do not imagine anything, but all of the landscapes are already there in the concordant series and open infinity of their perspectives.” (p.345) This is why Merleau-Ponty calls the natural world “the horizon of all horizons, the style of all styles, which ensures my experiences have a given, not a willed, unity beneath all of the ruptures of my personal and historical life; the counterpart of the natural world is the given, general, and pre-personal existence in me of my sensory functions, which is where we discovered the definition of the body.” (p.345)

Next, Merleau-Ponty asks how we can experience the world as an “immense individual” if none of our perspectival views exhaust it, since its horizons are always open. “How might anything ever be presented to us definitively, since the synthesis of it is never completed… it seems we are led into a contradiction: the belief in the thing and in the world can only signify the presumption of a completed synthesis – and yet this completion is rendered impossible by the very nature of the perspectives to be tied together, since each of them refers indefinitely to other perspectives through its horizons.” (pp.345-6) This contradiction exists only as long as we continue to operate within being. It ceases being a problem if we “operate in time, and if we succeed in understanding time as the measure of being. The synthesis of horizons is essentially temporal, that is, it is not subjected to time, it does not suffer time, and it does not have to overcome time; but rather, it merges with the very movement by which time goes by. Through my perceptual field with its spatial horizons, I am present to my surroundings, I coexist with all the other landscapes that extend beyond, and all of these perspectives together form a single temporal wave, an instant of the world. Through my perceptual field with its temporal horizons, I am present to my present, to the entire past that has preceded it, and to a future.” (p.346) Yet, this ubiquity isn’t actual. It is, rather, intentional. The perceptual field that I have before me now cannot guarantee other perceptual fields. “The landscape that I have before my eyes can certainly announce to me the shape of the landscape hidden behind the hill, but it only does so with a certain degree of indetermination, for here there are fields, while over there might be a forest… I know only that there will be something to see in general.” (p.346) Thus, Merleau-Ponty talks about my possession of these distant landscapes, the past, and the future as all being possessions in principle. My life “slips away from me on all sides and it is circumscribed by impersonal zones. The contradiction that we find between the reality of the world and its incompleteness is the contradiction between the ubiquity of consciousness and its engagement in a field of presence.” (p.346)
Merleau-Ponty wants to dig deeper. Is there really a contradiction here? If my consciousness is ubiquitous, “if I want to remove consciousness from every place and every temporality, and if I am everywhere that my perception and my memory take me, then I cannot inhabit any time and the privileged reality that defines my current present disappears, along with the reality of my previous presents or my eventual presents. If the synthesis could be actual, if my experience formed a closed system, if the thing and the world could be defined once and for all, if spatio-temporal horizons could (even ideally) be made explicit and if the world could be conceived from nowhere, then nothing would exist. I would survey the world from above, and far from all places and times suddenly becoming real, they would in fact cease to be real because I would not inhabit any of them and I would be nowhere engaged. If I am always and everywhere, then I am never and nowhere. Thus, there is no choice between the incompleteness of the world and its existence, between the engagement and the ubiquity of consciousness, or between transcendence and immanence, since each of these terms, when it is affirmed by itself, makes its contradiction appear. What must be understood is that for the same reason I am present here and now, and present elsewhere and always, or absent from here and now and absent from every place and from every time. This ambiguity is not an imperfection of consciousness or of existence, it is their very definition.” (p.347)
Time (i.e. the way the perceptual horizons are synthesised and understood as a whole), including coexistence as well as succession, “is a milieu to which one can only gain access and that one can only understand by occupying a situation within it, and by grasping it as a whole through the horizons of this situation.” (p.347) This whole is the world, which Merleau-Ponty calls the “nucleus of time” because it is where time appears or manifests; indeed, it “only subsists through this unique movement that simultaneously separates and brings together the appresented [making intended as co-present; e.g. when the side of an object currently given ‘appresents’ other non-given sides] and the present, and consciousness, which is taken as the place of clarity, is in fact the very place of equivocation.” (p.347) One could then say that nothing absolutely exists, but it is more precise to say that “nothing exists and that everything is temporalized. But temporality is not a diminished existence. Objective being is not full being.” (p.348) 
Cartesian thinking sees the world as the sum of ‘external’ things and time as a sum of instants. This won’t work for Merleau-Ponty because he grants more importance to intentionality; “as soon as we awaken the intentional life that engenders them [the Cartesian world and Cartesian time], we realize that objective being has its roots in the ambiguity of time. I cannot conceive of the world as a sum of things, nor time as a sum of punctual “nows,” since each thing can only be presented with its full determinations if the other things recede into the vagueness of the distance, since each present can only be presented in its reality by excluding the simultaneous presence of previous and later presents, and since, in this way, a sum of things or a sum of presents is non-sensical. Things and instants can only be linked together to form a world through this ambiguous being that we call “subjectivity,” and can only become co-present from a certain point of view and only in intention. Objective time, which flows by and exists part by part, would not even be suspected if it were not enveloped by an historical time that is projected from the living present toward a past and toward a future. The supposed fullness of the object and of the instant only springs forth in the face of the imperfection of intentional being. A present without a future, or an eternal present, is precisely the definition of death, the living present is torn between a past that it takes up and a future that it projects. Thus, it is essential for the thing and for the world to be presented as “open,” to send us beyond their determinate manifestations, and to promise us always “something more to see.” (p.348) It is for this reason that the thing and the world are sometimes said to be mysterious. “They are indeed mysterious, as soon as we do not limit ourselves to their objective appearance, and as soon as we place them back into the milieu of subjectivity. They are even an absolute mystery, which admit of no elucidation, not through a temporary flaw in our knowledge – for then it would fall back to the status of a mere problem – but rather because it is not of the order of objective thought where there are solutions. There is nothing to see beyond our horizons except still other landscapes and other horizons; there is nothing within the thing except other, smaller things.” (p.349) “The world, in the full sense of the word, is not an object, it is wrapped in objective determinations, but also has fissures and lacunae through which subjectivities become lodged in it or, rather, which are subjectivities themselves.” (p.349) This is why things are “opaque structures, and why their final sense remains foggy. The thing and the world only exist as lived by me, or as lived by subjects like me, since they are the interlocking of our perspectives; but they also transcend all perspectives because this interlocking is temporal and incomplete.” (p.349)

Next, Merleau-Ponty proposes that we investigate hallucination to verify his above analysis of the thing and the natural world. “The most important fact is that patients distinguish, for the most part, between their hallucinations and their perceptions.” (p.349) Merleau-Ponty mentions how one woman who complains of finding powder in her bed is surprised when doctors actually spread rice powder there. Since hallucination is therefore not sensory content, empiricism fails because it tries to explain it as though it were the same as perception: “through the effect of certain physiological causes, such as the irritation of the nervous centers, sensible givens would appear as they appear in perception, through the action of physical stimuli upon the same nervous centers.” (p.351) Because patients know the difference between the ‘real’ and the ‘hallucination, intellectualism also fails. “The hallucination is not a rash judgment or belief… judgment or belief could only consist in positing the hallucination as true, and this is precisely what the patients do not do.” (p.350)
Why do empiricism and intellectualism fail to understand hallucination? Because they “presuppose the priority of objective thought, have only one mode of being at their disposal, that is, objective being, and attempt to introduce the hallucinatory phenomenon into it by force.” (p.351) This will never understand hallucination because the patients themselves admit that the hallucinations have no place in objective being. Both empiricism and intellectualism ignore the phenomena of hallucination. They try to construct it, rather than living it. The problem is that “objective thought, or the reduction of lived things to objects and the reduction of subjectivity to the cogitation, leaves no place for the equivocal adhesion of the subject to pre-objective phenomena.” (p.352) Merleau-Ponty therefore recommends that we return to the hallucinatory phenomenon itself as described by the patients.
For there to be hallucinations at all, there must be a ‘real’ world comprised of perception. This perceived world “does not constitute merely a private spectacle… [and] is not my world alone, for I see the behaviors of others take form there, behaviors that also aim at this world; and the world is the correlate not only of my consciousness, but also of every consciousness that I might encounter.” (p.354) When I look at an object in this world from a certain angle, it already contains within it the possibility that someone else could see it from a different angle and I am able to anticipate what they might see. In this way, I am “perceiving a milieu that does not “tolerate” anything more than what is written or indicated in my perception; I communicate in the present with an insurmountable plenitude. The person suffering from hallucinations does not believe this: the hallucinatory phenomenon is not part of the world, that is, it is not accessible, there is no definite road that leads from this phenomenon to all the other experiences of the hallucinating subject, or to the experience of healthy subjects… Hallucinations play out on a different stage than that of the perceived world; it is as if they are superimposed… If the hallucination does not take place in the stable and intersubjective world, this is because it lacks the plenitude and the internal articulation that makes it the case that the real thing remains “in itself,” or acts and exists by itself. The hallucinatory thing is not like the real thing, packed with little perceptions that sustain it in existence… The hallucinatory thing is not, like the real thing, a deep being that contracts a thickness of duration in itself; the hallucination is not, like perception, my concrete hold upon time within a living present. Rather, the hallucination slides across time, just as it slides across the world.” (pp.354-5)
This happens because the “body of the person suffering from hallucinations has lost its insertion in the system of appearances. Every hallucination is first an hallucination of one’s own body… In “feelings of presence”, patients immediately experience near to them, behind them, or on them, the presence of someone whom they never see; they sense this person approaching or moving away.” (p.355) This is in keeping with the importance and centrality Merleau-Ponty places on the body as the means by which we are able to be engaged in the world. “There are hallucinations because we have, through the phenomenal body, a constant relation with a milieu into which it is projected, and because, being detached from the actual milieu, the body remains capable of evoking a pseudo-presence of this milieu through its own arrangements.” (p.356) This brings us back to sense. Hallucinations do not present patients with “weighty realities that gradually reveal their sense. It only reproduces the manner in which these realities affect me in my sentient or my linguistic being.” (p.356) So, if a patient refuses a meal because it is ‘poisoned,’ “we must understand that the word does not have for him the same sense that it has for a chemist, since the patient does not believe that the food, in its objective body, contains toxic properties. Here the poison is an affective entity, a magical presence, like the presence of an illness or of misfortune. The majority of hallucinations are not things with many facets, but rather ephemeral phenomena, injections, shocks, explosions, drafts, hot or cold flashes, sparks, points of light, glimmers, or silhouettes.” (p.356) The point here is that the patient “does not see and does not hear in the normal sense; he makes use of his sensory fields and his natural insertion in a world in order to fabricate for himself, with the debris of this world, an artificial milieu conforming to the total intention of his being.” (p.357)
Just as the hallucination is not sensory, it is even less a judgement. “The hallucination is not given to the subject as a construction, it takes place neither in the “geographical world,” that is, within the being that we know and of which we judge, nor in the tissue of facts subjected to laws. Rather, the hallucination takes place in the individual “landscape” through which the world touches us and through which we are in living communication with it.” (p.357) One woman claims someone was staring at her in the market. She doesn’t mean a physical person had their eyes turned toward her – “and this is why our arguments against her experience find no traction for her. For her, this has nothing to do with what happens in the objective world, but rather with what she encounters, what touches her, or what affects her.” (p.357) 
“The hallucination is not a perception, but it has the value of reality, and it alone counts for the hallucinating person. The perceived world has lost its expressive force, and the hallucinatory system has usurped this force… As different as it may be from a perception, the hallucination must be able to supplant it and to exist for the patient even more than his own perceptions do. This is only possible if hallucination and perception are modalities of a single primordial function by which we arrange ourselves sometimes fully in the world and sometimes on the margins of the world. The existence of the patient is decentered and is no longer accomplished in commerce with a harsh, resistant, and intractable world that is unaware of us; rather, it gradually exhausts itself in the solitary constitution of a fictional milieu. But this fiction can only count as reality because reality itself is reached for the normal subject in an analogous operation. Insofar as he has sensory fields and a body, the normal subject himself also bears this gaping wound through which illusion can be introduced; the normal subject’s representation of the world is vulnerable.” (p.358) The idea here is that looking at perception itself to account for hallucination is already too late. The “mark of reality” which allows us to “believe what we see” occurs in something prior to both perception and hallucination, and in which they are grounded. Likewise, “verification” that our perceptions are real occurs after perception (it is not included in it) and is therefore ‘twice’ late. “For the normal subject, and without any explicit verification, private experience links up with itself and with the experiences of others, and the landscape opens onto a geographical world and tends toward absolute plenitude. The normal subject does not revel in subjectivity, he flees from it, he is really in the world, he has a direct and naïve hold on time, whereas the hallucinating subject makes use of being in the world in order to carve out a private world within the common world, and always runs into the transcendence of time.” (p.358)
So, beneath “perceptions properly so-called, there is, sustaining them, a deeper function without which perceived objects would lack the mark of reality, as it is missing for the schizophrenic, and by which the objects begin to count or to have value for us. This is the movement that carries us beyond subjectivity, that places us in the world prior to every science and every verification through a sort of “faith,” or “primordial opinion,” – or that, on the contrary, becomes bogged down in our private appearances. In this domain of originary opinion, hallucinatory illusion is possible even though hallucination is never perception.” (pp.358-9)
In the end then, in order to accommodate hallucination, we have had to strip “perception of its apodictic certainty and perceptual consciousness of its full self-possession. The existence of the perceived is never necessary, since perception presumes a making explicit that could go on indefinitely…” (p.359) By this, Merleau-Ponty means that we could never absolutely verify perceptual givens, but goes on to caution that “from this we must not conclude that the perceived is merely possible or probable… Possibility and probability presuppose the prior experience of error, and they correspond to the situation of doubt. The perceived is and remains, despite all critical training, beneath the level of doubt and demonstration. The sun “rises” for the scientist just as much as it does for the uneducated person, and our scientific representations of the solar system remain merely so many rumors… The rising of the sun, and the perceived in general, is “real” – we immediately assign it to the world. Each perception, although always potentially “crossed out” and pushed over to the realm of illusions, only disappears in order to leave a place for another perception that corrects it. Of course, each thing can, apres coup, appear uncertain, but at least it is certain for us that there are things, that is, that there is a world. To wonder if the world is real is to fail to understand what one is saying, since the world is not a sum of things that one could always cast into doubt, but precisely the inexhaustible reservoir from which things are drawn. The perceived, taken in its entirety, along with the worldly horizon that simultaneously announces its possible disjunction and its eventual replacement by another perception, does not fully trick us. There could be no error where there is still no truth, but rather reality, and where there is still no necessity, but rather facticity.” (pp.359-60) We can, of course, reflect on our perceptions, but ultimately, “my confidence in reflection ultimately comes down to taking up the fact of temporality and the fact of the world as the invariable frame of every illusion and of every disillusion: I only know myself in my inherence in the world and in time; I only know myself in ambiguity.” (p.360)

IV. Others and the Human World
Merleau-Ponty starts this chapter distinguishing between natural time and historical/personal time. The latter is my grasp of the past and the future, especially the way my actions in the present “give my past… a definite sense by following it up with a certain future of which, apres coup, this past will be said to have been the preparation…” (p.361) Nevertheless, there is always something artificial about this order. In particular, “I can never be certain of understanding my past better than it understood itself while I lived it… [not only that but] tomorrow, with more maturity and more insight, I will perhaps understand my past differently and I will accordingly construct it differently.” (pp.361-2) The problem here is that my “hold on the past and my hold on the future are precarious and my possession of my own time is always deferred until the moment when I fully understand myself, but that moment can never arrive since it would again be a moment, bordered by the horizon of a future, and would in turn require further developments in order to be understood.” (p.362)
In short, my life is always entangled with “another power that prevents it from being completed and that always gives it the air of a work in progress.” (p.362) This power is natural time. “The transcendence of moments in time at once establishes and compromises the rationality of my history: it establishes it since it opens me up to an absolutely new future in which I will be able to reflect upon what is opaque in my present; it compromises it since from the perspective of that future I will never grasp the present that I am living with an apodictic certainty, since the lived is never fully comprehensible in this way… and since, in short, I am never at one with myself. Such is the fate of a being who is born, that is, a being who once and for all was given to himself as something to be understood.” (p.362)
Because natural time, “a time that I do not constitute” (p.362) sweeps me along into a personal existence, my perceptions all appear against a background of nature. The sensory fields through which I perceive are “anterior to and remain foreign to my personal life.” (p.363) This led us to the natural object, and the idea that “each object will at first be a natural object; if it is to be able to enter into my life, it must be made of colors and of tactile and sonorous qualities.” (p.363)
In the same way that nature lies at the core of, and intertwines with, my personal life, “behaviors also descend into nature and are deposited there in the form of a cultural world. Not only do I have a physical world and live surrounded by soil, air, and water, I have around me roads, plantations, villages, streets, churches, a bell, utensils, a spoon, a pipe. Each of these objects bears as an imprint the mark of the human action it serves. Each one emits an atmosphere of humanity that might be only vaguely determined… or rather highly determined…” (p.363) Despite the rich significances afforded the tools in my culture, it is also true that “the spontaneous acts through which man has articulated his life themselves become sedimented on the outside and thereby lead an anonymous existence as things... The cultural world is thus ambiguous, although it is already present.” (p.363) Merleau-Ponty asks how this is possible. How is it that an “Objective Spirit inhabits these vestiges and these landscapes”? (p.363)

“In the cultural object, I experience the near presence of others under a veil of anonymity. One uses the pipe for smoking, the spoon for eating, the bell for summoning… How can a human action or thought be grasped in the mode of the “one,” given that it is, in principle, a first person operation and inseparable from an I?” (pp.363-4) One might respond that the indefinite pronoun is simply a “vague formula for designating a multiplicity of I’s, or even an I in general. It will be said that I have the experience of a certain cultural milieu and of behaviors that correspond to it…” (p.364) But, then the question is how I can have the experience of my own cultural world. Again, one would say that in seeing how other people use these cultural objects, I can, through analogy with my own behaviour ascertain the “sense and the intention of the perceived gestures.” (p.364) The problem with this explanation is that “the other person’s actions would here still be understood through my own; the “one” or the “we” would still be understood through the I. But this is precisely the question: how can the word “I” be made plural? How can we form a general idea of the I? How can I speak of another I than my own? How can I know that there are other I’s? How can consciousness, which as knowledge of itself is, in principle, in the mode of the I, be grasped in the mode of the You, and thereby in the mode of the “One”?” (p.364)
“The very first cultural object, and the one by which they all exist, is the other’s body as the bearer of the behaviour. Whether it has to do with vestiges or with another person’s body, we must ask how an object in space can become the speaking trace of an existence, and how, inversely, an intention, a thought, or a project can detach from the personal subject and become visible outside of him in his body and in the environment that he constructs.” (p.364) Answering this question won’t entirely solve the problem of how the cultural world or society comes to be, but “the analysis of the perception of others encounters the essential difficulty raised by the cultural world because it must resolve the paradox of a consciousness seen from the outside, the paradox of a thought that resides in the exterior and that, when compared to my own, is already without a subject and is anonymous.” (p.364)
For objective thought, the existence of others is an insurmountable problem. If the body is “that pile of organs described by anatomy charts – then my experience could be nothing other than the confrontation between a bare consciousness and the system of objective correlations that it thinks. The other’s body is no more inhabited than my own, it is an object in front of the consciousness that thinks it or constitutes it, and we – namely, other men and myself as an empirical being – are merely mechanisms moved by springs; the true subject has no peers.” (p.365) In this case, we could never encounter another consciousness in the other’s body. Such a framework supposes only two modes of being; being-for-itself (or consciousness) and being-in-itself. To think of the other would then require a contradiction; I would have to place him or her in the world of objects, but at the same time think of them as conscious. “There is no room, then, for others and for a plurality of consciousnesses within objective thought. If I constitute the world, then I cannot conceive of another consciousness, for it too would have to have constituted the world and so, at least with regard to this other view upon the world, I would not be constituting.” (p.365)
However, in this book, we have come to understand the body in a different light. “My body and the world are no longer objects coordinated with each other through functional relations of the sort established by physics. The system of experience in which they communicate is no longer spread out in front of me and watched over by a constituting consciousness. I have the world as an unfinished individual through my body as a power for this world; I have the position of objects through the position of my body, or inversely I have the position of my body through the position of objects, not through a logical implication… because my body is a movement toward the world and because the world is my body’s support.” (pp.365-6)
This explicit focus on the body means that the “physiological event is but the abstract outline of the perceptual event.” (p.366) There are no discrete perspectival views for a consciousness to gather together. Rather, we “must conceive of perspectives and the point of view as our insertion in the world-as-an-individual, and we must no longer conceive of perception as a constitution of the real object, but rather as our inherence in things. Along with sensory fields and the world as the field of all fields, consciousness discovers in itself the opacity of an originary past. If I experience this inherence of my consciousness in its body and in its mind, the perception of others and the plurality of consciousnesses no longer present any difficulty. If the perceiving subject appears (to me who is reflecting upon perception) as endowed with a primordial arrangement in relation to the world, drawing with it that bodily thing without which there would be no other things for it, then why should the other bodies that I perceive not be equally inhabited by consciousnesses? If my consciousness has a body, why would other bodies not “have” consciousnesses?” (pp.366-7) Importantly, Merleau-Ponty isn’t talking here about the “objective body described by physiology textbooks. For that body is not the one that could be inhabited by a consciousness.” (p.367) Signification and intentionality could never inhabit molecular structures or cellular masses. Rather, what Merleau-Ponty is talking about is the “primordial phenomenon of the body-for-us… the body of human experience… the perceived body…” (p.367) Likewise, consciousness is neither constituting nor a pure being-for-itself. Rather, we must think of it as “a perceptual consciousness, as the subject of a behaviour, as being in the world or existence…” (p.367)
With these preliminaries in place, we can see that vision is not the “thought that one is seeing;” rather through phenomenological reflection, vision is “the gaze gearing into the visible world, and this is why another’s gaze can exist for me and why that expressive instrument that we call a face can bear an existence just as my existence is borne by the knowing apparatus that is my body.” (p.367) Direct perception occurs first in and through my body before we reflect on it and “uncover a thought older than I am at work in my perceptual organs and of which these organs are merely the trace. I understand others in the same way.” (p.367) However, this is absolutely not a reasoning from analogy. Merleau-Ponty references Scheler, who said “reasoning by analogy presupposes what it is meant to explain.” (p.368) Before we can reason by analogy here, we have to recognise my consciousness in my behaviours and the other’s in theirs, thereby presupposing what we are trying to derive from reason.
In support of this, Merleau-Ponty notes that a fifteen-month-old baby opens its mouth when he playfully takes one of the baby’s fingers and pretends to bite it. Yet, the baby has absolutely no intellectual understanding here of mouths or teeth that could ground any reasoning by analogy from Merleau-Ponty’s mouth to his own. ““Biting” immediately has an intersubjective signification for him. He perceives his intentions in his body, perceives my body with his own, and thereby perceives my intentions in his body.” (p.368) Correlations between my behaviours and those of others can yield positive knowledge, but it cannot confirm the existence of others. “There is, between my consciousness and my body such as I live it, and between this phenomenal body and the other person’s phenomenal body such as I see it from the outside, an internal relation that makes the other person appear as the completion of the system. Others can be evidenced because I am not transparent for myself, and because my subjectivity draws its body along behind itself.” (p.368)
The whole idea of independent constituting Egos in conflict doesn’t make sense for Merleau-Ponty because one cannot be both a subject and an object. Neither my body nor the other’s body are objects. Instead, they are behaviours. “Another person is never fully a personal being if I am fully one myself, that is, if I grasp myself through an apodictic evidentness. But if, through reflection, I find in myself, along with the perceiving subject, a pre-personal subject given to itself, if my perceptions remain eccentric in relation to myself as the center of initiatives and judgments, or if the perceived world remains in a neutral state, neither verified as an object nor identified as a dream, then not everything that appears in the world is immediately spread out in front of me and the other’s behaviour can have its place in the world. This world can remain undivided between my perception and his, the perceiving self enjoys no particular privilege that renders a perceived self impossible, these two are not cogitationes enclosed in their immanence, but beings who are transcended by their world and who, consequently, can surely be transcended by each other.” (pp.368-9)
In the same way that we saw our individual perspectival views are not independent of each other, but rather “slip into each other and are gathered together in the thing. Similarly, we must learn to find the communication of consciousnesses in a single world. In fact, the other person is not enclosed in my perspective on the world because this perspective itself has no definite limits, because it spontaneously slips into the other’s perspective, and because they are gathered together in a single world in which we all participate as anonymous subjects of perception.” (p.369)

One important consequence of this discussion so far is that the objects around this new living body “immediately receive a new layer of signification: they are no longer merely what I could do with them, they are also what this behaviour is about to do with them. A vortex forms around the perceived body into which my world is drawn and, so to speak, sucked in: to this extent, my world is no longer merely mine, it is no longer present only to me, it is present to X, to this other behaviour that begins to take shape in it. The other body is… somehow a certain “view” of the world. A certain handling of things – which were until now mine alone – is taking place over there.” (pp.369-70) What this means is that “just as the parts of my body together form a system, the other’s body and my own are a single whole, two sides of a single phenomenon, and the anonymous existence, of which my body is continuously the trace, henceforth inhabits these two bodies simultaneously.” (p.370)
This all gets us to the existence of another living being, but not yet another person. What will take us this final step is the discovery that this “other life annexes natural objects by diverting them from their immediate sense, constructs tools and instruments, and projects itself into the cultural objects of its milieu… There is, in particular, one cultural object that will play an essential role in the perception of others: language.” (p.370) Language, for Merleau-Ponty, serves as a concrete bond between two people. “In the experience of dialogue, a common ground is constituted between me and another; my thought and his form a single fabric… Here there is a being-shared-by-two, and the other person is no longer for me a simple behaviour in my transcendental field, nor for that matter am I a simple behaviour in his. We are, for each other, collaborators in perfect reciprocity: our perspectives slip into each other, we coexist through a single world.” (p.370) This is evidenced in the way I can immediately grasp, or even anticipate, the other’s thoughts even though they are his/hers and not mine. We can also appreciate this in the way “my interlocutor draws from me thoughts I did not know I possessed…” (p.370)
Children are unaware that we (and they) are limited to a certain point of view on the world. “The child lives in a world that he believes is immediately accessible to everyone around him.” (p.371) Conventional wisdom holds that at about the age of twelve, once the cogito has formed and the child obtains the truths of rationalism, they become aware of themselves as an intellectual consciousness with a specific point of view they are able to transcend through judgements to arrive at some objective ‘truth.’ The problem with this is that no attempt at impartiality could ever enable me to overcome subjectivity, and whatever objective truth I could construct would never have been possible for me “if I did not have beneath my judgments the primordial certainty of touching being itself; if, prior to every voluntary decision, I did not already find myself situated in an intersubjective world; if, that is, science did not lean upon this originary δόξα [doxa, opinion].” (p.371) For the battle that Hegel envisions between consciousnesses in which one seeks the death of the other, “for each consciousness to even suspect the external presences that it negates, they must have a common ground and they must remember their peaceful coexistence in the world of childhood.” (p.372)

But, then Merleau-Ponty goes on to ask whether it is really the other that we reach in this way. In levelling out “the I and the You in an experience-shared-by-many” (p.372) and introducing the impersonal into the centre of subjectivity, “have we not caused the alter Ego to disappear along with the Ego?” (p.372) Essentially, we have founded a collective consciousness, but if we then want to make the individual consciousnesses appear within this, we will find the same problem we encountered at the start. “I perceive the other as a behaviour, for example, I perceive the other’s grief or anger in his behaviour, on his face and in his hands, without any borrowing from an “inner” experience of suffering or of anger and because grief and anger are variations of being in the world, undivided between body and consciousness, which settle upon the other’s behaviour and are visible in his phenomenal body, as well as upon my own behaviour such as it is presented to me. But ultimately, the other’s behaviour and even the other’s words are not the other himself. The other’s grief or anger never has precisely the same sense for him and for me. For him, these are lived situations; for me, they are appresented.” (p.372)
The conflict that Merleau-Ponty is talking about here “does not begin only when we attempt to think others, nor does it disappear if thought is reintegrated into non-thetic consciousness and unreflective life: the conflict is already there when I attempt to live another’s experience…” (p.373) The example Merleau-Ponty gives here is sacrifice. No matter how sincere my commitment to live “in an inter-world where I make as much room for the other as I do for myself… this inter-world is still my project, and it would be hypocritical to believe that I desire the other person’s well-being as my own, since even this attachment to another’s well-being still comes from me.” (p.373) If we remove this isolating perspective, there wouldn’t even be an alter Ego. Every engagement, every negation, every doubt takes place in a previously opened field centred on a self. Merleau-Ponty calls this a “lived solipsism that cannot be transcended.” (p.374)
Seeing that we can’t overcome solipsism from the outside, Merleau-Ponty then asks whether we can overcome it from within. We can only recognise one Ego, but what if we make this one Ego a universal subject, becoming essentially an “impartial spectator for whom another person and myself as an empirical being are on an equal footing…” (p.375) In fact, what Merleau-Ponty is suggesting here is that we become conscious of ourselves in God and love others as myself. The problem with this is that if I have to recognise myself within God, then at some earlier point I hadn’t recognised it and had been separate. This separate self is precisely the problem we were trying to overcome in the first place though, and is, in fact, “more truly myself than I [as within God] am.” (p.375) If one objects that I must have known the ‘truth’ all along, then philosophical texts and argumentation/discussion would be useless. All we would have is revelation. 
What we have is an “ignorant and finite self that recognized God within himself while, on the far side of phenomena, God has forever been thinking himself.” (p.375) Once torn asunder, these two beings cannot be re-connected. Moreover, if I tried to use God in this way, we would have to say that there is no one except God, and even my love for God wouldn’t actually come from me; rather, it would be God loving himself through me. “Such that, in the end there would nowhere be a love of others nor others at all, but rather a single love of self that is linked to itself beyond our lives, that has nothing to do with us, and to which we cannot gain any access.” (pp.375-6)

So, must we accept solipsism? Not quite. “Consciousnesses present the absurdity of a solipsism-shared-by-many, and such is the situation that must be understood. Since we live this situation, there must be some way of making it explicit. Solitude and communication must not be two terms of an alternative, but rather two moments of a single phenomenon, since other people do in fact exist for me.” (p.376) In other words, the very fact that we can speak of solitude at all indicates that others must be presented to me in some way. If solipsism were truly the way of things, the problem of others would never have occurred to us. The problem is that I experience the other on the horizon of my life, forever beyond any complete reflection. The question then is to know “how I can reach a point outside of myself and live the unreflected as such.” (p.376)
What do we know? “The central phenomenon, which simultaneously grounds my subjectivity and my transcendence toward the other, consists in the fact that I am given to myself. I am given, which is to say I find myself already situated and engaged in a physical and social world; I am given to myself, which is to say that this situation is never concealed from me, it is never around me like some foreign necessity, and I am never actually enclosed in my situation like an object in a box.” (p.377) This brings us to the idea of freedom, which doesn’t mean being able to do whatever we want. Rather, my freedom is “that fundamental power I have of being the subject of all of my experiences… I am destined to be free, to be unable to reduce myself to any of my experiences, to maintain with regard to every factual situation a faculty of withdrawal, and this destiny was sealed the moment that my transcendental field was opened, the moment I was born as vision and as knowledge, the moment I was thrown into the world.” (p.377) Through this faculty of freedom I can deny the social world, treat others like “mere arrangements of colors and lights, and strip them of all human signification.” (p.377) I can do the same with the natural world, taking refuge in scepticism. However, and “here is the truth of solipsism. Every experience will forever appear to me as a particularity that does not exhaust the generality of my being… But I can only escape from being into more being; for example, I escape from society into nature, or from the real world into an imaginary that is made up of the debris of the real… I only call some such perception into question in the name of a truer one that would correct it; if I am able to deny each thing, this is always by affirming that there is something in general, and this is why we say that thought is a thinking nature, an affirmation of being through the negation of beings.” (p.377) I can only construct a solipsistic philosophy by presupposing a community of speaking people to whom I address myself. “Even the “unqualified refusal to be anything whatsoever” assumes something that is refused and in relation to which the subject takes his distance. It is said that a choice must be made between others and myself. But one is chosen over the other, and thus both are affirmed.” (pp.377-8) 
My gaze doesn’t transform the other into an object, nor does the other’s gaze transform me into an object. This can happen, but only if “we both establish an inhuman gaze, and unless each senses his actions, not as taken up and understood, but rather as observed like the actions of an insect… But even then the objectification of each by the other’s gaze is only harmful because it takes the place of a possible communication. A dog’s gaze upon me hardly bothers me at all. The refusal to communicate is still a mode of communication.” (p.378) 
An existence can only truly transcend others; i.e. solipsism could only be “rigorously true of someone who succeeded in tacitly observing his existence without being anything and without doing anything, which is surely impossible, since to exist is to be in the world… Transcendental subjectivity is a revealed subjectivity, meaning that it is revealed to itself and to others, and as such transcendental subjectivity is an intersubjectivity. As soon as existence gathers itself together and engages in a behaviour, it appears to perception. And like every other perception, this one affirms more things than are grasped in it…” (pp.378-9)

Hence, we have rediscovered the “social world, after the natural world, not as an object or a sum of objects, but as the permanent field or dimension of existence: I can certainly turn away from the social world, but I cannot cease to be situated in relation to it. Our relation to the social, like our relation to the world, is deeper than every explicit perception and deeper than every judgment. It is just as false to place us within society like an object in the midst of other objects, as it is to put society in us as an object of thought, and the error on both sides consists in treating the social as an object.” (p.379)
Objective and scientific consciousness of the past, or of other civilisations would be impossible if we lacked any openness to our own society or culture. It is this that offers us a “virtual communication” with them. Merleau-Ponty talks about the “historian, who is not involved in the battle [of Waterloo] and who sees it from all angles, who draws together a multitude of facts and who knows how the battle turned out, believes in the end that he reaches the truth of the battle. But he only presents us with a representation, he does not reach the battle itself, since, at the moment that it was taking place, the outcome was still contingent and is no longer contingent when the historian recounts the battle, since the deep causes of the defeat and the fortuitous events that allowed them to play a role were equally determining factors in the singular event of “Waterloo,” and because the historian puts the singular event back into the general sequence of the decline of the empire. The true “Waterloo” is not in what Fabrice sees, nor in what the Emperor sees, nor in what the historian sees; it is not a determinable object. The true “Waterloo” is what happens on the borders of all these perspectives and from which they are all drawn.” (p.380) In short, just as we have seen with the thing and the world, the battle is not a determinate thing that can be known absolutely or completely described in all of its facets. It is instead, an insurmountable plenitude.
Similarly, the philosopher tries to objectively define ‘class’ or ‘nation;’ an impossible task since no possible criteria will definitively mark out a member of either one. In truth, “nation or class are neither fatalities that subjugate the individual from the outside, nor for that matter values that he posits from within. They are, rather, modes of coexistence that solicit him.” (p.380)

The central problem of the social world is the same as it is for my body, the natural world, the past, birth, and death; namely, the problem of transcendence. How can I be “open to phenomena that transcend me and that, nevertheless, only exist to the extent that I take them up and live them…” (p.381) idealism, making the exterior immanent in me, and realism, explaining things through causality, both fail to account for this situation. Taking our past as an example, Merleau-Ponty notes that if it were reducible to a consciousness of the past that constitutes it (idealism) or brain states (realism), then “we would lack the sense of the past, for the past would be for us, strictly speaking, present. If something of the past is to exist for us, then this can only be in an ambiguous presence, prior to every explicit recollection, like a field that we open onto. It must exist for us even though we do not think about it, and all of our recollections must be drawn from this opaque mass. Likewise, if I only had the world as a sum of things, and the thing as a sum of properties, I would not have any certainties, but only probabilities; no irrecusable reality, but only conditional truths. If the past and the world exist, then they must have a theoretical immanence – they can only be what I see behind myself and around myself – and an actual transcendence – they exist in my life before appearing as objects of my explicit acts. Or again, my birth or my death cannot be for me objects of thought.” (p.381; emphasis added) Even if I do not think of my death, my life nevertheless has a flavour of mortality, “I still live within an atmosphere of death in general, there is something of an essence of death that is always on the horizon of my thoughts.” (p.382)
So, in the end, in addition to “the natural world and the social world, we have discovered that which is truly transcendental… the ambiguous life where the Ursprung [springing-forth] of transcendences takes place, which, through a fundamental contradiction, puts me into communication with them and on this basis makes knowledge possible.” (p.382) How can a contradiction be placed at the centre of philosophy? Doesn’t this render everything meaningless? It would if we stopped there, but Merleau-Ponty insists this is an opportunity to delve beneath “phenomenology understood as a direct description” (p.382). Instead, we must add a “phenomenology of phenomenology” (p.382), in which we will “return to the cogito in order to seek there a more fundamental Logos than that of objective thought, one that provides objective thought with its relative justification and, at the same time, puts it in its place. On the level of being, we will never understand that the subject is simultaneously creating and created, and simultaneously infinite and finite. But if we uncover time beneath the subject, and if we reconnect the paradox of time to the paradoxes of the body, the world, the thing, and others, then we will understand that there is nothing more to understand.” (pp.382-3)




Part Three: Being-For-Itself and Being-In-The-World

I. The Cogito
Descartes’ cogito, the isolated, thinking, self-reflective consciousness, is unavoidable if the transcendent remains transcendent. If a person is to have knowledge of objects at all, “he first makes them exist for himself, arranges them around himself, and draws them from his own depths.” (p.389) Now, all thought is simultaneously self-consciousness. “The act by which I am conscious of something must be itself apprehended in the moment in which it is accomplished, otherwise it would break apart.” (p.390) This means that “self-consciousness could not be triggered or provoked by anything whatsoever; this act must be causa sui.” (p.390) This gives us two options. Either the cogito is the reduction of experience to “a sum of psychological events for which the I is merely a common name or the hypothetical cause, but then it would not be clear how my existence could be more certain that that of any other thing, since it is not more immediate, except for an imperceptible instant, or it is to recognize, beneath events, a field and a system of thoughts that would not be subjected to time, nor to any limitation, a mode of existence that owes nothing to the event and that would be existence as consciousness, a spiritual act that grasps from a distance and contracts into itself everything that it intends, an “I think” that would be an “I am” by itself and without any addition.” (p.390) Thus, the cogito is non-temporal and eternal, where ‘eternal’ means “the power to embrace and to anticipate temporal developments within a single intention…” (p.390)
What are the consequences of an eternal cogito; i.e. “a new mode of existence that owes nothing to time… the universal constituent of every being that is accessible to me… a transcendental field with no folds and no outside…”? (p.391) First, such a being could never “find any sense in the notion of receptivity or conceive of itself in any valuable way as affected.” (p.391) If it thinks of itself as affected, then it clearly isn’t really affected; “if it is the mind that places itself in the world, then that mind is not in the world and self-positing is an illusion.” (p.391) Second, if the cogito is the absolute, we could never admit of others, who would also have to be absolutes. How could there be several absolutes? “If the subject’s only experience is the one that I obtain by coinciding with it, if the mind, by definition, eludes the “outside spectator” and can only be recognized inwardly, then my Cogito is, in principle, unique – no one else could “participate” in it… If I have no outside, then others have no inside. If I have an absolute consciousness of myself, then the plurality of consciousnesses is impossible… The contact of my thought with itself, if perfect, encloses me within myself and prevents me from ever feeling transcended; there is no opening to nor “aspiration” for an Other for this Myself who constructs the totality of being and its own presence in the world, who is defined by “self-possession,” and who only ever finds outside of himself what he has put there. This hermetically sealed self is no longer a finite self… The Cogito ultimately leads me to coincide with God… The constituting consciousness is, in principle, singular and universal.” (pp.391-2) 
Rejecting this notion, Merleau-Ponty asserts that we need to “understand the precise way in which the world belongs to the subject and the subject belongs to himself, this cogitatio that makes experience possible, our hold on things and our hold on our “states of consciousness.”” (p.393) He will conclude that a) the subject is the “fundamental mode of the event and of Geschichte [history],” b) “objective and impersonal events are derivative forms,” and c) “eternity is only required given an objective conception of time.” (p.393)

Merleau-Ponty begins by questioning the certainty of the “I think.” With this, he is referring to the oft-heard claim that while I cannot be certain of the object I perceive, I can be certain that I think I perceive it. In fact, he maintains that these two notions cannot be meaningfully separated in this way. “Perception is just that kind of act where there can be no question of separating the act itself and the term upon which it bears. Perception and the perceived necessarily have the same existential modality, since perception is inseparable from the consciousness that it has or rather that it is of reaching the thing itself. There can be no question of maintaining the certainty of perception by denying the certainty of the perceived thing. If I see an ashtray in the full sense of the word “see,” then there must be an ashtray over there, and I cannot repress this affirmation. To see is to see something. To see red is to see an actually existing red. Vision can only be reduced to the simple presumption of seeing if we imagine it as the contemplation of a drifting and anchorless quale.” (p.393) To understand this, we have to remember all we concluded earlier concerning sensation and perception; namely, if a quality “is the suggestion made to us (and to which we respond insofar as we have sensory fields) of a certain manner of existing, and… the perception of a color endowed with a definite structure – a surface color or a colored area – in a place, or at a precise or vague distance, presupposes our opening onto a real or onto a world, then how could we dissociate the certainty of our perceiving existence and that of its external counterpart?” (p.393) 
Furthermore, this doesn’t mean we can never be wrong or doubt what we see. On the contrary, “if I raise a doubt as to the presence of the thing, this doubt bears upon vision itself; if there is no red or blue over there, then I say that I have not really seen them, I concede that at no moment has this adequation taken place between my visual intentions and the visible, which is vision in actuality.” (pp.393-4) (Remember the earlier example we looked at concerning the patch of ground that looked like a stone in the light)
Given that perception and the perceived are intertwined in this way, there are only two possibilities. Either I have no certainty of either, or certainty of both. I cannot be certain of one and hold the other in doubt. Taking Descartes’ position that “the existence of visible things is doubtful, whereas our vision considered as the simple thought that one is seeing is not…” (p.394) is untenable. Merleau-Ponty argues that the “thought that one is seeing” can have two senses, and neither guarantees certitude without also presuming actual vision (including the thing seen) is certain as well. In the first sense, the “thought that one is seeing” means “supposed vision” or the “impression of seeing,” but this implies that “we have had, in some cases, the experience of authentic or actual vision which the thought that one is seeing resembles, and in which the certainty of the thing was then included… the thought that one is seeing is merely the idea of vision, and we would not have this idea if we did not elsewhere have actual vision.” (p.394) In the second sense, the “thought that one is seeing” is the consciousness of our own constituting power. In this case, since consciousness is taken to be a constituting power, then what it constitutes must be real, hence vision is real.
For Merleau-Ponty; “Consciousness is entirely transcendence… The consciousness I have of seeing or of sensing is not the passive registering of a self-enclosed psychical event that would leave me uncertain with regard to the reality of the thing seen or sense; nor is it the unfolding of a constitutive power that would eminently and eternally contain in itself every possible vision or sensation and that would meet up with the object without having to leave itself; rather, that consciousness I have of seeing is the very realization of vision.” (p.395) Vision goes beyond the self and “is accomplished and fulfilled in the thing seen. Vision must surely grasp itself – for if it did not, it would not be a vision of anything at all – but it must grasp itself in a sort of ambiguity and a sort of obscurity, since it does not possess itself and rather escapes itself into the thing that is seen. Through the Cogito… what I discover and recognize is the profound movement of transcendence that is my very being, the simultaneous contact with my being and with the being of the world.” (pp.395-6)

Perception of a ‘thing’ then, in going beyond the self, is, by nature, ambiguous and incomplete. It exposes me to error. “It is essential that the thing, if it is to be a thing, have sides hidden from me…” (p.396) But is perception a special case? What about “psychical facts”? Merleau-Ponty uses love and desire as his examples. At first glance, it appears that here we have found a place where “consciousness reasserts itself and regains full possession of itself… love and desire are inner operations; they create their objects and it is clear that by doing so they can turn away from the real and, in this sense, they can trick us… from the moment that I experience love, joy, or sadness, it is true that I love, that I am joyous, or that I am sad, even if the object does not in fact have the value that I currently invest it with… what is desiring if not the consciousness of an object as valuable… what is loving if not the consciousness of an object as lovable?” (p.396) Desire and love must both also include a self-knowledge or consciousness would escape itself and not even grasp its object; e.g. desire includes knowing that we desire. “A love or a desire that was not self-conscious would be a love that does not love, or a desire that does not desire…” (p.396) This would all mean that desire and love would be “unchanged whether their object is fictional or real and, considered without reference to the object upon which they in fact bear, they would constitute a sphere of absolute certainty where truth could not escape us. Everything in consciousness would be true.” (p.397)
However, Merleau-Ponty argues, even in the case of love, which appears absolutely certain (we know when we are in love), a complete transparency of the self still eludes us. In short, some of our feelings are false or illusory. Interestingly, he points out that ‘real’ cases of false love must be distinguished from errors in “interpretation” and “bad faith,” both of which involve situations where “there was never even a semblance of love, I did not believe for a moment that my life was engaged in this feeling, I carefully avoided asking the question in order to avoid the response that I already knew…” (p.397) This alone, is a piercing insight into human consciousness. We are capable of ‘deceiving’ ourselves, although the deceit is more like distracting ourselves and ignoring what we know to be true. Nevertheless, this doesn’t qualify as illusory love. In this, “I am willingly united with the loved person; she really was, for a time, the mediator of my relations with the world.” (p.397) What happens with this type of love is that later “after the disillusionment… I will uncover beneath this supposed love something other than love: a resemblance of the “loved” woman to another person, boredom, habit, shared interests or convictions, and this is just what allows me to speak of illusion. I only loved certain qualities… and not the singular manner of being that is this person herself.” (p.397) With this on the table, we can see that a “true love ends when I change or when the loved person has changed; a false love is revealed as false when I return to myself.” (p.398) Clearly, there is a lacuna in our self-knowledge here. We discover who we are, rather than automatically knowing. In fact, peoples’ actual feelings are typically hidden from them because they are “dominated by “situational values”… they are happy because they are given a gift, sad because they are attending a funeral… and beneath these emotions they are indifferent and empty. “We do indeed have the feeling itself, but ‘only in [an inauthentic]’ way; the feeling is like a ‘shadow’ of the [authentic] feeling.” Our natural attitude is not to experience our own feelings or to adhere to our own pleasures, but rather to live according to the emotional categories of our milieu.” (pp.398-9) There is an analogy here to the hysteric who “does not feign pain, sadness, or anger, and yet his “pains,” “sadnesses,” and “angers” are distinct from a pain, a sadness, or an anger that is “real” because he is not entirely caught up in them… Illusory or imaginary feelings are certainly lived, but they are lived, so to speak, on the periphery of ourselves.” (p.398) 
The bottom line is that “we do not possess our entire reality at each moment…” (p.399) However, this doesn’t mean that there is an unconsciousness operating beneath our inner perception. “The idea of a consciousness that would be transparent for itself and whose existence would amount to the consciousness that it has of existing is not so different from the notion of the unconsciousness. In both cases we have the same retrospective illusion: everything that I will later learn about myself is introduced into me as an explicit object.” (p.400) Merleau-Ponty gives the example of discovering that one is in love, after the fact, as it were. “The love that worked out its dialectic through me and that I have just discovered is not from the outset a hidden thing in my unconsciousness, nor is it for that matter an object in front of my consciousness; rather, it is the movement by which I am turned toward someone, the conversion of my thoughts and of my behaviors – I was hardly unaware of it, since it was I who lived through the hours of boredom prior to a date, and I who experienced joy when it approached; this love was lived – not known – from beginning to end.” (p.400) 
Merleau-Ponty compares this situation to the dreamer for whom the “sexual sense” of his dream is surely present to him, since it is he who dreams his dream. However, the dream isn’t thematised as sexual because sexuality is the “general atmosphere of the dream…” (p.400) To ask if the dreamer is conscious of this sexual content is a poorly formed question. The sexuality in his dream is the way he relates to the dream world. The “sexuality is everywhere and nowhere; the dream is inherently ambiguous and cannot be specified as sexuality. The fire that figures in the dream is not, for the dreamer, a way of disguising a sexual impulse beneath an acceptable symbol; rather, it becomes a symbol for the man who is awake. In the language of the dream, fire is the emblem of sexual impulse because the dreamer, detached from the physical world and the strict context of waking life, only employs images in proportion to their affective value. The sexual signification of the dream is not unconscious, nor is it for that matter “conscious,” because the dream does not “signify,” as waking life does, by relating one order of facts to another.” (p.400) 
It is the same with love for the lover; “love cannot be given a name by the lover who lives it. It is not a thing that one could outline and designate, it is not the same love spoken of in books and newspapers, because it is rather the way the lover establishes his relations with the world; it is an existential signification.” (p.401) This brings us back to the bottom line that “[i]f we are situated, then we are surrounded and cannot be transparent to ourselves, and thus our contact with ourselves must only be accomplished in ambiguity.” (p.401)

Now, Merleau-Ponty worries that we might have overshot the mark. In acknowledging “imaginary emotions in which we are engaged enough for them to be lived, but not enough for them to be authentic” (p.401), are we not placing everything under the suspicion of being an illusion? “If we define the subject through existence, that is, through a movement in which it transcends itself, do we not simultaneously destine the subject to illusion, since it will never be able to be anything?... Are we not confronted with the alternative between an absolute consciousness and an interminable doubt? And have we not, by rejecting the first solution, rendered the Cogito impossible?” (p.401) 
Merleau-Ponty splits the difference in a way here; “It is neither true that my existence possesses itself, nor that it is foreign to itself, because it is an act or a doing, and because an act, by definition, is the violent passage from what I have to what I aim at, or from what I am to what I have the intention of being. I can actualize the Cogito and have the assurance of really desiring, loving, or believing, given that I first actually desire, love, or believe and given that I accomplish my own existence. If I do not do so, an unassailable doubt spreads across the world, and also across my own thoughts.” (pp.401-2) 
The irony of this doubt is that it itself, “for lack of being an actual doubt, could no longer even approach the certainty of doubting. One only escapes from this and reaches “sincerity” by forestalling these scruples and by throwing oneself blindly in the “doing” [le “faire”]. Thus, it is not because I think being that I am certain of existing, but rather the certainty that I have of my thoughts derives from their actual existence. My love, my hate, and my desire are not certain as simple thoughts of loving, hating, or desiring, but rather all of the certainty of these thoughts comes from the certainty of acts of loving, of hating, and of desiring, of which I am certain because I am the one who does them. Every inner perception is inadequate because I am not an object that one could perceive, because I make my reality and I only meet up with myself in the act.” (p.402) The only way to actually doubt with certainty is to “engage in the experience of doubt… [to] take up this or that thing, or even everything including my own existence, precisely as doubtful.” (p.402) The key point here is that we know ourselves first in our relations to things. The inner perceptions come later and would be impossible without that initial contact. I can only make contact with my doubt by experiencing it in its object. “We can say of inner perception what we said of external perception: it includes the infinite, or it is a never completed synthesis that, although never completed, is nevertheless self-affirming. If I wish to verify my perception of the ashtray, I will never finish this task, for my perception assumes more that I can know from explicit knowledge. Similarly, if I wish to verify the reality of my doubt, I will never finish this task, it would be necessary to put my thought of doubting into question, the thought of this thought into question, and so on. Certainty comes from doubt itself as an act and not from these thoughts, just as the certainty of the thing and of the world precedes the thetic knowledge of their properties.” (p.402) 
Merleau-Ponty now puts a neat twist on Descartes’ famous maxim; “In the proposition “I think, I am,” the two affirmations are certainly equivalent, otherwise there would be no Cogito. But again, we must attempt to understand the sense of this equivalence: it is not the “I think” that eminently contains the “I am,” nor is it my existence that is reduced to the consciousness that I have of it; rather, it is the “I think” that is reintegrated into the movement of transcendence of the “I am,” and consciousness reintegrated into existence.” (p.403)

So, we have examined the Cogito in relation to emotion or desire, but what about acts of “pure thought”? Is there not an absolute coinciding of myself with myself here, such that we can affirm with Descartes that we belong solely to the domain of thought. To investigate this, Merleau-Ponty imagines working out a geometrical proof that the angles of a triangle add to two right angles by adding lines to a drawn triangle. In order to achieve this, it seems that we must “go beyond the order of phenomena or appearances to gain access to the order of the eidos or of being. Truth appears impossible without an absolute self-possession in active thought…” (p.404) In other words, we have to grasp the essence of the triangle, its Gestalt, in order to, from there, carry out the proof.
This is all wrong according to Merleau-Ponty. He starts by rejecting the idea of a formal essence of the triangle; “one cannot construct a logical definition of the triangle that equals the fecundity of the vision of the shape and that allows us, through a sequence of formal operations, to reach the conclusions that had not first been established with the help of intuition.” (pp.404-5) Formalisation is always retrospective which means that “it is never complete except in appearance, and that formal thought is sustained by intuitive thought.” (p.405) Formalisation appears to bring rigor and certainty, but “intuition is always the place where certainty is established and where a truth appears… There would be no experience of truth and nothing could arrest the “fecundity of our mind” if we thought vi formae [the form], and if formal relations were not first presented to us as crystallized in some particular thing.” (p.405) The triangle on the paper before us which we use to effect the proof is initially grasped by us as an object which occupies space, configured by relations such as “on,” “up,” and words like “vertex,” “extend,” etc. In short, the “essence” of the triangle is “one that is implicated in my general hold upon the world. The construction makes explicit the possibilities of the triangle being examined, not according to its definition and as an idea, but according to its configuration and as the pole toward which my movements are directed.” (p.405) 
Merleau-Ponty then expands on this idea of the “material essence” of the triangle. “The construction is a gesture, that is, the actual line expresses an intention on the outside. But then what is this intention? I “examine” the triangle, it exists for me as a system of oriented lines, and if words like “angle” or “direction” have a sense for me, this is insofar as I situate myself at one point and from there tend toward another point, insofar as the system of spatial positions is for me a field of possible movements. This is how I grasp the concrete essence of the triangle, which is not a collection of objective “characteristics,” but rather the formula of an attitude, a certain modality of my hold on the world, in short, a structure… This is an act of productive imagination and not a return to the eternal idea of the triangle.” (p.406)
This brings us back to motricity. The perceiver of the triangle, the subject of geometry, far from being a disengaged consciousness is actually “a motor subject. This signifies first that our body is not an object, nor is its movement a simple displacement in objective space… There must be, as Kant conceded, a “motion that generates space,” which is our intentional movement, and is distinct from “motion in space,” which is the movement of things and of our passive body… if motion generates space, then it is impossible that the motricity of the body is merely an “instrument” for constituting consciousness. If there is a constituting consciousness, then bodily movement is only movement insofar as this consciousness thinks movement as such; the constructive power only uncovers in bodily movement what it has put there, and the body is not even an instrument for the constituting consciousness; it is simply one object among objects.” (pp.406-7) 
“Bodily movement can only play a role in the perception of the world if it is itself an original intentionality, a manner of being related to the object that is distinct from knowledge. The world must not exist around us as a system of objects whose synthesis we perform, but rather as an open ensemble of things toward which we project ourselves. The “movement that generates space” does not display the trajectory from some metaphysical point without a place in the world, but rather from a certain here toward a certain there, which, moreover, are in principle substitutable. The project to move is an act, and it traces out the spatio-temporal distance by crossing it. Thus, to the extent that the geometer’s thought necessarily relies upon this act, it does not coincide with itself: it is transcendence itself.” (p.407) If I am able to draw the proof of the sum of the angles of a triangle, it is not because I have the concept of a triangle in mind in which all of its properties are included, or because I have discovered the eidos of the triangle. “Rather, these are possible because I actualize the synthesis of the new property by means of the body that inserts me, all at once, in space… As far as geometric thought transcends perceptual consciousness, it is nevertheless from the world of perception that I borrow the notion of essence. I believe that the triangle always had and always will have a sum of angles equal to two right angles, along with all of the other less visible properties that geometry attributes to it because I have the experience of a real triangle, and because, as a physical thing, it necessarily has in itself all that it could have or will be able to manifest.” (pp.407-8)

The importance of our body, once again, cannot be overstated. “Our body, insofar as it moves itself, that is, insofar as it is inseparable from a perspective and is this very perspective brought into existence, is the condition of possibility not merely of the geometrical synthesis, but also of all the expressive operations and all of the acquisitions that constitute the cultural world.” (p.408) This brings us back to speech, which is, Merleau-Ponty reminds us, the way thought transcends itself. It is clear, he argues, that speech cannot be considered as a “mere clothing for thought, nor expression as the translation of a signification, already clear for itself, into an arbitrary system of signs.” (p.408) If this were true, it would mean that “language could teach us nothing, and that it could at most give rise in us to new combinations of the significations that we already possess. This is precisely what the experience of language testifies against. Communication certainly presupposes a system of correspondences, such as those given by the dictionary, but it goes beyond, and it is the sentence that gives each word its sense, it is for having been employed in different contexts that the word gradually takes on a sense that is impossible to fix absolutely.” (p.408) 
“Constituted language simply plays a role in the operation of expression like the role of colors in the painting: if we did not have eyes or senses in general then there would be no painting for us, and yet the painting “says” more than what the simple exercise of our senses could teach us. The painting beyond the sensory givens and speech beyond the givens of constituted language must thus in themselves have a signifying virtue, without reference to a signification that exists for itself in the mind of the spectator or the listener.” (p.409) So, “[f]or the painter or the speaking subject, the painting and the speech are not the illustration of an already completed thought, but rather the appropriation of this very thought.” (p.409) Merleau-Ponty distinguishes between “a secondary speech [which he later calls “empirical speech,” or the word as sonorous phenomenon], which conveys an already acquired thought, and an originary speech [which he later calls “transcendental or authentic speech (the speech by which an idea begins to exist)” (p.411)], which first brings this thought into existence for us just as it does for others.” (p.409) 
The conclusion is that thought is not self-possession or the coinciding of the self with itself; it always rests upon some obscure operation. Beneath thought, we are called to uncover “a thought that attempts to establish itself and that only does so by bending the resources of constituted language to a new usage. This operation must be considered an ultimate fact…” (pp.409-10) Any explanation would either take us to empiricism or idealism. “Language transcends us, not merely because the use of language always presupposes a large number of thoughts that are not present and that each word summarizes, but also for another deeper reason: namely, these thoughts in their actuality had never themselves been “pure” thoughts either, there was already in them an excess of the signified over the signifying…” (p.410)
Speech, even more than the eidos of the triangle we considered earlier and certainly much more than the arts, “seems able to detach itself from its material instruments and to take on an eternal value.” (p.411) This is because “speech applies to nature, whereas music and painting, like poetry, create their own object and, as soon as they are sufficiently self-conscious, they deliberately enclose themselves within the cultural world.” (p.411) Here Merleau-Ponty targets scientific speech in particular as having the “pretension of expressing a truth of nature in itself” (p.411) when we know that there is no such thing. “Expression is everywhere creative, and the expressed is always inseparable from it. No analysis can clarify language and lay it in front of us like an object. The act of speech is only clear for the person who is actually speaking or listening, and it becomes obscure the moment we attempt to make explicit the reasons that lead us to understand a certain speech in this way and not otherwise.” (p.411) As an example of this, Merleau-Ponty says that we can talk of waiting a long time, or about a friend who is dead, and not only do we understand ourselves perfectly, but others understand us. And yet, if we drill down on the words “time” or “death,” we will discover “all that remains in my mind is a certain obscurity. This is because I attempted to think about speech, to reiterate the act of expression that gave a sense to the word “dead” or to the word “time,”…” (p.412)
Does this then mean that there is some type of “infinite Thought” we are striving for with our speech? Hardly. On the contrary, everything we have been saying denies that such a thought is even conceivable. “In fact, the analysis shows not that there is a transcendent thought behind language, but that thought transcends itself in speech, that speech itself establishes the concordance of myself with myself and of myself with others, upon which the attempt was made to ground speech.” (p.412) 

Rather than substituting for the new thought a stable system of signs, speech reveals itself as a fundamentally temporal phenomenon. “To express… is to ensure, through the use of already well-known words, that the new intention takes up the heritage of the past; it is, in a single gesture, to incorporate the past into the present and to weld this present to a future, to open an entire cycle of time where the “acquired” thought will remain present as a dimension without our needing to ever again summon it or reproduce it. That which is called the “non-temporal” within thought is that which, for having thus taken up the past and engaged the future, is presumptively of all times, and is thus anything but transcendent to time.” (p.413) 
Merleau-Ponty argues that to “say that an event takes place is to say that it will always be true that it has taken place. By its very essence, each moment of time sets down an existence against which all other moments of time are powerless… Van Gogh’s painting is forever established in me, a step has been taken that I can never take back, and, even if I hold no precise memories of the paintings that I have seen, my entire aesthetic experience will from then on be that of someone who has known Van Gogh’s paintings… an act defines us forever, even if we have subsequently disavowed it and changed our beliefs. Existence always takes up its past, either by accepting it or by refusing it.” (p.413) We tend to think that our past are the explicit memories of it that we can contemplate. Thinking like this cuts us off from our past, limiting us to present traces of the past, and failing to notice that these traces could never be recognised as traces of the past unless we already had a direct opening upon the past. “Acquisition must be acknowledged as an irreducible phenomenon. What we have lived exists and remains for us, perpetually; the old man remains in contact with his childhood. Each present that happens drives into time like a wedge and lays a claim to eternity. Eternity is not a separate order beyond time, it is the atmosphere of time.” (pp.413-4; emphasis added)

Now, as soon as I take up a truth, I also take up every one of my past actions and thoughts which led to it. This means that “there is not a single truth of reason that does not contain a coefficient of facticity.” (p.414) In other words, “every truth of fact is a truth of reason, and every truth of reason is a truth of fact. The relation between reason and fact, or between eternity and time, just like the relations between reflection and the unreflected, between thought and language, or between thought and perception, is the two-way relation that phenomenology has called Fundierung [founding]. The founding term (time, the unreflected, fact, language, perception) is primary in the sense that the founded term is presented as a determination or a making explicit of the founding term, which prevents the founded term from ever fully absorbing the founding term; and yet the founding term is not primary in the empirical sense and the founded is not merely derived from it, since it is only through the founded that the founding appears.” (p.414) This is a relation Merleau-Ponty has been explicating the whole book, grounding the more explicit, thetic, rational element in an ambiguous, incomplete (and incompletable), non-thetic background. 
It is tempting to try to make the leap from the founded to a transcendent, eternal truth, a “One around which minds and truths are arranged as if they tended toward it…” (p.415), but the truth is that we “do not have the experience of an eternal truth, nor of a participation in the One, but rather of concrete acts of taking up by which, in the accidents of time, we establish relations with ourselves and with others. In short, we have the experience of a participation in the world; “being-in-the-truth” is not distinct from being in the world.” (p.415)
Every consciousness is a perceptual consciousness, which is therefore made up of uncountable presuppositions and implicit experiences, “weighty contributions of the past and of the present, and an entire “sedimented history” that does not merely concern the genesis of my thought, but that determines its sense. In order for evidentness – one that is free of all presuppositions – to be possible, or in order that my thought could penetrate itself, meet up with itself, and arrive at a pure “self-assent to itself,” it would be necessary… that it cease to be “perception,” “emotion,” or “contact” with the truth in order to become pure “idea” and “vision” of the truth. In other words, rather than being myself, I must become a pure knower of myself, and the world must cease to exist around me in order to become a pure object in front of me.” (p.416) Obviously, I can step back from who and what I am, and the world in which I am engaged, but no matter how assiduously I “bracket” parts of myself and my past experiences, I can never succeed in attaining a pure, presuppositionless, transcendent “I;” an “I” that is completely transparent to me. “I can bracket my acquired opinions or beliefs, but, whatever I think or decide, it is always against the background of what I have previously believed or done.” (p.416) 
Moreover, as soon as I succeed in thinking myself, or thinking my own “pure” thought, I necessarily come into a relation with that object from a perspective that I am no longer thinking. Basically, I can never get behind myself to see myself because I always am myself. “In our experience, the intuition of some particular essence necessarily precedes the essence of intuition. The only way of thinking thought is to first think of something, and it is thus essential to the thinking of thought not to take itself as its object. To think thought is to adopt an attitude toward it that we have first learned with regard to “things,” and this is never to eliminate the opacity of thought for itself, but only to push it to a higher level. Every pause in the movement of consciousness, every focusing upon an object, and every appearance of a “something” or of an idea presupposes a subject who ceases to interrogate himself, at least in terms of this relation.” (pp.416-7) 
There can be no form of evidentness that would be immune to doubt. The reason for this is that certainty, “being the taking up of a tradition of thought that cannot condense itself into evident “truth” without my renouncing the attempt to make it explicit” (p.417) precisely is doubt. “An evident truth… is irresistible because I take for granted a certain acquisition from experience and a certain field of thought, and precisely for this reason it appears to me as evident for a certain thinking nature whose use I enjoy and that I carry forward, but that remains contingent and given to itself. The consistency of a perceived thing, of a geometrical relation, or of an idea is only obtained if I give up the attempt to make it explicit everywhere, and if I come to rest in it. From the moment I have entered the game, or engaged in a certain order of thought – whether it be, for example, Euclidian space or the conditions of existence for some society – I discover evident truths, but these are not irrevocable evident truths, since perhaps this space or this society are not the only possibilities. Thus, it is essential to certainty that it be established given certain reservations, and there is a form of opinion that is not a provisional form of knowledge, destined to be replaced by absolute knowledge, but is rather the form that is at once the most ancient or the most rudimentary, and the most conscious or the most developed form of knowledge – an originary opinion in the double sense of “original” and “fundamental.” This is what makes something in general appear suddenly in front of us, to which thetic consciousness – either doubt or demonstration – can subsequently be related in order to affirm or deny it.” (p.417)
This is what the evidentness of the phenomenon, or of the “world,” means. It can be misunderstood in two ways, both of which lead to the above “tacit reference to an absolute knowledge and to an absolute being, in relation to which our de facto truths are considered inadequate.” (p.418) The first of these considers being as necessary, while the second treats it as mere appearance. The former is dogmatic and espoused by Spinoza, in which the world is considered the consequence of necessary being. The latter is sceptical because it considers all truths relative to me because I am enclosed within my own psycho-physiological constitution. The third way, which Merleau-Ponty takes, is the phenomenological conception. In this, the “laws of our thought and of our evident truths are certainly facts, but they are inseparable from us, and they are implied in every conception that we could form of being and of the possible. It is not a matter of restricting ourselves to phenomena, of locking consciousness in its own states by reserving the possibility of another being beyond apparent being, nor of treating our thought as a fact among facts; rather, it is a matter of defining being as what appears to us, and consciousness as a universal fact. I think, and such and such a thought appears to me as true; I know quite well that it is not unconditionally true, and making it completely explicit is an infinite task, but the fact remains that at the moment I am thinking, I think something, and that every other truth, in the name of which I would like to devalue this one if it can for me be called truth, must harmonize with the “true” thoughts I have experienced. If I attempt to imagine Martians, angels, or a divine thought whose logic would not be the same as my own, this Martian, angelic, or divine thought must appear within my universe and must not make it explode. My thought, or my evidentness, is not one fact among others, but rather a value-fact that envelops and conditions every other possible one. There is no other possible world in the sense that my world is possible… because every “other world” that I would like to conceive would limit my world…” (pp.418-9) The world and its contingency is not a lesser being or a problem to be resolved. “This is an ontic contingency, or contingency within the world. Ontological contingency or the contingency of the world itself, being radical, is on the contrary what establishes once and for all our idea of truth. The world is the real, of which the necessary and the possible are merely provinces.” (p.419)

I cannot doubt, while doubting, that I doubt. “I cannot escape being, my act of doubting itself establishes the possibility of a certainty; my act is there for me, it keeps me busy, I am engaged in it, and I cannot pretend to be nothing while I accomplish this act.” (p.420) This is Descartes’ great insight, although he is often credited with having overcome doubt through the act of doubting itself. This is wrong on Merleau-Ponty’s account. The act of doubting is not enough to obliterate doubt and allow certainty to prevail. Descartes did not say, “I doubt, I am,” but rather, “I think, I am,” and this signifies that “doubt itself is certain, not as actual doubt, but as the mere thought of doubting; and, since we could say the same of this thought in turn, the only absolutely certain proposition, the only one before which doubt stops – because it is implicated by it – is “I think,” or again “something appears to me”. (p.421) The idea here, I think, is that doubt is only certain, not because there is something intrinsically revealing about doubt, but because doubt is a form of thought. And this thought isn’t a kind of intellection; on the contrary it is engaged thought. As Merleau-Ponty says, thought is the same as “something appears to me”. In placing the Cogito back into action, we are therefore “restoring a temporal thickness to the Cogito.” (p.420) 
So, I actually think, and “I know that I think through some particular thoughts that I have, and I know that I have these thoughts because I take them up, that is, because I know that I think in general.” (p.421) This presents us with a problem. “If there really is to be consciousness, if something is to appear to someone, then an enclave, or a Self, must be carved out behind all of our particular thoughts” (p.421), and the problem is to “understand how I can be the one constituting my thought in general, without which it would not be thought by anyone, would pass by unnoticed, and would thus not be a thought – without ever being the one constituting any particular one of my thoughts, since I never see them born in plain view, and since I only know myself through them.” (p.422) Merleau-Ponty will try to understand this through the way we typically try to understand the self; i.e. through language.
When I invoke “Myself” by using the words “I” or “Me,” I tend to arrive at the conclusion: I think, I am, but I am actually invoking a self that is not truly mine. This myself is an idea, “it is the myself of every reflecting man.” (p.422) It is, what Merleau-Ponty calls, a “second-hand Cogito” (p.422), and our insight would be more correctly phrased thus; “One thinks, one is.” This happens because language so easily makes itself be forgotten: “my gaze is drawn along the lines on the paper, from the moment that I am struck by what they signify, I no longer see them. The paper, the letters on the paper, my eyes, and my body are only present as the minimum of production materials necessary for some invisible operation.” (p.422) In short, the fact that we are here dealing with words and ideas, as opposed to the real Cogito, becomes lost. So, by the time Descartes begins his meditations of the self, he has already missed it. He has failed to notice “language as a condition of the Cogito as read and does not more explicitly invite us to pass from the idea to the practice of the Cogito… The Cogito that we obtain by reading Descartes (and even the one that Descartes performs with the intention of expressing it and when, turning toward his own life, he determines it, objectifies it, and “characterizes” it as indubitable) is thus a spoken Cogito, put into words and understood through words; it is a Cogito that, for this very reason, fails to reach its goal, since a part of our existence – the part that is busy conceptually determining our life and conceiving of it as indubitable – escapes this very determination and conception.” (pp.423-4)
Does this mean that language envelops us as the realist asserts, and that we are determined by the external world? No. “…I would not find any sense in them [words like “Cogito” and “sum”], not even a derived and inauthentic one, and I could not even read Descartes’s text, were I not – prior to every speech – in contact with my own life and my own thought, nor if the spoken Cogito did not encounter a tacit Cogito within me.” (p.424) It is this “silent Cogito” Descartes was aiming at, but missed. It is this tacit Cogito we must now try to understand, and specifically we must concentrate “on only putting into it what is really there, and on not turning language into a product of consciousness on the pretext that consciousness is not a product of language.” (p.424)

It is important to note that neither the word nor its sense is constituted by consciousness. Merleau-Ponty gives the example of the word “sleet,” which is not the written word on the page or the sound that travels through the air. There are merely reproductions of the word. “To speak is not, as we have seen, to evoke verbal images and to articulate words according to the imagined model. By performing the critique of the verbal image, and by showing that the speaking subject throws himself into speech without representing to himself the words he is about to pronounce, modern psychology eliminates the word as a representation or as an object for consciousness, and uncovers a motor presence of the word, which is not identical to the knowledge of the word. The word “sleet,” when I know it, is not an object that I recognize through a synthesis of identification; it is a certain use of my phonatory apparatus and a certain modulation of my body as being in the world; its generality is not the generality of an idea, but rather that of a style of behavior that my body “understands” insofar as my body is a power of producing behaviors and, in particular, of producing phonemes. One day I “caught on” to the word “sleet,” just as one imitates a gesture, that is, not by breaking it down and by establishing a correspondence between each part of the word that I hear and some movement of articulation and phonation, but rather by hearing it as a single modulation of the sonorous world… The word has never been inspected, analyzed, known, and constituted, but rather caught and taken up by a speaking power, and, ultimately, by a motor power that is given to me along with the very first experience of my body and of its perceptual and practical fields. As for the sense of the word, I learn it just as I learn the use of a tool – by seeing it employed in the context of a certain situation.” (p.425)
It is the same with the word, “Cogito.” “Beyond the spoken cogito, the one that is converted into utterances and into essential truth, there is clearly a tacit cogito, an experience of myself by myself.” (p.426) This cogito is not a constituting consciousness; on the contrary, it “has but a fleeting hold upon itself and upon the world. This subjectivity does not constitute the world, it catches a glimpse of the world around itself, like a field that it has not given to itself… The tacit Cogito, the presence of self to self, being existence itself, is prior to every philosophy, but it only knows itself in limit situations in which it is threatened, such as in the fear of death or in the anxiety caused by another person’s gaze upon me.” (p.426) 

One way of understanding this tacit Cogito is to think of vision, which is “surely the “thought that I am seeing,” if we mean by this that it is not simply a function like digestion or respiration, a bundle of isolated processes in an ensemble that is found to have a sense, but rather that it is itself this ensemble and sense… Vision only exists through anticipation and intention, and since no intention could truly be an intention if the object toward which it tends were presented to it as ready-made and without motivation, then clearly every vision ultimately takes up, at the core of subjectivity, a total project of the world or a logic of the world that empirical perceptions determine but that they could not engender. But vision is not the “thought that I am seeing,” so long as we understand by this that vision itself establishes the connection to its object, or that it perceives itself in an absolute transparence and as the author of its own presence in the visible world. They key is to grasp clearly the project of the world that we are.” (p.427)
For Merleau-Ponty subjectivity is “inherence in the world,” which ties in with the idea that the world is inseparable from perspectives upon the world. “There is no hyle and there is no sensation without communication with other sensations or with the sensations of others; and for this very reason, there is no morphe and no apprehension or apperception that would be charged with giving a sense to an insignificant matter, and of assuring the a priori unity of my experience and of intersubjective experience.” (p.427) I imagine that I am with a friend looking at a landscape. Merleau-Ponty asks what is actually happening here? “To consider my perception itself, prior to every objectifying reflection, I have at no moment a consciousness of finding myself enclosed within my own sensation” (pp.427-8) nor do I imagine that, by a gesture, I trigger in my friend, a set of “internal visions that are merely analogous to my own: rather, it seems to me that my gestures invade Paul’s world and guide his gaze. When I think of Paul, I do not think of a flow of private sensations in relation to my own sensations that are mediated through some interposed signs; rather, I think of someone who lives in the same world as I, in the same history as I, and with whom I communicate through this world and through this history.” (p.428)
Merleau-Ponty also rejects the idea that this shared world is an “ideal unity” analogous to the Pythagorean theorem, that, being discussed in Paris and Tokyo, is nevertheless one and the same. The landscape is the same for my friend and for me because “we see the landscape “together,” we are co-present before it, and it is the same for the two of us not merely as an intelligible signification, but also as a certain accent of the world’s style, reaching all the way to its haecceity. The unity of the world weakens and crumbles according to the temporal and spatial distance that the ideal unity (in principle) crosses without suffering any loss.” (p.428) For this reason, the landscape is not the same one that people standing exactly where we are viewed hundreds of years ago, even if it hasn’t changed. The world, the landscape, are not ideas/objects we can hold aloft and discuss as if they were things that made sense on their own. The landscape touches me, reaching me in my inmost being, and it is “because it is my own perspective upon the landscape, that I have the landscape itself, and that I have it as a landscape for Paul as much as for me. Universality and the world are at the core of individuality and of the subject. We will never understand this as long as we turn the world into an ob-ject; but we will understand it immediately if the world is the field of our experience, and if we are nothing but a perspective upon the world, for then the most secret vibration of our psycho-physical being already anticipates the world…” (p.428) The “universality” that Merleau-Ponty is talking about here isn’t anything to do with a universal or transcendental “I” in which we all participate. Rather, I am a perspective ‘spread throughout’ (this is the ‘universal’ he is talking about) this field (the world, or in this case, the landscape) that constitutes my experience. 
This same idea also applies to the unity and universality of the I in exactly the same way. “Just like the unity of the world, the unity of the I is invoked rather than experienced each time I perform an act of perception, each time I reach some evidentness, and the universal I is the background against which these brilliant figures stand out; it is through a present thought that I create the unity of my thoughts. What remains beneath my particular thoughts for constituting the tacit Cogito and the original project of the world? And what am I in the end such that I can catch sight of myself outside of every particular act? I am a field, I am an experience.” (p.429) This universal, background perspective, this ambiguity, is the (tacit/silent) self I am, as opposed to the localised (spoken) self I think I am. This is perhaps the central idea in Phenomenology of Perception – I am a perspective, a field of experience rather than a core nugget of personality or self that is clear to itself. Instead, I am a hazy, general background (tacit Cogito) on which this thought nugget (spoken Cogito) appears. 
What began with my birth was not a new set of sensations or states of consciousness, nor even a new perspective; rather, it was a “new possibility of situations. The event of my birth has not passed away, it has not fallen into nothingness in the manner of an event in the objective world; rather, it engaged a future, not as a cause determines its effect, but like a situation that, from the moment it takes shape, inevitably leads to some resolution. There was henceforth a new “milieu” and the world received a new layer of signification.” (p.429) In the same way that it is a mistake to think that we construct an object by obtaining and organising a series of perspectival views into a coherent whole, it is also a mistake to think that a life is a series of distinct acts of consciousness or experiences; “…I am not a series of psychical acts, nor for that matter a central I who gathers them together in a synthetic unity, but rather a single experience that is inseparable from itself, a single “cohesion of life,” a single temporality that unfolds itself from its birth and confirms this birth in each present. It is this advent or rather this transcendental event that the Cogito recovers. The fundamental truth is certainly that “I think,” but only on condition of understanding by this that “I belong to myself” in being in the world.” (p.430) If we try, as Descartes did, to go further into subjectivity than this by suspending everything in doubt we only catch sight of the non-human ground by which we are not in the world. “The interior and the exterior are inseparable. The world is entirely on the inside, and I am entirely outside of myself.” (p.430) I understand the world because I am situated in it and the world understands me. “If the subject is in a situation, or even if the subject is nothing other than a possibility of situations, this is because he only achieves his ipseity by actually being a body and by entering into the world through this body. If I find, while reflecting upon the essence of the body, that it is tied to the essence of the world, this is because my existence as subjectivity is identical with my existence as a body and with the existence of the world, and because, ultimately, the subject that I am, understood concretely, is inseparable from this particular body and from this particular world. The ontological world and the body that we uncover at the core of the subject are not the world and the body as ideas; rather, they are the world itself condensed into a comprehensive hold and the body itself as a knowing-body.” (p.431)
All of this means that the unity of the world is not grounded in the unity of consciousness, but if the world is not the result of a constitutive effort, how do appearances come together so smoothly in things, ideas, and truths? “Why does my life succeed in gathering itself up in order to project itself into words, intentions, or acts? This is the problem of rationality.” (p.431) Merleau-Ponty’s predecessors tried to explain this through absolute mind, but we have already rejected this. For the answer, we must turn to the next section.

II. Temporality
We have already touched on time in the preceding pages because “all of our experiences – insofar as they are our own – are arranged according to the before and the after, because temporality, in Kantian language, is the form of inner sense, and because temporality is the most general characteristic of “psychical facts.”” (p.432) The subject is temporal, but because we are discussing existence itself, not by some accidental characteristic of the human constitution, but in virtue of an inner necessity. Thus, clarifying time in itself will entail a revision of our idea of the subject.
It is typically thought that time “flows,” something like a river, running from past to present to future. This, however, is a confused notion of time. If we examine things themselves, we see that there are no successive events because “the very notion of an event has no place in the objective world… “Events” are carved out of the spatio-temporal totality of the objective world by a finite observer… Change presupposes a certain observation post where I place myself and from where I can see things go by; there are no events without someone to whom they happen and whose finite perspective grounds their individuality. Time presupposes a view upon time. Thus, time is not like a stream; time is not a fluid substance.” (p.433) The resilience of this metaphor is due to the fact that when we think about time, we always imagine a witness. Having made the witness explicit, we can now see that time can also be imagined “flowing” in the opposite direction; i.e. from the future to the present to the past. This tells us that “time is neither a real process nor an actual succession that I could limit myself to simply recording. It is born of my relation with things.” (p.434) What the objective world “lacks in order to be temporal is the non-being of the elsewhere, of the bygone, and of tomorrow. The objective world is too full for there to be time. Past and future voluntarily withdraw from being and pass over to the side of subjectivity, to seek there not some real support, but rather a possibility of non-being that harmonizes with their nature. If the objective world is detached from the finite perspectives that open onto it, and if it is posited in itself, then all that can be found throughout it are “nows.” Moreover, these nows, not being present to anyone, have no temporal character and could not succeed one another.” (pp.434-5)

Just as time is not in the objective world, nor is it in consciousness as a succession of “nows.” Nevertheless, this is what psychologists do when they “explain” the past as memories and the future as the projection of memories in front of us. Neither a physiological preservation (in the brain) nor a “psychological preservation” (a psychic state) of the past can account for our consciousness of the past. “This table bears the traces of my past life: I scratched my initials into it over here, and over there I left behind some ink stains. But these traces by themselves do not refer back to the past, for the are present; and if I find in them the signs of some “anterior” event, this is because I have, in addition, the sense of the past and it is because I bear this signification in myself. If my brain preserves the traces of bodily processes that accompanied one of my perceptions, and if the nerve impulse again passes through these previously cleared pathways, then my perception will reappear, I will have a new perception – weakened and unreal perhaps – but in no case will this perception, which is present, be able to indicate to me a past event, unless I have another view upon my past that allows me to recognize this perception as a memory…” (pp.435-6) In order that reproduction be possible, there must be recognition, and this “can only be understood as such if I first have a sort of direct contact with the past in its own place.” (p.436) The situation is even worse for the future (the projection of memories), which, unlike the past, has never even made its mark on us in the first place. “Even if we in fact represent the future to ourselves with the help of what we have already seen, it remains the case that, in order to project it in front of us, we must first have the sense of the future.” (p.436)
“Past and future cannot be simple concepts that we could form by abstraction from our perceptions and our memories, or simple names for designating the actual series of “psychical facts.” We conceive of time before we conceive of its parts; temporal relations make events in time possible. Thus, correlatively, the subject must not himself be situated in time for him to be able to be present in intention to the past and to the future. Let us no longer say that time is a “given of consciousness,” but rather, more precisely, that consciousness unfolds or constitutes time. Through the ideality of time, consciousness finally ceases to be imprisoned in the present.” (p.437)

Time can never be a complete object present before us. “Time taken as an immanent object of consciousness is a time that is set out on one level, or in other words it is no longer time at all. There can be time only if it is not completely deployed, if past, present, and future are not in the same sense. Time must not merely be, it must come about; time is never completely constituted. Constituted time – the series of possible relations according to the before and the after – is not time itself, it is merely the final registering of time, and it is the result of time’s passage, which objective thought always presupposes but never manages to grasp. Constituted time belongs to space, since its moments coexist in front of thought; it belongs to the present, since consciousness is the contemporary of all times… a thetic consciousness of time that dominates it and that encompasses it destroys the phenomenon of time.” (p.438) What we are after is “true time;” i.e. time that explains the passage or movement inherent in time. This is not to say that the before and the after are false (we could not perceive any temporal position without them), but in order to understand the relation between the three terms (before, now, and after), we must not merge with any one of them. Finally, time requires a synthesis but a synthesis that must “always be started over, and to assume that somewhere time has been completed amounts to negating time.” (p.438) Further, if we are to encounter any sort of eternity, “it will be at the core of our experience of time, and not in some non-temporal subject who would be given the task of thinking and positing time.” (p.438) Explicating this notion of time, a time “which is not an object of our knowledge, but rather a dimension of our being” (p.438) will be our task for the remainder of this section.

We make “contact with time” in what Merleau-Ponty calls our “field of presence,” which is “this current moment that I spend working, along with the horizon of the day that has already gone by behind it and the horizon of the evening and the night out in front of it.” (p.438) He speaks of this field of presence as the place where time and its dimensions “appear in person without any intervening distance and with an ultimate evidentness. This is where we see a future slipping into the present and into the past.” (p.439) What is important here is that we don’t encounter the three dimensions through discrete, deliberate acts. Rather than explicitly representing the past day to me, “…my day weighs upon me with all of its weight, it is still there; I do not recall any particular detail, but I have the imminent power of doing so, I have it “still in hand.”” (p.439) The same can be said for the future. Merleau-Ponty compares this “being there” of the past and future to the back of the house whose front I am now looking at. Even the present isn’t explicitly posited. “The present (in the strict sense of the term) is not itself posited. The paper and my pen are there for me, but I do not perceive them explicitly; rather than perceiving objects, I reckon with what is around me, I depend upon my tools, and I am caught up in my task rather than standing before it.” (p.439) 
Merleau-Ponty uses Husserl’s terms “protention” and “retention” to capture the way I am anchored to my surroundings by my future and past intentions, respectively. “These do not emanate from a central I, but somehow from my perceptual field itself, which drags along behind itself its horizon of retentions and eats into the future through its protentions. I do not pass through a series of nows whose images I would preserve and that, placed end to end, would form a line. For every moment that arrives, the previous moment suffers a modification: I still hold it in hand, it is still there, and yet it already sinks back, it descends beneath the line of presents… I am not cut off from it; but then again it would not be past if nothing had changed, it begins to appear perspectivally against or to project itself upon my present, whereas just a moment ago it in fact was my present. When a third moment takes place, the second one suffers a new modification; having been a retention, it now becomes the retention of a retention, and the layer of time between it and myself becomes thicker.” (p.439) Merleau-Ponty reprints Husserl’s diagram of time (without protentions), which makes it clear that time is “not a line, but rather a network of intentionalities.” (p.440)
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Does this explanation turn A into an ideal unity which all of its subsequent Abschuttungen participate in? No, because an ideality would result in an intellectual synthesis which, as we have seen, would destroy time. The point of the notion of “retention” was to “express that I do not posit the past, nor do I construct it from an Abschattung that is actually distinct from it and through some explicit act, but rather that I reach the past in its recent and yet already past haecceity [the property or quality which makes a thing unique]. I am not at first given A’, A’’, or A’’’, nor do I follow the “profiles” back to the original A, in the manner that one goes from the sign to the signification. Rather, I am presented with A as seen shining through A’, and then this ensemble shining through A’’, and so on and so forth… I have, through them [the Abschuttungen], the point A itself in its irrecusable individuality, established once and for all by its passage through the present, and… I see the Abschuttungen A’, A’’, etc., springing from it.” (pp.440-1) It is, of course, true that there are syntheses of identification, but only in explicit memory, such as when we try to remember a specific memory by recalling the causal order of events that led up to it.
Husserl describes the above by saying that “beneath “act intentionality” – which is the thetic consciousness of an object that, in intellectual memory, for example, converts the “this-thing” into an idea – we must acknowledge an “operative” intentionality, which makes the former one possible… My present transcends itself toward an imminent future and a recent past, and touches them there where they are, in the past and in the future themselves. If we did have the past in the form of an explicit memory, we would be tempted to recall it at each moment in order to verify its existence… whereas we sense it behind us like an irrecusable acquisition. In order to have a past or a future, we do not have to connect a series of Abschattungen through an intellectual act, for they have something like a natural or primordial unity, and it is the past or the future itself that is announced through them.” (pp.441-2) Husserl calls this the “passive synthesis” of time, but Merleau-Ponty will try to get clarity on this.

We must remember that the different dimensions: past, present, future; the discrete instants: A, B, C; and the distinct Abschattungen A’, A’’, B’, are not actually what we have in reality. “The springing forth of a new present does not provoke a piling up of the past and an upheaval of the future; rather, the new present is the passage from a future to the present and of the previous present to the past – time sets itself in motion, from one end to the other, with a single movement. The “instants” A, B, and C do not exist in succession, they differentiate themselves from each other, and correspondingly A passes over into A’ and from there into A’’. In short, the system of retentions continuously gathers into itself what was, an instant ago, the system of protentions. Here there is no multiplicity of connected phenomena, but rather a single phenomenon of flowing. Time is the unique movement that harmonizes with itself in all of its parts…” (p.442) The synthesis that links all of these parts is not a “synthesis of identification that would congeal them to a point in time, but rather… a synthesis of transition, insofar as they emerge from each other, and each one of these projections is only an appearance of the total rupture or dehiscence.” (pp.442-3) This is why time is not a system of objective positions we pass through, but rather “a moving milieu that recedes from us…” (p.443) This is also the ek-stase of Heidegger; that is, a “general flight outside of Self…” (p.442) As I understand this, the “Self” Merleau-Ponty refers to here means not myself, but time itself. As B becomes C, it also becomes B’, while at the same time, A which became B before becoming A’, is now becoming A’’. In other words, time never is; rather, it is always in flux, always becoming, always outside itself. 
Merleau-Ponty then asks how it is that this temporal ek-stase does not amount to an absolute disintegration of its individual moments. This is because the disintegration of the instant that occurs when the next instant arrives and pushes it into the past, “does not suddenly strip C of all being… such that its disintegration is forever the other side or the consequence of its maturation. In short, since being and passing by are synonymous within time, the event does not cease to exist by becoming past. The origin of objective time, along with its fixed positions lying before our gaze, must not be sought in an eternal synthesis, but rather in the harmony and the overlapping of the past and the future through the present in the very passage of time. Time maintains what it has brought into being at the very moment that it drives this from being, because the new being was announced by the preceding one as destined to be, and because for this thing there was no difference between becoming present and being destined to pass by.” (p.443) At this point, Merleau-Ponty shares a quote from Heidegger’s Being and Time: “Temporalizing does not mean a “succession” of the ecstasies. The future is not later than the having-been, and the having-been is not earlier than the present. Temporality temporalizes itself as a future-that-goes-into-the-past-by-coming-into-the-present.” (p.443)
We cannot explain the unity of time through its continuity because we don’t move through the different dimensions through imperceptible transitions (a position which would amount to a negating of time). Nevertheless, the continuity of time is an essential phenomenon. We must clarify what this means. “Instant C and instant D – as close together as one wishes to make them – are never indiscernible, for then there would be no time at all; rather, they pass into each other, and C becomes D because it was never anything but the anticipation of D as present, and of its own passage into the past. This amounts to saying that each present reaffirms the presence of the entire past that it drives away, and anticipates the presence of the entire future or the “to-come”, and that, by definition, the present is not locked within itself but transcends itself toward a future and toward a past. Thus, there is not one present and then another one that takes its place in being, nor is there even a present with some perspectives upon the past and upon the future followed by another present in which these perspectives would be overthrown, such that an identical spectator would be necessary to effect the synthesis of successive perspectives. Rather, there is a single time that confirms itself, that can bring nothing into existence without having already established it as present and as a past to come, and that establishes itself all at once.” (p.444)

With this said, neither the past nor the future are. They only exist when a subjectivity “comes to shatter the plenitude of the in itself, to sketch out a perspective there, and to introduce non-being into it. A past and a future spring forth when I reach out toward them. I am not, for myself, directed toward the present time; I am just as much directed toward this morning or toward the night that is about to arrive, and although my present is surely this present instant, it is also just as much today, this year, or even my entire life. There is no need for a synthesis that would externally connect the tempora [separated times] into a single time, because each of these tempora already included, beyond itself, the open series of other tempora and communicated inwardly with them, and because the “cohesion of a life” is given along with its ek-stase. I do not think about the passage from the present to another present, I am not the spectator of this passage, I accomplish it. I am already directed toward the present that is about to arrive, just as my gesture is already at its goal. I myself am time, a time that “perdures” and that neither “flows by” nor “changes,” as Kant occasionally said.” (pp.444-5) When Merleau-Ponty says we accomplish time, we are time, he means here that time, in appearing for a subjectivity, is also necessarily a part of that subjectivity; in other words, there is no such thing as subjectivity without time.
In a way, people already know this. They talk about time as a “single concrete being, fully present in each of its manifestations…” (p.445) Time is conceived in the same way we talk of a fountain: “the water changes and the fountain remains, because the form is preserved; the form is preserved because each successive burst takes up the functions of the previous one. Each burst of water goes from being the thrusting one in relation to the one it pushes forward, and becomes in turn the one pushed in relation to another; and even this comes, in short, from the fact that from the source right through to the fountain’s jet the bursts of water are not isolated: there is one single thrust, and a single gap in the flow would suffice to break up the jet.” (p.445) This common sense intuition of the unity and permanence of time is destroyed when we thematise or objectify it, which, as we have seen, eliminates it. Like the jets in the fountain, all of the dimensions are intimately connected to each other; “the past is a previous future and a recent present, the present is an impending past and a recent future, and finally, the future is a present and even a past to come. This is to say that each dimension of time is treated or intended as something other than itself – which is to say, in short, because there is at the core of time a gaze, or, as Heidegger says, an Augenblick, someone through whom the word “as” can have a sense. We are not saying that time exists for someone: this would be again to lay it out and to immobilize it. We are saying, rather, that time is someone or, in other words, that the temporal dimensions – insofar as they perpetually fit together – affirm each other, never do more than make explicit what was implied in each one, and each express a single rupture of a single thrust that is subjectivity itself. Time must be understood as a subject, and the subject must be understood as time.” (p.445)
This subject, “ultimate subjectivity,” as Merleau-Ponty calls it (we will look what this means later), is not temporal in the sense that the consciousness of time is built from successive states of consciousness. If this were the case, we would require another consciousness to be aware of this succession. Rather, the situation is that “ultimate consciousness is “timeless”, in the sense that it is not intra-temporal. “In” my present… there is an ecstasy toward the future and toward the past that makes the dimensions of time appear, not as rivals, but as inseparable: to be in the present is to have always been and to be forever. Subjectivity is not in time because it takes up or lives time and merges with the cohesion of a life.” (p.446)
Have we then come back to the idea of eternity? No, although we are presented with the illusion of eternity. In the way we “leveled out time” (p.447) by describing the way each dimension naturally includes and intends the others, at the same time we also had to reinforce the originality of each perspective. The future is not a past, it is a “past to come,” and the past is not a future, it is a “future that has already happened.” Rather than an eternity, this gives us a “quasi-eternity” established on the event; i.e. the individual moment in the present. “That which does not pass by in time is the passage of time itself. Time begins itself anew: yesterday, today, tomorrow – this cyclical rhythm, this constant form can certainly give the illusion of possessing the entirety of time all at once, just as the fountain gave us a feeling of eternity. But the generality of time is merely a secondary attribute and only gives us an inauthentic view of time, for we cannot conceive of a cycle without temporally distinguishing the point of arrival from the point of departure. The feeling of eternity is hypocritical; eternity feeds on time.” (p.447)
The illusion of eternity appears so readily because we are engaged with time in the “field of presence with its double horizon of originary past and originary future, and the open infinity of fields of presence that have gone by or that are possible. Time only exists for me because I am situated in it, that is, because I discover myself already engaged in it, because all of being is not given to me in person, and finally because a sector of being is so close to me that it does not even sketch out a scene in front of me and because I cannot see it, just as I cannot see my own face. Time exists for me because I have a present. It is by coming into the present that a moment of time acquires its ineffaceable individuality, the “once and for all time,” which will allow it later to move across time and will give us the illusion of eternity.” (p.447)
We can’t deduce any dimension of time from the other dimensions, but Merleau-Ponty grants the present a “privileged status because it is the zone in which being and consciousness coincide.” (p.447) Whenever we remember the past or imagine the future, the representation is actually present to us, so in order to “appear to me, a previous experience of a possible one must be carried into being by a primary consciousness.” (p.448) This is what Merleau-Ponty has been calling ultimate consciousness, the consciousness “that has no other one behind it, that thus grasps its own being, and where finally being and being conscious would be one.” (p.448) This “ultimate consciousness” isn’t an eternal subject “that catches sight of itself in an absolute transparency, for such a subject would definitively be incapable of descending into time and would thus have nothing in common with our experience; rather, ultimate consciousness is the consciousness of the present. In the present and in perception, my being and my consciousness are one… because “to be conscious” is here nothing other than “being toward…”, and because my consciousness of existing merges with the actual gesture of “ex-sistence”. We indubitably communicate with ourselves by communicating with the world. We hold time in its entirety and we are present to ourselves because we are present in and toward the world.” (p.448)

So, consciousness “takes root in being and in time by taking up a situation there…” (p.448) How can we then describe consciousness? “It must be a comprehensive project or a view of time and of the world that – in order to appear and in order to explicitly become what it implicitly is, namely, consciousness – needs to develop within the multiple. Neither the indivisible power, nor its distinct manifestations should be conceived separately; consciousness is neither one nor the other, it is both; it is the very movement of temporalization and, as Husserl says, of “flow”; it is a movement that anticipates itself, a flow that never leaves itself behind.” (p.448)
If we don’t get to the root of consciousness, and accept temporalisation as ready-made, we end up with consciousness being nothing more than a multiplicity of psychic facts connected by causal relations. Merleau-Ponty, referencing Proust, gives the example of love which brings with it the jealousy that modifies it. The consciousness of Swann (the lover) is not “an inert milieu where psychical facts solicit each other externally. There is no jealousy provoked by the love that responds by altering that love; rather, there is a certain manner of loving in which the entire destiny of this love can be instantly seen.” (p.449) Swann’s love is a way of being in the world, towards a specific person. What is this ‘way’? It is to “feel excluded from this life, and to desire to enter and to occupy it completely. [The lover’s] love does not give rise to jealousy. It is already jealous, and has been since its beginning.” (p.449) The psychical facts and causal relations are only external translations of this deeper truth. “Moreover, Swann’s jealous love would have to be put into relation with his other behaviors, and perhaps then it would itself appear as the manifestation of an even more general structure of existence, which would be Swann’s person. Reciprocally, every consciousness as a comprehensive project appears perspectivally or is manifested to itself in acts, experiences, and “psychical facts” where it recognizes itself.” (p.449)
It is here that we see how temporality clarifies subjectivity. A constituting consciousness can never catch sight of itself in time, but “if the subject is temporality, then self-positing ceases to be contradictory because it expresses precisely the essence of living time. Time is “self-affection of itself”: time, as a thrust and a passage toward a future, is the one who affects; time, as a spread-out series of presents, is the one affected; the affecting and the affected are identical because the thrust of time is nothing other than the transition from one present to another. Subjectivity is precisely this ek-stase, or this projection of an indivisible power into a term that is present to it… Time “constitutes itself as a phenomenon in itself”; it is essential to time to be not only actual time or time that flows, but also time that knows itself, for the explosion or the dehiscence of the present toward a future is the archetype of the relation of self to self, and it sketches out an interiority or an ipseity. Here a light shines forth, for here we are no longer dealing with a being who rests in itself, but rather with a being whose entire essence, like that of light, is to make visible… Subjectivity is not an immobile self-identity: as for time, it is essential to subjectivity – in order for it to be subjectivity – to open up to an Other and to emerge from itself. We must not imagine the subject as constituting, and the multiplicity of its experiences or of its Erlebnisse [acts] as constituted; we must not treat the transcendental I as the true subject and the empirical myself as its shadow or as its wake.” (pp.449-50)

At this point, we are able to explain the “passive synthesis” of time, which is a contradiction in terms if passive means receiving a multiplicity and synthesis means composition. “We meant, in speaking of a passive synthesis, that the multiple is penetrated by us, and that, nevertheless, we are not the ones who perform the synthesis. But temporalization, by its very nature, satisfied these two conditions: indeed, it is clear that I am not the author of time, any more than am I the author of my own heartbeats, nor am I the one who takes the initiative of temporalization; I did not choose to be born, but no matter what I do, once I am born, time flows through me. And yet, this springing forth of time is not a mere fact that I undergo; I can find in time a recourse against time itself, as happens in a decision that I commit to, or in an act of conceptual focusing. Time tears me away from what I was about to be, but simultaneously gives me the means of grasping myself from a distance and of actualizing myself as myself. What we call passivity is not our reception of an external reality or of the causal action of the outside upon us: it is being encompassed, a situated being – prior to which we do not exist – that we perpetually start over and that is constitutive of us. A spontaneity that is “acquired”… is precisely time and precisely subjectivity.” (p.451)
Merleau-Ponty finds fault with Heidegger’s notion of authenticity which he sees as saving oneself once and for all from dispersion by leaning into the future through a resolute decision. The problem with this is that time is fundamentally an ek-stase, which necessarily includes the present and the past. Given this, “how could we suddenly cease seeing time from the point of view of the present, and how could we definitively escape from the inauthentic? We are always centered in the present, and all of our decisions emerge from there; they can always be placed into relation with our past, they are never without some motive…” (p.451) In this, Merleau-Ponty is rejecting the idea that time can be deduced from our spontaneity. “We are not temporal because we are spontaneous and because, as consciousness, we tear ourselves away from ourselves; rather, we are temporal because time is the foundation and the measure of our spontaneity; and the power of passing beyond and of “nihilating,” which inhabits us and that we in fact are, is itself given to us along with temporality and life. Our birth… simultaneously establishes our activity or our individuality and our passivity or our generality – that internal weakness that forever prevents us from achieving the density of an absolute individual… we are entirely active and entirely passive because we are the sudden upsurge of time.” (pp.451-2)

The remainder of this section is a kind of summary. Merleau-Ponty started out wanting to understand the relations between consciousness and nature, or to reconcile the idealist and realist perspectives; “ultimately, the question is to understand what is, in us and in the world, the relation between sense and non-sense.” (p.452) Idealism presents us with a constitutive consciousness which is Sinn-gebung [sense-giving], and denies the existence of any natural sign. Our analysis of the body and perception “revealed to us a deeper relation to the object and a deeper signification than this idealist one.” (p.453) The thing is nothing but a signification, but when I understand it “I do not at that moment perform the synthesis of it; rather, I come before it with my sensory fields, my perceptual field, and finally with a schema of every possible being, or a universal arrangement with regard to the world. In the hollow space of the subject himself, we thus discovered the presence of the world, such that the subject could no longer be understood as a synthetic activity, but rather as ek-stase, and that every active act of signification or of Sinn-gebung appeared as derived and secondary in relation to this pregnancy of signification in the signs that might well define the world. We uncovered, beneath act or thetic intentionality – and in fact as its very condition of possibility – an operative intentionality already at work prior to every thesis and every judgment; we discovered a “Logos of the aesthetic world,” or a “hidden art in the depths of the human soul,” and that, like every art, only knows itself in its results.” (p.453) 
We also clarified the distinction between structure and signification: “what constitutes the difference between the Gestalt of the circle and the signification “circle” is that the latter is recognized by an understanding that engenders it as the place of equidistant points from a center, while the former is recognized by a subject who is familiar with his world and capable of grasping it as a modulation of this world, as a circular physiognomy. The only way we have of knowing what a painting is and what a thing is, is by looking at them, and their signification is only revealed if we look at them from a certain point of view, from a certain distance, and in a certain direction [sens], in short, if we put our involvement with the world at the service of the spectacle. “The direction of a stream” would be meaningless if I did not take for granted a subject who looks from a certain place toward another. In the world in itself, all directions and all movements are relative, which amounts to saying that there are none at all. There could be no actual movement, and I would not even possess the notion of movement if in perception I did not allow the earth – as the “ground” of all rest and all movement – to persist beneath movement and rest because I inhabit the earth; and similarly, there would be no direction without a being that inhabits the world and that, through its gaze, marks out the first direction-landmark.” (p.453) 
“Beneath all of these meanings of the word sens, we find the same fundamental notion of a being who is oriented or polarized toward what he is not; and so we are always led to a conception of the subject as ek-stase and to a relation of active transcendence between the subject and the world. The world is inseparable from the subject, but from a subject who is nothing but a project of the world; and the subject is inseparable from the world, but from a world that it itself projects. The subject is being-in-the-world and the world remains “subjective,” since its texture and its articulations are only sketched out by the subject’s movement of transcendence. Thus, along with the world – as the cradle of significations, as the sense of all senses, and as the ground of all thoughts – we also discovered the means of overcoming the alternatives between realism and idealism, between contingency and absolute reason, and between non-sense and sense. The world… is no longer the visible unfolding of a constituting thought, nor a fortuitous collection of parts, and certainly not the operation of a directing thought upon an indifferent matter; rather, the world is the homeland of all rationality.” (p.454)
Then we came to time, which we saw could not be treated as just another object. Objects can only appear as objects (be “placed under this rubric”) because “we are in the past, in the present, and in the future. Time is literally the sense of our life…” (p.454) Time “reveals the subject and the object as two abstract moments of a unique structure, namely, presence. We conceive of being through time, because it is through the relations between subject-time and object-time that we can understand the relations between the subject and the world.” (pp.454-5) This is then how we overcome the “problem of transcendence” we talked about at the end of Part Two; the problem of how I can be “open to phenomena that transcend me and that, nevertheless, only exist to the extent that I take them up and live them…” (p.381). It dissolves because, in time, the subject and the object turn out to be abstract moments of a fundamental presence. The duality is a secondary, abstract movement that occludes the prior, originary unity in time (specifically a pre-objective presence). We can think of time as giving us the ‘space’ to bring the subject and object into a single structure. 

Merleau-Ponty now re-examines the three central relations he explored in the book, this time from a temporal perspective. First, the relation between “the soul and the body” (p.455), where we see that “if the for-itself, the revelation of the self to the self, is nothing but the hollow where time takes place, and if the world “in itself” is merely the horizon of my present, then the problem comes down to knowing how a being that is still to come and has already passed by can also have a present – which means the problem is eliminated, since the future, the past, and the present are tied together in the movement of temporalization. It is just as essential to me that I have a body as it is essential to the future to be the future of a certain present… Moreover, it is not just essential that I have a body, but also that I have this particular body.” (p.455) My body isn’t merely a contingent appendage to my consciousness. On the contrary, it is the experience of my presence in the world; “…the actual existence of my body is indispensable to the existence of my “consciousness.”” (p.455) One might think that some part of my body (my hair or lungs, for example) could be modified without thereby affecting my existence, but this is wrong. My body parts taken in isolation have no existence, and my body is not the mere assemblage of body parts. My body parts contribute to the impression others form of me, they make up my physiognomy and influence my “style” (which seems to mean something like my manner of being in the world for Merleau-Ponty). They are a vital part of whether I am “dexterous or clumsy, calm or nervous, intelligent or stupid, that is, in order for me to be myself. In other words… the objective body is not the truth of the phenomenal body, that is, the truth of the body such as we experience it.” (pp.455-6)
And what of the world? Merleau-Ponty asserts “that there is no world without an Existence that bears its structure…” (p.456) But didn’t the world exist before human consciousness? What exactly does this mean though? “It might be meant that the earth emerged from a primitive nebula where the conditions for life had not been brought together. But each one of these words, just like each equation in physics, presupposes our pre-scientific experience of the world, and this reference to the lived world contributes to constituting the valid signification of the statement. Nothing will ever lead me to understand what a nebula, which could not be seen by anyone, might be… And on the other hand, what is meant when we say that there is no world without a being in the world? Not that the world is constituted by consciousness, but rather that consciousness always finds itself already at work in the world. Thus, all things considered, what is true is that a nature exists – but this is the nature that perception shows to me, and not the nature of the sciences…” (p.456)
And others? We have seen that we overcome the infinite distance between my subjectivity and that of another because “I observe another behaviour, another presence in the world. Now that we have analysed the notion of presence more fully, connected self-presence to presence in the world, and identified the cogito with engagement in the world, we better understand how we can find another person at the virtual origin of their visible behaviors. Of course, another will never exist for us as we exist for ourselves: he is always a lesser figure, we are never present at the thrust of temporalization in him as we are in ourselves. But unlike two consciousnesses, two temporalities are not mutually incompatible, because each one only knows itself by projecting itself in the present, and because they can intertwine there. Since my living present opens up to a past that I nevertheless no longer live and to a future that I do not yet live, or that I might never live, it can also open up to temporalities that I do not live and can have a social horizon such that my world is enlarged to the extent of the collective history that my private existence takes up and carries forward. The solution to all the problems of transcendence is found in the thickness of the pre-objective present, where we find our corporeality, our sociality, and the pre-existence of the world, that is, where we find the starting point for “explanation” to the extent that they are legitimate – and at the same time the foundation of our freedom.” (p.457) So, the pre-objective present (time) grounds all the aspects of our existence and overcomes the problem of transcendence because it lets us fit these apparently separate structures into a whole. Of course, this doesn’t overcome the ambiguity or incompleteness (which are essential for anything to appear at all), but it dissolves the contradictions in the problem of transcendence (i.e. how we grasp the body, the world, and others as totalities, even as they are full of ambiguities and incompleteness at the same time). And with this, as Merleau-Ponty said, we turn to see how time also grounds our freedom…

III. Freedom
To start with, Merleau-Ponty discusses how human freedom is often conceived of as absolute and total. My characteristics, personality traits, aspects of my physicality, nothing can fix me for I transcend all of them. “I am for myself neither “jealous,” nor “curious,” nor “hunchbacked,” nor “a civil servant.” (p.458) Nothing external can determine or limit me because for this to be the case, I would have to be a thing. There are two immediate consequences of this. First, my freedom is total. “It is inconceivable that I am free in some of my actions while determined in others, for what exactly would this idle freedom be that grants free play to determinism?” (p.459) Second, my freedom is irrevocable. “If, by some miracle, I were able to turn myself into a thing, then how would I later recreate my consciousness? If I am free, even once, then I do not figure among the totality of things, and I must be free continuously. If my actions even once cease to be my own, they will never again become my own…” (p.459)
Not only does this dispense with causality, it also dispenses with motive because the “supposed motive does not weigh on my decision; rather, my decision lends the motivation its force.” (p.459) Nor can the other restrict my freedom in anyway, for whatever I may be in his or her eyes, “I nonetheless remain free to posit the other either as a consciousness whose gaze reaches me in my very being, or rather as a mere object.” (p.459)
One way we tend to complicate the issue is by looking for our freedom in “voluntary deliberation, which examines each motive one by one and appears to go along with the strongest or with the most convincing among them. In fact, the deliberation follows the decision, for my secret decision is what makes the motives appear and we could not even conceive of what the force of a motive might be without a decision that confirms it or counters it.” (p.460)
Even things that appear as obstacles to our freedom are actually placed there by it. “An unclimbable rock face, a large or small, vertical or diagonal rock face – this only has sense for someone who intends to climb it, for a subject whose projects cut these determinations out of the uniform mass of the in-itself and make an oriented world and a sense of things suddenly appear.” (pp.460-1)

The problem with the above account is that it renders freedom impossible by eliminating the possibility for free action. “Freedom would then be prior to all actions, and in no case can it be said that “here is where freedom appears,” since in order for free action to be detectable it would have to stand out against a background of life that is not free, or that is less free. Freedom is everywhere, so to speak, but also nowhere.” (p.461) Freedom in this case is something like a “primordial acquisition” (p.461); “…the idea of action disappears… There are only intentions immediately followed by an effect…” (p.461) Similarly, choice disappears. “A free choice only takes place if freedom puts itself into play in its decision and posits the situation that it chooses as a situation of freedom. A freedom that did not have to bring itself about because it is acquired could not commit itself in this way: it knows quite well that the following instant will find it, in every way, just as free and just as little established. The very notion of freedom requires that our decision plunge into the future, that something has been done by it, that the following moment benefits from the preceding one and, if not being a necessity, is at least solicited by it. If freedom has to do with doing, then what it does must not immediately be undone by a new freedom. Thus, each instant must not be a closed world; one moment must be able to commit the following ones; once the decision has been made and the action has begun, I must have some acquisition available to me, I must benefit from my momentum, and I must be inclined to continue; there must be an inclination of the mind.” (p.462) It is in this context that Merleau-Ponty references Descartes who said that “preservation requires a power just as great as creation…” (p.462)
This ability to preserve a project already begun, or start a new project, has its home in the instant, which is “the point at which one project is completed and another one begins; it is the point where my gaze shifts from one goal to another; it is the Augen-blick [blink of an eye].” (p.462) We are able to break off from one project in order to start another, but “this assumes in every case a power of beginning, for there would be no tearing apart if freedom was nowhere committed and was not preparing to establish itself elsewhere. If there were no cycles of behaviour, no open situations that call for a certain completion and that can act as a foundation, either for a decision that confirms them or for one that transforms them, then freedom would never take place.” (p.462) 
This means that freedom always requires an already established field. “If freedom is to have a field to work with, if it must be able to assert itself as freedom, then something must separate freedom from its ends, freedom must have a field; that is, it must have some privileged possibilities or realities that tend to be preserved in being.” (p.462) One consequence of this is that we can’t choose our own character because the idea of a first choice would be a contradiction. If choice requires a previous commitment, and if all commitments require a choice to start them, our first and genuine choice, “the choice of our whole character and of our way of being in the world” (p.463) is either “never articulated, it is the silent springing forth of our being in the world, in which case it would not be clear in what sense it could be called ours – or the choice that we make of ourselves is truly a choice, a conversion of our existence, but in this case it assumes a preexisting acquisition that it sets out to modify and it establishes a new tradition.” (p.463) To answer this we will need to revisit the idea of Sinngebung [sense-giving].

Returning to the example of the unclimbable rock face, Merleau-Ponty points out that while my freedom does indeed make this an obstacle, it also makes the other, more passable, rock face appear as an aid to my project. “My freedom thus does not make an obstacle exist over here and a passageway over there, it merely makes obstacles and passageways exist in general; my freedom does not sketch out the particular figure of this world, it only establishes its general structures.” (p.464) One will, of course, argue that this amounts to the same thing, and still leaves us with a limitless freedom. However, Merleau-Ponty is arguing that the limit is within the individual. “We must in effect distinguish between my explicit intentions, such as the plan I form today to climb those mountains, and the general intentions that invest my surroundings with some value in a virtual way. Whether or not I have decided to undertake the climb, these mountains appear large because they outstrip my body’s grasp and… nothing I do can make them appear small. Beneath myself as a thinking subject (able to place myself at will either on Sirius or on the earth’s surface), there is thus something like a natural self who does not leave behind its terrestrial situation and who continuously sketches out absolute valuations. Moreover, my projects as a thinking being are clearly constructed upon these valuations.” (p.464) In short, there is a general constraint on my freedom, arising from my embodied engagement in the world. “Insofar as I have hands, feet, a body, and a world, I sustain intentions around myself that are not decided upon and that affect my surroundings in ways I do not choose. These intentions are general in a double sense, first in the sense that they constitute a system in which all possible objects are enclosed… and second in the sense that these intentions do not belong to me, they come from farther away than myself and I am not surprised to find them in all psycho-physical subjects who have a similar organization to my own.” (p.465) Merleau-Ponty gives the example of the following collection of dots:
. .      . .      . .      . .       . .       . .

These are always perceived as six groups of dots. Similarly, certain other figures are always perceived as a cube or a circle. “Everything happens as if, prior to our judgment and our freedom, someone were allocating such and such a sense to such and such a given constellation.” (p.465) If this general sense we have of the world constrains us, what then of freedom? Not all perceptual structures force themselves upon us. Some are ambiguous. In these, we see our freedom emerge in the spontaneous valuations we assign to them. Contrastingly, “a pure consciousness can do anything except be unaware of its own intentions, and an absolute freedom cannot choose itself as hesitant, since this amounts to allowing itself to be drawn in several directions, and since by definition the possibilities owe their entire force to freedom, the weight that freedom allocates to one of them is simultaneously withdrawn from the others… Without these spontaneous valuations, we would not have a world, that is, a collection of things that emerges from the formless mass by offering themselves to our body as things “to be touched,” “to be taken,” or “to be climbed”; we would never be aware of adjusting ourselves to the things and of reaching them out there where they are, beyond us; we would merely be aware of rigorously conceiving of objects that are immanent to our intentions; we would not be in the world, ourselves implicated in the spectacle and, so to speak, intermingled with things; we would have merely a representation of a universe. Thus, it is certainly true that there are no obstacles in themselves, but the “myself” that qualifies them as obstacles is not an acosmic subject; this subject anticipates himself among the things in order to give them the shape of things.” (pp.465-6) So we have the general, constraining sense of the world constituted in the exchange between the world and our embodied existence forming the ground of every deliberate Sinngebung [sense-giving act].

Continuing along the same track, Merleau-Ponty turns to other types of valuations we confer on the world, specifically, pain and fatigue. These are never causes that ‘act’ on our freedom because they don’t come from the outside; “they always have a sense, they express my attitude toward the world.” (p.466) Fatigue doesn’t stop my climbing companion because he enjoys the feel of his tired muscles and the sweat on his body; in short, “because he likes to feel himself at the center of things, to draw together their rays, or to turn himself into the gaze for this light and the sense of touch for these surfaces. My fatigue stops me because I do not enjoy this, because I have differently chosen my way of being in the world…” (p.466) I am free in relation to my fatigue. 
But even here Merleau-Ponty recognises a kind of “sedimentation of our life: when an attitude toward the world has been confirmed often enough, it becomes privileged for us. If freedom does not tolerate being confronted by any motive, then my habitual being in the world is equally fragile at each moment, and the complexes I have for years nourished through complacency remain equally innocuous, for freedom’s gesture can effortlessly shatter them at any moment. And yet, after having built my life upon an inferiority complex, continuously reinforced for twenty years, it is not likely that I would change.” (pp.466-7) At this point, one might object to the implication of degrees of possibility, i.e. the “likely;” one is either completely free or not. It is meaningless to say something is likely to happen if we are free because it might happen at any moment regardless. But this objection fails to align with our experience of our lives. To say that I am unlikely to give up on my inferiority complex “means that I am committed to inferiority, that I have decided to dwell within it, that this past, if not a destiny, has at least a specific weight, and that it is not a sum of events over there, far away from me, but rather the atmosphere of my present.” (p.467)

Merleau-Ponty then considers our relations with history, specifically class. As reflection “presents me to myself, then I am an anonymous and pre-human flow that has not yet been articulated as “worker,” for example, or as “bourgeois.”” (p.468) If I should later come to consider myself of the working class, a worker, then “it seems this can only be a secondary view of myself; I am never a worker or a bourgeois at my very core, but rather a consciousness that freely valuates itself as a bourgeois or a proletarian consciousness.” (p.468) This obviously affects important historical events such as worker’s movements or revolts. “One might conclude from this that history has no sense by itself, it has the sense we give it through our will.” (p.468)
The two prominent ways of understanding the world Merleau-Ponty has been seeking to thread; realism and idealism, or “objective thought and reflective analysis are but two appearances of the same error, two ways of ignoring phenomena. Objective thought deduces class consciousness from the objective condition of the proletariat. Idealist reflection reduces the proletarian condition to the proletarian’s consciousness of that condition… In both cases, we are operating on the level of abstraction, because we remain within the alternative between the in-itself and the for-itself. If we take up the question again, not with the intention of discovering the causes of this becoming conscious… but rather with the intention of discovering class consciousness itself, if, in short, we adopt a truly existential method, then what do we find?” (p.468) What we discover is that ““I exist as a worker” or “I exist as a bourgeois” first, and this mode of communication with the world and society motivates both my revolutionary or conservative projects and my explicit judgments (“I am a worker,” or “I am a bourgeois”), without it being the case that I can deduce the former from the latter, nor the latter from the former. Neither the economy nor society, taken as a system of impersonal forces, determine me as a proletarian, but rather society or the economy such as I bear them within myself and such as I live them; nor is it, for that matter, an intellectual operation without any motive, but rather my way of being in the world within this institutional framework.” (p.469) As we saw above with the embodied, general constraints on my individual freedom that provide a background within which our spontaneous freedom operates, the society we live in and the upbringing we had contribute to a ‘background’ upon which we exert our freedom. Before the birth of an explicit class consciousness in me, class is lived in the way I exist as a worker or as a bourgeois. Class consciousness only gradually comes into being as specific conditions occur. Should revolution come it will be “born day to day, from the interlocking of immediate ends with ends that are further removed… At most we can say the revolution is at the end of the paths they [the proletariat] have taken and is in their projects in the form of a “things-must-change,” which each concretely experiences in his own difficulties and at the basis of his particular unquestioned beliefs. Neither the fatum, nor the free act that destroys it, are represented; they are lived in ambiguity.” (pp.470-1) We should remember though, that this is not to say the workers bring about the revolution unwittingly. Rather, it arises naturally within a framework they are already engaged in.
“The revolutionary movement, like the work of the artist, is an intention that creates its own instruments and its own means of expression. The revolutionary project is not the result of a deliberate judgment, nor the explicit positing of an end… the revolution only ceases to be the abstract decision of a thinker and becomes an historical reality if worked out in inter-human relations and in the relations of man with his work. Thus, it is true that I recognize myself as a worker or bourgeois the day I situate myself in relation to a possible revolution, and that this stand does not result, through some mechanistic causality… but no more is this a spontaneous, instantaneous, and unmotivated valuation – it was prepared for by a molecular process, it ripens in coexistence prior to bursting forth in words and relating to objective ends.” (p.471)
The mistake, which meant that we missed the above account is “to examine only intellectual projects, rather than bringing into account the existential project, which is the polarization of a life toward a determinate-indeterminate goal of which it has no representation and that it only recognizes at the moment the goal is reached. They reduce intentionality in general to the particular case of objectifying acts, they turn the proletarian condition into an object of thought…” (p.472) The idea is that genuine; that is, existential, intentionality “…rather than positing its object, is toward its object. Idealism is unaware of the interrogative, the subjunctive, the wish, the expectation, and the positive indetermination of these modes of consciousness… this is why it does not succeed in accounting for class. For class is neither simply recorded, nor established by decree… class is – prior to being conceived – lived as an obsessive presence, as a possibility, as an enigma, and as a myth.” (p.472)
A few concluding thoughts on this: “I am the one who gives a sense and a future to my life, but this does not mean that I conceive of this sense and this future; rather, they spring forth from my present and from my past, and particularly from my present and past mode of coexistence.” (p.472) “Thus, being bourgeois or a worker is not merely being conscious of so being, it is to give myself the value of a worker or a bourgeois through an implicit or existential project that merges with our way of articulating the world and of coexisting with others. My decision takes up a spontaneous sense of my life that it can confirm or deny, but that it cannot annul. Idealism and objective thought equally miss the arrival of class consciousness, the first because it deduces actual existence from consciousness, the other because it derives consciousness from actual existence, and both of them because they are unaware of the relation of motivation.” (p.473)
The idealist might yet object that, as a pure consciousness, the attributes “worker” or “bourgeois” only belong to me insofar as I see myself through the eyes of others, essentially appealing to the For-Others to explain my class. Merleau-Ponty responds that if we are able to understand the experience of an alter ego, the “quality of a possible “other” is already nascent in the view I have of myself, and… his quality of ego is already implicated in the view I take of others.” (p.473) In other words, the structures of the For-Others must already belong to the dimensions of the For-Self. Merleau-Ponty asserts here that the other is “neither necessarily, nor even ever fully, an object for me. And, such as occurs in cases of sympathy, I can perceive another person as bare existence and as freedom as much or as little as I can myself. The-Other-as-an-object is only an insincere modality of the other, just as absolute subjectivity is only an abstract notion of myself. Thus, even in my most radical reflection, I must already grasp around my absolute individuality something like a halo of generality, or an atmosphere of “sociality.”… The For-Selves – me for myself and the other for himself – must stand out against a background of For-Others – me for others and others for me. My life must have a sense that I do not constitute, there must be, literally, an intersubjectivity; each of us must be at once anonymous in the sense of an absolute individuality and anonymous in the sense of an absolute generality. Our being in the world is the concrete bearer of this double anonymity.” (p.474) In short, the response to the objection is that, in some sense we do see ourselves through the eyes of others, but not through conflict; rather, because intersubjectivity is the background on which our lives play out.

It is only because our freedom is the way Merleau-Ponty has described it; i.e. not absolute, that “there can be situations, a sense of history, and an historical truth – three ways of saying the same thing.” (p.474) On the contrary, “if, in general, nothing ever solicited freedom, then history would have no structure, we would not see any events take shape there, and anything might result from anything… A revolution would be equally possible at any moment, and one could reasonably expect a despot to be converted to anarchism. History would never be going anywhere, and, even if a short period of time were examined, it could never be said that events are conspiring toward a certain outcome. The Statesman would forever be an adventurer, that is, he would commandeer events to his own advantage by giving them a sense that they did not have.” (pp.474-5) In other words, it is “precisely because history is always lived history we cannot deny it at least a fragmentary sense… What we call the sense of events is not an idea that produces them, nor the fortuitous outcome of their assemblage. It is the concrete project of a future that is elaborated in social coexistence and in the One prior to every personal decision.” (p.475) The “One” here means the generalised existence, or background, within which the individual lives, acts, and decides. 
So, this carries on the theme we have seen throughout this final section, we are free but within a generalised background or field that fixes certain aspects of our lives. In other words, “we give history its sense, but not without history offering us that sense. The Sinn-gebung is not merely centrifugal, and this is why the individual is not the subject of history. There is an exchange between generalized existence and individual existence; both receive and both give. A moment occurs when the sense that was taking shape in the One and that was merely an indeterminate possibility threatened by the contingency of history is taken up by an individual… In relation to this proposal made by the present, we can distinguish the adventurer from the Statesman, the historical deception from the truth of an epoch and, consequently, our assessment of the past – even if it never reaches absolute objectivity – is never entitled to be arbitrary.” (pp.475-6) Of course, this isn’t an endorsement of a Hegelian claim that history has a single sense from beginning to end, any more than an individual life does.
“We thus recognize, surrounding our initiatives and ourselves taken as this strictly individual project, a zone of generalized existence and of already completed projects, significations scattered between us and the things, which confer upon us the qualities of “man,” “bourgeois,” or “worker.” Generality already intervenes, our presence to ourselves is already mediated by it. We cease to be pure consciousness the moment that the natural or social constellation ceases to be an unformulated “this” and is crystallized into a situation, from the moment it takes on a sense, in short, from the moment we exist. Each thing appears to us through a medium that it colors with its fundamental quality.” (p.476) The natural world, far from being just inert ‘matter,’ “is nothing other than the place of all possible themes and styles. It is irreducibly an unmatched individual and a sense. Correlatively, the generality or the individuality of the subject, subjectivity as bearing qualities or pure subjectivity, the anonymity of the One or the anonymity of consciousness – these are not in each case two conceptions of the subject between which philosophy would have to choose, but two moments of a single structure that is the concrete subject.” (pp.476-7)
Consider sensing. In perceiving this red, I am entirely within my own point of view and no comparison between this and another point of view will ever be possible. Consider thinking. If I formulate a thought, Merleau-Ponty’s example is Spinoza’s God, “this thought, such as I live it, is a certain landscape to which no other person will ever gain access…” (p.477) Yet, “the individuality of these experiences is not pure. For the thickness of this red, its haecceity, the power that it has of filling me and of reaching me, comes from the fact that it solicits and obtains a certain vibration from my gaze, and presupposes that I am familiar with a world of colors of which it is a particular variation. Thus, the concrete red stands out against a background of generality, and this is why, even without passing over to the other’s point of view, I grasp myself in perception as a perceiving subject and not as an unmatched consciousness… Likewise, my thought of Spinoza’s God is only apparently a rigorously unique experience, for it is a crystallization of a certain cultural world – Spinozist philosophy – or of a certain philosophical style, in which I immediately recognize a “Spinozist” idea.” (p.477)

Having located the freedom of the individual within this generalised field, Merleau-Ponty now needs to ground this in temporality. It is to this end that he talks about the “absolute flow,” which “appears perspectivally to its own gaze as “a consciousness” (or as a man or an embodied subject) because it is a field of presence – presence to itself, to others, and to the world – and because this presence throws it into the natural and cultural world from which it can be understood.” (pp.477-8) This anonymous, general field of presence within which we live, far from being something external to us, is just as central to our being as the individual we believe ourselves to be. “The present actualizes the mediation between the For-Itself and the For-Others, between individuality and generality. True reflection presents me to myself, not as an idle and inaccessible subjectivity, but as identical to my presence in the world and to others, such as I currently bring it into being: I am everything that I see and I am an intersubjective field, not in spite of my body and my historical situation, but rather by being this body and this situation and by being, through them, everything else.” (p.478) Time brings together the individual and the general through the present, which therefore founds the only sense of freedom that makes sense.

So, what has become of the freedom with which we began this section? I can no longer pretend to be an unattached nothingness constantly choosing myself from nothing. “I am a general refusal of being anything whatever, secretly accompanied by a continuous acceptance of some form of qualified being. For even this general refusal still counts among the ways of being and figures in the world. I can, of course, interrupt my projects at any moment. But what exactly is this power? It is the power of beginning something else, for we never remain in suspense in the nothingness. We are always in the plenum and in being… there is no case in which I am entirely committed: it is not that I withdraw into my freedom, but because I commit myself elsewhere. Rather than thinking of my sorrow, I stare at my fingernails, or I have lunch, or I get involved in politics. Far from my freedom being forever alone, it is in fact never without accomplices, and its power of perpetually tearing itself away leans upon my universal engagement in the world… My actual freedom is not on this side of my being, but out in front of me, among the things.” (pp.478-9)
We believe our freedom is a continually renewed choice only as long as the concept of a natural or generalised time has not been articulated. While there is no such thing as a time of objects without subjectivity, there is, however, a generalised time. “This time is the perpetual starting over of the series: past, present, future. It is like a disappointment and a repeated failure. This is what we express in saying that time is continuous: the present that it brings to us is never really present, since it is always past when it appears, and the future has there but the appearance of a goal toward which we are moving, since it soon arrives in the present and since we then turn toward another future… It only offers us the outline and the abstract form of a commitment, since it continuously gnaws away at itself and undoes what it has just done. As long as we oppose the For-Itself and the In-Itself without any mediation, as long as we do not perceive that natural outline of a subjectivity between ourselves and the world, and that pre-personal time that rests upon itself, then acts will be necessary to sustain the springing forth of time and everything will be a choice in the same way: the breathing reflex as well as the moral decision, or conservation as well as creation.” (pp.479-80)

So, what is freedom? “To be born is to be simultaneously born of the world and to be born into the world. The world is always already constituted, but also never completely constituted. In the first relation we are solicited, in the second we are open to an infinity of possibilities. Yet this analysis remains abstract, for we exist in both ways simultaneously. Thus, there is never determinism and never an absolute choice; I am never a mere thing and never a bare consciousness. In particular, even our initiatives, and even the situations that we have chosen, once they have been taken up, carry us along as if by a state of grace.” (p.480)
Merleau-Ponty gives the example of a man being tortured who refuses to speak. What is it that allows him to stay firm and resist his torturers? For sure, it is his own personal freedom, but “that freedom is not without supports within being. It is not ultimately a bare consciousness that resists the pain, but the prisoner along with his comrades or along with those he loves and under whose gaze he lives, or finally consciousness along with its arrogantly desired solitude, which is again to say a certain mode of Mit-Sein [being-with]. It is, of course, the individual alone in his prison who reanimates these phantoms each day, and they give him back the strength that he had given them; but reciprocally, if he is committed to this action, if he ties himself to his comrades or clings to this morality, this is because the historical situation, his comrades, and the world around him seemed to him to expect this particular behaviour from him. We could thus continue this analysis endlessly. We choose our world and the world chooses us. In any case, it is certain that we can never reserve in ourselves an enclave into which being does not penetrate without it immediately being the case that this freedom takes the shape of being and becomes a motive and a support from the mere fact that it is lived.” (pp.480-1)
Merleau-Ponty has found a middle path between placing ourselves in being (realism), in which case our actions would come from the outside, and retreating into a constituting consciousness (idealism), in which case our actions would come from the inside. This middle path is that of the phenomenon in which we “are mixed up with the world and with others in an inextricable confusion… existence simultaneously generalizes and particularizes everything that it intends, and can never be complete.” (p.481)

“And yet, the synthesis of the In-itself and the For-itself that brings about Hegelian freedom has its truth. In a sense, it is the very definition of existence: it is accomplished at each moment before our eyes in the phenomenon of presence, only it must be immediately started over and does not suppress our finitude. By taking up a present, I again take hold of my past and I transform it, I alter its sense, I free myself and detach myself from it. But I only do so my committing myself elsewhere.” (pp.481-2) 
Merleau-Ponty offers an interesting psychoanalytic insight here: the treatment doesn’t heal by provoking an insight into the past. Rather, it gives the patient the chance to form a new existential relation; i.e. with the doctor. The patient is then able to re-live their past with a new signification, achieved by seeing their past from the perspective of the patient’s coexistence with the doctor.
“The choice that we make of our life always takes place upon the basis of a certain given. My freedom can deflect my life from its spontaneous sense, but only through a series of shifts, by first joining with it, and not through any absolute creation. All explanations of my behaviour in terms of my past, my temperament, or my milieu are thus true, but only on condition of not considering them as separable contributions, but rather as moments of my total being whose sense I could make explicit in different directions, without our ever being able to say if it is I who give them their sense or if I receive it from them.” (p.482)
[bookmark: _GoBack]“I am a psychological and historical structure. Along with existence, I received a way of existing, or a style. All of my actions and thoughts are related to this structure, and even a philosopher’s thought is merely a way of making explicit his hold upon the world, which is all he is. And yet, I am free, not in spite of or beneath these motivations, but rather by their means. For that meaningful life, that particular signification of nature and history that I am, does not restrict my access to the world; it is rather my means of communication with it.” (p.482) Another way to say this is that I am not a consciousness separate from, or beneath, my nature and history; rather, it is that this particular psychological and historical structure has become conscious through that generalised, pre-personal field of presence that is time.
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