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Introduction

The mechanistic concept of the body, as inherited from Rene Descartes.
has generated considerable trouble in philosophy—incinding, at least
parr, the mind-body problem usell. Soll. the corps méconigue temains per-
baps the most prevalent though least examined assumption in recent
philosophy of mind. There are. however. at least two notible exceptions.
Gilhert Rvte and Maurice Merlean-Ponty sejeczed this assurption for
surprisingly similar reasons. Writing ar about the same tme, though w
different languages and in very different circles, they each attempted to
ardculate & non-mechan

e concept of the body by suressing the Impor-
tance of skill skillful behavior constinudng cognition in Ryle's case. and the
skill body constitating perception i Merleau-Ponw's case. In what foliows.
I wrn to their caudons and insights. By drawing out the relaton hetween
these two seemingly unrelated theorists, 1 hope © show that togethey
Rvie and Mereau-Ponw bave much to offer philosophy ioday——perhaps
even oward resolving the vet unsolved problem of how the mind s related
to the body.

1. Descartes” Corps Mécanaque

It is comunonpiace 10 believe that we inherited dualism from Des

TANes.
Mrch paper and ink has been devoted to escaping Descartes’ duakism by
rejecting the Cartesian concept of mind—a non-physical entity operaung
outside the laws of mechanical causation. On the other hand. almost no
expiicit effort has been made w dispose of the other essenial consttuet

of his dualismy: the Cartesian concept of the body-—z phvsical entity operasing
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within the laws of mechanical cansation. Bui what exacrds is the Cartesian
concept of the bodv? In the Meditanons, Descaries ouly goes so tar as 1o
define the body negatively, as what the mind is no—namely, “an exiended,
non-thinking thing' (198th, p. 54y In the Treatie on Man, however,
Dies

Diescartes begins by inviting us o imagine a grotto with moving parts,

ares provides a positive account of the Frerekv

hvdraulicaily powered by the pressure of visitors” footsteps. Deep within the
groiw, we are 16 imagine a fountain-keeper, who monitors the hvdraulics,
altering them when he sees fin

The grotto and the foantin-kecper together are a metaphor for the body
and the soul. Visitors—who step on tiles, opening valves that canse a Diang

figure w hide in the reeds or & sun orpament (e spew water—are just ke
external objects. stimudating the body's sense organs and causing them 1o
move in many different wavs (Drescartes, 1984a, pp. 1061013, And just as
movement in the grovo depends on “the various arrangements of the pipes
through which the waier 15 conducted.” movermnent of the body depends
on ‘the arrangement of cur lnbs and on the route which the spiries . .
follow naturally in the brain, nerves and muscles’ (bid.. pp. 100, 53
Descartes asks us to

compare the nerves of the machine 1 an deseribing with the pipes in
the works of these fountains, s muscles and tendons with the vanous
devices and springs which serve w set them o motion. fs animal spinis
with the water which drives them. the heart with the source of the water.
and the cavities of the brain with the storage tanks. {Ibid., p. 100)

And. of course. the founiain-keeper situated within the grotto is situated

s when

Hke the soul within the body, preventing or genérating bel
needed,

The metaphor was notintended as an argument {or the separation of the
body and the soul. Iis main purpose seems 1o have been o describe the
mechanization of the body—-whether a hvdraulic statie or in the flesh
According to this metaphor, the body i a complex system of werking parts,
moving relative to one another in such a way as is determined by ca wsal Lo, Andd
the bodv's hehaviors "foliow from the mere arrangement of the machine’s
organs every bit as naturally as the movements of a clock or other antomata
foliow from the arrangement of its counter-weights and wheels” {Descartes,
19844, p. 108). The body, insofar as Descartes took it 0 {oliow this mechanistic
causal model. is the corps mecanique.
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Aceording w Descartes, the corps mécanique includes

the digestion of food, the beadng of the heart and anteries, the nourshment
and growth of the limbs, respiration. waking and steeping, the reception
b external sense organs of ight, sounds, smells, mastes, hear and othe
suck gualities, the imprindng of the ideas of these qualites in the organ
of the "common’ sense and the imagination, the retention and stamping
of these ideas in the memaory, the internal movements of the appetites
and passions, and finally the external movement of all the limbs. (End

Famously. rationality and language were exchisively within the province of
the soul. Everything clse—all of the body’s aciviries from internal organic
funciions io exiernal behavioral profiles. from sense expenience fo mprint-
ing of the idea of qualities in the common sense, from passions like jov
and pleasure 1o pain and pale anger—was characterized mechanisocalty
(Ind., pp. FO8-360) .

Since the sevenreenth century. there have been changes in our under
standing of the body. For the most part, these changes hiave been only in
degree, not in kind. The corps mécamgque—whose complexities cominue 1o
he revealed by scientific ingquiry—is still with us. In fact the corps mecanigue
has survived through the flip-flopping of those raits considered constitu-
gve of mentality. Ratonality and language now fall under the category of
things that can {or could. theoretcally! be explained mechanistically, while
quaiiadve experience now falls uader the category of things that cannet
(ever, in principle) be explained mechanistically. In other words, whereas
Descartes once believed that ratonality and language (not qualia) neces
sarily required a sont. and whereas we now believe trai qualiz (not rational-
ity or language ) necessarily require consciousness, the concept of the hody
inhahited by these capacities has remained more or fess the same. The body
has retained s metaphysteal status of a highly complex machine.

2. Gilbert Ryle’s Skillful Behavior

Githert Ryle is credited with identifving and opposing ‘the Dogmz of the
Ghost in the Machine’ (Rvie, 1944, pp. 11, 1516}, But Rvle was not just
interested in exorcising the Ghost. He was also occupled to dismanthing the
Machine. So howeves muck philosophers soday wish o place Rvle in the

positivist tradition, his work marked a significant break from philosophical
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behavionisin, Rvle simplv was not interesied in defending the claim tha
all statements aboui the mind ave translatable nio sumements abowt
mechanical bodily behavior. Indeed, he rejected this claim owright. "I mw
argument 1s successful” he wrofe, the hallowed contrast between Mind
ane Mauer will be dissipated. but dissipated ot by either of the equaliv
haliowed absorptions of Mind by Maner or of Mater bv Mind. butin quite
a different wav' (fbid., p. 22}, Ryle wished to rearrange the logical geogra-
phy in theories of mind. He did this in two moves. First, Rvle argued tha

the mind and bodily behavior are not of the same logical type; they are of

diferent Jogical wpes. and so thev cannot be equated or opposed 10 one

another. This, Rvle's dreaded “cazegory mistake.” genevated a ‘great logical

muddie’ i the form of wo regresses (Ihad., pp. 16, 851, 1 call these the
“duphication regress” and the “mansmission rogress.”

The dupleation wegress 15 wdentified by Ryle as involving a rendency in
hoth dualist and phsicalist theories of mind o explain something overt
in terms of some para- of quasi- o1 semi-overt thing, which 1self must
be explained: and then w explain that semi-overs thing in terms of some
semisemi-overt thing, which iself again must be explained: and so on.
ad mfimium (Tid,, pp. 294, 2851979, pp. 31, 81). Thus. some essential
aspect of the thing to be explained is duplicated in the explination, such
ftered.
asking. "Whv is this clown’s wipping

that no real (non-regressive) explanation is ever

For exanple, suppose we begin by
clever vather than cuwmsy” Further suppose we answer that, "The wipping
was clever because the clown intended o wip and suecessfullv executed
that intention.” We then mav ask. "But why is this a bir of dever mtending
and executing, rather than a b of cunning intending and executing?” We
thesn mav answer, "The clown’s intending and executing are clever because
of some other more basic Inrernal proc

350 We mav ask again, however,
Yes, but what makes these more basic internal processes clever——whyv is this
a schema for dever thinking, why does deverness emanate from this neural
nerwork?” And so on, ad infinguwm, Therefore, the clown's FIpPng nevel

gers its cleverness. As Ryle said about intelligence, i, {or any operadion
10 be inteliigently execined. @ prior theoretical operaton had first 1o be
pertormed and pertormed iruelligenty, it would be a logical impossibilire
tor anvone ever w break into the circle” (Thid., p. 303

The tansmssion wgress s dentified by Bvle as imvolving a strucwural
wndencyin both dualist and physicalist theories of mind o offer an expla-
naiton whose struciure mimics the structure of the thing it s meant to
explain, This tendency esmblishes an embedded surucoure that iself
requines explanation: so another explanaton is offered whose structure
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mimics the structure of that embedded structure, which in mam establishes
an even deeper embedded siructare that iself requires explanation. And
so o, ad infinttum (Rvle, 19712, p. 213, Thus, the brdge from explanans

o explanandum is pever completed. and no real (nopregressive) explani-
LOT s given,

For example, suppose we sav that the answer the student gives to his
teacher 15 intellgent hecause, prior o his response, he reasoned bis way to
the right cholce. That s, the logical reasoning gives rise 16 the imelligent
answer. Bus we have vet to be told in what does this giving nse’ consist. Why
does logical reasoning give rise 1o any answer at all—mngelligent or other-
wise? And if it does give vise o an intelligent answer. then how does this
transfer from theory 1o practice work? Taking an investigative look into
the nature of this mansfer, we see that it must be subdivided into three
parts: “one bit which contemplates but does not execute, one which exe-
cutes but does not conemnplate and a third which reconciles these irrecon-
cilables” (Ihich). 5o we may ask, what is the internal struciure of this third
it Fow can a part that contemplaies be recomciled with a part that exe-
cutes? And where, on this bridge from reason 1o response, is intelligence
ransferred? Whatever answer we provide, at that exact location, we again
find 4 theoretieal part, a practical part, and a third part where the two meet.
The question of the internal siructure of “this schizophrenic broker’
reemerges (Ibid.j. And so on, ad impnitum. Therefore. the student’s answer
pever gets s intelligence,

Second. Rvle arpued that cognivon and the manner in widch o behunno
is performed are of the same Jogieal wvpe, and so they can be equated to
one another, thereby avering a categorv mistake and s subsequent
jogical muddie.” The manner in which a behavior is performed. however,

15 not supplied by a mental or physical state preceding or ocourrent
with that behavior, Rather. it is the “sivie, method or modus operandi’ of that
behavior {Thid. p. 19, Ryle, 1971, g 2145 I o clown wips cleverly, then
it is because he rips ‘after much rehearsal and ar the golden moment
and where the children can see him and so as not 0 hare bimself” (Rvle,
1944, p. 53 And if a student answers pueligenidy, then it s because
he moves from acknowledging some facs to acknowledging other faces,
while avoiding mistakes, answering aleud when called upon by the
teacher. What disunguishes clever from clumsy charades, intelligent from
unitnielligent replies, 'is not thelr parertage. bui their procedure’ (Ihid.,
p. 325 Cogniton is not a single episode or event or staie. Cogniuon is
the manner in which we do a lot of things {(Ibid., p. 118). This was Ryle’s
aduerbiclism.



H& Merieaw-Foniy af the Lumits

Rvle motivated his view by using the examples of people who behave
inspiratiosnally, stiltedly, carelessly, boringly, imuaginanvely, uriously, agit-
tediy, moodilv—to name a few. He occasionally concocted neologisms
when ordinary Janguage was wanting: people act cancelinghy, rebearsingly.
recapitulatingly.” “self-coachingiv.” and (my personal favorite} “gramophion-
wally’ (Ryle, 19749, pp- 25, 26 38). When T hurried through breakfast this
morning, I did nov do two things, namely, hurrying and eaning breakfast:
fer, 1949, p. 285,
When [ am on a diet, T do not do two things, namely. earing and dietir

[ did one thing in a certain wav. | ‘breakfasted hwrmedh” (Ry

Iimmerse yovsell i an attitude woward canng, consuming a wide variety
of fruis and vegetables, counting grams of fat (Rvle, 1979 p. 15, These
examples and neologisms mark Rvle's adverbial atempt 10 demonsirate
the presence of cognition in our evervday performnances.

Ryle's favorite topic of discussion, however, was skilfful behavior. This is
because. 1 Rvle’s own words,

my Jongsrange objective is to find our how 1o bk sense about the
thinking that Le Pensenr 15 occupied in doing withowr committing
(1} the Category-howler of Behaviourism or {2} the Categorv-howler of
Cartestanism—that s, {17 withour wving to Reduer thinking 1o what
it isn't for example, to audible solilogquizing: and {2} without trving to
evaluate it by Duplicating it with some bits of inaudible because "‘mental’
sotfoquizing. (Ihid., p. 17}

That is, Rvle ook himself to be showing that the sacred operaton of think
mg dand i progeny—ineligence, cleverness, beediudpness, wit, et
belongs neither o the inner chambers of the mind nor to the exterior

states of the bodyv. Whiat Le Perseny 18 occupied in doing

28 SN S
g. Rvle argued. is

& SR

cial exercise of skill, SkKill involves a series of progressively modified
periormance

- sequence o which cach ace is adjusred in light of the
success o1 failure of its predecessors (Ryle, 1949, po 420 1979, po 129) 7
And thinking is progressive modification as applied 1© a new sinuation.
Thinking,” Ryie de

ares. s, at the least, the engaging of parthy traimed wits
in a partly fresh sitnation. It is the pitting of an acquired competence or
skill against unprogramined oppormnity. obstacle or hazard” (1979, p. T2h,

This explanation Hes o oppositton to what Ryle referred to as "The
Official Docwring’ concerning “the nawre and place of minds, —or the
docirine that the workings of the mind are non-mechanical, that the work-
ings of the body are mechanical, and that the former controls the later
(1949, p. 11 Byle wmaced the docwine back to Descares, wriiing that,
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‘mstead of asking by what criteria intelbigent behavior is actually distin-
guished from nomintelhgent behavior, [Descartes} asked, "Given that the
principle of mechamcal cansation does pot wil us the ditference. whar
ather causal principle will well it us

C{lde, po 21 Becanse Descartes could
not distinguish the thoughdul and the thoughtless based on the principles

of mechanical causation. he figured that the disuncton must be made
some other way. Descartes posited & principle of non-mechanical causation.
As such, the thoughtful and the thoughtess were disunguishable hecause
the soul was responsible for inrelligent behavior via the principle of non-
mechanical cansation, and the body was responsible for non-intelligent
behavior via the principle of mechanical causation. Thus, for Descartes, the

soul and the body became distinct substances joined viz causal imeracuon.

Ryte's adverbialtsm, mn contast. unified the mind and the bady under the
munnter of bodily behavior

3. Maurice Merleaw-Ponty's Skill Body

Merleaw-Poney pur to himself a surprisingly similar task. In the Phernomeno
fogy of Fereeption. he wrote,

We cannot relate certain movements to bodily mechanismm and others o
consciousness. The body and consciousness are not musually Himding,
thev can be ondy paraliel. Any physiological explanation becomes gener-
alized into mechanistc physiology, any achisvement of self-awareness
e intelleciualistic psvchiology. and mechanistic physiology or inteliec
healist psvchology bring behavior down to the same uniform level and
wipe our the distincion between abstract and Conoree movement
berween Zeigen and Caelfernr, (20022, p. 142}

This was Rvle’s critique of Descartes as welll Ioseems both Ryle and
Merleau-Ponty thought thar if the only wav w distinguish between differen:
bodily beliaviors was by their causes, then important distincgons berween
bodily behaviors, fike those between pointing (abstract movement or
Zeigen) and grasping (concreie movement or Gredfen), could not be made.
The overtap between Ryle and Mevieau-Ponty on these points is no coin-
cidence. By the time Ryle became an Oxford don, he was reading works
by Brentano, bBolzano, Husserl, and Meimong.® He also parucipared oz
symposium on Husserls phenomenology in 1932, and throughous his

career reviewed such books as Marun Heidegger's Sein und Zet and Marvin
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Farber's The Foundations of Phenmmenology.” This was all while Ryle was
writing his 1949 opus Coneept of Mind, shout which Ryle himsell said. “the
pook could be deseribed as a sustained essav in phenomenology, i you
are al heme with that label” {1971h, po 1883 Though he often enticized
the phenomenologists, Ryvle should have seen that he shured with thers a
common goal—io reject the dichoromy between Mind and Mater in favor
of 2 muddie werm that captured both.

Ryle concluded that skillful behavior provided an alternavve 1o the
dichotomy bewween mind and mater based in part on the duplicaton

regress and the mznsimission regress arguments. However, In addinon o
these arguments. Ryle's work s filled with shrewd descripiions of skillful
behavior. These examples are often overiooked as mere examples. rather
than as wavs of Numinating his subject. The opposite might be tree of
Merleaw-Ponre. He argued for the conclusion that the skall body provided an

alternative to the dichotomy begween bodily mechanism and consciousness

hecause of errors he saw in the wadional explanations of perception.
Throughout his work, MerleanPonry provided arguments against these
wraditional explanations. His arguments. however, often are weated as of
secondary importance o his phenomenological reflections. Of course. T do
not mean to diminish the central role that description plays in Merleau-
Ponrv's work. But I do mean 1o suggest that, in the wav that Ryle's argu-
ments always involve some degree of phenomenology, Merleau-Pory's
phenomenology alwavs involves some degres of argument,

Merlean-Ponty distinguished between two separate traditions in philosa-
phy. each aimed at answering a basic quesdon about perceptisal experi-
ence. namely, ‘How does percepinal experience come 1o be meaningfuls’
In other words., we know that sensory stimuladons are ‘regiswered. then
deciphered’ so as 1 produce perceprual experiences (MerlemrPonty.
20024, p. 81, But how does this cranstormasion occur™ Merleaw-Ponty disin-
guished bemween mwo answers supphied by the mwo separate tradidons in

philosophy that be calls "ernpiricism” and ‘inellectualisoe.™
Merloan-Poniv described empinasi as a theory of perception that posits

4 chain of evenis ‘from the samulus 1o the stare of consciousness” {Thid.,

g 391 Very simply, the empirteist belioves that we are the passive recipi-
ents of sensattons. These sense data have quabitatve properties that, as

thev are processed by owr perceptusl machinery, become meaningtul
perceptual expericnces. For example, to hear a foghorn sound in the dis-

1anee 15 firsf [0 receive Some Iaw sense data that are not properly horn-like

or distanit (though their qualitative properties do correspond 1o horns
and distances in some way}, o ther process that raw sense dats, and finally
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10 have an auditory perceprual experience as of a distant foghorn. Thus,
the empiricist claims that we ansform meaningless sensations from the
external world into meaningful perceptual experience about the external
warld sometime after sensation, but before percepuon.

The problem for the empiricist, however, is that the only way for mean-
ingless sensations o become meaningful percepual experiences is lov
there to be some sort of mference or rule-bound of ransformation per-
formned by the perceiving subject. This inference wms out 1o he problemn-
atic. For instance, in Sarire’s Nausea, there is a famous scene in a park
in which the protagonist. Boguentin, ceases to see the mee srunk before
hire as & mee wunk, and insiead sees itoas a “black knotty mass. entively
heastly” {Sartre, 1964, p. 127). I the raw sense data reman constant, then
is Roquentin mwaking a bad inference or failing 10 make an inference alio-
gether? The empiricist cannot answer this question because he Jacks the

resoutces 0 claim that one inference is right and another mference (or

lack thereol) is wrong. Why? Because the empinicist would be required to
posit an “internal connection’ berween sense data and the perception they
migger—an internal connection which guaraniees tha sensagons give rise
w0 the proper perception {Merleau-Ponty, 2002z, pp. 31, 32).7 Now suppose
the empiricist gives this nternal connecton the name “attenton’ {Ibid.,
p. 310, Auenton assures the right inference by focusing its spotlight onlv
on the sense data that give rise to the proper perceprion. But then what
is the strucrare of attention, what is the interior stracture of that infernal
connections As Merleau-Fonty wrote, consclousness is no less intimatelv
linked with objects of which it is unheeding than with those which interest
it. and the addigonal clearness brought by the act of attengion does not
herakd any new refadonship” (Ibid., p. 323, In other words. atention cannaol
distinguish mnong sense da, heeding only the ones that sigger the appro-
priate perception. because with attendon ou one side and the sense data
it he

would require vet another internal conneciion hesween attengon and the

eds on the other side, the empircist sdll muost conjoin the wwo, which

sensations it heads. And so o1, it seems, forever, In the end, the mterence

required remains elusive, functioning more like a magical transtormation
shan & proper explanation. Fhus, the empiricist cannot account for how
perception acquires is meaning. Or. 16 put it another way, the empiricst

is unable (o bridge the vealm of meaningless sensation with the reahin of
meamngial perceprion.”
Merleau-Ponte described mbellectuatiom as a theory of perception that

posits a deduction from a certiin idea of comsciousness” {Ibid.. p. 3917,

The inrellecialist, again very shuply. believes that there ave no mere
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sensations-—thers are no raw sense data to be wanstormed into meaningful
perceprual experience. This is becanse perceptual experience, for the el
lectualist, primarily involves concept application or judgmeni. The meaning-
fulness of perceprual experience then stems from the meaningfulness of
the concepss applied to sensagon. For instance, 10 sce a green wee, we
must first possess the concepts “green’ and “tree.” which we then fit o green
and tree sensations, in order finally 1o have a pevcepiual experience as of
a green wee. Thus, the invellectualist claims that we deplov our concepts
onzo sensations from the exrernal world in arder to genevaie meaningful
percepmal experience about the exsernal world,

The problem for the inteflecrualist, however, is that concept apphicanon,
toa, must rest on a groundwork (Ibid,, p. 143). As Merleau-Ponry observes.
convept apphication would proceed haphazardly (or not at ally unless the
sensations themseives bespoke the appropriate concept (Thid., p. 5117
Roquentin’s nausea on the park bench would be commonplace il in
perceptual experience, concepts were applied to sensations on an indis-
criminare basis. In Rogquentin's case, supposing concepts are operagive at
all {which thev may not bej, the concept "tree tunk” applies just as well
as the concept “black knotty mass.” So how can the intedlectuabist guarantee
that the sensatons acconunodate the right concepts and resist the wrong
concepisr The answer s that sensations must be dewerminately meaningful
from the start, Theretore, the determinant meaning of the sensations
assures the application of the appropriate concepts. But what then estab-
lishes the dewerminate meaning of the sensationsr A some poinl, the intel-
lectualist must setde on a fmal rerm thar provides s own groundwork,
And this final term mast be outside the reaim of significance. This s becanse

an explanation of how perceptual expenence has the meaning it does—io

be g}'(:.‘]'l?lill(ﬁ‘ ’X}J}}U'}é:i[’_i())! and not FEQTESS—ITIISE a3l minHum extend

someplace bevond meaning. For the nellectualist. however, nothing s
meamngless (Ibid., p. 32, judgment is everywhere and pure sensation
s not {Ihid. po 39, In this way, the inteliecrualise fails o accounn fou

bow perceptual experience bas the meaning it does by making meaning
inescapable.

Merleau-Ponty recognized that. in order 1w avold the problems faced
by the empiricist and the inteliccrmabist, a new ddea of a sensaton was
needed. He wrote,

There are two wavs of being mistaken about guality: one 15 to make 1t

into an element of consciousness, when in fact it i an object for con-

sciousness, to treat it as an imcommunicable npression, whereas it always
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has a meaning . the other is 1o think that this meaning and this object,

ar the level of gquahry, agse fuliy developed and dererminate. {ibid.. p. 6)

by other words, the empiricist has an idea of a sensaon as a meaningless
sense danumi-—an Cmcommunicable impression.” while the intellectualise
has an wdea of sensation as being complerely significani—as “fully developed
and determinate’ both ideas. however, are defeciive, Therefore, Merlean-
Ponty proposed an idea of a sensation thar is not wholly meaningless-—i
has pesiive meaning—and s not fully meaningtul—it has indeterminate
meaning. In this way, we have our first approximaton of the Fanous “inde-
lermincie as 1 positive phenomena’ (Ihid. p. 7).

To give an example of positive indeterminacs., Mereas-Ponty deseribed

the experience of a walk along the bea

ch (Thide, p. 200, He saw a funnel.
some nasts, pieces of wood, dunes, and the forest. As he drew even neaver,
some of the unconuected objects suddenty fused. forming a ship run
aground. In Medean-Poniv's own words:

A5 1 approached. 1 did not perceive resemblances or proximities which
finally came together w form @ continuows piciure of the upper part
of the ship. 1 merely felt that the look of the object was on the point of
altering. that something was ymininent in this tension | . . Suddenly the
sight before me was recast in a manner sansfving my vague expecianon.
{ibid.. p. 200

If he had connnued walking along the beach, we can imagine that the sight
50

hefore him mught have been recast again, satistving vet another vague

expectation. I could be mulupie ships run aground. or & frunpe loed of &
ship run aground. 5o what would be the best wav 0 characterize what
Merleau-Ponty seest To be clear: the sight before him was not chaotic,
vague, or nnpassembled: however, it also was not ordered. clear, or assern-
bled. T s a sight comtainimg objects pereeived (the hunned, masts, wood, dunes.
and forest) and ofyreis abowi-to-be percerved (the ship). There is what is given
in the scene, and there is whar is anticipared in the scene. But the conrens
of that anficipation is uncertain.” It is "an indetenninare vision” or "a vision
of something or other” on better vetr, "z vision of T do not know what” {Ibid..
p. 6; Relly, 2000, p, 81" Thuos, we recognize the positive indetermanacy
af sensation.

For Merleau-Ponty, in meaningful perceptual expenience. wo things

are united: a demand placed by an object onto the body and he body's

reply to the object’s demand. As Merlean-Ponty claimed. there are “certain
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wavs the ontside has of nvading us and certain ways we have of meeting this
irvasion” (208%a. p. 5700 Po

1ave indeterminacy s the demand placed
by an object onto the body, and motor-intentienality is the body's reply 1o
the object’s demand.

With regard 10 positive indeterminacy, or the demand placed on the
body, Merlean-Ponty argued that every object has optimal conditions undey
which it 1s to be perceived. The more opiimal the conditions under which
an object is perceived, the less indeterminate the perception of that object.
That is, optimality is inversely proportional to indeterminacy. For mstance,
a scuipture has “an optimurm distnce from which it requeires 1o be seon.
a direction viewed from which it vouchsafes most of isedf” as well as an
optimum lighting under which it requires to be seen: and a viewing dura-

tion in which it reveals most of wsell (Ibid., p. 3527, With touch. theve v o
most {avorable pressure; with sound, there is a maost favorable volume: and
so on. These opimal conditons srike a balance between the competing
demands of maximum clamty and maximuom richness (Fid., p. 37H. For
instance, standing uprclose w0 a sculpture provides a view of s detaled
carvings, even though the overall shape of the sculprure itsell cannot be
seen. Conversely, standing far-off from a sculpiure provides a view of i
overall shape, even though the carving detaill of the scudprure cannot be
seen. Somewhere in between s the optimal viewing distance-—offering
the jeast overall indeterminacy. As Merleaw-Ponty wrote, ‘the distance from
me 10 e object s not a size which mcreases or decrenses. but a fension
which fluctnaies round a nerm’ (Ibid. p. 352, my itahesy. The norm
Meriean-Fonty is refersing 1o is the optimal distance berween him and the
object. But what is the ension that {fluctuates around this norm?

Recall that noton of tension” first was introduced in the example of the
ship run aground. "1 merely felr that the look of the object was on the point
of altering. thar something was tmmsnent in this tension . . Suddenly the
sight before me was recast in 4 manner sausiving my vague expectation’
(Fnd., p. 20}, Merleau-Fonty describes, in the scene before him, a mount-
ing tension followed by a diminution of that wnsion. He was not merely
a passive recipient of those feelings, however, he was also an acove partc-
pant with them. When the sight before him was on the point of altermy,
wher the tension was high, be approached the object. When the sight
before him was fmallv re

st, when the iension low, he beheld the object
In other words, the tension Merlean-Foniy felt directed his movemenrs
i such a way as o bring him oo more an optimal, Jess Indeterminate
viewing relation with the ohject.”

The 1ension that Merteau-Ponty felt is 2 motor-intenton or the body’s
reply 1 the object’s demand, bur it 1s not like an ordinary intention in the
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sense of a reflective airn toward wivich an action is divecied. This hecomes

clear in MerleawPonfe’s deseription of a situation in which he unsuccess-
fully beckoms his friend 1o come nearen “When | monon vy fnend
cOme nearcr, my intention is not i thought prepared within me and 1 do
not perceive the signal in my hody™ {Ibid., p. 1275, When he sees hus friend s
subsequent unwillingness w advance, “my gesture of Inpatienee Cmerges
from this situation without any intervening thought' (Ibid.). Merleau-Ponty

does not think about his acgon beforehand, nor does his reaction mvolve

intervening thought. He does not form the intentons. T will wave to iy
friend.” followed by, ‘T will demonstrate my fristraston.” Bur it would be
wrong o say that his gestures were unintendonal. Merleau-onry’s inten-
lions are manifest in the manner of his movements—he waves warmly af
first, then he waves mpatienth. His intentions are moiorintentions.

So perceptual experience unifes positive indeteroanacy and motor-
intentonaline. Bur in what kind of medinm does this unification ocour®
Merlean-Ponty introduced different concepts of the body throughout his
work. For example, he discnsses the thought body: *1 know that abjects have
several facets beeause 1 could make a tour of inspection of rhem. and 1o
that sense [ am conscious of the world through the mediam of mvy body”
{Ibid., p. 94). In other words, the thought bodvis o tool of the inteliect, and
bodily behavior is the evidence of that insormental relation. Merlean-Ponry
also discuses the objective body: “It exists partes extra partes, and .. conse-
quently it acknowledges between 55 parts. or berween el and other
olfects only external and mechanical relatdonships’ (Tbid, p. 84). In other
words, the ohjective body is a machine. and bodily behavior is the effect of
its mechanical workings, Neither concept of the body, however, 1s capable
of housing a motoriniention. What 1s needed 15 2 “common middie term
positioned between the thought body and the ohiective body, capable of
embaodying an intention in the manner of it bodily behavior (Thid.. p. 89,
Merlean-Ponty posits the skill body as this common middle resm {ind..
pp. 9495, 164, W6, 167, 175177 That is. the skill body is the velucle in
which perceprual experience is made actual; i is "our veneral medium for
having a world” (Ibid., p. 1691,

Conclusion

Rvle and Merteau-Pony established the madequacy of raditional expia

nations of cognition and perception. a“cspcm‘ti\«'eﬁh; with a pair of rec

gress

ATGUIMETHS, paraliel ones at that. They wished 1o explain aspecs of mental-

ity in terms of movemnent. But Rvle and Merleas-Ponty determined that te
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prevailing corfs mecanigue obscured disinetions among imporiantly different svervthing, or rather which erernallv possesses the imelligible soructure of all s
Linds of bodilv behavior Ryie claimed that mechanistic causation does objects .. . atrention remains an abstract and meffective power, because it has no
not distinguish between intelligent behavior and nowintelligent behavior vfm&k 1o perionm: {.{h'd" b ..;‘;?.}: . ‘
L. " T : Y For Merleau-Pomy's other critiques ol intellecruahism, see Merieau-Ponty, 1962,
Simijariv, Merteau-Ponty clairped that concrere and abstract movement pp. 51,59, 55, 39, 54, 143, 170, 3535, and 391, For instance. Merleau-Ponsy argued
annot be distnguished on the basis of mechamsm. Both Ryle and that attention and memory fail to ground sensanion and perception in the same
Merdeaw-Ponty recognized thar skill, fnstead, does permit for such distine- wav that concept application does. And, agati. see also Carman, M08 and kelly.
ions. Fherefore, they posited the development and exercise of skill as ) ‘1(}}()'?. ] o ‘ )
constirative of the aspects of mentality they hnp(*(i 1 t?xpi:iim Ot s uncertain n<fi i.:m:n:nm: he does nat know s a ship rnn agsjmmd fhe might
‘ kniow thac there s a ship run aground exactlty where he is Jooking) but becanse
he does not see the scene before him as containing a ship nm aground.
Notes ¥ Sean Kellv suggests this alternate wanslation-—a vision of 1 do not know what' —of

MerleawPory's phrase vision de je ne sais quaoi’ (2005, p. 813, This s because
Kellv believes the thing tiself is indeterminaie {contrast this with there being a
fudlv determinate thing that the pereeiver has nor vet determined for herself}.

* Along simitar hnes. ‘because my body is permanently stavoned befors things

See Bevssade, 2003, pon. 120-52: Des Chene, 2001 Habeld, 1992, pp. 355-70
Hatfield, 2007 pp. 415340,

? Instead of the terin cognition.” Ryle often used the more general term mentaliog’
Today we understand “mentality’ to mean both cognition and perception. Ryvle's
interest, however. seemed to ie or primarily in cognifion. not percepbion. !

in order w percerve them and, conversely, appearances are alway
for me in a certain bodily attmde” (Merleau-Poniy, 1962, p. 352y
Merleaw-Pont regularly uses terms like ‘sivle” "ways. “auitudes,” and “manners’
when discussing the bodilv behaviors constinutive of motorintendons. For
i . v hands rediscover a certain stvle which is part of their motor poten-
gality’ {1962, p. 3691 and ‘a form of behavior outlines s certain manner ol
ireating the world' (Thid., p. 3725,

enveloped

Rvle wrote. It is of the essence of inrelligen: pracoces that one performance is
modified by it predecessors” and, conversely, 10is of the essence: of merel habital
practices thar ene performance is a replica ofits predecessors” (1949, p. 42
Brentane. Bolzano, Husserl, and Meinong rogether constinned Ryle's ‘thres
Austrian railwav stations and one Chinese game of chance.” as he selforeferengially 1
put it (Rvle, 1970, p. 8.

Rvle, 1932, pp. 68115 1929, pp. 266-7(: 1946, pp. 2659 Hhasserl, 1870,
Py 1415,

Iam using the term sensation similarly o MerleapPontes use of the terms
stimutus” and ‘impression” and “gualivy Lam using the tern “perception” simidark
1o Merleau-Ponm's use of the terms conscionstess’ and “being.

The French phyase ‘le corps habituel” used by Merleau-Ponmv i transtated as
“the habit body” throughout the English text. The words “habit’ and “habitaal’
nave the connotations of habirar and inhabit, which &t with Merieaw-Ponm's
sentiment. However, the words “habit’ and habiweal” also signify something
we do uningensionally, mmdlessiv, and muomaticallv {as in, “he did it out of blind
habit' }——which 15 the exact opposite of what Merleau-Pontv meant, For this
reasont. | have ranslated ‘le corps habituel” as the skill body” and other variafions
of habimde’ as skifl”

P Merleau-Ponay wrote, i order to relate i ro the Bfe of consciousness. one Tempir
jvist] wonld have o show how o percepion awakens atention. then how attention
develops and enriches iU Seme iniernal connection would have to be described,
and empiricistn bas at s disposal only external ones, and can do no mose than

prstapose staies of consciousness’ (1962, p. 315, Theretfore, he conciudes. ‘where References

empiricism was deficient was in any internal connection between the object and

the act which i triggers off” (Tnd.. p. 325, Bevssade. | M. (2003}, "Om Sersors-Moter Mechanisms in Descares: Wonder
¥ Yor Merleaw-Ponuv's other critiques of empiriasn, see pages 7. 25, 29, 31,32, 35, Ver Refles. in B, Witliston and A. Gombay {eds.), Passon and Vidue m
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Chapter b

Phantom Limbs and Phantom Worlds:
Being Responsive to the Present

Sasan Bredlau

We often assume that the world that appears 10 us is merely & reflection of
& world that exists independently of us. Yet. as Merleau-Fouty arguaes m the
Phunomennlogy of Perceprion, this ASSUTHPLION 15 U fenable. We are inumately
and inextricably involved in the way the world appears 1o us. Uur bodies’
interactions with the world, rather than reproduocing an already given world.
actuatly accomplish the world that we experience. Yet beyond asserting
that we are ajways involved in the way that the world appears, his work
also suggests that these involvernents are not equally successful. The world.

though never prederermined, is also not simply our creation. We must
interact with the world, and both our bodies. as specific attitudes. and
the world, as particular environments. should exert influence over the
precise form of these interacdons. We can. in other words, do a hetter or
worse job of answering w the world, even as the answers we give help o
achieve this world.

Iny this chapter, T will expiore what itmeans io be responsive 10 the world
and successfuliy place our hodies ‘at the service of the spectace.” 1 wil
argue that this rask s as much 4 remporal as 2 spatial endeavor: we can ondy
answer o the world if we acknowledge when our present is different
than our past. Because Merleau-Ponty offers an account ol experience
that chalienges our verv conception of what it means w0 account for
experience. [ think it i imporiant 1o make sense of the Phenomenology of
Perception in. its own terms. 1 Construct my own argumeit. therefore, within
the framework provided by this rext. Yer tollowing Merleau-Ponr, who
often incorporates research from other disciplines into his work, Talso wirn
to psvchoanalvsis and urban studies for examples of the phenomenon
under discussion. My motivator in deoing so i twofold. First, drawing
examples from these other disciplines allows for a richer description of an

experience, that of a ‘phanwomm world.” which is implied in Merdeau-Pontv's




