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*  PREFACE 3

A preface may have various roles to play ina ., -
philosophical work. It may provide the author with the
opportunity to say something about what went into-the writing
of the particular work at hand. It may pe used to introduce

the material in a way more general than that of an introduction.
Or, it may say something about the kind of task tﬁat the author
faces in his work. In this particular preface I would like to
indicate the kind oé framework or approach that the reader
should take toward the work to be read. For as one approaches
yet another thesis that deals with the philosophy of Maurice
Merleau-Ponty, one might very wejl wonder what this work will
have to offer. .Indeed, a work that concerns itself with the
philosophy of another thinker can be apprached in various
ways, and some of these might be detrimental to the reader's
understanding of that work. A reader might approach such a
work simply as a commentary on the thinker under investigation.
This, however, is not what this thesis is, or, rather, it is

not simply this.
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A studentwof philosophy who writes about the thought
of a major thinker must carefully steer his course between two

extremes. On the one hand, the student, in his continual

] »

contact with a major thinker, runs the risk of being totally
absorbed into the thought of that person to such an extent that
one becomes a mere mimic or weak imitation of the thinker.
True, the student might find that the thinker does really have-
all the answers to the principal philosophical problems. But
even if the thinker does have such answers (itself an unIikeiy
possibility), the student will only be deceiving himself in
thinking that he himself has nothing further to say about such
philosophical problems. In particular, the student might
erroneously conclude that a thesis on a major thinker ought

to be only a commentary on his thought. But one must never

be satisfied with the mere exposition of the thought of
another. One must, indeed, one will always be confronted

with the project of "going beyond" the given.

On the other hand, the student who works with the
though; of & philosopher to any great length also runs the
risk of distorting that fhought. That is, such a student may
very well “interpret" the thought of a thinker to such an

extent that the student himself is putting into the writings

Y

(E})
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of the thinker his own view of matters. In particular, one
could write a thesis on Merleau-Ponty by taking some quote or
some footane found in one of his texts and then heading off
on his own. Although such a situation is not as undesirable
as the first situation above, one must realize that this sort
of thesis would not be a thesis on Merleau-Ponty.“

What then ought a thesis on Merleau-Ponty bé 1ike?
Or, more humbly, how ought one envision the dissertation to
follow. The work that follows is an attempt to slip between
the two extremes mentioned above. First, this is a thesis on
Mer1eau-P9nty. Specifically, it is a thesis on Merleau-Ponty's

thought about language and philosophy. In my view Merleau-

Ponty has said and written some quite interesting and important

things about the phenomenon of Tanguage and the activity of
philosophizing, and I hope to display some of his insights on
these two topics. Second, this is a thesis about language and
philosophy. Specifically, it is an attempt to take some
insights into the nature of language and some insights into

the nature of philosophy and then to relate them in various
ways. What I wish to do is to say something about the language

of philosophy.

LA
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The doublé title of this thesis does have a'signi-
ficance, notwithstanding its length. It is about Merleau-
Ponty and it is about language and phi]osophy. As it is a
thesis about Merleau-Ponty one runs the risk of remaining
too close ;o him. And as it is a thesis about language and
_ph'Ilosoph_y'h one runs the risk of doing an injustice to his
thought on\:EEEé'topics. Merleau-Ponty did have some interestiné
points to make Sbout language and philosophy. That is why I
spend a good portion of fhig thesis in discussing his thoughts.
But the philosophy of philosophical language that I attempt

to present in the conclusion is one that ought not to be

attributed to him, although it is clearly inspired by him.
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PART I: INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER 1: THE PROBLEM OF PHILOSdeICAL LANGUAGE

How is one to undersfénd‘thé works of a bhilosopher?
How is one to understand the oft-times quite enigmatic state-
ments of a philosopher, especially when such statements contain
completely new terms or expressions? The problem of under-
standing philosophical statements or expressions is certainly
not a new one in the history of philosophy. The statements of
Parmenides and Zeno have bewildered thinkers for centuries, and
in this century the seemingly outlandish statements of guch
thinkers as Heidegger and Sartre have provided a host of reactions
in philosophical circles. In this thesis I shall be concerned
with an attempt to make some sense out of the writings of one
particular philosopher, Maurice Merleau-Pohty, and in so doing
I would Tike to indicatecpow his thought on language and on
philosophy will be he?ﬁ?ﬁ] in understanding philosophical works.

A number af questions immediately arise in this
context, and it wiil Be useful to consider some of them as I
proceed to explain the project to be undertaken. The most

immediate question that arises concerns the very question

asked, viz., "How is one to understand the works of a philosopher?”

e



It is evident that the question m e interpreted in various
ways, which in turn would lead toaigé‘erent approaches to the
study of the question. First, the question may be understood
in a more narrow way. It may be understood as a question
about a specific phflosopher; that is, one might want to ask,
"How is one to understand the works of Plato?" Such a quéstion
¢could Be taken as a request for an exposition or an elucidation
of the philosophy of Plato, as- found in his dialogues. Second,
the question may be interpreted as a question about the logical
or epistemological status=of philosophical propositions.‘ That
is, dne may be asking, "How 1$ one to understand (or analyze,
or verify) the particular philosophical statements of a Py
ticular philosopher?" And in this case one would be asking
how one can determine the sense af pékticu1ar philosophical
pfopositions. Third, the question may be interpreted in a
more general way. When one asks such a question, one may be
asking about the very object of philosophical writings. That
is to séy, one may be questioning the very nature of philosophy
by asking what it is that philosophers are talking about when
they philosophize.

Now, it should be evident that the three senses of

the question so far presented are not complietely independent.
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That is, the asking of the question in one sense of the ques-
tion my lead to the asking of it }n one of_the other senses.
Furthermore, as we shall see throughout the following chaptérs,
all three senhses of the question will be at work in this
dissertation, albeit in a secondary way. Theée is another -
sense of the question, distinﬁt from the first three, yet
related to them, however. And it is this sense which will

be at work in a primary way throughouf what follows. This
sense of the question touches upon the relationship between
the language of the‘phiIOSOpher and his aciual thought. That
is to say, it seems clear that when one asks, “How is one to
understand the works of a philosopher?" one may be asking
about the re1ati$ﬁ$hip between the language that a philosopher
is using in his warks and the thought that is being expressed
by means of his language. §

This fourth sense of the question brings up & host
of further questions which need to be cansidered, since this
fourth sense is the most inportan£ one for our purposes. What
does it mean, then, to ask about the relationship between a
philosopher's thought and the language in which he expresses
it? One might easily balk at the attempt éo force a wedge

between the actual formulations or expressions of a philosopher
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and the “thought™ behind such formulations. One might want
to say that it makes no sense at all to ask about the relation-
ship between thought and language. In other words, one might
want to say that asking for the relationship between thought

- and language is like asking for the relationship between the
number “S5" and the physical mark '5'. What could such a ques-
tion mean? Perhaps it could be interpreted as a request for

a history of the physical mark. That is, has '5' always been
used to refer to "5", or have there been othe}s? Or the ques-
tion couad be interpreted as a request for a linguistic gtudy
of the different ways in which '5' is said in different
languages. Yet, neither of these would, properly speaking,

be philosophical studies. What precisely is the philosophical
- problem which lies behind the sense of our qqestfon, if indeed
there is any?

_If our question is to have any philosophical sense,
it would seem then that we must consider what kind of separation
between thought and language can be effected. That is to say,
we must ask, “What kind of philosophically relevant distinction
can be drawn between the thought of a philosopher and the
language in which he expresses it?" If we can find some such

distinction, then it would seem that we could investigate the



relationship between thought and language in a philosophical
work. ' |

To begin, then, it is fairly clear that in most
cases we can easily locate the language of a particular
philosopher in the sense qf the actual written work of that
philosopher. For exanple, we can point to.the set of works
of, say, Heidegger or Sartre, and étate that those works
contain all the philosophical statements'or expressions of
those philosophers. But then it would seem that if we were
to ask where the thought of Heidegger or Sartre is to be
found in the sense of the philosophy of Heidegger or the
philosophy of Sartre, we. would aiso point to the same set of
works. That is .to say, it often appears that to talk about
the thought of a philosopher is to ask about the actual
statements that a philosopher has made, for whenever we talk
about the thought of a peilosopher, e.g., ideas about Dasein

in Heidegger or views about &tre-pour-soi in Sartre, it seems

that we are referring to particular statements, expressions
or terms which they use.

Yet, there does sqem tO be one case in which the
thought of a thinker can be distinguished from the statements
that he makes. Take, e.g., the question, "What was Plato

trying to say when he said that forms are the proper object



of genuine knowledge?" Such a question seems to be a
legitimate one. But if it is a legitimate one, then it
seems clear that we may genuinely ask about a philosopher's
intentions behind a particular statement or set of expressions.

We may genuinely ask about what he was trving to express.

And in such cases it would seem that we could at least search
for some kind of relationship between a philosopher's "philo-
sophical intention" and the actual product. For example, in
the case of Plato we might want to ask about the philosophical
inténtion behind his view that forms are the proper object of
knowledge. B |

It should be noted here that the "philosophical
intentions" of a philosopher are ﬁotithe same as the reasons
or arguments that he presents for a particular thesis which
" he is defending. For example, when we ask about Plato's
philosophical intentions behind his statements concerning the
forms, we are not asking for an elucidation of the arguments
that Piato presented to support the position that genuine
knowledge is knowﬁedge of forms. Although the reasons for
his position certainly are important and should be considered,
our gquestion concerning his “philosophical intentions” directs

our attention to something very different. The question



-
concerning the philosopher's "philosophical intentions" is
a‘question concerning what the philosopher was trying to
express, regardliess of the reasons or arguments for that

which he did express. Rurther, if we can make such a dis-

tinction between intention and expression, in the works of

a philosopher, it would then seem possible that we could
proceed to ask about the relationship (or lack thereof)
between‘the intention and the expression. And if we could
very roughly equate at this point "phélosophical intentions”
with "the thought of the philosopher" and "phiiosophical
éﬁpression" with "the-language of the philosopher", then it
wguId seem to make sense to ask the following question: What
relationship exists between the thought of a philosopher and
the language in which“he expresses 1t? Tentativeiy then, that
is the question for oqur present study.

There still may:be some skeptical reservations con-
cerning the légitimacy of our question, j.e., the fourth sense
of our question. Further, even if’one grants us such a dis-
tinction as outlined above, one may still not be convinced
that there is anything at all philosophically relevant about
the relationship between intention and expression, hbetween

thought and language. Moreover, it may not at all be clear



how one might equate "thought" with "“intention" or "language"
with “expression”. Indeed, it should not seem surphfﬁing
" that such doubts linger, for I would be the-firsf to admit
that the problem itself does not make sense from particular
philosophical viewpoints. And this is one of the reasons why
I wish to locate the problem within the context of the philosophy
of Merleau-Ponty. For it seems to me that Merleau-Ponty not
only aliows for such-a distinction in his philosophy, but also
makes some important contributions to the study of the relation-
ship betweeﬁ language and thought in any philosophical work.
Indeed, his work will provide a basis for an elucidation of
the concepts “"philosophical thought" and "philosophical language".
Hence, this introduction cannot be taken as an argument for any
such distinction. The only argument that can justify such dis-
tinctions is the very analysis of Merleau-Ponty's philosophy
which appears in this dissertation. But then how shall we
proceed? What will be the approach of this particular thesis?
The general structure of the thesis will be the
following. After an analysis of the phenomenological approach
to Tanguage ﬁresented in the next chapter, my task in the
second part will be to present an account of Merleau-Ponty's

philosophy of language. A close analysis of his philosophy
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of language will ﬁfovide the basic concepts to be used in
the study of a certain fype of language, the language of
philosophy. The third part wiT{ deal with Merleau-Ponty's
philo;ophy of philosophy. This will be necessary for two
reasons. First, it will give us an account of what Merleau-
Ponty has to say about philosophy in general and, indirectly,
of what he himself is doing. Second, it gives us the basis
for relating his thought about language with his thought
aboug philosophy. The fourth part, tﬁen, arising out of the
second and third parts will be an attempt to investigate the
relationship between language and philosophy; based on
Merleau-Ponty's views about language and philosophy. We
shall ask ourselves whether the concepts and distinctions
that he uses when talking about language in general have

any relevance for the language of the philosopher, and an
attempt at a philosophy of philosophical language will be
made. Further in the fourth part, the attempt at a philos-
ophy of philosophical Iénguage will lead us to take a cioser
Took at what Merleau-Ponty himself is actually doing. That
is to sa}, we shall try to determine whether the relationship
between language and philosophy gives us any insight into

Merleau-Ponty's own philosophical development. What are the
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philosophical inténtions of Merleau-Ponty, and how are they
expressed in the language that he uses? But now let us look
more closely at the method of approach of this dissertation.
There are certain related themes which I shall

analyze when considering Merleau-Ponty's views on lapguage.
In the next chapter 1 shall explicate and analyze the dis-
tinction thaé.he makes between langue and parole. This dis-
tinction is one of the keys to his philosophy of ianguage,
for it makes poss;ble the development of a phenomenology of
speeéh, 1.e., a description of the linguistic activity of the
speaker, as compared to an objective study of a given natural
language.™ In the third chapter the view of Merleau-Ponty,

as expressed especially in Phénoménologie de la perception,

that the word carries a signification gestuelle will be

analyzed. It will be shown in what way this signification

gestuelle exists in the language "before" thought, and,
further, it will be shown how important these significations

~ are for the speaker who situates himself in a world of
meanings. In the fourth chapter it will be shown that although
the word is similar to a gesture (since it has a gestural
signification) it does differ from the gesture in a significant

way. This brings up the question of truth, and in this context
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the introduction of another important term will be required,
viz., the notion of "sedimentation". It will be shown that
for Merleau-Ponty truth is to be understood in terms of

sedimentation. In both the section on signification gestuelle

and the section on sedimentation, Merleau-Ponty's account of

the similarities and differences between language and art will
be explored irt order to help clarify the above aspects of
language.

In the third\bart of the dissertation I shall discuss
Merleau-Ponty's view toward the nature~of philosophy. In the
fif?h chapter I shall try to explore the relationship between *
phenomenology and philosophy. Merleau-Ponty will want to say
that phenomenology puts us into contact with a "nascent Jogos®
or a world of everyday experience, and it will be shown how
philosophy reflects this everyday world. But it will also
be shown that this "nascent logos" is such that it needs philo-
sophical refiection for its completion. In the sixth chapter
the very philosophizing of the philosopher will.come under
scrutiny. The key to such an analysis will lie in Merleau-
Ponty's notion of "interrogation®. And the later work of
Merleau-Ponty will be analyzed in order to e1uc1daﬁe the

notion of philosophy as interrogation. b 4
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In the final part of-the dissertation, I would
like to relate the findings of the section on language with
the findings of the section on philosophy. This relating
of findings, however, will not be done in any rigid, piece-
meal way. 1 hope to elaborate my own philosophy of philo-
sophical language, and ;hch an elaboration will show the
Jinfluence" of Merle&ﬁ;Ponty. Further, I shall ask a number -
of questions in this chapter that one might ask in the context
of Merleau-Ponty's philosophy. First, what is the relevance

of the distinction between langue and parole for philosophical

- language, i.e., the language o¥ bhi1osophy? it will be shown

that both are relevant to the study of a philosophy. To study

a philosophy as a fait accompli (the actual writings of a

philosopher), one could take it as an already accomplished
language, viz., fromithe point of view of lanque. That 1s

to say, one would approach the language of a particular philos-
ophy as something already constituted by philosophical
thought. On the other hand, and more importantly, one may
approach the language of a particuiar philosophy in tenns'

of parole. In this case one would try to capture the move-
ment from philo;ophical thought into philosophical expression.

One would try to discover why a particular thought is expressed
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in a particular way. Second, one might ask how a philo-

sophical language has a signification gestuelle, if in fact

it does have such a signification. Furthermore, if it does

have a signification qestuelle, how does this facilitate

entering into the study of a particular philosophy? Must
the philosopher be aware of such meanings, and how do the
meanings affect his philosophizing? Third, what does Merleau-
Ponty mean when he savs that language completes, not merely -
trans1ates, thought? In what way is the thought of the
philosopher incomplete "before" it is expressed? How does
language effect this process of complétion? In whai way
does phiiosophical ianguage exist "before" ghi]osophica1
thought? In order to énswer these questions, I shall try
to determine the active roie that language plays in the
philosophizing of the philosopher. Fourth, what is the
role of ;ruth and how is it attained in philosophy? Is
Merleau-Ponty's notion of sedimentation applicable to the
language of philosophy?

In the last chapter 1 would like to consider what
light all of the preceding sheds upon Merleau-Ponty's own
philesophical development. What is the paroie ofederleau-

Ponty and how did it find its expression in his Phéncrénclogie?
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Further, what significations gestuelles did he confront

‘:}n his philosophical contemplation and how did they affect

s actuaﬂy:e‘laborated philosophy? These and other ques-
tions will be considered in this last section. The purpose
of this thesis, then, is two-fold: an attempt to present a
philosophy o®philosophical language and an a;tempt to bring
to Tight the development of Merleau-Ponty's philosophical -‘_

lanquage.



PART I: INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER 2: PHENOMENOLOGY AND THE STUDY OF LANGUAGE:
LANGUE AND PAROLE

One of the more important distinctions that Merleau-
Poity makes in his writings is the distinction between langue
and parole. This disti;ction, which is one of the key ones for
an und:rstanding of his philosophy of language, is made by
Merleau-Ponty as a result of a certain methodological approach

that he takes in hiE.PhénoménoIocie de la gercegtion], as well

ds in a number of hisrother works, as we shall see. But before
we consider this distinction in any detail, it would seem
necessary to look briefly at the alleged method used by Merleau-
Ponty to elaborate such a distinction. In order to present an |
account of this phenomenoiogical method of Merleau-Ponty, I

would Tike to consider briefly the Phénoménologie de 1 perception.

In the "Avant-Propos" of the above-mentioned work,
Merieau-Ponty asks the guestion: What is phenomenology? And
he proceeds to give a sketch of his own phenomenological method.
But it is evident from his éketch that Merleau-Ponty is at the‘
same time trying to situate his type of phenomenclagy in the

context of Husseriian phenomenalogy. And a number of points
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that he makes there relate directly to aspects o% Russerl's
wview of phenomenology. But without involving ourselves in

the debate over the exact nature of the relationship between
Merleau-Ponty and Husserl, let us see what positive points can
be grasped.concerning Merleau-Ponty's actual method. In this
section Merleau-Ponty discusses four principal notions used in
an elaboration of the phenomenological method. They are:
"description", "reduction", "essence”, and "intentionality".
Such an elaboration will provide the basis for understanding

the task that Merleau-Ponty sets for himself in the Phénoménologie

de la perception.
The terms “phenomenology” and "description” are to
many a reader practicaily synonymous. The phenomenoiogist,

par excellence, is the one who is most interested in the des-

cription of phenomena. For Merleau-Ponty that phencmenclogy
is a description of phenomena means that the phenomenclogist
must bring within his perspective the phenomena arising from
our everyday existence.and upon which every science is built.

Tout 1'univers de la science est construit
*sur le monde v&cu et si nous voulons penser

la science elle-méme avec rigueur, en

apprécier exactement le sens et 12 portée,

i1 nous faut réveiller d'abord cette

expérienge du monde dont elle est 1'expression

seconde.
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One might assume here, then, that if every science
or every the@gtic articulation of the world rests upon the
foundation of an evenyd§§ world in which we live, then it
would be the case, a fortiori, that linguistics, as the science
of language, is built upon this everyday world. In this case
the everyday world is the world of the person who speaks a
- natural language. Phenomenofogy, more precisely the phenom-
enoiogy of ]angugge, would in fact be a description of this )
evervday world of the person who speaks. And the kind of’,»"—/
results that such a deécription obtains would be used, we
would suppose, as the basis for a science of linguistics.

The description that is effected, however, will be
_One that’'has as its constant focus of attention the actual
‘everyday world. This, indeed, is the reason why Merleau-
Ponty's phenomenology is a phenomeno1ogy of perception. It
is the world that is given to us in perception that is the
.world to be described.

La perception n'est pas une science du

monde, ce n'est pas mdme un acte, une

prise de position délibérée, elle est

le fond sur lequel tous les actes se

détaghent et elle est présupposée par
eux.



"WwiTl be foundwithin the evervday wgrld of perception. . This

P
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This description of perception, .furthermore, signals another
major point concerning phenomenology for Merleau-Ponty. .  Even
though phenomenological description of the person who uses

language will attempt to get at the basic features of speech

= -

4

upon which a T#guistics can be built, these basic features

realm will be a realm of perception, not any sort of realm af
absolute consciousness. In other words, the reduction that is
effected by the phénonenologist is one that leads back to the
world in wh{ch one lives and not the world of consciousness.
[t will bring us to a worid which is an on-going process, 2
worfd +a which one must constantiy return and not a world of
fixed meanings. "...ia réduction phénoménolegique est ce11é
d'une philosophie existentielle: 1'"In-der-Welit-Sein" ...
n'apparaft que sur le fond de la réduction phénoménoiogique."4

The return 0 the everyday world wiil be motivated

by the search for the essence of the phenomena. Phenomenology

~will be description for the sake of discovering what are the

escential feéatures of the phenomena. When we lock to the
person who uses language in the next few chapters, we shall
be looking for that which indicates the basic features of

Janquage. These basic features, their "essencs“, however,
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will be located in the given world of perception..

Le monde est non pas ce que je pense,
mais ce que je vis, je suis ouvert au
monde, je communigue indubitablement
avec lui, mais je ne le possdde pas, il
est indpuisable. "Il ¥y a un monde", ou
plutdt “i1 v a le monde", de cette thdse
constante de ma vie je ne Euis Jamais
rendre entidrement raison.?

This openness to the world, furthermore, indicates an essential
feature of the phenomenoleogical method. a feature that is the
most important feature of those discussed so far, and one which
will be more fully elaborated in the next chapters. This
feature centers upon the fact‘that'it 1s I, as a living being,
who am open to theworid. There is a bond between the subject
anc the world before it, such that the description of Y every-
. .

day world will be a description of the intentional link heiween
me &s perceiver and the worlid as object of my perception.
This Tink, however, is one that exists at an evervday level,
2 Tink that is the basis upon which particular theories are
constructed.

-..1"intentionnalité opérante {fungierende

Intentionalit¥t}, celle qui fait 1'unité

natureile et antfpredicative du monde et

de notre vie, qui paraft dans nos désirs,

nos évaluations, notre paysage, ...et qui

fournit le texte dont nos connaissances

cherchent & &tre la traduction en langage
exact.
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Given these notions of "description”, “reduction”,
nessence”, and “intentionality", what is Merleau-Ponty going
to do with them® In other words, what is the ultimate task
that Merleau-Ponty wishes to accomplish with his phenomenology?
For Merleau-Fonty the ultimate task of phenomenologqy is to
push bevond the scientific and philosophical explanations of
our experience to find the ground of such experience.

Les vues scientifiques selon lesquelles

je suis un mement du monde sont toujours
navves et hypocrites, parce qu'elles sous-
entendent., sans la mentionner, cette autre
vue, ceile de la conscience, par taquelle
G'abord un monde se dispose autour de moi
gt commence 2 exister pour moi. Revenir
aux choses mSmes, c'est revenir 3 ce monde
avant la connaissance dont la connaissance
parie toujours, et a 1'égard duquel toute
dstermination scientifique est abstraite,
signitive (sic} et dépendanie, ...

Ce mouvement est absoiument distinct du
retour idéaliste 2 ia conscience et 1'exigence-
d'une description pure exciut aussi bien ie
procédé de 1'analyse réflexive que celui de
1'explication scientifique.’
The phenomenologist is to return to” the world before it has
been thematized in a particular scientific or philosophical
expianatien. fhe phencmenoclogist is to return to the worid
of experience before (logically “before”) knowledge which is

the starting point for knowledge. Our return to this world
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then involves a'description of the structures of this world
in which we live and of which science speaks.

However, the phenomenologist, by pushing beyoﬁd
different scientific or philosophical explanations of the
world, does not destroy or do away with these other accounts.
Rather, it is the task of the phenomenolagist to show that
each of these views has some truth in if:_even though it

-

becomes false when made into an exclusive, all-encompassing
explanation. “

IT faut comprendre de toutes les fagons

3 la fois, tout a un sens, nous retrouvons

sous tous les rapports la méfe structure

d‘€tre. Toutes ces vues sont vraies &

condition qu'on ne les isole, ...qu'on

rejoigne 1'unique noyau de signification

existentielle qui s'explicite dans chaque

perspective.

It is the worldiWwhich we live, which the phen-
omenclogist describes, that is the point of departure for all
scientific or philosophical accounts of our experience of this
world. And since such explanations have their starting point *
in experience, they do contain elements of truth. And this
is especially true in the case of intellectualism and empiricism,
two philosophical explanations of experience with which Merleau-

-~
Ponty is going to be particularly EBﬁterned throughout the

Phénoménologie de la perception. It is going to be Merleau-
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Ponty's task to overcome both an intellectualist and an
- empiricist account of experience by showing how both have
gone astray from the world of experience. Yet in overcoming
them, phenomenology will really be preserving what is essen-
tially true in each position. It will be locating the truth
of each in the world of experience. "La plus importante
acquisition de Ta phénoménologie est sans doute d'avoir joint
1'extréme subjectivisme/intellectualism/ et 1'extrime
objectivisme [§hpiricisg7 dans sa notion du monde ou de la
rationa]ité.“g

Phenomenology is the return to the world in which B
we Tive, of which all knowledge speaks. In returning to this
world, the phenomenologist brings together competing explanations
of the world by locating their common core of truth. And as
we have seen, it will be perceptual experience which will be
the focal point of the phenomenologist's description of the
lived worid. For Merieau-Ponty it is perception which must
be studied. "La perception n'est pas une science du monde,
ce n‘est pas méme un acte, une prise de position déiibérée,
elle est le fond sur lequel tous les actes se détachent et

II]O

elle est présupposée par eux. It is through perception

that the everyday world is given to us. Perception is the
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foundation of our very experience of the world, and it will
be the task of phenomenology to uncover these perceptual
foundations at thé heart of our experiences (of spatiality,
movement, sexuality, or language). Phenomenoloqy must show
gﬁ: perceptual roots of the explanations of these experiences
given By intellectualism or empiricism.
| When we come to the section "Le corps comme expression

et la parole", we find some of fhese themes present. That isf
we see Merleau-Ponty considering the intellectualist and the
empiricist models of language, and then we find him pushing
beyond these two explanations toward a description of the per-
ceptual foundations of Tanguage. He begins by considering the
empiricist position. From the empiricist point of view,
language is interpreted as a phenomenon amenable to a stimulus-
response analysis. A linguistic response is the same kind of
response to stimuli as is screaming or crying.

Le sens des mots est considéré comme

donné avec les stimuli ou avec les é&tats

de conscience qu'il s‘agit de nomer, la

configuration sonore ou articulaire du mot

est donnée avec ies traces cérébrales ou
psychiques, la parcle n'est pas une action,

elle ne manifeste pas des possibilités T
intérieures du sujet: 1'homme peut parier Y N
corme 1a Tampe_é&lectrique peut devenir N
incandescente. 1! — .
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Frbm this point of view, the speaking subject disappears
completely.

On the other hand, the intellectualist or rationalist
account treats ]anéuage as a mere covering or envelope for a
thought already precisely formed. "Car nommer un objet, c'est
s'arracher 3 ce qu'il a d'individuel et d'unique pour voir en
lul le reprggentant d'une essence ou d'une catsgorie ..."12
From this point of view, we do have a subject, but it is a
thinking subject, not a speaking subject.

For Merleau-Ponty, however, neither account of language
does justice to the phenomenon of speech (la parole). In fact,
as he says, the two approaches are not all that different in
what they deny. "En réalité, nous allons voir une fois de plus
qu'il y a une parenté entre les psycho]ogies.empiricisteé ou
mécanistes et les psychologies inteliectualistes, et 1'on ne
résout pas le probi2me du langage en passant de la theése a

1'antithase." >

In both cases we find that the speaking
subject has disappeared, either into a bundle of sensations
or into the thinking subject. Furthermore, "...dans tous les
cas le langage n'est qu'un accompagnement extérieﬁr de 1a
pensée“.14 That is, in both cases language finds itself

empty of any meaning proper to itself. For Merleau-Ponty,
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L

T

however, both points of view can be overcome by the dis- .

covery of a meaning proper to language. "On dépasse donc
aussi bien 1'intellectualisme que 1'empirisme par cette

15 Merleau-Ponty then

launches his owe phenomenological account of language, through
a consideration of normal experiences as well as abnormal

experiences of language. He achieves an account of language

that leads him to make the distinction between parole parlante

and parole parlée.

On pourrait dire, en reprenant une céldbre
distinction, que les langages, c'est-3-dire
les systdmes de vocabulaire et de syntaxe
constituds, les "movens d'expression” qui
existent empiriquement, sont le dépdt ...
des actes de parole dans lesquels le sens
informulé non seulement trouve le moyen de
se traduire au dehors, mais encore acquiert
1'existence pour soi-méme, et est véritablement
créé comme sens. Qu encore on pourrait distinguer
une parole parlante et une parole parlée. 6

This quote distinguishing parole parlante from parole parlée
contains the seeds of Merleau-Ponty's later distinction of

paroie and langue. Unfortunately, Merieau-Ponty does not

elaborate on the former distinction in Phénoménologie de 1

perception. Indeed, one gets the distinct impression that
what he is offering us at this time is a programme for the
further study of language, a study of language that will revoive

R
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_around the distinction parole/lanque. This, in fact, seems

to be the case if one takes up his later writings on the
subject of language.
In one of the many articles about language that

followed Phénomsnologie de 1a perception, Merleau-Fonty dis-

-

tinquishes between la parole and lg_lanoue.]’ Of the first,

Merleau-Fonty offers us "une linguistique svnchrenique de 1

parole" which is to be a return %o the speaking subject, while

of the second he offers "une linguistique diachronique de la

langue" which is an objective studv of anv particular natural
]:'mguage.TS
There is an important question that arises, however,
once this distinction has been made. One might wonder whether
it.is iqdeed legitimate to look at Merleau-Ponty's later
articies on lanquage as a continuation of his views on the
methodology of various approaches to ianguage in the Ehén~
oménolocgie de la perception. That is, one might say, so far
Merleau-Ponty has not spoken at all about the study of language
(whether langue, langage, or parcle) undertaken by Tinguistics;

whereas, his prime concern in his later articles is with the

1inguistic study of language. Should one laok te these later

articles as a continuation of the Phénoménoiogie de 1z perception?
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It might be pointed out, as it has bean by Edie and by

Fantaine-Devisscher, among others, that there was a change
in attitude toward language on the part of Merieau-Fonty
between the Eir  the Fhénoménolegie de la perception and
that of the ardj:?{:\?ﬁ**q*nes.lg Let us take a ¢loser look

g

t tdwe

fu

s objections in order to determine whether there is
a change in Merleau-Fonty 's3approsch to language.

Tdie offers @ number of reasons for separating

Merieau-Fontyv's thought about Tanguage in the Fhénomsnolecie
. . el s . 20
de ia perception *rom that founc n iater arls

clies.
Accerding to Edie. in the Phénceméncicgie ce ia percepticn

... the study of language is ¢oniy an adjunct
tc his CEVE!C?WEny of the 'gtrimacy cf per-
cepticn' ... From this peint of vi ianguace
s impertant oniyv as an exanpie ¢roan iilus-
raticen ¢f a2 more general thesis ccncerning
the crigin ¢f meaning anc vaiue within the
texture of experience.ll

On the cther hand, Merieau-Fonty in his "second pericd" puts

-

lancuace in a more centrél pesition in his theught. It Lecomes

—~bs

...the griviieced mocel c¥ the whole ¢f cur
exzcerience cf meaning. From geing @ perigherzl,
though always essentizl, censiceraticn in his
phencmenclogical program, the anglysis of o
languace ncw begine tc take the central place.4<



In dther words, language has now become the centre of
attention for bbrleau-?onty; and since this period of his
thought is influenced by his reading of Saussure and
scientific linguistics., we ;hou]d be very hesitant in making
any connection between what he says about language at this

time and what he says about it in Phénoménologie de la

-

ferception.
Altheugh there is some truth in what Sdie has o
$ay. he pushes the differences tee far, thereby creating a

faise dichotemy between the Merieau-Fendy of the Fhénomsnolocie

& ferception and the Merleau-Foniv of Sicnes. First,

although language- is not the centre of attention in the former
ater éssavs, the reason for this is not to
Se found in Merleau-Pentv's attitude toward languace. Rather,

what Tust be kept in mind is Merieau~Fonty's purpese in the

Fhéncméngicgie ¢ ia percepticn. As we have shown abave, his
intent there is tc ¢ive us an aécount ot the perceptuzi rocts
c¥ our experience. Our experience of languace, of course, is
cne type of experience ‘or which perceptuzl roots need to be
giscovered, but it is important to note that theré are many

cther types of experiences which cught to be considered. And

Merieau-Ponty does contider these other experiences. VYet, for
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all that, it is false to say that language does not have

a special place in the Phsnomsnologie de la perception.

For as we shall see in Chapter 4,

Ce qui est vrai seulement -- et justifie
1a situation particulidre que 1'on fait
d'ordinaire au langage -- c'est que seule
de toutes les opdrations expressives, la
parale est capable de se sédimenter et de
constituer un acquis intersubjectif.<?

Thus. even in this work Merleau-Fonly realizes the -peculiarity

of linguistic experience in contrast to other types of experience.

N

On the other hand, even though it is true that the /
studyv of language becomes mare and more a preoccupation with
Merieau-Ponty, it is not clear that language becomes "the
arivileged model of the whole of our experience of meaning”.
1f language is privileged, it 1s s0O only in the way outlined
in the quote above. Yet, if this “privileged position” means
that Merleau-Ponty made "'linguistics' the paradigm model cn
the basis of which we would be able-to elaborate a theory of
+he ‘humen' sciences and thus establish a universal, philosophical
anthropo]ogy”zﬁ then Edie is certainly overstating the case.
One need only consider Merleau-Ponty's article, “Les sciences
de 1'homme et 12 phénoménologie".25 In that article it is the

_problem of psychology, not of language or of linguistics, that

accupies the centre position, and Merleau-Ponty applies the
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results that he works out for a phenomeno]ogici] psychoiogy

“to the areas oigaanguage and history. By no means is language
the centre of attentioﬁ. Again, Merleau-Fonty does concern
himself mape~and.more with 1anguag§ in his later writings,

but not to .the extent that he makes linguistics, as the study

of this “"privileged model of the whole of our experience of
meaning". the paradigm for the study of the human sciences.

If we can detect no significant "change in attitude" toward
Janguage, then we shall view Merleau-Ponty's account of language

in Signes, and in other arficles, as a consistent development

of his views found in. the Phénoménologie de 1a perception.

Let us then look more ciosely at what Merleau-Fonty

has to say about parole and langue in these later essays. As

already mentioned, Merleau-Ponty distinguishes a Tinquistique

diachronique de la langue and a linguistique synchronique de

la parole. But Merleau-Ponty ties this distinction to the

distinction between a phenomenology of speech (parole) and &
o

Tinguistics of language {langue).

Ce que Husserl appelle phénoménologie
du langage, retour au sujet parlant,
n'est pas seulement exigence de 12
pensée philosophique, mais de la
linguistique elle-méme, telle que
Saussure la congoit. I1 ne suffit pas
de traiter objectivement les langues
qui sont données, i1 faut faire état du
sujet parlant, i1 faut adjouter 2 la
linguistique de la langue la linguistique
de la parole.26

e
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A phenomenoloqy of language, i.e., a certain approach to the
phenomenon of speech, la parole, is not only a necessity for
any possible linguistics, but in fact is itself a type or
way of doing 1inguis?ic§. What Merleau-Ponty has done here
is to tie together the method of a phenome;ology of language
with a synchronic linguistics of language, such that the
methed of this synchronic Iinguistic; will be the method of

a phenomenology of speech. Merleau-Ponty further indicates

that the distinction of langue and parole is not just a dis-

tinction in regions of language to be studied, but further
that the distinction necessitates methodological considerations
that involve different perspectives on language. Merleau-
Ponty follows Pos's account of the two different perspectivéé,
the .phenomenological perspective of a svnchronic linguistics

of pargle and the objectivist perspective of a diachronic
linguistics of 1angue.2’
ITya, dit M. Pos, une différence
fondamentale entre le philosophe, le
phénoménologue qui réfiichit sur le
- langage, et le Tinguiste qui connait . .
le langage objectivement, d'apras les
documents qui sont 13. C'est que le
phénoménologue essaie de reprendre
conscience de ce que c'est qu'un sujet
parlant. Or Te sujet pariant n'‘a pas
du tout, 2 1'égard du langage, 1'attitude

du savant ou de_1'observateur. L'observateur
est_en face de la 1angue comme en faEg de
quelque chose qui lui“est extérieur.
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The phenomenologist, the synchronic 1ingujst.
takes the perspe’ctive of the speaking subject, the "speaking 'S
word" and concentrates on the actual acts of communication
that take place between speaking sub@ects. On the other
hand,“the objective scientist, the diachronic linguist, takes
an objective point of view. He looks ét the empirically or
exteghally given means of communication. HKe can approach a
Tanguage the same way a geologist approaches rocks: the data
2re there, right before his eves. And to demand that he take
up the pdint of view of the speaking subject would make as
little sense as it would to ask .of the ge61ogist to take up
the viewpoint of the rocks which he studies.%S
| Hef]eau-Ponty fﬁrther‘specifies the differences
in perspective between' the phenomenologist of Ianguagé and
the scientist of 1angyage. Besides the fact that the'_
scientist takes an objective view of the phenomenon, wheréaé
the phenomeno16915t looks at 1aa§uage from "down beHow“,
from thg viewpo%nt of the speaking subject, there are twq
other characteristic differences. As‘Mer]eau-PonEy/continues

-

in the above quotation, the scientist



_ ...considdre par exemple 1'Stat du
frangais d la date ol je parle, et montre
comment cet &tat présent du frangais’
s‘explique d partir de tel ou tel &tat
anterieur. L'observateur rattache le
grésent au passé. Le sujet qui parle,

ul, 1qQnore le passé. La plupart des
sujets qui parlent le frangais 3} prdsent
ne savent rien de 1'€tymologie, du passé
linquiste en général, qui a rendu possibie
12 Tangue qu'ils parient actuellement, et
qui;é.ne s'expiique que par 1'usage actuel

o

The linguist (the diachronic linguist) attempts to explain

the actual state of a language by its past forms. (E.g.;

he would show how particular verd forms in present French

can bgvzraced back to tﬁe Latin original.) The emphasis is
alwavs on the past. On'the other hand, the subject who actually
ébeaks the language need know nothing about the history of

his language in order tc communicate. Thé speaking subject

nay know nothing about the historical formulation of grammatical
rules; he ma& know nothing about the ruies themselves, vet

for all that he can-speak. Aﬁd what he says will depend on

the present, and even the future. “lLe sujet gui parie est
tourné vers 1'avenir. La ]aﬂgue est pour Tui avant tout

moyen d'expression, moyen de communique: 2 autrui des intentions

31

qui vont vers 1'avenir." Thus, there is a difference in the

two perspectives in regard to the temporal dimension. The

-

#
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focus of the scientist is ultimately on the past, whereas

the focus‘of the phenomenologist is on:the present and the

future.”"

The third difference is reflected in the fq?iowing

Enfin. 1'observateur a toujours tendance

1 dscomposer la langue en une série de )
processus, qu'il considdre comme relativement
indépendants les uns des autres...C'est ce
qui fait dire a M. Vendry®s...qu'une langue
n'est jamais une rsalite, C'est un "idsal

qui ne rSussit jamais d se réaliser”....

Du point de vue de 1'gbservateur dong, il

y a lieu de mettre en doute ia réalité
distincte des langues...Pour le sujet qui
parle au contraire, qui n'‘est pas observateur
en face de la langue prise comme gbjet, mais
qui la pratique, qui 1'assure, ilya
incontestabiement une réaiité de la langue,
i1 v a des endroits ol il se fait comprendre
et des endrgits ol il ne se fait pas
comprendre. 29

For the scientist of language the unity and distinct reality
.

of a language tends to‘disintegrate. When one treats &

Janguage objectively, the distinct boundaries of the ianguage

+end to collapse. One dialect overlaps with another, and cne

is hard-pressed to say where one language begins and another

one ends. On the other hand, for the phenomenologist the

reality and unity of & language becomes evident when one
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concentrates on the speaking subject. For the speaking
subject, English, e.g., has a distinct reality. It is

;he language which one speaks and which one understands.

And the boundaries of the language are as cle;; as possible,
since what one cannot understand is not English. Again,

the two points of vigw, the phenomenoleogical and the scientific
or objective, show different characteristiCs.

The distinction parole/langue not only refers to a -

difference in the aspects or regions of a language to be
studied, but also indig;tes a2 need for two different methods
to accommodate these fwo regions of language. And from what
we have seen so far, the two methods should give us different
conclusions concerning language. And from what has been
presented, ft would seem that our task should bé to apply

the phenoméno1ogical method to parole: However, throughout
the rest of this thesis, one will find no strict application
of any sort of phenomenological mgthod. Rather, one will
find an emphasis on gersgective.. Qur account of language
will be an account derived from conside}ation of what anguage
is from the perspective of the speaking subject, from the
perspective of parole. There will be no attempt to apply

rigidly the notions of “reduction", "intentionality",
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"description", or "essence" in what follows, even though
these notions will be used. One reason for not using these’
terms regidly is that there are some difficulties involved
with the actual method of phenomenclogy which, I think,
become evident when we consider Merleau-Ponty's attempt to
grapple with some of the aspects of the phenomenological
method. These difficulties are not as evident in Merleau-
Ponty's account of Husserl's method in the "Avant-Propos":

of the Phénoménglogie de la perception. They are evident,

however, in Mer]eau-Ponty;s articlie, "Les sciences de 1'homme
et T1a ph&noménologie”. )

One aspect of the phenomenological method that is
of concern in this article is the aspect of essence, and, in
particular, the question of how essences and facts are

related. As Merleau-Ponty points out throughout this

article, the notion of eidetic intuition is essential io the é?ffz

G x

phenomenological method. A good starting point for us as
we consider this problem is Merleau-Ponty's criticism of
Hegel.34 Merleau-Ponty wants to show that Husserl's
phenomenolagy is close to that of Hegel's, yet differs from
it in important respects. And in showing the differences,

he points out

i
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..Seu]ement, chez Hegel, la phénoméno1ogie

n‘est qu'une préface d la 'Logique', de
sorte que, du mo1ns selon certains interprdtes
de Hegel, elle n'a que la valeur d'une
introduction d la philosophie proprement
dite, et que lﬂ\phulosoph1e reste d'un

- autre ordre. Or, si c'est finalement la
Togique qui rég1§ le développement des
phénomdnes, .. Judd

Now, Merleau-Ponty is right when he points out that Hegelian
Ehenomenology leads to an Hegelian logic. Yet, he does not
note the important consequences that follow. The principal

task for Hegel in the Phenomenology of Spirit is to show

that uitimately all consideration of an object of thought
beyond thought Teads to the position that there is no such
object beyond (and logically prior to) thought. And this
position gives one the absolute standpoint of the Logic:
Philosophy must proceed not by'considering being égg_being,
but by examining the re]q;ionships of concepts that have
appeared in the history of spirit. And the consequehce;:

for Husserlian phenomenology are important. Hegel wants ;o
show that there can be no naive "giving oneself over to thé
experience of X (whatever X might be) in order to find the )

essence of X". The facts are always ordered by a consciousness

which precedes it.
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Now although it may seem that Merleau-Ponty thinks
that Husserl is saying something similar (at least in part)
to this in his later writings, still the ghost of "zu den -

Sachen selbst" haunts Husserlian phenomenology even in his

later writings. (This, I think, can be inferred from
Merleau-Ponty's account.) In order to show that ultimately
the facts must be governed by an essence that comes from
thought, Tet us consider the problems involved in Husserl's
Wesenschau. (I might point out here before we do this that
strictly speaking one cannot say that Heéel holds that essences
are imposed upon facts as form is imposed upon content.
However, if one may characterize this “process", it is correct
to say that for Hegel the facts are not Togically prior to
essence and do not have an indéﬁéndent existence outside af
essence.) |

Merleau-Ponty gives us an example of the Wesenschau
wﬁen we wish to discover the essence of social p‘f'ocesses.36
Supposedly, one takes a concrete example of a social process
and then varies it (fictivefy) in order to discover the essence
of a social process. For ex;mple, one miéht take the case in
which L pay a grocer for some goods. Now, supposedly I can

vary this instance in order to find out what does not vary,



39.
¢

in order to discover thg“essence. Let us say that I discover
that "involving two peoﬁ1e“ 1s the essence of a social process.
But in discoveriﬁg this, what have I really done? I really
took different examples of a social process (some fictitious)
and looked to see what was essential to theﬁ all. But the
really important question is: How did I know which example
to take? (Alternatively: How cou?d I know which particular
example of a fictive variation was still a “sociaj process”.)
It would seem that 1 could take examples of only social
processes if I already had a previous conception of a social
process. In other words, I must previously have essential
knowledge of social processes in order to "read off" the
essence. Thus, it would appear that Husserl's view must be
reducible to the Hegelian view of "essences before facts"
(to put it crudely).

But then if these speculations are correct, they
only intensify the problem that Merleau-Ponty mentions on ‘
page 35. According to Husserl there is always present the
danger that one's essences could turn into “scholastic"
definitions of concepts. That is, if I have already
determined the essence of a social process, then 2 ruling

out of other processes as not social processes may become a
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mere Wortspiel of words and definitions. ‘Supposedly.
according to Merleau-Ponty, Husserl thought tﬁat such a

danger can be avoided. Yet, it is not clear how that is
possible. He does sav that "je ne puis &tre sOr que ma

vision de 1'essence est autre chose qu'un prdjugd, un concept
enracind dans le langage, que si elle permet de comprendre
tous les faits qui nous sont accessibles au moment considéré.“sr
Yet what can this mean? It would seem that Merieau-Fonly is
saving that an essence is not really an essence when it does
not "hold together" all the facts which can be "heid together”
by this essence. But that only means that, for example, a
particular candidate for "essence of a social precess” which
excludes certain "social processes” from actualiy being sccial
processes is not reaily 2 jegitimate candidate Tor the essence
of social process: Yet this really provides us with nothing
at all. If a certain essence A covers certain facts x, v,

and z, whiie excluding p and q, then how can one reaily kncw
that p and q are iegitimately excluded from A7 How could we
know that p and ¢ should not really be coveredé by AT Let us
take again the example of social processes. Suppose [ say that
the essence of a social process is "involving two or more

people". Now let us say that someone else dces not éccept
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our 2ssence because it excludes the case of someone standing
on his head. And this person wants to have "standing on one's
head” covered by the essence of a social process. S0 now

the Qquestion is: How Jo we hnow if this person is cormect

in his ¢laim?  1s our essence of social process oo narrow,

have aiready aitered my concept of secial precess cefere
considering the particular fagt. The fact Teads me to 2
cifferent™moncliusion because I have aiready changed oy view
of the fact. On the other hand, if I rule gut this fact as
an instance cf & social process, I shall have aiready made

the judcement that my noticn ¢f essence is ad
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censidering.
These difficuities in giving an account ¢f the sc-
czlled eidetic reducticn highlight the problems that ane

has in trying t¢ give an azccount of the phencmenclogical

-
ol

method. And zithough we <hall see that Merleau-Ponty
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corrects some of these difficulties in his later writings.;*
these problems do indicate the one point which I wish to make,
viz., that it §s more "fruitful™ to lTook not at the method-

ology of the phenomenologist but to the actual results that

r¥

he attains. That the phenomenciogist attains significant
resyits will be demonstrated in the neat chapterg.

If one may draé any conclusions from the material
presented in this chapter. it is that, in order o proceed
in the development of a phenomencleogical philesophy of
philosophical language, one must make some distinctions 1in

cur notion of "language".

- -

Given "lancace"., follewing Merleau-

Pontv, as the ordinary, undifferentiated concept that we use

-~

in casual discussions of Tincuistic phenomena, we see that the
chencmenciogist must distinguish, within iangace, the aspect
of lancue and the aspect of parole. "Langue" will be considered

the sum of varicus natural languages that the linguist studies,

and it will not be of concern to us here. “Pargle”, however,
will be taken as speech, the actual using of 1anggage by some
human being in & concrete speizking situation. The phenomenalogy
of parcle will direct our attention to those actual situations.
Indeed, although some of the features of phencmenalogy

will be clarified to & greater extent in what follows, it is
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also clear that the whole point of the method is to give us
a-perspectivevon the everyday world of the speaking subject

in order to allow us to see what speaking, la parole, is.
Hence, rather than attempting to develop any extensive account
of parole as contrasted with langue, it would appear to be more

useful to take the preliminary account of langue and pargle

given us by Merleau-Ponty in "Les sciences de 1'homme et la

phénomSnologie”. With such a rowgh distinction, we may then

direct our attention to the speaking subject and la parole as

it is given in our evervday experience. Such an investigation
- will show two essential features of la parole, viz. la

signification gestuelle and la sédimentation, the topic matter

for the following two chapters.
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FOOTNOTES

Merleau-Ponty, Phénoménologie de la perception, Paris:
Gallimard, 1945. WNote that in most cases I shall be
using the original French terms that Merleau-Ponty uses,
rather than translating them into English. <This will be
useful especially when discussing the terms "angue' and
‘langage’ for which English has only ‘lanquage’ and
‘parole’ and 'mot' where often both are translated as
‘'word".

Ibid., p. IIf.

o

Ibid., p. V. Merleau-Ponty speaks of the importance of
perception in his presentation “Le primat de la perception
et ses conséquences philosophiques" Jdn Bulletin de la
S0cigté francaise de Philosophie, v. 2 (19477, pp. 119-135,
discussion_pp. 135-153. "/En.parlant d'un primat de la
perception/...Nous exprimions en ces termes que 1'expérience
de la perception nous remet en présence du moment ol se
constituent pour nous les choses, les vérités, les biens,
qu‘elle nous rend un logos & 1'&tat naissant, qu'elle nous
enseigne, hors de ‘tout dogmatisme, ies conditions vraies

de 1'objectivité eile-mSme, qu'elle nous rappelle les

taches de ia connaissance et de 1'action." (p. 133) The
notion of perception is as difficult to explain as it is
important to consider in the thought of Merleau-Ponty.

One significant problem for one who attempts to understand
it is that it has a wider meaning here than it does in much
English or American philosophy or psychology. Further,
there is the added difficulty that the meaning of the

notion is not constant throughout the Phénoménologie de

1a perception and that it "grows“ (one might say, in
Hegelian fashion) from the beginning to the end of the

work. (See, e.g., the article by Théodore Geraets, "Le
retour 2 1'expérience perceptive et le sens du primat de

la perception” in Dialogue, v. 15 no. 4 (1976), pp. 595-
607.) The notion of perception should not, however,

present too many difficuities for us in the present

work: -

Phénoménologie de la perception, p. IX.
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Ibid., p. XIf. Merleau-Ponty's notion of "essence"
will be discussed and criticized latgr in this <hapter.
Ibid., p. XIII. More will be said about “intentionality"
in the following chapter.

Ibid., p. IIT (italics added).

ibid., p. XIV.

bid., p. XVI. These notions of "world" and "rationality"

will be discussed later.
Ibid., p. V (italics added).

Phénoménologie de la perception, p. 204. It is important
Lo note two points in the discussion presented so far.
First, I have not yet given a definition of "language’,
nor havel] attempted as yet any distinction between
"languaga" and "speaking”. Second, I have not really
specified the kind of explanations of language that are
being offered by the intellectualist or the empiricist.
Are they meant to be scientific (i.e., psychological or
Tinguistic) explanations, or are they philosophical .
explanations? In regard to the first point, let me note
that the various distinctions concerning language will
arise in the context of Merleau-Ponty's phenomenology of
linguistic experience. 1In regard to the second point,
1t is important to realize that the explanations at this
point in the discussion may be either gcientific or
philosophical. Merleau-Ponty wants to attack both sorts.

- Later in this chapter, the focus will be on scientific

12.
13.
14.
15.

accounts, specifically, linguistic explanations.

Phénoménologie de la perception, p. 205.
Ibid. '

Ibid. How exactly le mot has un sens will be shown in
the third chapter. "It 3s not clear whom Merleau-Ponty
has in mind when discussing either the empiricist or
the intellectualist view of language. Concerning the
empiricist view, it would seem that Merleau-Ponty's
account of language would have some relevance in, for
example, the context of a behaviourist approach to



46.
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language, such as found in the work of Skinner's Verbal ‘.
Behavior {New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1957). :
For an account of the empiricist tradition regarding
language, see also Cassirer, E., Philosophy of Symbolic
Forms, (New Haven> Yale University Press, 1953, v. 1,

Pp. 133-138). Cassirer in this book also-gives an

account of the rationalist tradition regarding language.

An interesting example of the rationalist view toward
language may be seen in none other than Descartes him-

self. Descartes speaks so little about language, and

when he does discuss it in relationship to thought, 1.e., -
true philosophy, it takes on little significance. Consider,
e.q., his letter to Mersenne, 20 November 1929. (From
Descartes: Philosophical Letters, ed. and transl. by

‘A. Kenny, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1970).

The letter is a response by Descartes to a proposal
for a new language that was sent to Mersenne who had,
forwarded it to Descartes. Although skeptical of this
particular posal, Descartes does believe, however,
“that "it would be possible to devise a further system
to enable one to make up the primitive words and their
symbols in such a language so that it couid be leamnt
very quickty.” Descartes points out the essential
ingredient for the construction of such ‘a language.
“"Order is what is needed: a1l the thoughts which can
come into the human mind must be arranged in an order
like the natural order of the numbers.” Just as the
positive integers can be put into an ascending order
(i.e., 1, 2, 3, ...) wherein one number clearly follows
from a previous one, so alsg is it the case with thoughts.
A1l thoughts can be ordered in such a way that a par-
ticular one strictly follows from the previous one.
And once these thoughts have a1l been arranged, then,
“in order to create the universal language, .one would
give these thoughts a “material coating”, i.e., they
would be put into words. Each word would have a one-
to-one- relationship to each thought, and as anyone, no
matter what natural language he speaks, can understapd-
"1, 2, 3, ...", so also could he understand the words -
of this universal language. Thus Descartes sees that
“In a single day one can learn to name every one pf the
infinite series of numbers, and thus write infinitely

2
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many different words in an unknown language. The same
could be done for all the other words necessary to express
all the other things which fall within the purview of

the human mind." But how are all the thoughts of man
going to be put into order? What will this ordering
principle be? Descartes points out that "in any case

the discovery of such a language depends upon the true
philosophy. For without that philosophy it is impossible
to number and order all the thoughts of men or even to
separate them out into clear and simple thoughts..."

It is interesting to note that from_dhis letter two
points come to the fore. First, we see how important
thought is. $econd, we see how really unimportant the
new universal language wilil be. That the true phileosophy.
which gives us absolutely certain knowledge, is such a
great concern for Descartes, cannQt seriously be doubted.
But why is the universail language so unimportant? It is
unimportant because it really helps in no way at ail
toward the attainment of knowledge, toward the formation
of true thought. One ‘can hear echoipg in_the background
Merleau-Ponty's criticism that in rationalist thought the
speaking subaect disappears compdetely. | ;

Phénoménologie de ia pefrception, p. 229.
4

“Sur la phénoménologie du 1angage“ in Signes, Paris:
Gallimard, 1960. A number of other articles in Signes,
which will be mentioned later, deal w1bh the probiem of
2 phenomenology of Tanguage

ibid., p. 87. As is evident from the text of this and
other articles, Merleau-Ponty sees himself as continuing
the project of a lingquistique synchronique indicated by
Saussure in Cours de linguistique générale (Paris: Payot,
1965). Indeed, if one were to consider soiely Merleau-
Ponty's account of the work of Saussure, one would
unhesitatingly accept the kinship of Merleau-Ponty's
phenomenclogy of language and Saussure's structuralism.
There is, however, an issue that arises that is tangential
to the concern about methodology in this chapter, but that
is still important to consider at this point. As it has
been well pointed out by M. Lagueux (in his "Merleau-
Ponty et la linguistique de Saussure", in Dialogue, v. 4
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p ]
(1965), no. 3. Pp. 351-364) "langage" for Saussure is
divided into "lan ue" and “ arole™, and then “langue"
is further subdivided intp Hsvncﬁron'ie" and “dYachronie".

. . 1 L1} L4
. For Saussure it is langue" that can studied scien-

tifically by Yinguistics. “Parole" has no place at all
within the scientific study of Tanguage. (See Saussure,
opb. cit., pp. 23-39 and p. 139).  Thus it seems that
Merleau-Ponty has taken Tiberties with the thought of
Saussure and that any value to Merleau-Ponty's Vinquistique
synchronique de la parole must be seen dS A creative trans-
formation of Saussure's Tinquistics. :

This gap between Merleau-Ponty and Saussure has recentlyv
been questioned by two cormentators of Merleau-Fonty.

In an article entitied, "Was Merleau-Ponty a Structuralist?",
(in Semiotica, v. 4 (1971), no. 4, PP. 297-323), James Edie
exXpresses some Yeservations aboyt accepting too quickly
Lagueux's verdict. "While 1t s difficuit not to accept
Lagueux's verdict, it §s nevertheless true that many of _
Saussure's own texts are ambiguoys and the account Mexrleai-
Ponty gives in La prose du monde (p. 33FF), for instance,
would meet most ¢ not all of lLagueux's criticism ...
(ibid., p. 305, n. 22}. Edie then goes on to point out

cormunity, while diachronic inguistics need pay no atten-
tion at 21l %0 actya] speech acts. "Now clearly the object
with which diachronic linguistics deals 1s something that
can ONLY be studied 'objective]y' and in which present,
ongoing human experience can play no essentiai role. But,
conversely, the object of synchronic Tinguistics, though
it is the 'form or ‘system' of the Bresent state of a
given language and not the speech act itself, is never-
theless nothing other than the presently given, incubating
and changing structyure of the sum total of ail presently
recognized acts of speaking that take place within a given
comunity, and it is nothing but the description of these
acts. Moreover, since each historical state that can be
distinguished in the diachronic study of a2 given language
was at one time a living, future-directed, synchronic
sSystem, we can see the sense in which 'a synchronic
linguistics of speech' envelops and takes precedence gver
a ‘diachronic linguistics of language’. (Ibid.) Thus
Mer]eau-Ponty and Saussure do not differ in any essentijal
way. t 4
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Before we consider the second commentator, let us conh-
sider more closely Edie's objections. Edie wants to

say essentially that.diachronics need not take into con-
sideration actual speech acts because it is an historical
study, whereas synchronics has to be concerned with -
speech acts. And if speech acts can be classified under
‘parole" instead of “langue", then synchronics becomes
1inquistique synchronique de la parole. It seems, how-
ever, that Edie 1s confusing two different considerations,
and it is this confusion which makes the rapprochement
between Merleau-Ponty and Saussure feasible. On the one
hand, if we are considering the source or foundation of
synchronics,  then ¥t would seem that parole is essential.
That is, synchronics is the study of the present structure
of a language, and that present structure is the result

of particular acts of speaking, parole. Thus, synchronics
ultimately rests on pargle. But if we can make such a con-
nection between synchronics and parole, we can make it
between diachronics and parole, since the history of a
.language is based on changes in its actual structure and
its actual structure is based on parole. So both synchronics
and diachronics, from this point of view, can be seen as
linked with pargle.

On the other hand, if we consider the actual phenomena,
the actual "stuff" on which linguistics focuses, then
paroie becomes unimportant. Edie rightly points out that
the history of a language can be studied only “objectively";
i.e., that actual human experience plays no part in dia-
chronics. Yet, if we are considering only the material
to be studied, then synchronics will have as Tittle to

do with "actual human experience" as does diachronics.
Although it is true that the present structure of a given
language arises from the particular speech acts of par--
ticular individual human beings, the sole object of study
of synchronics is that which they produce regardiess o
the process by which it comes about. In this context it
may be useful to keep in mind Saussure's chess analogy
(op. cit., p. 43, p. 125f, p. 153). Analogously, dia-
chronics studies the particular moves of, say, the knight
or the bishop from, say, KN1 to KB3 or KBl to QB4 without
taking inte consideration at all the relationship of the
kntght and the bishop at the beginning of the game or

S
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after three moves. On the other hand, analogously,
synchronics would study that interrelationship of the
white pieces after, say, the second or third move. It

_js not interested in the movement of the piece, nor is

it interested in anything other than the actual "objec-
tively given" pieces on the board. If we take this

analogy seriously, we discover that synchronics is as
"objective" as diachronics and that actual human experience
ijs as irrelevant to synchronics as the colour of the chess

board is to the position of the pieces.

A second reconsideration of the relation between Merleau-
Ponty and Saussure is given by G. Charron in his book,

Dy Langage (Ottawa: Editions de 1'Université d'Ottawa,
1972, p. 95f). Charron indicates that certain texts of
Sayssure can be cited as evidence for such a relationship.
E.g., Saussure says in Cours, op. ¢it., P- 128 that "La
synchronie ne connatt qu'une perspective, celle des sujets
parlants, et toule sa méthode consiste & recueillir leur
témoignage ..." and further concerning diachronics and
synchronics that "1'aspect synchronique prime 1'autre, .
puisque pour la masse parlante i1 est la vraie et 1a seule
realits." (p. 128) Thus, since it is absurd to think
that Merleau-Ponty could have missed the thrust of these
texts, 1t appears mQre plausible that Merleau-Ponty was
developing a hidden theme in Saussure and that there
really is less of a gap between the two thinkers than

one thinks.

it is clear from Charron's account that there are some.
ambiguities in the text of Saussure. And perhaps Merleau-
Ponty was exploiting them to his own advantage. Yet,
there still are the discrepancies between Saussure's own
worked out position and Merleau-Ponty's interpretation.
But, perhaps we should consider the intentions of Merleau-
Ponty when considering his interpretation of Saussure. As
Charron has well-pointed out, spatenons pour 1'instant que
si Merleau-Ponty se tourne Vers 1a parole et 12 synchronie,
vers le sujet parlant, c'est d'abord ses préoccupations de
phénoménologue qui 1'y portent.” (p. 98) Thus, as is the
case with Merleau-Ponty's use of the Husserlian texts, SO
it seems here too that he has used Saussure for his own
purposes, viz., those of an existential phenomenologist.
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If such is the tase, then we must tread carefully so as
not to attribute to Saussure that which is not really
his.

In Edie, op. ¢it., p. 300f and especially p. 303, where
he states, "It was in what we here distinguish as his

- SECOND PERIOD that Merleau-Ponty developed a new and

different attitude toward language, under the influence
of his reading of Saussure and scientific linguistics."
Fontaine-DeVisscher in her work Phénomdne ou structure?:
essai sur langage cher Merleau-Ponty, Bruxelles: Publi-
cations des Facultés universitaires Saint-louis, 1974,
also sees a discrepancy between the Phénoménologie de la
perception account of language and that found in the
articles in Signes. The nature of Fontaine-DeYisscher's
remarks are such that they can better be handled later in
this thesis in the context of the discussion of le mot
and la signification gestuelle.

Edie gives a list of the works of Merleau-Ponty that deal
with the "middle peried" of his thought (Edie, op. cit.,
p. 303).

Edie, op. cit., p. 300f.

Ibid., p. 303.

Phénoménologie de 1a perception, p. 221.
Edie, op. cit., p. 303. A

Cours de Sorbonne, Paris: Centre de documentation
universitaire, 1951 (hereinafter SHP).

Ibid., p. 45. A comment'on the parole parlée/parole
parfante distinction is desirable here. Charron, op.
cit., realizes the relationship between parcle parlante/
parole parlée and parole/langue. Yet, in his account he
seems to want to draw a distinction between parcle
pariée and lanque. As he states "En premi2re approxi-
mation on dira que la paroie ajoute 2 la langue
1'opération par laquelle tel syst2me Tinguistique est
assumé et utilisé par un sujet pour communiquer avec
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quelqu'un." (p. 101) It is not clear, however, that
Merleau-Ponty wishes to talk about parole parlée in terms
of an operation. In the Phénoménologie de la perception,
p. 229, he talks about langages and parole parliée in terms
of systems of aiready acquired significations. 1f parole
arlée is the set of significations already acquireg. then
it 1s really similar to langue, the objectively given
system of signs studied by the linguist. If there is

any real difference between the two, it would be that
parole parlée, as indicated by Merleau-Ponty's description
of 1t in the Phénoménologie gg_lg_gercegtion. is wider than
lanque. That is to say, it refers to all sorts of "moyens
d'expression", some of which may not be considered as part
of the system of signs that the linguist studies. In any
case, the distinction that will be of methodological
interest to us, for the duration of this chapter as well
as for the following two chapters, will be the parole/
langue distinction. )

‘Merleau-Ponty cites Pos's article ("Phénbménologie et
linguistique", Revue internationale de philosophie, v. 1
(1939), no. 2, pp. 254-365) in Signes, p. 106 and SHP,
p. 40f. . T

SHP, p. 41.

It may now seem confusing to one that Merleau-Ponty
seems to sanction the objectivist point of view, in
terms of a scientific analysis when he seemed to be
castigating the "objectivist" point of view in the
Phénoménologie de la perception. But there really is
no contradiction here, for in the Phénoménologie de la
rception Merleau-Ponty was not criticizing the objec-
tivist position as a scientific method. Rather, he was
criticizing the position when it becomes a philosophical
position, a position that would rule out any other view
of the phenomena. What Merieau-Ponty is trying to indi-
cate is that the objectivist approach is legitimate when
it is restricted to the realm of scientific methodology,
and as such it would need to be complemented by a phen-
omenological account of the data in order to give 2 more
complete account of the phenomena. More will be said
about_the phenomenolegical critique of scientific expila-
nations in the two chapters on Merleau-Ponty's view of
phiiosophy.
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SHP, p. 41. ({(Italics added.)
Ibid.

A linguist might furiously object to Merleau-Ponty's

claim that the scientist of langue is always concerned
with the past of language. The linguist might want to

say that Merleau-Ponty has in mind a particular branch

of linguistics that deéals with the past transformations

of different words in different languages. {One might
even want to say that Merleau-Ponty is really talking
about only one possible method used in the study of
language, viz., diachronic linguistics.) Thus, the kind
of distinction he is drawing between phenomenology and
science, one would conclude, is a very weak one. Yet,
although the distinction is weak, especially when isolated
from the other distinctions he is drawing, one must
realize what Merleau-Ponty is doing in drawing any dis-
tinctions at all. Merleau-Ponty is certainiy not claiming
that focus on the past is a necessary condition for a
science; he is not even claiming that it is a sufficient
condition (it obviously would not be), although one might
consider the set of conditions that he is laying out as
jointly sufficient, though not jointly necessary, for a
scientific perspective. More correctiy, however, one
would say that Merleau-Ponty, rather than drawing hard-
and-fast distinctions between a phenomenology of speech
and a science of language, is at this point trying to
indicate diverging tendericies or concerns of the two.

That is to say, it will more iikely be the case that 2
science of language will be concermed with the past of
language (even if it is the immediate past), etc.; whereas,
the phenomenclogist of speech will focus his concern on the
actual, "flesh and blood" speaker of the language in an
everyday speaking situation. Throughout our anaiysis of
Merleau-Ponty's thought one must constantly avoid the

_temptation to interpret him as presenting necessary and
sufficient conditions for X, whatever X may be. Although

at times .he might be doing this, usually he is not.
SHP, p. 41f.

Ibid., p. 11.
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Ibid.
Ibid., p. 36
Ibid., p. 3§ .

And there are, indeed, other difficulties in Merleau-
Fonty's account of phenomenology in SHF. Consider, e.q..,
the problem of the ¢risis of the human sciences which is
the principal theme of the article. This crisis. which,
[ might add. ds still with us according to Merleau-Fonty,
1s the crisis brought about by the growth of the sciences
of man. “Les recherches psychologiques, sociotogiques,
historiques., 3 mesure Qqu'elles se dSveloppaient. tendaient
3 nous prdsenter toute pensde, toute opinicn el en
particelier toute philesophie. corme le résultal de
1'action cormbinge des conditions psyvchologiques., sociale
historiques extdrieures." What is so disturbing to
Merjeau-Fonty is that such a trend leads irrevocably to
an irrational relativism in which all knowiedge loses
1ts vaiue. And what vaiue then do these conclusions of
the human sciences have, if such is the case?

7]

Merieau-Ponty wants to show that such conclusions uitimatelyv
destroy any vaiidation in the social (human) sciences and
philosophy. But how exactly cees this happen? Undoubtediy,
Merleau-Ponty is thinking of a psycholeogy, for example,

that reduces all conscicusness to a sertes of causally
determined brain processes. In such 2 situation there
would be no place left for questions regarding truth,

etc. There would only be causal sequences of brain
processes.

The important question for us to ask here is: Deoes the
reductionist tendency of such approaches lead to the
disappearance of all justificaticn for kncwledge? Cer-
tainily this would be the case, if*a psycheliogy szid not

only (a) that there is nothing but brain processes, but

also (b) that there are no legitimate grounfs thet can be
furnished for any knowledge claims. But it is more important
to note that the second claim (viz., regarding the justi-
tification of knowledge claims) does not strictly follow

from the first. That is to say, contra Merleau-Ponty, that
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psychologism, historicism, or sociologism do not
necessarily lead from a logical point of view to the
destruction of science and philosophy. If such social
scientists point out the psychological, historical, or
sociological cenditions behind the appearance of & par-
ticular philosophy {or science), this does not mean that
thev are ruling out the possibility of deciding which
phi?osoph{ is "correct" (if we may use this non-technical
term here). Such A sanction against such questions can »
¢ offered only as another postulate of histericism or
vchelogism. It does not feliow strictly from a con-
deration of underlying conditions.

th Y1 rFr e
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Jne may point cut here that I am not taking historicism
or psvchologism the way Merleau-Fonty is. In other
words. [ mayv not be dealing with Merieau-Fondy's notion
of these "isms”. This may be so. VYet, I would stitl
want £0 point out the important distinction between an

"iem" as a science of the underlying ccndi&ﬁ¥§i:2;}m6w1-
edge and an "ism" which rules out ail queStidhs v truth,
etc. It would seem to me that cne ceuld have an "ism" of
+he first kind without having an "ism" of the second kind.
That Merleau-fonty does not make this distinction is

clear from his consideration of psychelogism. "Si le
‘psychoiogisme! nous dit que le philosophe, et sa pensée

ne sont cue des marionnettes, des mécanismes psvcholaciques
ou de 1‘'histoire extfrieure, on peut toujours lui répondre
qu'il en va de mdme pour lui, et discréditer ainsi sa
propre critique.” (SHP, p. 7] It is npt clear that the
philosopher-as-marionette approach ruies cut the possi-
5i1ity of considering the truth of 2 philosophy. The
philosopher may be @ pure product of external conditions,
vet we may still ask if, accerding tc another standard,

his philosophy is “correct". It dces not seem that psycho-
logism would necessarily rule cut the possibility cf another
standard. And if this is so, then Merleau-Ponty's reductio
proct fails. (We may think of, in this context, the
difference between a2 methodological behaviourism and 2
philosophical behavicurism.) If one, on the other hand,
wishes to assert that for Merleau-Ponty (1) knowledge is
possible only if a2 subject is present and (2) psychologism,
etc. rule out the presence of 2 subject, then it is clear
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that Merleau-Ponty must quite explicitly show how (m
is in fact the case. And it is not clear that he has
done sO.

Such difficulties as I have just outlined are not
strictly speaking difficulties pertaining to the
phenomenological method %gg se, although I think that
it is important to consider them within the context of
Merleau-Pontyv's account of phenomenclogy and science.
More. of course, will be said about phenomenology,
science and philosophy in the fifth and sixth chapters.
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PART II: LANGUAGE

CHAPTER 3: SIGNIFICATION GESTUELLE

The phenomenological viewpoint on language, as we
have just shown, brings us back to the speaking subject.
Now our question becomes: What do we find when we make
such @ réturn? Let us begin to answer this question by

looking again at the Phénomsnologie de 1a perception, since

this is the place where Merieau-Ponty first discusses the

speaking subject. As we have seen so far, our return to la
Ne
parole is necessawy for avojdino the pit‘a11s of.either an

- empiricist or an.1nte11ec;ualisﬁhp01nt of view. By return1ng
v

to the speakwQg;sabaectuue.dtsccﬁer that a word {le mot) is

not merely an external covering for a thought. Nor is it a
physical response to a given stimufus. Rather, both views

cf words must be rejected in retuming to the speaking
subject. "On dépasse donc aussi bien 1'intellectualisme que
Qur way out of the dilemmas of empiricism and ratianalism will
be guided by our view of words as having meaning (sens). But
what kind of meaninés do words have? What is characteristic

about meaning that is found in the speaking subject?
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From thfs phenomenological poiﬁt'of view Merleau-
Ponty directs us to our actual experience of language, for
it is this actual experiencé that will give us the clue to
the type of meaning that is found. What kind of experience,
then, do we have of language? Merleau-Fonty discusses briefly
two different experiences and it would do us well to look at

2 Let us take the case of a writer who is going

them closely.
to sit down to write a book.” Now, the writer may have some
idea in his mird concerning what he would 1ike to write. It
is true that he has some ideas which he would Tike to express.
But the ideas are not absolutely and cleariy formulated until
they are expressed in words. The ideas, in a sense, need the
words in order to become cleariy formed ideas. The writer does
not translate an already precisely formed thought into words.
The words bring about the genuine existence of the ideas. Or
take, as another example, the situation in which we try to
grasp a particular object conceptualiy by groping for its name.
La dénomination des objects ne vient pas
aprés la reconnaissance, elle est la
reconnaissance méme. Quand je fixe un
objet dans la pénombre et que je dis:
“C'est une brosse", il n'y.a pas dans
mon esprit un concept de 1a brosse, sous
lequel je subsumerais 1'objet et qui

d'autre part se trouverait 1i1€ par une
association fréquente avec le mot de
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"brossé", mais le mot porte.le séﬁs,

et, en T'imp?sant_a 1'objet, j'ii

conscience d'atteindre 1'objet.

When I have to grope for the name of an object, is it really

the case that I am just looking for- the appropriate name for
something which I already have clearly and distinctly in my
mind? Or is it rather that insofar as I have to grope for

the name 1 really am groping for the object itself? Do I

really know something beforé 1 have it, or is it that I come

to know the thiné.ﬁy naming it? How can.I.say that I adequaté1§
qrasp an object if I cannot find the right word for it?

One might object, however, that this view is not
really correct. That is, one might ask: Is it not the case;
whenever we name something for the purpose of communicating
it, that, say, a Speaker A chooses & word w in order to com-
municate a thought t to a Listener B who takes word w and
finds buried in it the thought t? "Ici comme paf{out il
paraft d'abord vrai que la conscience ne peut trouver dans .
_son expérience que ce qu'elle y a mis eT]e-mEme.“s And,
indeed, it'seéms that the word which we use to express &
thought (which names an object) does not really add anything
to the thought itself. The word ‘brush' seems to add nothing._

to the concept "brush". VYet, if this intellectualist account
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is false. But, we may ask, why does the intellectualist

60.

. . -
of speech is true, i.e. if in fact speech (la parole) adds

nothing to ‘thought {la pensée), then communication and\.

genuine learning would both be iMpossibgé?‘,"Ainsi 1'expérience
[~ - -
de la communication serait une illusion. “Une conscience
- .
construit, -- pour X, -- cette machine de langage qui donnerg

a une autre conscience 1'cccasion d'effectuer les mémes pensées.,

II6

mais rien ne passe.réellement de 1'une 2 1'autre. It would

do us well 10 iake a closer look.at this arguhent, since if is
to'refute the 1nte]1eétualist osition.

What Merieau-Ponty fs arguing is this: If the
intellectualist position cgncerniﬁg the nature.of language
ié t}ﬁe; %hen there would ﬁﬁt Sé any genuine communication
and learning. But, contra}y to the inte]Iectuaiist view,-
we do in fact experienge genuine;igarning angicbnnmnication.

-

1, . - - i - - -
Hence, there is genuine learning and communication. Hence,

-

the intellectualist ppsition concerning the nature of 1aqg§§ge

- \.J.

E .
position involvessuch a view toward communication? As indi-
cated above, Merieau-Ponty sees that if language is a mere
external manifestation of a particular thought,”then in
order to communicate thought t to Listener B cne would -

; '
7 b <¢

2
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indicat¥ thought t by word w. Word w would then "trigger"

the appropriate thought t tn Listener'B. Nothing would
actually pass from A to B. A particular speqkihg situation
would be the oecasion for the Jtriggeringf of cgrtain thoughts.
But noE‘we must ask: Does the intellectualist position
'necgss$ri1v involve such a.view toward communication. Cer-
tainly %t is the casg;thai from the inteilectualist point of
view language plays no role at a1l in the development of
ﬂ\@ught.7 Yet does this mean that there is no true iearning
or\Esa;;ﬁicatioﬁg First of all, it is ngf clear why such.a
view of cﬁnnunication and learning that Merleau-Ponty claims
i; implied in the inte11ectualisf position is really not a
sound view. Why can.conmunication and Tearning not involve
;hkind of “triggering” of ideas already buried somewhere ini
one's own mind? It may not be our “"normal", “everyday" view ’
of communication and learning, but there is'nothiné contra-
dicfory about it. Secondly, ;hy'does the intellectualist
position have to involve such a view at all? It is gég
clear, for example, that an "inte?lectua1ist“ Tike Descartes
had to accept the view that each human being actually had in

his mind all the clear and distinct ideas possible. Rather;

he could have accepted-a different view, viz., that the person

é
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teaching something to someong “wraps" the idea up in a
package which is language and passes ft to the learner
who then "unwraps" the ideas, throws a@ay the wrapper,
and assimilates the contents. Since this view is one that
is logically possible in the intellectualist ﬁosition, it
seems that Merleau-Ponty has not really refuted the intel-
Tectualist, at least on this point.

There s, however, something gegline in Merléau-
Ponty's criticism, in an indirect sort G&ay. ‘At the root
of this criticism of the intellectualist éccount,:and of the
development of his own vie@ of ]aﬁéuage, is Merleau-Ponty's
geﬁuine concern for the Socr;tic paradox. Merleau-Ponty does
want to say that 1earning'is possible, hence that new knowledge
and communication are possible. Yet, what of the paradox of

learning found in the Socratic diaiogues? Is it not the case

" that we must in some way know already what we are searching for?

Merleau-Ponty does want to accept this half of the paradox; i.e.,
he does want to say that we know in some way what we are going

to learn (or what is going to be communicated to us). Yet, his
solution is not a Platonic one:"Cependant le probléme &tant de
savoir connént, selon 1'apparence, la conscience apprend quelque
chose, la solution ne peut pas consister 2 dire qu'elle sait

8

tout d'avance”.” In other words, as we have fairly well seen



s0 far, true 1earnihg cannot take place, according to Merleau-

Ponty, if such "learning" is nothing more than a recollection
- , s
or a recalling of what we already "know". Yet, Merleau-Ponty

-~

does want to say that we do have a prior contact wit® the
truth. That is, we do possess a type of "knowledge" which
mékes it possible for us to learn. But the “knowledge" which

we possess is 3 type of signification perceptuelle, if we may

use that phrase in this context. We are able to learn and to
cormunicate because we are in contact with a sphere of meaning
that 1s based on our contact w1th the ‘perceptual worid, the

' world in wh1ch.we tive. It is this perceptual world wh1cp
provides the foundations for communication and 1earning.:

Qur excursign into Mqr?eau-Pontyfs criticism of the
intellectualist viey of communication and learning has brought
us to the point of our original departure Qe have already
indicated above that Merleau-Ponty sees that we must go beyond
intellectualism and emp1r1c1sm ‘by recovering the meaning of the
word. ("Le mot a un sens.") But what is the meaning of.the
word? What kind of signification is found in le mot, at the
level of 1a parole? It certéin1y is true that when we undeé-

stand someone's thought we understand more than jdst the thought
itself. "“Le fait est que nous avons le pouvoir de comprendre

9

au del2 de ce que nous pensions spontanément.“” That is to say,
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the words which we confront, for example, Qhen we read a new
philosophical work, bear a sense beyond the literal sense of
the words. We may read the text all the way‘through,‘and we
may understand every word in it. Yet, we still may not under-
stand the text itself. We would begin to understand-it only

- by trying to capture thé “tone" or "styleﬁ'of the text (or
what will be called "the gesture" of the speaker). That is,
we begin to understand the thought of another, not by trying
to translate the language of a text directly into the thought
behind‘%t, but by trying to understand the 13pguage "beyond"
(au deld de) the thought which is the very foundation of that
thought. “I{ faut bien qu'ici le sens des mots soit.finafement

induit par les mots eux-mémes, ou plus exactement que leur

signification conceptuelle se forme par pr&lavement sur une

sianification gestuelle, qui, elle, est immanente 3 1a pam1e.“m

it is this signification gestuelle which is the meaning (le

sens} of the word (le mot) that Merleau-Ponty indicated

earT'ier.H

It is speech with its gestural signification that
is the key to the understanding of linguistic expression. This
-

realization of the signification gestuelle of language helps us

to see the true “physionomie” of la parole. Language as speech

is not a sign of thought, in the sense that a sign “announces”
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that which it signifies. For 1&nguage to “announce" thoubht

both would have to exist separately in a thematically complete

form. -But such is not the case with language and thought.
"...en réalité elles sont enveloppées 1‘'une dans 1'autre, le

L]

sens est pris d’m‘]a parole et la parole est 1'existence

extérieure du sens."]2

Langquage is not something which ob;ains
all its power or meaning from thought alone.  Rather language

itself has its own hidden source of power. “C'est donc que Iq
parole ou les mots portent une premidre couche de signification

qui Teur est adhérente et Jui donne ia pensée comme style,. comme

valeur affective, comme mimique existentielle, plutdt gue comme

énonce conceptuei.“1°

There i1s no such thing, for Merleau-
Ponty, as 2 thought in itself, complete before expression.
Expression, through 1a parole, adds a new interior dimension

to thought, and it is language with its signification gestuelle

which provides that new dimension. Language gives thought a
body, a being-in-the-world. Language, in fact, is itself a

gesture; this is the sense of its signification gestuelle. 'La

parole est un véritable geste et elle contient son sens comme

le geste contient le sien...La parole est un geste et sa

w14 ad

N\

signification un monde.
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In short, then, the meamring that words have, above

all, is a gestural meaning, « signification qestuelle. But

now we must ask: What is the nature of this gestural meaning?
How is la parole essentially a gesture?;-In order to see how
speech is a gesture, we must first look at the gesture itself.
'Yet, we do not find Merleau-Ponty giving us any explicit
account of the gesture. But this is so only because it is

everywhere discussed in the Phénoménologie de la perception.

This will become more clear by our considering three principal
aspects of the gesture, viz. (a) that the gesture is located

at the level of le corps propre; (b) that the gesture is

thoroughly intentional; and (c¢) that the gesture is encountered
and understood pre-predicatively or pre-reflectively. .Let‘us-
consider each point.

As was explained in the first chapter, the principal

task for Merleau-Ponty in the Phénoménciogie de la perceptign

is the exploration of the foundations of\Bur experience of
spatiality, motility, sexuality, etc. .And, further, we saw
that all these experiences were grounded in one's everyday
world, the perceived world. Moreover, at this level one's
contact with the perceived world is through one's body; i.e.,

one might at this point be called a bcd_y—in-the-wor'ld.1 Thus,

v / )
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for Merleau-Ponty, the task is to ﬁncover the structures of
this body-subject in its everyday experiences. -And, indeed,
the key to our understanding of the body-subject is the
gesture. But what can this mean? We have seen that the body-
subject is in the world, that it acts, that it does things,
wﬁatever they may be. But this very presence of phe body-
subject in the world is epitomized by the gesture. This may
become more clear if we consider even our ordinary notion of
'gésture'.

The gesture of a persoﬁ, as we encounter it in eveyy-

day experience, is something that is encountewed as belonging

to a person, i.e. as something gersongl. way a particular
person walks, the Qay he moves his head’or hand, the kind of
facial expressions that he makes, all of these indicate a
particufar person's particular way of being-present-in-the-
world. For Merleau-Ponty this i; precisely what such gestures
indicate, viz., a person's particular way of livingain the
world. It is the body-subject’s way of being-in-the-world
that is portrayed by the‘gesture. Indeed, & particular body-
subject must express itself, i.e. live, in a particular fashion

in tﬁe world. Thus, it must express itself through the gesture.
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Furthermore, forlMer1eau—Ponty. the gesture of a particular
person is not simply confined to the Kinds of mdvement that
the ﬁerson expresses in his daily life. Rather: gvery aspect
of a person's daily existence, including his sexual life, is
a gesture in the sense that it is an expression of his par-
ticular way of being-in-the-world. And, as we shall see,
ianguage too fs a gesture. But Tet us take a closer look at

the gesture itself.

The gesture is essential to le corps propre:- Sut

insefar as it is so, it is at the same time thorouchly inten-
tional. As such the notion of intentionality is a rather
famiiiar one to phenomenclogists. Indeed, in the “"Avant-

Propos” to PhénomSnologie de i3 perception Merleau-Ponty

indicates that such & notion is often cited as the principal

discovery of phenomenoiogy, viz., that ali conscicusness is
. . ) . .

conscicusness-gf-something, that every conscicus act is

15 But according to Merieau-Ponty,

directed toward an object.
it is necessary to distinguish, as-he ciaims Husserl did, two
kinds of intenticnality, a thematic intentionality, at the

Tevel of refiective judgements, and an operant intentionality,

at the Tevel of our everyday ex‘ist&nce.16
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The corps propre is essentially directed to a world

and is necessarily tied to it. And this linkage is expressed
in a1l the activities of the body-subject in its everyday world.

Thus, the gesture, as the expression of le corps propre, is

intentional alse. That is, it is directed toward a world in
which it and the world form a whole. Thé various gestures of

& particuiar persoﬁ, whether-understood in our narrower evervday
sense or the wider Mer1eau—Foqtian sense, do not exist in
isolation; they are gestures that are aimed at a particular
perceivéd situation. A person does not frown, smile, or move
his head at random. Rather, all these gestures are found in

a situation and it is the situation as the background or back-
drop for the gestures that forms the noematic correlate of the
intentional act. Thus, we can never understand a gesture 1in
iso}ation from the situation in the worid which is the back-
ground for the gesture. But this point about one's understanding
of the gesture brings us to our third point.

The gesture is the essential aspect of le corps propre

and is intentional in character. And further, the intentionaiity

of the gesture of le corps propre is an operative intentionality,

- rather than an explicitly thematic intentionality. But as the

gesture resides at this pre-refilective level, so too does one's
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compreqension of it. In other words, we might ask: How is
it that we understand the gestures of another? Do we need to
conceptuaX{:e or to bring o ref]éction the gestures of
another? Or, rather, do we “understand” them by being in a
situation in which we live with the particular person? For
Merleau-Ponty we really “understand" another's gesture by
being in a situation wherein our comprehension of one's
gesture invelves our being able to interact with the given
individual. For example, we may not be abl¢ to give an
explicit acﬁount of what is characteristic about a particular
person whom we know, vet we still could recognize such a
person when we encounter him on the sireet. Further, we may
very well be able to recognize particular gestures of said
person when, say, we see the perscn'wa]king down the ropad at
a very greaf distance. That is, we can recognize t‘at a par-
ticular gesture belongs to a particular person even Ehough we

are not clearly and distinctly aware of either the gesture or

the person. That a person has a particular gestural characteristic

is something that 1s experienced and comprehended pre-reflectively.

If these are the key aspects of the gesture,'then
we should expect to find them when we consider 1z parole, since

the meaning of speech is its signification gestuelle. Let us
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look at each aspect of le geste in relation to la parole.

First, spgech, if it is a gesture, should be an essential

pirt of the body-subject's being-in-the-world., That is, the

way a particular person speaks and the kinds of words he uses
will be a manifestation of the way that he lives. Moreover,

3 particular langquage, witﬁ:é particular vpégbulary, will

indeed be a manifestation of thg way that a particular group

of persons, united in a particular culture, will live in_their:
world. Indeed, language as a gesture will be rcoted in the
being-in-the-world of a particular set of persous.__HE:fQér,_< ‘L

one might object, can we realiy call language anything but

arbitrary or conventicnal? How can we talk about significations

gestuelles when in fact it seems that ail that words have are

significations arpitraires? "Si nous ne considérons gue le sens

conceptuel et terminal des mots, il est vrai que la forme

verbale -- exception faite des désinences -- semble arbitraire.“17
indeed, if we look just to the conceptual meaning of a word, it
appears arbitrary that, e.g. in English “nighf“ is called 'night',
whereas in Freﬁch it is ‘nuit'. But Merleau-Ponty is getting at

something deeper than the conceptual meaning. If we Took to

the 1ived world, the world of le corps prapre in which & natural

language functions, we find & variety of differences among these
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different languages. The various connotations, the nuances
which make poetry possible, fhe predominance of vowels over
consonants all indicate “plusieurs manidres pour le corps
humain de ¢Sl&brer le monde et finalement de le vivre.“]s
A1l of these variations in various lahguages all point to
the fact that their roots are in the bodv-subjects of a par-
‘ticular culture.

Further, since Tanguage is essentially gestural and

thus rected in le corps propre and since le corps propre is

essentially intentional, them we would expect that language

is .essentially intentional. Indeed, this is ciearly indicated

by Merleau-Bonty: "La pareole est un geste et sa signification
. un monde.“19 The words that are spoken by persons in a par-

v e .

ficﬁ]ar cu]tyre are essentially words that are directed toward

a2 worid. The words we speak are bound to the world in which

wé live, the warld in which we move, think, act, etc. The

peculiar characteristics of any languagé, which were pointed

out above, arise out of thé background of our everyday world

of human activity, and one cannot give an adequafe account of

a language unless we also give an account of the wor1d'in

which it is spoken. Indeed, the tie between 2 language aﬁ@g
L

its world is so ti hf that
. g



...1e sens plein d'une langue n'est

Jamais traduisible dans une autre.

Nous pouvons parler plusieurs langues,

mais 1'une d'elle reste toujours celie

dans laquelle nous vivons. Pour

assimiler compli®tement une langue, il

faudrait assumer le monde qu'elle

exprime et 1'on n'appa;&ient Jamais a

deux mondes 3 la fois.<
Merleau-Ponty's reasoning is subtle at this point and it
would do us well to consider this'passage more closely.

If language intends a world, then there is an
inseparéble.link between the two. - Thus the meaning of the
words of the Tanguage will always be linked to the world in
which one lives. And further, the meaning (sens) of any ™
word will not be completely translatable from one language
into angther. For in order for that to happen, orme would
actually have to transpose the world of the first language
into the world of the second. But this is 1ogica1ly'inpossib1e.‘
Thus, one cannot compietely transiate from one language into
another. Let us consider an exarple of this. In fact, let
us not take a more obvious example, that of poetic expression,
but rather let us consider an everyday example. We all know
that the English ‘night' can be translated into the French

word 'nuit'. Indeed, it would seem that this is a very good

example of the complete translatability of one word into
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~ another. -,Ask-anyone on the street and he w111 te]] you that e
. n1ght' is 'nuit’ (oneconversely ‘nuit' is n1ght ). Yet,

. answeﬂaaff1rmat1ve1y, for even the expression “Good N1ght'“

) wouTﬁ also not work.

~t

L T .
.can n1ght' always be translated by 'nuit'?

"Nuit du Hockey's?

gﬂsbuld also be qpmeth1ng else. And we can know which is

It does seem. that
some: “of our most colloquial expressxons give uﬂE:eason to
)

T .
is trans1ated as "Bonne Nuit!" and vige-vers Yet, what about .
5 N ,

a most common exanp]e Hbckex Night in Canada“? uThe Frenchy \~
as we all Lnow, is “So1rée du Hockey" .
Nhy is:

‘nuit' would just not fit.

But why is 1t not

.o y .
might' here translated s 'soirse'?
Obviously, But then; why is the

English not"evening 1nstead of 'night', as our pctionary

néde"' Lo
Lo B

lf ‘night’ and nu1t‘

tells us? Just as obv1ous]y, “Hockey Even1ng in

Y
But why is that’

_—

were complete1y lnterchangeable, ¥.e. \gf the sense of on!

were complek¥ly translatabte 1nt0 tbe ‘other, then we wou]d ‘IL \5

'expect‘tﬁet wherever we use the qne we 4By use the nther,r‘

But sdchfis not the case. ‘Night' couTt be ‘nuit’, but:it e

Egropr1ate on1y by 1ivjng in a part1cu1ar 1anguage rooted

1n a part1cu1ar cu]ture Sucﬁ exanples show us that the ‘idea

of a completely transparent sense of a word ‘is aqgljlus1on .

and that we must. come to see the §§gn1f1cat1on conceptue]le ' .
" : AfA- LT -~

-

-
Ay
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‘of a language rooped in the signification gestgelle. . , . o~

-

Finally, if—%peech is a gesture and thus grounded in ,

.lg_conps propre and thoroughly intentional, it would then seem '
. " . L4

~

that we have to understand or comprehend language in the same

way that we understand or comprehend the gesture. . In other ; . *
words,(]énguage as a gestu;e is first éncountered and ultimately-

bomprehended pre-teflg;tiver,-aF the level of our éverjdaj

experience. Merleau-Ponty makes this clear in the following

v

...en pays 6étranger, je commence 2 4
comprendre le sens des mots par leur )

place dans un contexte d'action et en -

- participant & la vie commune, -- de :

méme un texte philosophique encore mal ~
compris me révéle au moins un certain
"style", -- soit un style spinoziste,

“criticiste ou phénoménologique, -- qui

-est 1a premigre esquisse de son sens, ‘
je commence ¥ comprendre une philosophie '

~ . en.me glissant dans 1a manigre d'exister

de cette pensée, en reproduisant le ton, - TN
1'accent du phrilosophe .22 :

Merleau-Ponty iS'making'two points here, Fié?t; we beqgin to

understand another languagg or particular words and phrases - ‘ 2.
of such language, only by approaching it at the level qf acfiod.- . 4’9

-That is, we wilT nat re&lly begin to know what ‘nuit’ is in

: . !
French, e.g., until we experience how it is used by the people

L. - . . 4
who speak. the language every day in various.'situations. In‘ge%,
. . * . — Co ' e T )
e . ’ .
. a o ’ * A
. T, . - .
[ n > ’ ‘ " . . o .
» \' . ' A - . . ,f"(
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any .1anguage which we confront, whether a natural language

or special "language" of a philosopher or hove]isf, will
first confront us the way a particular gesture of a person
confronts us.. We begin to know it only by living with it.
Second, Merleau-Ponty is indicéting something even stronger.
That is, he is impliying here that 1iving'with a particular
language is a neé;ssary condition for complete comprehension
of that language. In other words, Ihcan never know a 1ahguage
completely until I have experienced it spoken in an everyday

_setting. I would be able only to obtain the sianification

—

-

conceptuelle of the particular langue if I were to attempf to

. f—
confront it as 3 completely transparent entity.

In short, then, the three features of the signification
gtgtueIIe that are at the bottom of the meaning of wondﬁ‘arag

(a) it resideé at the level of the body-subject; (b) it is
thoroughjy intentioﬁai§ and (¢) it is'encouqtered and dnderstocq
pre-reflectively.. There is one problem, however, that oné may
have, given the above%account. If language has a gestural

. basis, one may ask, then how cam we distinguish between natural

1
, o

\Siffs and conventional signs? Is Merleau-Ponty not confusing

something which is conventional or arbitrary, i.e. language, & -

with something which is natural, i.e. gestures, emo#fons, etc.?

~

-

) r O~
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Has not Merleau-Ponty mixed together two areas of experience
that shoqu remain separated?i‘Mer]éaq—Ponty is aware of such
difficulties, and his answers to these questions may seem
outrageous. |

I1 est impossible de supérposer chez
1'homme une premidre couche de comporte-
ments que 1'on appellerait "naturels" et
un monde culturel ou spirituel fabrique.
- Tout est fabriqué et tout est naturel chez
]'honne, comme on voudra dire, en ce sens
qu'ii-n'est pas un mot, pas une conduite
qui ne doive quelque chose a 1'&tre
simpiement biologique..
Everything is naturdl and everything is created, or cultural,
in the human‘world' Instead 'of circumventing the seem1ngly
sensible ob3ect1ons indicated above, Merleau- Ponty sets fu{I
sail into them. In what way caq everyth1ng be natural and
cu]turé17 How can one make any sense out of Merleau-Ponty's
: \
position? F1rst, it should be pointed out that Merleau-Ponty
is not stating someth1ng which is self-contradictory.. What he

is trying to indicate by making such a paradoxical claim is

that one cannot separate into comp]eté]y 1solated compartments N

’ .
. that which is natural and that which is cultural. One cannot,

as 1t were, classify in a double-column fgger on the one side
that which is natural and on the other side that which is

cultural. There can be no hard-and-%@st distinction between

N
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the two which would allow us to classify an entity, such as
a word,.a ¥e, or a bicycle, as either natural or cultural.
Every entity found in the world has a natural aspect and a
cultural aspeﬁt. A tree, a supposed example of a natural .
object, is certainly "natural” to the extent that it is some-
thing which is not created by human beings. Yet, it does have

a cultural aspect. It is something which is recognized by

human beings as being a thing that has certain useful properties.
It is an entity that i{s classified in our sciences and studied
by our scientists. Thus, the tree, an object of nature, is

also an object for the human world, the world of cuIturEL We
must not, however, conclude from this that Merleau;Ponty wishes
to do away with the distinction "natural/cultural". He does

not want us to stob talking about natural objects and cultural
objects. QRather, what Merleau-Ponty wants us to reaTiie is

thét the distinction should not become a division. Thateis,

:.wewmay for particular purposes ciassify some things as natural

© and others as cultural. Given a particular context and a pér-

ticufar goal, we may classify a tree, e.g., as a natural object
and the word 'tree' as a cultural object. But we should remember
“.that given very differént COAtEXtS’-EE_Tﬁi possibly want to

classify them in just the opposite way. Trees and 'treesf hoth

-

-
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have a natural and a cultural dimension,

Merleau-Ponty follows out the consequences of this
pbsition in a very interesting way when he treats the problem
of the distinction between art{ficial lanquages and natural
languages. Ultimately, what he will want to show is that since
*all is natural and all is cultur¥i" there can be no hard-and-
fast distinction between artificial languages and natural
languages and that both will have aspects of the conventional

and the natural. He first treats the topic in the section

called "Le Cogito" in Phénoménologie de la perception, and
24

that is where we shall begin the discussion. Merleau-Ponty

has many problems in mind when he begins the discussion of the
cogito, and one ﬁrob]em is the problem of the relationship
between language and thought. Although this topic will be
treated in more detail later in this thesis, one point emerges
from‘his discussion. Language shows that V

...pensées, dans leur actualité, n'ont
jamais é&té, elles non plus, de "pures"
pensées, qu'en elles déja il y avait
excds du signifié sur le signifiant et
, 1e méme effort de 1a penséeapensée pour
égaler la pensée pensante, la méme
provisoire jonction de 1'une et de
1'autre qui fait tout le myst@re de
1'expression.é

¥
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Merleau-Ponty wants to say that all thoughts are rooted in
expression and that no thought is sufficient unto itself.
That is to say, no thought is tota]Ty transparent, and
thought is incomplete until expressed. (Of course, no thought
is complete even after it is expressed, in the sense that
nothing further could be said. What Merleau-Ponty seems to
be implying here is that an idea does not have the status of
something intersubjective nor does it have any clear-cut
shape, until it is expressed.) But then this must be true
for any thought or idea.

Ce qu'on appelie idée est nécessairement

1i€ 2 un acte d'expression et 1ui doit

son apparence d'autonomie. C'est un

abjet culturel, comme I'églige,zga rue,

le crayon, ou 1a IX€ Symphonie.
Paradoxically enough, it is the fact that thoughts or ideas
must be expressed that is the ground for the appearance of
autonomy. Yet, more importantly, an idea is as cultural .an
object as is a church, a street, etc. But what iirthe nature
of this cultural aspect of an 1dea7 How, for exampie, can we
say that something as "pure" as the idea of 2 triang]e is

ré;11y not so pure and that it really has a2 cultural quect?

In other words, to relate if to our original problem, how can

. we say that the4idea of a triangle is anything but & pure

-
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convention which is true for all time?27

Nbat makes Merleau-
Ponty think that the idea of a triangle is somehow essentially
tied to the human worid? “En re€alitg, 1'idée du tridggle avec
ses proprig&tés, celle de 1'Squation du second degré ont leur
aire historique et géographique."28 Even though the triangie
may appear to us as something completely constructed and hence
completely arbitrary, it is still true that the triangle had a
beginning in the history of humanity. The triangle has an
historical foundation and even a geographical one, since it
was “"created" at'a particular time in a particular place. The
sort of "finitude® of what appears to be “infipite" is reflected
in Mer]eau-Pont&‘s discussion of the diétinction between truths
of reason and truthg of fact. Indeed, this discussion is really
an extension of the discussion of the idea of a triangle (with
its three angles equalling two right angles), which is a specific
example of a truth of reason. -

It may seem that one can in fact make 2 hard-and-fast
distinction between a truth of reason and 2 tru;&\of fact. Truths
of reasom; e.q. = A", are truths for all times, under all

conditions, while truihs of fact, e.g. "This table is brown",

may be true today but not so tomorrow.



Cependant, cela ne fait pas, entre

véritds de fait et vérités de raison,

une différence essentielle. Car i)

n'est pas une de mes actions, pas une

de mes pensdes mdme errondes, du moment

que 'y ai adheére, qui n'ait visé une

valeur ol une vérité et qui ne garde en
consdquence son actualité dans-la suite

de ma vie non seulement comme fait
ineffagable, mais encore comme stape
nécessaire vers les véritss ou les valeurs
plus compl®tes que j'ai reconnues dans la
suite...Réciproquement, i1 n'est pas une
vérité de raison qui ne garde un coefficient
de facticité: la prétendue transparence de
1a geomStrie euclidienne se révdle un jour -
comme transparence pour une certaine période
historique de 1'esprit humain, elle signifie
seulement que les hommes ont pu pendant un
temps prendre pour "sol" de leurs pensées .
un espace homogdne & trois dimensions, et
assumer.sans question ce que 1a science
généralisée considérera comme.une spéci-
“fication contingente de 1'espace. Ainsi
toute vérité de fait est vérité de raisonm, )
toute vérité de raison est vérité de fait.29

Even though there may seem to be some essential difference
between truths of reason and truths of fact, such is not

the case. On the one hand, any truth of fact, e.g., "this
table is brown", has an aspect of permanence. That is, no
matter what happens, it is true now, and indeed true “for all
eterﬁity" that it is true now, that the table is brown. No
matter what happens, it is true and always will be true that
at ;uch-and-such a time in such-and-such & place this table

was brown. Further, as Merleau-Ponty‘pointS ocut, each truth

& .

1
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of fact is not some isPlated truth, i.e., it is not something
completely fiﬁite. Rather, any truth of fact will have some
place in the course of my life, in the course of my search for
more complete truths. And it is in this respect that it takes
on the "air" of the eternal. On the other hand, there is not
one truth of reason that did not have its beginning some time
in history. That is, every truth of reason, even, e.g.,

"A = A' had some beginning, it was discovered or "constructed"
at some time by some people in a particular geographical 1o€3tion.
'Fgrther, the "discovery" was really an historical event'}n the
sense that'those who did first "discover", say, the principle

of identity radically transformed their milieu so as to make

that truth a truth. They had to begin first of all to look at
the world in a particular way and then to méﬁe appear that
particu1$r truth. Ultimately, it is the bodily presence of

2 particular cormunity to natyre that is the fou;dation for

the appearance of a truth of reason, and it i; this "facticity"
of such truths that gives them a non-conventional or non-
arbitrary aspect. In this Qay can Merleau-Peonty claim that

“toute vérité de faitRst vérité de raison, toute vérité de

raison est vérite de fait."

-

o
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This corporeal foundation of ideas, thoughts, truths

of reason, and by extension, artificial languages, is further

explored by Merleau-Ponty in his Prose gg_mondefo Indeed, he

there gives us a more extensive account of the foundation of

an artificial language, a foundation which was, for all practical
purposes, merely outlined in the sectlon on the Cogito. In Prose
du monde we find Merleau-Ponty concerned with a number of themes

that were the object of his concern in Phénoménologie de 1

erception, and some of these concerns will be discussed later.
What is ogiimportance here, however, is that Merleau-Ponty does

want to confront "the phantom of a pure language" by showing

us that something as seemingly "pure“ as an algorithm really
does have perceptual roots. This is not, however, to be con-
struéd as a reduction of_mathematics, or of the intelligibie
world per se, to the perceived world.

Nous essayons seulement de défaire le

tissu intentionnel qui relie 1'un 3 1'autre,
de retrouver les voies de 1a sublimation qui
conserve et transforme le monde percu dans
1e monde parlé et cela n'est possible que

$1 nous décrivons 1'opé€ration de parole
comme une reprise, une reconquéte de la
theése du monde, analogue dans son ordre

a2 la perception et différente d'elle. Le
fait est que toute idée mathématique se
présente 3 nous avec le caractire d'une
construction aprés coup, d'une 're-conquéte.31
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Merleau-Ponty wants to show that.aﬁy mathematical idea, e.g. '
a particular algebraic formula, is not a simple deduction
which flows directly out of the nature of mathematicSI
entities. Rather, it will be shown to be a construction
based on the mathematician's e;gstence i; the world. It
will be shown to be 3 "reconquest" in thelsense that-the
mathematiﬁgl formula is not something transparently given
to an objective observer but something which has to be
a%comp]ished by & person, by someone rooted in the per-
ceptual world. How then does he go about showing this?
Merieau-Ponty focuses upon the formuia for
determining the sum of the first n positive integers. As
we all know, that sum can be determined by using the formula
Sn = %{n — 1) where n is the last integer of a series of
consecutive integers commencing with 'i‘. Thus, e.g., if
we wouid want to know what is the sum of the first ten
integers, we would take the number '10°', divide by '2' and
multiply by ‘(10 —1)', i.e. '11'. We arrive at the sum
‘55'. But, we may ask, how is it possible to-construe this
formula as anything else than a derivation that fo]fzhs

directly from the nature of the numbers themselves? How

-”»
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can this possibly be construed as a “creative transformation®
"of the numbers based on the mathematician's perception? "“lLa
relation nouvelle g{n_—-l). cette signification nouvelle de
1a série des nombres entiers y apparatt 3 condition qu'on

~ey
nas

reconsiddre et qu'on restructure Sn. What is important .
and necessary, first of all, is that we restructure the
positive integers.in a particular way. But what way?" It is
necessary, first of all, that we see '1, 2, 3, &, 5, S, 7, S,
¢, 10" in a different relationship, viz. 'l — 10, 2 -9,
3—8,4-7,5—¢6". By coupiing the numbers in this way,
we have five different sums, aﬁd each sum, remarkably enough,
equals e]even._ The p;i::%rsion from '1' to '5' of these
integers is symetrica}-ty the regression from '10' to '5'.
Further, we see that each sum, i.e. eleven, is comparable to
‘10 — 1' or 'me— 1'. And still further we see that there are
five such couples or %?-coup]es, or more generaily %-coupTes.
By multiplying the‘;um of any couple '(n — 1)' by the number

of couples %—we come up with the sum for that series of

positive integers.33

We made such & discovery by means of a
¢ertain questioning and these transformations “n'apparaissent
que devant une cetgaine interrogation que j'adresse 3 la.

structure de la série des nombres ocu plutdt qu'elie me propose

.L - ¢
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en tant-qu'elle est~situation ouverte et 2 achever.,.“s4
And it was the questioning or interrogatibn which led us to
see something iga new way. "L'op&ration par laquelle j'exprime
Sn dans les termes S{n — 1) n'est possible que si dans la
formule finale j'apercois l1a double fonction de n, d'abord
comme nombre cardinal, ensuite, comme nombre ordinal."S>
That is to say, we had to see that the n was being used in
two different senses. The (%0 represents the number of units
in the series, i.e. ten units. Hence, the n is a cardinal.
The (n — 1) represents the last number in the series, {.e.
the tenth one. Hence, n here is an ordinal. Once we have
’;ur formula, it is no longer necessary to recognize the’
difference. But in order to generate the formula, it was
necessary to §gg,thg numbers in two different-fashions.
Hence, even the pure algorithm cannot escape the fact that
1t has roots in the perceptual worid. . ’

This rather long excursion into some of the con-

sequences of Merleau-Ponty's view about the signification

gestuelle of Tanguage may have appeared unhecéssary to some.
But it is important to keep in mind just what are the'ﬁon-

sequences of his views about Tanguage.. Indeed, this rather
close connection of language and thought will reappear again

1
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when we con;ider his views about philosophy and especially
about the cogito. What is important to keep in mind is that
for Merleau-Ponty there will always be some link between the
intelligible and the perceptual through the linguistic, and
this view will have some important consequences for the nature
of philosophy. Let us, however, move forward in our attempt
to unravel the intricacies of Merleau-Ponty's thought on

signification gestuelle through consideration of his later

€ssays on language.

A consideration of these essays, especially those
in Signes, provides us again with unforeseen difficulties of
the sort encountgred in the éecond chapter. In particular,
-Fontaine-DeVisscher findg a tension &eve]oping between Merleau-
Ponty's phenomenoclogy of language and hisiattempt to assimilate
Saussurian structuralism.36 Her criticisms and difficulties
involve a number of points, some of which cannot now be dis-
cussed. (These involve the metaphysical and ontological pre-
suppositions of phenomenology and structuralism and will be
taken care of in the discussion of Merieau-Ponty's notion of
philosophy.) However, there is one focal point of interest
for us here, and this involves the notion of “signﬁfication".

In particular, Fontaine-DeVisscher sees a conflict developing



in Merleau-Ponty's view of signification. On the one hand,
as we have seen, Merleau-Ponty has sﬁown us that a phenomenology
of language will lead us back to la parole. And what we find at

this level is le mot which has a certain signification gestuelle.

On the other hand, Merleau-Ponty, afterﬁépntaty with the thought

/
of Saussure on linguistics, begins to~aCcentuats the reality of
’ )

language as a system. It is no longer the individual words or
signs that have meaning, but rather the systems which give
meanings to words. According to Fontaine-DeVisscher

D'ailleurs les mots non plus...n'ont

pas de signification, pris isolément.

Ce sont des intersections de sens, des
relais, qui, tous ensemble, visent une
signification toujours en sursis. Faisons
un pas de plus; c'est le sursis qui fait
Te sens (la direction) du langage. Ainsi
tant au niveau des sons qu'‘au niveau des
mots,_c'est le systdme qui produit le _-
sens.3/ o

This tension reverberates throughout a number of different
issues related to a phenomenology of language and a structuralist
view of language, and supposedly it is only in Merleau-Ponty's

last work,Le visible et 1'invisible, that such difficulties and

tensions are solved.38 However, do we really need to go that
far to solve them? Indeed, is there really such a tension

between a phenomenology of language and a structuralist approach
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to language? In order to solve this problem, we need to go
back to Signes to see what is being said there about language
in general and about signification in particular. ’

As we confront this work even in a very superficial
way, we discover one fact which Fontaine-DeVisscher has well
pointed out. "Comme partout dans Signes, Saussure est pr‘ésent.""g
And further, in one particular way do we find Saussure present, '
viz. in Merleau-Ponty's view of the signification of signs.

Ce que nous avons appris dans Saussure,

c'est que les signes un & un ne signifient

rien, que chacun d'eux exprime moins un

sens qu'il ne marque un &cart de sens entre

Tui-méme et les autres. Comme on peut en

dire autant de ceux-ci, la langue est faijte
de différences sans temaﬂu plus exacte-
en

ment les termes en ell nt engendrés

que par leiodifférences qui apparaissent

entre eux.
It would seem then that Fontaine-DeVisscher is right after all.
[t is no longer the individual word or sign that carries the
meaning; it is no longer the case that "le mot a un sens”.
Rather, the &eaning of words is paradoxically enéugh found
between the words. Individual words do not signify; rather,
it 4is the difference between a word and another word which

gives rise to signification. Merleau-Ponty has taken an about-

face after all! Before we accept this conclusion, however, let
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us look more closely at what Merleau-Ponty means when he says
that the meaning of signs is.to be found between them. In
speiling out the consequences of this view of signification,
Merleau-Ponty introduces one example that may clarify this
paradox. Merleau-Ponty discusses the difference between the
English phrase "the man I love" and the French equivaient
“L'homme que j'aime". Now, for the French speaker ™1'homme
que j'aime" completely expresses a meaning.'41 One under-
stands it completely; there is nothing left out. Because one
gets the impression that this expression totally and completely
siénifies, the French speaker may view the English "the man I
Tove" as being somehow incompiete. .That is, the English phrase

lacks the relative pronoun “that". It is as if it were that

each word in the French phrasé reflected, in a one-to-one fashion,

some ideal meaning! That is, one might conclude that the folliowing

is the case:

'I- Ii'lell Ilhomll Ilquell lljell !laimll

I 7 T T 1

2. l'lll. Ihoml Iquel ljll laiml
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)

Wherein the second line represents eqch word of the phra!e and
the first line represents each concept or each signification
which is reflected in the phrase. Thus, according to Merieau-
Ponty, the French speaker may conclude that there is something .

missing in the English phrase in the following way.

1. "the" “man” "that“” "I“‘ "Tove"
i) 'k 1 T
2. ‘the' ‘man’ T "Tove'

In this case there seems to be something missing in the second
line, viz. the word that reflects the concept “"that".

However, our French speaker gets that impression only
because he thinks that his language expresses totally and com-
pletely and that every other language musi express it;elf in
the same way. What we have here, ultimately, is a naive version
of the error that Merleau-Ponty claims Husserl made when he
reflected on Tanguage in his earlier writings. That is, Husserl
thought that phenomenoclogy ought to come up with an eidetic of
language that would give us the indispensable signification for

42

my language to be a genuine 1anguage. That is, it would give

us an account of the different types of propositions, e.g., the
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proposition of existence, the proposition expressing ﬁredication.
and any natural language would have to express, in some way or
other, these ideal significations. The error is comparable to
the intellectualist error that we encountered earlier. Words

do not reflect, in a one-to-one fashion, the ideal significations
existing already at the level of pure thought. Merleau-Ponty

is saying something similar here. The separate words of a
language, found in any particular phrase, do not reflect pre-
viously existing ideal significations.

The similarity of Merieau-Ponty's critique of the one-
to-one view of word and signification with his critique of
intellectualism is an important clue for the solution of the
puzzle concerning the apparent change in his notion of-Tlanguage.
Rather than being a reversal of his phenomenological view of
language, Merleau-Ponty's adoption of Saussurian linguistics
is really an aid in the continuation of his critique of
intellectualism. For by appealing to the Saussurian definition
of the linguistic sign, Merleau-Ponty is able to avoid, in yet
another way, the intellectualist view of language. Words do
not signify in the hierarchical fashion that our diagrams
suggest. Rather, there is a lateral relationship among the

words that give us the compiete signification.
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1. ‘the' € 'man' &P 'I' €3 'love’

The words of the phrase do not relate to some ideal signi-
fication but to each other. And it is by means of this iﬁfer-
relationship that the signification “the man I love" is
produced. g .

One might want to argue, however, that we have

missed some important points of his account in Phénoménologie

de la perception. First, one may want to point out that

Merleau-Ponty does treat cases of individual words in Phénoménologie

de la perception. E.g., he points out that according to his view

" ..i1 ne soit pas arbitraire d'appeler lumidre la lumidre si

w43

1'on appelle nuit la nuit. Second, one easily gets the

impression that Merleau-Ponty is merely replacing the heaven

of ideal signification with earthly significations gestuelles,
such that, we:would still end up with a one-to-one relation-
ship, but this time between the word and the significations
found in the world. ’

That such objections fall short will become evident
once we more carefully examine them. It.may seem to be the:

case that Merleau-Ponty concentrates on individual words and

the significations gestuelles which they apparently reflect.

)
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’,
Yet, is such really the case? Let us look more closely at
the passage quoted above.

On trouverait alors que les mots,
les voyelles, les phondmes sont
autant de manidres de chanter le
monde et qu'ils sont destinés a
représenter les objets, non pas,
comme le croyait la théorie naYve

. des onomatopées, en raison d'une
ressemblance objective, mais parce
qu'ils en extraient et au sens
propre du mot en expriment 1'essence
émotionnelle. Si-1'on pouvait
défalquer d'un vocabulaire ce qui
est dd aux lois mscaniques de la
phon&tique, aux contaminations des
langues &trangdres, 3 la rationalisation
des grammairiens, 2 1'imitation de la
Tangue par elle-mSme, on découvrirait
sans doute 2 1'origine de chaque langue
un systdme d'expression assez réduit
mais tel par exemple qu'il ne soit pas
arbitraire d'appeler lumidre 13 lumigre
si 1'on appelie nuit 1a nuit.

A number of paints become clearer upon closer inspection.
First, Merleau-Ponty is not saying that it is not completely
arbitrary to call "nuit" "la nuié" or “lumidre" "1a Tumidre".
Rather, he says that it is not arbitrary to call "Jumigre"
"la lumigre® if we call "nuit" "la nuit“. That is, the
emotional or gestural signification of 'lumidre' is present

only in relation to the word 'nuit'. And, in the opposite

fashion, ‘nuit' has a gestural signification only in relation
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to the word ‘lumidre'. What Merleau-Ponty seems to be implying -

/

here is that if one were to take each word in isolation, then,
it would met be possible to find the non-arbitrariness of the
word. The gestural signification of the word comes about only
insofar as one takes the words of a language as they actually
exist in their relationships with other words of the language.
Ultimately he is implying that the true gesturél"bignification
of words can be clearly seen only when words form a part of
actual speech {1a parole) wherein the words come alive in the
gesture of the speaking subject. (These implications will be
developed in more detail as we proceed in this chapter.)
second, following from this point, it should seem clear that
the emphasis here has to be upon the notion of “system”. We
find at the heart of each 1énguage a system of expression.45

A language 1s not & conglomeration of different vowels, sounds,
and words. Rather, the language forms a totality im which

each part has a relationship. We do not see Saussure mentioned
here, but what is obviods is that Merleau-Ponty is on the verge
of the discovery of Saussure's definition of signification.

Words do not have a signification gestuelle in a one-to-one

relationship with the world. It is the whole of the language,
the lanquage as & system, which provides the speaker with

gestural significations.46
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_ Does such an account help us refute Fontaine-DeVisscher's
claim? It would seem that she would still want to have us choose
one of two alternatives. Either the signification of words is
derived from the system which comprises a language, or such

smgn1f:cat1on derives from the gestural sphere of the world in

.T‘\ugqlih éhg\li?guage is rooted. It seems that we have to choose

between system or gesture. But do we? Let us take our example

of 'night' again. If we take Merleau-Ponty's Saussurian definition
of meaning, then we would have to say that the word 'might!

means nothing in isolation. But surely this cannot be so. May
we not look up 'ﬁighf:r%n the dictionary in order to discover

its meaning? But, then, does it really mean any one thing at

all? Do we not discover in the dictionary merely an open-ended
disjunction? That is, does it not mean either "the period between
dusk and deyn" or "the darkness of that period" or...? The
dictionary does not give us "“the" meaning of the word; rather,

it gives us a Timited number of the possible meanings.' Further,
even the knowledge of the possible meanings does not really help
us. For we must know what the other words of, e.g. & phrase are
in order to know what the word itself means. Take fhe examples

of "good night" and "hot night". In the first case, when the

phrase is used in a form of a2 good-bye, the word 'night' does
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not mean the same as it does when I use the phrase "hot night"
in referring to the sweltering heat in the evening. The word

'night' in each case takes up 2 different meaning because it

is related to a different word.

Furthermore, and more importantly, the signification
of ‘night' does not depend solely on its relationship to 'hot'
and ‘good'. There is an equally significant relationship, and
that is to the situation in which the word is used. The meaning
which 'might' has in any particular phrase also depends on the
speaking situation in which it 1s rooted. “"Good night" has a
particular meaning not just because there is a certain relation-
ship between 'good' and ‘night' but also because there is a
certain relationship between them and the time and place in
which a particular person utters those words. Indeed, the
phrase itself, when uttered at the wrong time or in the wrong
place may make no sense at all. What does "good night” mean
‘hen T utter it at 9:00 a.m. as I walk into the office?’’
Further, this speaking situation may in fact determine the
meaning when the structure of the phrase is no help at all.
For example, what word would one fi11 in in the phrase “good |
..." when the choices are 'night' and '‘evening'. Neither fits

rd
exclusively, and 'night’ does not distinguish itself from
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'evening® by its relationship to 'good' since we may say both
"good evening" and "good night". Rather, it would depend upon
the actual speaking situstion that would allow us to differen-
tiate one phrase from the other.

What this leads to; ultimately, is a rejection of
Fontaine-DeVisscher's dichotomy of gesture and system. Merleau-
Ponty is not contradicting himself when he says, on the one

hand, that the meaning of a word is a signification gestuelle

and, on the other hand, that the meaning o? a word is “oppositive,
diacritical, and negative". There is no contradiction here, and,
if there is any tension at all, it is a tension that would result
from a dialectical relationship that éxists between the two.

That is to say, at 6ne time the gestural aspect of the words

of a language may take the fore, and one may be able to analyze
such words in terms of the gestural signifiéation. At another
time the "oppositive, diécritical, and negative" aspects of

fhe words may become prominent, in which case one would analyze
such words in terms of their relationships to other words. The
dialectic would exist not only between the gestural and systematic
aspects of the language, but also between the two types of analyses
that would centre on one of the two aspects. Further, such a

dialectical relationship would indicate not only that the two

~
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aspects of language are opposed to each other, but also fhat
both aspects are necessary for the opposition. Contrary to
Fontaine-DeVisscher, we do not need a solutioﬁ to this tension.
Rather, the tehsion itself is one that is necessary to the

two aspects of language.

This dual characteristic of language, as ges;ura] and
as sysfematic, %s clearly brought out in one other bassage! In
one of the courses at Colldge de France, Merleau-Ponty discusses
"Le probléme de la parole” and begins the lecturé by pointing

out: .

La fameuse définition /of Saussure/

du signe comme “diacritique, oppositif
et négatif" veut dire que 1a langue
est présente au sujet pariant comme
un systdme d'@carts entre signes et
entre significations, que la paroie
opdre d'un seul geste 1a différen-
ciation dans les deux ordres, gt que
finalement, & des significatiéﬁs qui
ne sont pas closes et des signes qui
n'existent que dans leur rapport, on

ne peut appliguer la distinction de

1a res extensa et de la res cogitans.8

hY

The gesturaT and systematic aspecté of language, as seen from
the viewpoint of the speaking subject, are intertwined and
cannot be rigidly separated. This is the main point that

»

Merleau-Ponty is trying to communicate.
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A1l that we have said about language, in terms of

~

its'éiqnification gestuelle, may be put into a different light

-by‘relating it to the expression of the artist. Indeed, for
Merleau-Ponty there is a close rélationship between the subject
who speaks and the painter wha paints, and he discusses it
quite extensively. Let us faké a closer look at this relation-
ship, as a way of summarizing and crystalizing Merleau-Ponty's

account of signification gestuelle.

The first significant point that Merleau-Ponty makes
in this context is that we must avoid the intellectualist
prejudice concerning painting in the same way that we avoid
the intellectualist prejudice concerning language. What,
then, i1s this intellectualist prejudice concerning painting?
Hgéa discussing the intellectualist view of 1anguage, we Saw
ihat the intellectualist approached language as a mere ref1ection
of thought. The task of language was to provide a material sign

for a thought already precisely formed. In regard to painting,

the intellectualist sees it as a representation of objects of

nature. That is to say, the task of the painter is to represent
on canvas some précisely formed objects in the natural worid.
Yet, for Merleau-Ponty, such is not the case, even for “classical"

paintings.
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Reste que les peintres classiques

€taient des peintres et qu'aucune

peinture valable n'a jamais consists

d représenter simplement. Malraux

indique que la conception moderne de

1a peinture -- comme expression

créatrice, -- a &té une nouveauté

pour le public beaucoup plus que

pour les peintres eux-mémes, qui

T'ont toujours pratiquée mSme s'ils

n'en faisajent pas la théorie.49
For the painter at least, painting is something more than just
representation; it is genuine creative expression, similar to
the genuine creation of new meanings in the world of linguistic

. . b4
expression. It surpasses natqge in the same way that language
surpasses the world of ideas. But what does this creative
expression involve? In the same way that we looked at the
speaking subject in the speaking situation, let us look at
the painter as he is about to paint.

The artist before his brush and paints is in a situation
similar to that of the speaker "in front of" the words of his
language. The artist is situated in the perceptual world and
has before him an infinite number of pessible variations and
combinations. Yet, what comes across on the canvas will be .
something that he uniquely produced. In the same way, the
speaking subject has his vocabulary, but that which he speaks

"will be something more than what Just anyone could put together.



103.

That is to say, that which is spoken, by this particular
speaker in this particular situation, bears the “s{gnature“
of his concrete being-in-the-world. Everything this speaker
says will have a certain style, and so also is it the case
with the painter. Each painting the painter paints will bear
the mark of the particular painter. Each will be-a concrete
expression of the way that he exists in the perceived world.
“Ce que le peintre met dans le tableau, ce n'est pas le soi
immEdiat, 1a nuance mSme du sentir, c'est son style, et il n'a
pas moins & Te conquérir sur ses propres essais que sur la
peinture des autres ou sur le monde.“50

The paintings of a particular artist bear a style;
-there is something characteristic about them that makes them
his. This style, moreover, crystalizes the meanings that the
painter has confronted in the perceptual world, just as the
style of a speaker crystalizes those meanings which he
confronts.

I1 y a signification lorsque les

données du monde sont par nous

soumises d une “déformation

cohérente". ...Cette convergence

de tous les vecteurs visibles et

moraux du tableau vers une méme

signification X, elle est déja

€bauchée dans la perception du
peintre.51
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Le style est ce qui rend possible toute

signification. Avant le moment ol des

signes ou des emblemes deviendront en

chacun et dans 1'artiste méme le simple

indice de significations qui y sont dé&ja,

it faut qu'il y ait ce moment fécond ol

ils ont donng forme & 1'expérience, ol un

sens qui n'était qu'opérant ou latent s'est

trouve les emblBmes qui devaient le libérer

et le rendre maniable gour 1'artiste et

accessible aux autres.>Z
The artist is rooted in a world of perceptual significations,
but these significations are incomplete as such. Yet, these
-significations become pictural significations when they are
subjected to a “coherent deformation“. That is to say, the
artist takes these incomplete meanings and ties them together
in a unique way. The meanings that he finds in his world are
coherently changed when the artist paints on his canvas. The
result, the painting, is the product of this unique restructuring
of the artist's world of meanings. The painting is a creative
expression which represents the artist's creative transformation
of the given. In this way the style of the artist's works is
that which makes artistic signification possible, for it is
the result of the artist's transformation of the significations
of his perceptual environment. Artistic expression transforms

meanings in the same way that 1inguistic expression does, insofar

as linguistic expression transforms meanings that were given
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incompletely in the everyday world of the speaking subject.
Ultimately, it is the fact that the body-subject is at the
heart of artistic expression that makes possible such
artistic expfession. “...C'est 1'opération expressive du
corps, commencée par la moindre perception, qui s'amplifie
en peinture et en art.“54
Indeed, the style of a painter, as presented in
various works, is comparable to the movement of the body
itself in different contexts. Let us take the example of
handwriting.
Notre é&criture se nsconnaTt. que nous
tracions les lettres sur du papier,
avec trois doigts de 1a main, ou a la
craje, sur le tableau, avec tout notre
bras, parce qu'elie n'est pas dans notre
corps un automatisme 1i& & certains
muscles...mais une puissance générale
de formulation motrice capable des
transpositions qui font la constance
du style. Qu plut8t, il n'y a méme
- pas transposition: simplement, nous
n'ecrivons pas dans 1'espace en soi,...
Nous écrivons dans 1‘espace pergu,...
The body-subject expresses itself in all its activity, and
its peculiar way of being-in-the-world is the foundation for
the artist's peculiar style. The unique expression of the
body-subject in painting is but one exampie of the body-

subject's unique expression in all its various ways of
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existing in the perceived world. The pictorial signification

of painting, as with the signification gestuelle of la parole,

finds its source in the body-subject as a subject imbedded in
the world of perception.

Painting, as we have just seen, can be'construed as
a gesture, in the same way that language can be so construed.
However, language Vs different in one respect from all other
gestures, including painting.

...C'est que seule de toutes les

opérations expressives, la parole

est capable de se s&dimenter et de

constituer un acquis 'intersubjectif.s6

La parole...cherche & se posséder,

d conquérir le secret de ses propres

inventions, 1'homme ne peint pas la -

peinture, mais i1 parle sur la parole.>’

What this characteristic difference of sédimentation involves

will be the topic for the next chapter.
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FOOTNOTES

Phénoménologie ‘de la perception, p. 206.

It is interesting to note here, before we proceed with
Merleau-Ponty's account of some experiences of langquage
that we have, that in all of what follows it seems that
Merleau-Ponty is arquing more against the intellectualist
position than against the empiricist position. That is,
he seems to be trying to avoid the subsumption of the o
speaking subject into the thinking subject and the fact
that there is a subject or a thinker at all is never
really questioniﬁ. Perhaps it is the case that for
Merleau-Ponty itlis absurd to abolish the subject, as
empiricism does, because our experience indicates that

we think. That is to say, from the point of view of the
phenomenologist, it would be a blatant prejudice to assume
that there is no such thing as thinking. That I think
seems to be one of the assumptions that Merleau-Ponty is
making at this point. See, for example, "lLe primat de

la perception et ses conséquences philosophiques®, 0p.
cit., §- 130 wherein he discusses the certitude of the
cogito. “La certitude que j'ai de moi-méme est ici une
véritable perception: Jje me saisis, non pas comme un
sujet constituant transparent pour lui-méme, et qui

déploie la totalité des objets de pensée et d'expérience
possibles, mais comme une pensée particuligre, une pensée
engagée dans certains objets, une pensée en acte, et c'est
3 ce titre que je suis certain de moi-méme." Merleau-
Ponty recognizes that thinking is given indubitably in
experience and that what is at issue is the interpretation
that is given to the experience. If this is so, then any
theoretical position that leads to the rejection of what

is given indubitably is 1inm fundamental error. We can
further see this a priori rejection of the empiricist
position in Merleau-Ponty's return to the speaking subject.
1f we are going to return to such a speaking subject, then
it is clear that for him there is such a thing as 2 subject.
To talk about a speaking subject already presupposes the
demise of the empiricist position.
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3. Phénoménologie de 1a perception, p. 206.

4. Ibid., p. 207.

5. Ibid., p. 208.
6. Ibid.
7. This point should be obvious from our discussion of

Descartes and language in Chapter 2, n. 11.

§. Phénoménologie de la perception, p. 206.

9. Ibid.
10. Ibid., p. 208f.

11. Although 1 emphasize the gestural signification of "le mot"
at this point, the focus is already shifting toward Ia parole
as a system or constellation of words. (And this theme of
"system of words" is something that will be developed Tater
in this chapter.) Merleau-Ponty's emphasis on the singular
(le mot) is meant only for rhetorical purposes. See below
n. 46.

12. Phénoménologie de la perception, p. 212.

13, Ibid.

14. Ibid., p. 214.

15. -Ibid., p. XII.

16. Ibid., p. XIII. *“C'est pourquei Husserl distingue
T'intentionalité d'acte, qui est celle de nos Jugements
et de nos prises de position volontaires, 1a seule dont
la Critique de 1a Raison Pure ait parlé, et 1'inten-
tionalité opérante (fungierende Intentionalitat), celle
qui fait 1'unité naturelle et antéprédicative du monde
et de notre vie, qui parait dans nos désirs, nos
Evaluations, notre paysage, plus clairement que dans la
connaissance objective, et qui fournit le texte dont nos
connaissances cherchent & &tre la traduction en langage
exact.” (Italics added.)
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20.
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Phénoménologie de la perception, p. 218.

Ibid. The reader may note here that I am switching back
and forth from the singular of 'body-subject' to its plural.
Some may object at this point to such a move, since it
appears that I am taking too lightly the problem of Others.
There is no real difficulty here since for Merleau-Ponty
language itself already involves other persons. In fact,
one ought not expect a proof that the Other exists. This
for Merleau-Ponty.would really end up being a case of
begqing the question. What one should seek is an eluci-
dation of one's experience of the Other, given both in
dialogue and in non-linguistic perception.

Phénomsnologie de la perception, p. 214.

ibid., p. 218.

There are still a few difficulties in determining the exact
meaning of Merleau-Ponty's comments. First, there 1S5 some
question about the variety of natural languages which are
tied to particular worlds. Are American and English two
different languages? Few linguists would agree. Yel even
if they are not distinctanguages (1angues), it would
certainly seem to be the case that they indicate or "intend"
two different worlds. That is, the cultural world of the
Englishman is certainly different from the cultural world

of the American. Thus, Merleau-Ponty would have to say that
for each language’(langue) there is a numerically different
world, but that the converse -does not hold. That is to say,
it need not be the case that for every numerically distinct
world there is a distinct language. Second, there is cer-
tainly some problem involved™in Merleau-Ponty's assertion
concerning the bilingual person. It would seem that Merleau-
Ponty is claiming that one cannot be truly bilingual since to
be so one would have to live in two numerically distinct
worlds. Yet, for him this is logically impossible. Thus,
so is the bilingual person a logical impossibility. But

can one really accept this? It would seem that we have
numeraus cases of bilingual persons. Furthermore, what
distinguishes the world of the Prime Minister and the world
of the University of Ottawa student, in which the same



i

~ oy
.

[
[F¥3

[a¥]
s |

110.

languages are spoken, from the world of a Chinese or
Japanese person? Some of these difficulties, especially
concerning the tie between a language and the world that
it intends, will be resolved, indirectly, by Merleau-
Ponty in Signes and his later work. For it is there that
the distinction between langue and parole is used more
clearly, with the emphasis on the intentional relation-
ship between parele and world.

Fhénoménologie de la perception. p. 209

Ibid., p. Z20f,

Ibid., pp. 423-d68.

1bid., p. 445

bid.

—t

There mayv be a problem of terminclogy under the surface
here. Above we menticned that Merleau-Fonity wanted to show
that evervthing was cultural and natural. And at this peint
‘cuitural' was more or less equivalent t¢ 'conventicnai' or
‘artificial' while 'natural' was comparable tc 'non-conventionai',
"finite' or 'part of the given world'. At this peint in the
discussion, however, 'cultural' is now opposed +¢ 'cenventicnal'
or ‘arbitrarv' and is much clcser in meaning to ‘naturai’'. Let
us not be misled, however, by this terminclegical probiem. Cne
thing should be kept in mind: Merleau-Ponty wants i show that
jdeas, thoughts, and ultimately any artificial Tanguage based
on them, are not purely conventional or arbitrary.

Phénoménclogie de 12 percepticn, p. 447.

Ibid., p. 451.

e

La Prose du monde, (texte €tabli et présenté par Claude
Lefort), Paris: Gallimard, 1%€58. (Hereinafter Prose.)

Ibid., p. 17:.

Ibid., p. 176.
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op. cit.. especially in Chapter V. pp. 63-79.

Sicnes. p. 48, See alsc Signes. p. 1i0.
big., p. 112,
ibid.. p. 105
FhénemSnolecie de 1a percepticn, p. ZIS.

Idid., (Itaiice added.)

In Sens et non-sens (Faris: Les editiens Nagei, 19€€; herein-
after SNS), in the articie "La métaphysique dans i'hcmme”,
Mericau-conty coeperes this system cf expression t¢ the per-
ceptual structures that Gestalt psycheiegists discuss. Merieau-
Fority here wants tc peint cut that the individual iiving
lancuages ‘orm & “wheie" which is more than the sum cf the
individual parts. This wheie has a certzin iive of its cwn
which the speaking subject comes in contact with and which

the speaking subject incorporates in the mastering of &
languace. "Cet esprit général, que tous constituent par leur
vie cormune, cetie intention déjd cépcsée dans le systime
donné cu langage, préconsciente, puisque ie sulet pariant
1'ecouse avant de s'en rendre COmpiE €t Ce 1'€lever au

nivezu ¢e la comnaissance, et Gui cependant ne cubsistie

Gu'l condition d'Etre reprise cu assumée par ies sujets
pariants et vit de leur volenté c'échance, c'est bien sur

Te terrain de la lincuistique, 1'équivalent ce 1z forme des
peychclogues, azussi étrangére & 1'existence cbiective ¢'un
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processus naturel qu'd 1'existence mentale d'un idée.

Ni chose, ni id8e, la langue, comme le psychisme, n'est -
accessible qu'd une msthode de "compréhension" qui

retrouve dans la multiplicité des faits quelques intentions
ou visdes décisives, les "faits profonds et en quelque
sorte secrets sur lesquels repose la construction de la
langue"." (SNS, p. 154) This shows, in yet another way,
that the meaning of the words or sounds of a language
cannot be grasped in isolation from the other elements

of the langquage.

But what about Merleau-Fonty's claim "le mot a un sens"?
Again, it is a matter of seeing this in context. Both
erpiricists and intellectualists deny any signification
at all to words themselves. Merleau- Ponty opposes them
by emphasizing the sense of words, and this is done.bv
using the catch-phrase "le mot a un sens". One must not
take the phrase too literallv. It was not meant to be so
taken.

indeed "Good night!"™ uttered to someone at ©:00 a.m. mav

have some meaning, but the meaning would depend almost
entirely cn bhe actual speaking situation. If one, e.q.,
walks intc one's office in the morning to find some unexpec»ed
visitor, the phrase "Goed night!" would have a meaning, but
noet a meaning relevant 0 night-time.

Merleau-Fonty, Résunés de cours: (Coildge de France, 19%52-
16€0. Paris: Gallimard, 1S€§, p. 337. (Hereinatter Résumés).

1.

~d

Signes, . €0. See also Prose, p.
Sicnes, p. €5. See aiso Prgse, p. 76.
Sicnes, p. €&. See 2lso Prose, p. &S.

Prose, p. E1€.

It is not by chance that Merleau-Ponty discusses the works
6f Cézznne as examples of “coherent deformation®. See, e.q.,
"Le doute de C&zznne" in SNS, op. cit., pp. 15-44, also
Madison, G.E., La phéncménclocie de Merleau-Ponty (Paris:
Editicns Klincksieck, 1672, pp. 91-97, e<pecially p. 93).

I ¥ind even better excnp1e< of “coher&nt deformation”, and
especially of “gesture” and "system” in the works of Monet.
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Signes, p. 87.

Signes, p. S2. See also Prose, p. 107f.

Phsnoménologie de la perception, p. 221.

Signes, p. 100. The account of painting presented here
remains incomplete. For one, I have not ventured to say
anything about the history of painting, a discussion that
takes up a large portion of both the article in Signes and

the section on art in Prose. And since Merleau-Ponty puts so
much emphasis on it, it would seem that a discussion of

it would be useful. As such, however, the question of the
history of painting is not important in this context, which
was the relationship between lanquage and painting especially
in terms of signification gestuelle. Yet, this objection may
have some force, for it is within this context of the history
of painting that Merleau-Ponty asserts some points that seem
to contradict his view about the unigueness of language in
terms of its sedimentation. That is to say, Merleau-Fonty,
especially in Prose, gives one the impression that it is not
only language that can sediment. At one point, in the margin
of his working text, Merleau-Ponty makes the following note:
. ..3) Réserve 3 faire...: Tla s&dimentation de 1'art retombe
2 mesure qu'elle se fait. ...le langage est peinture comme la
peinture est langage. (Prose, p. g7.) Later on he states

“On verra alors qu'il est Tégitime de traiter la peinture
comme un langage: ce traitement de la peinture met & nu en
elle un sens perceptif...cependant capable de recueillir en
1ui-méme dans une &ternité toujours & refaire toute une

¢<érie d'expressions antérieures s&dimentées." (Prose, p. 123.
Note *hat the word 'sédimentées' does not appear in the parallel

-passage in Sianes, p. 94_) Such passages may lead one to think

that Merleau-Ponty has rejected his earlier view that only
language can "sediment". Although this objection cannat be
fully dealt with here, one should remain aware of the fact
that Merleau-Ponty nowhere in Prose gives the impression that
one could paint about painting. Furthermore, the very attempt
to obtain a pure language, the principal theme of Prose, is
hased on the fact that language is peculiarly different from
other forms of expression. No painter has ever tried to
create a painting that ic "pure" in the way that ccientists

- have attempted to create & pure language. These "facts”,
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which Merleau-Ponty is quite aware of in Prose, provide
_at least prima facie evidence for the claim that he has
not contradicted his earlier position. However, this
problem is but one aspect of Merieau-Ponty's account of
art and its relationship to language, and the question

of that relationship will be explored in the following
chapter.

-



PART II: LANGUAGE

CHAPTER 4: SEDIMENTATION

In the last chapter we studied one important aspect

of language, viz. signification gestuelle. And we saw how

languagé and painting both had this aspect in common. Yet,
it was also indicated at the very end of the chapter that in
spite of-this similarity there was something that distinguished

the "two, viz. the aspect of s&dimentation. In this chapter I

would like to examine this second characteristic of language
first by looking more closely at the differencés between
lanquage and painting and then by considering sedimentation
as it might be djstinéuished from “historyﬁ and "institution”.
This will give us a c]earer notion of what sedimentation itself
is. . . ‘

As we have seen in the last chapter, Merleau-Ponty
spends quite a bit of time, both in the Signes article and in

La Prose du Monde, discussing the similarities between language

and painting. In fact, one gets the impression that he is
going to tie-the two together under his notion of expression.

But at a crucial point he introduces the difference between
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the two. Yet, this is not the first time that Merleau-Ponty
distinguishes language from art in general and from painting

in particular. Even in the Phé&noménologie‘de la perception

Merleau-Ponty distinguishes the two and in order to determine
exactly what this difference is, it would do us well to look
at all of the contexts in which language and painting are
differentiated. Let us begin at the beginning, with the

Phénomsnologie de 1a perception. In the chapter "Le corps

comme expression et la ﬁérole“ we have seen that Merleau-Ponty
relates language and art. But he also indicates that they are
not the same, that I;ﬁguage is peculiarly different. One
paragraph in particular outlines the difference.

Ce qui est vrai seulement -- et

justifie la situation particuligre

que 1'on fait d'ordinaire &u langage --
c'est que seule de toutes les opérations
expressives, 1a parole est capable de se
sédimenter et de constituer un acquis
intersubjectif. On n'explique pas ce
fait en remarquant que ia parole peut
s‘enregistrer sur le papier, tandis que
les gestes ou les comportements ne se
transmettent que par 1'imitation directe.
Car la musique, aussi peut s'écrire, et,
bien qu'il y ait en musique quelque chase
corme une initiation traditionelle --
bien qu'i1 soit peut-8tre impossible
d'accéder 2 la musique atonale sans
passer par 1a musique classique --

chaque artiste reprend la-tdche a son
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début, i1 a un nouveau monde 3 délivrer,
au lieu que dans 1'ordre de la parole,

chaque &crivain a conscience de

viser le

‘méme monde dont les autres é&crivains
s'occupaient dsj3, le monde de Balzac
et le monde de Stendhal ne sont pas
comme des plandtes sans communication,
1a parole installe en nous 1'idée de

véritd comme limite présomptive

de son

effort. Elle s'oublie elle-méme comme

fait contingent, elle se repose

sur elle-

mSme, et c'est, nous 1'avons vu, ce qui

nous donne 1'idSal d'une pensée

sans

parole, alors que 1'idse d'une musique

sans sons est absurde. MSme s'i
s'agit 12 que d'une idée limite

1 ne
et d'un

contre-sens, m8me si le sens d'une parole
ne peut jamais &tre délivre de son
inhérence a8 quelque parole, il reste

que 1'op€ration expressive dans

le cas

de 1a parole peut &tre indéfiniment
réitérse, que 1'on peut parler sur la
pargle alors qu'on ne peut peindre sur
1a peintdre, et qu'enfin tout philosophe
a songé & une parole qui les terminerait
toutes, tandis que le peintre cu le
musicien n'espére pas €puiser toute
peinture ou toute musique possible.!

This rather Tong passage raises a number of paints concerning

the difference between language and art.

Let us look at some

of them. First, we see that Merleau-Ponty initiates the dis-

cussion by indicating that language can sediment itself and

constitute an intersubjective acguisition.

But what is this

acquisition? Does it mean that only language can be written

down in order to be shared by other persons? Obviously, as
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Merleau-Ponty points out, this cannot be what 'sedimentation’
and ‘intersubjective acquisition' mean, for we all realize
that music may be written down. (He could have also pointed
out that painting is “written down" in a sense, in that it
is there on a canvas for all others to view.) It is not the
case that music and painting can be "transmitted" by direct
imitation orily. But then how do.they Tack intersubjective
acquisition? This leads us to Merleau-Ponty's second point.
Although the artisf\may be and usually is familiar
with the history of art, whenever he begins to produce his art
he begins “a; the beginniﬁg“. That is to say, the artist,
whether painter or musician, starts as if there were no history
behind him. The painter begins anew each time he attempts to
put something on canvas. . T@g musician begins anew gach time
he. attempts to compose a musical piece. The task of the artist
is to bring about, to “deliver”, a new world; the world that
the artist brings about is a newly created one. In a sense
there is no inherent connection between the painting the pain;er
has produced and all other paintings (including his own) that
were created in the past. Paintings exist, we might say, as

planets without communication.
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Such is not the case, however, with the writer,
the one who uses lanﬁuage. The speak%ng subject, in contrast
to the artist, has the "notion" that he is speaking of the
same world of which other subjects are speaking. That is to
say, the writer or the speaking subject projects before
himself an idea of truth. The writer or the speaking subject
is aware of. the goal of speaking or writing, Qiz.. to come to
some intersubjectively valid account of the world. The writer
or speaker aims at the truth, whereas the musician or painter
does not, and their effort to obtain the truth establishes Epe
idea of truth as a “presumptive 1imit". That is, they aim at
a common truth which they do not yet have and wﬁ%ch acts as a_
guide to their speaking or writing.

Indeed, this idea of truth as a "presumptive iimit"
is the basis for the writer's or the speaker's attempt to
obtain a truth that would put an end to all further searchings
for the truth. Such a truth would make any further speaking or
writing in search'for the truth an unnecessary redundancy.
Even though, as one might point out, such an attempt may never
be successful, language has created this hope in past and

present writers and speakers; whereas, the musician or the
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painterhﬁhs\gg!gg_had the dFEam of composing a piece of music
or painting a\;ork that would put an end to any further
attempts at music or painting. Furthermore, speaking or
writing can be “indefinitely repeated", unlike art which
ilﬁnot, and one can speak about speaking, whereas one
cannot paint about painting.

This account by Merieau-Ponty has given us ; number

of points with which to work, as we attempt to give an account

of this notion of sédimentation. Llet us try to assemble them.

Among other things Merleau-Poniy wants to say the following

about s&dimentation. (1) Sedimentation 1is the basis for the

fact that the speaking subject is inherently connected with

the history of his language. The artist, to the contrary,
begins anew each time. (2) Sedimentation is the basis for the
fact that speakers aim at the same world. Artists do not aim
at an intersubjectively given worid. (3) Sedimentation installs
in the speaker the idea of truth as a presumed limit. One ajms
at the truth which one does not have, but which seems a possi-
bility. (4) Sedimentation is the ground for the attempt of

the speaker to obtain a truth that would put an end to all

further speaking. The artist, on the contrary, never wishes
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to create something that would put an end to art. (5)
Sedimentation makes it possible for language to be indefi-
nitely repeated or reiterated. Art, however, can never
repeat itself. (&) Sedimentation makes it possible for
language to be self-reflexive, in that one may, in fact one
must, use language to talk or to write about language. The
painter, on the contrary, cannot paint about painting. Al
this point in the investigation we may take these six state-
ments as tentative elucidations of the meaning of the term

'sédimentation'.2 However, as we have seen before, Merleau-

Ponty has more to say about the relationship between art and

language, and the notion of “s&édimentation® again appears in

fater articles.

As we have shown above, the Signes article on indirect
language contains an extended analogy on the relationship
between art ands language. Yet, as has also been indicated,
this analogy cannot be carried on “to the end", as one might
say. Art and language cannot be identified and Merleau-Ponty
discusses the difference between the two in the following

passage.
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La peinture accomplit un voeu du passé,
elle a de lui procuration, elle agit en
son nom, mais elle ne le contient pas a
1'8tat manifeste, elle est mémoire pour
nous, si nous connaissons par ailleurs
1'histoire de la peinture, ellie n'est pas
mémoire pour soi, elle ne prétend pas
totaliser ce qui 1'a rendue possibie.
La parole, non contente d'aller au-deld
du pass&, prétend le récapituler, le
. récupérer, le contenir en substance, et,
comme elle ne saurait, 3 moins de le
répéter textuellement, nous le donner
dans sa présence, elle Tui fait subir
une préparation qui est le propre du
Jangage: elle nous en offre la vérits.>
Here again we see some of the same themes re-emerging.
Here Merleau-Ponty points out again that the painter, the
artist, has a history behind him. The painter is aware of
the past of the painting just as we may be aware of its past.
Yet, the history of painting is not an integral part of the
painter's painting; "elle n'est pas mémoire pour soi". The
painter's attempt at painting is not an attempt to recapture
the history of painting. On the other hand, however, language
does try to recapture its past, and thereby tries to contain
jt "jn substance". Language does try to become "the totality
of its past”. This ultimately means that it tries to recapture
the very same world that was spoken of by previous speakers.

In other words, language sets up the idea of truth. Indeed,



this is what Merleau-Ponty has said in Phénoménologie de 1

perception, as outlined in statements (1), (2), and (3) above.
Further, Merleau-Ponty points out, "La parole...
cherche 3 se posséder 2 conquérir e secreil de ses propres
jnventions, 1'homme ne peint pas la peinture, mais il parle
sur 1a par-o1e...“"'l Speaking aims ultimately at the complete
possession of the world of which it speaks. Indeed, this aim
at tota1ify must include language itself, in such a way that
speaking takes itself too as an object to be discussed. As
we have seen in point (6) above, the painter does not and
cannot paint about painting, but the speaking subject does,
in fact, speak about speaking. La pargle is self-reflexive
in a way that painting, or art in general, is not. As Merleau-
Ponty sums it up, "Enfin le langage dit, et les voix de la
peinture sont les voix du silence.“s
What is most peculiar, however, in the Signes article

is that although the descriptions of -sédimentation come through

clearly, as we have just seen, Merieau-Ponty nowhere uses the
term. This might make one wonder whether he is attempting to
get rid of the notion aitogether, perhaps by replacing it with
another. There are two good reasons, however, why we should

not accept this conclusion. That is, it would seem that
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Merleau-Fonty still wants, or he oughtJ;o want, to talk about
sadimentation, even though tha term is not used in the above
article. The first reason for believing this is that the
term does have a fairly prominent place in another article
appearing abouff$;:~;ﬁiqissiére. This article is "Sur la
phénomgnelogie du langage".” We shall see more of this article
jater. in the discussion of eruth and sedimentation. 3 secend

v oimpertant. reasen for helieving that the ferm ig

"le jangage indirect” in L2 frose du mende.  indeec. we nave

had the chance to discuss paris o€ this werk earifer in this

thesis, and we have found that at Teast twe ¢f Merieau-Fonyy s

]

anaivses in that werk, viz., Cn Dure ianguage ané cn the art,
janguace reiati nchip, have fit in well with his cther prencunce-
ments on said topics. But rernaps at this ceint we sheuic say

a few words abcut the work. As is well pointed cut by M. Clauce

Lefort in the “Avertissement” o the work, “LICuvrice Cue

Maurice Merieau-Fenty se propesait ¢'intituier La prose Cu mence

3

~

ou Introducticn & la prose du mCAcCe est inacnevé".© M. Lefcrt

further shews that during the construction ¢f this vciume, e

philoccphe cécice dlextraire ¢e scn Cuvrege un chapitre important
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et de le modifier sensiblement pour le publier en essai dans

9 L )
Les Temps modernes..."” Indeed, this is the same article

that Tater appears in Signes, The important question for us
ther is: What Jid Merleau-Fondy lTeave out and why ! Ome may

note, &y comparing the two fents, that a few long passage

W

.
R : . R 1 . . N . [RNEY
ToTIowerS i particuiar., will Dde of inferes? fo us later.
- .
Sul mome dmperiantiy for ous. we find the word fsddimentalticn'.

. ..
-~ il -

TnOLE SMCReE Ji mende. MSEEC. e gels the distingt impression

™hat (n ficnes Merleay-Fondy wmas in fact toving purmesely i

Serhape, he was trying ¢ aveid the term in greference Ser

ancther, byt there i¢ nc evidence for such 2 move. Whatever

¥

iy NEve Leen the rezscn, wWe SEE nC CCCC reascen why Merieau-
Fenty cculcd nct have centinued to use the werd. Thus, we see
nC GCCC reascn why this term shoulc te itandcrec in cur fre-
senteticn cf Meriezu-rFenty's thoucht on this subject. wWhat

)

cces threzten the project at this point, however, is nct the
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lack of the use of the word, but rather the actual usage in
La Prose du monde. Indeed, Merleau=Ponty uses the term
‘sadimentation’ in twe places which threaten to upset the
contrast we have deen drawing detween art and language.  As
nas alreads been noted in footnote 57 in the previoQus
charter. there are Hwe places where Merleau-Fondy invokes

the tere 'sddimentation’ when discussing art. and this ma

Tead one to believe that he is adandening the Jdistinglien

snic . “rem what we have encgunierec sC far, ig part ¢f the
meaning c¥ reEcimentaticon'. Furtherre, Verieau-Fenty Con-

centrates on the ‘chaniom ¢F 2 fure jancuage" in La Frese cu
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cut tc an enc &il future ~zintine. Thus, we find that Merieau-
[ od -

art znc jancuace. he Seems anly to be weivering cn his use
¥ an zdeguate TEMM 0 cescrite it. Inceed, this may be the

wery reazson that he cid in fact celete the word ‘sedimentaticn’
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and its cognates from the published version of athe text.
He may very well have decided to sort out his use of the
term, and in sorting out the use he may have thought it
was Detter to aveid using 1t at all in his published
material. i e

Khatever the reasons for the lack of the use of the

term ‘sédimentation’. I would Tike 2o opt for its use. There

seem e me (0 de W good reasons for refaining the temm.
o T s most useful whenever we wish %0 contrast the
characteristics peculiar ¢ Tanguage with
the historical and institutional-traditicnal characteristics
found aiseo in ard. ke shall see more ¢f this in 2 moment.
Secend, Merleau-Ponty clearly uses and explains the term in
another articie on language, viz., "Sur lz phénoménclogie du
iangage" and in théﬁ article we find him balancing the gestural
and "sedimentational" aspects of language. We shall also see
more of this account later. For the nonce let us lock at scme-
¢t the differences btetween “sedimentation”, "history" and
“institution-traditicn®.

When we commenced this chapter with a2 tentative
accaunt of some of thﬁ features of “sedimentation”, we saw

that point (2) related sedimentation to the.history of language.
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In fact, tﬁe relationship is close enough for one to wonder
whether the two are identical. Horeéver. there is 2 further
probliem. Although the notions "institution" and “"tradition”
are not explicitly mentioned in our earlier account, the
notion (if I may take them together) is present throughout
Merieau-Fonty's account of art and 1aqguage. This may make
one wonder whether sedimentation and institution are identical.
If we are going to arrive at an adequate notion of sedimentation;
it will be necessary to see exactly how it is related to the
notions of "history" and "jpstitution". For it is only in dis~
tinguishing sedimentation from these two other notiaons tﬁgt one
will be able to grasp the veritabie meaning of the term. Thus,
let us now look at these two notions and try to see what is°
involved in them. 12

Merleau-Ponty discusses the idea of a history of
painting within the context of.quraux's account of the
painter. The first statement that we may make abouf painting,
and hg;e Merleau-Ponty agrees with Malraux, is that there ig a
genuine history of painting. ' I‘ *

L'units de la peinture, elie n'est pas

ceylement au Musée, elle est dans cette

tache unique qui se propose & tous les

peintres, qui fait qu'un jour au Musée,

ils seront comparables, et que ces feux
ce répondent 1'un 2 1'autre dans 12 nuit.13
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There is some kind of'uhity revealed in the myltiplicity of
paintings that have appearéd dver the agés.-.And. further,
this unity fs not something artificially created by the
Museum. That is to say, thfS'unity‘is not brought about by
means of some ad hoc collection of paintings in a museum of
art. Rather, there is r§a11y something there in the paintings
that génuinely connects them. This history of paintings, in
terms of the “historicalness" or "historicity" of painting

.est constitube, et reconstituse de
proche en proche par 1'intérst qui nous
porte vers ce qui n'est pas nous, par
cette vie que le passé&, dans.un échange
continu, nous apporte et trouve en nous, -
et qu 11 continue de mener.dans chaque
peintre qui ranime, reprend et relance
a2 chaque oeuvre nouve11? 1'entreprise -
entifre de la peinture.

Ve

Merleap-Ponty does agree with Malraux that_thére is a history
of painting. " But the impbrtant'question is: How shall one

conceive of this history? In other words, one might ask: How
is it possible that there is a history of painting? And-it is

L]
here that Merleau-Ponty's account diverges from Malraux's

account.

Malraux rencontre donc, au moins 3 ™
titre de m&taphore 1'idée d'une Histoire
qui réunit les tentatives les plus dis-
tantes, d'une Peinture qui travaille

derrigre le dos du peintre, d'une Raison

Ty
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dans ERistoire dont 11 soit 1'instrument.
%gscgonigresthggelieni §$n§d1‘??tith?§e et
mpliément de son individualisme.

Malraux, as Merleau-Ponty had indicated earlier in the
artic1e, had given an "individualistic" interpretation of
péinting. Each painting was the creative expression of the
painter's .own private world of experience. And since each-
painter works in such isolation, and yet since there is a
history to painting, there must be some kind of external con-
nection between them. That is to say, there rust be something
that ties them together, and this for Malraux is the task of
the Painter, of the "Surartiste", that is, the one who works
"behind the back" of the individual painter or artist. This
"Surartiste" somehow invisibly guides the hand of the artist
.in such a way that the individual painting that he accomplishes
will also fulfill a "higher” destiny in terms of tﬁe histoﬁy_of
painting. For Herleﬁu-Ponty sucﬁ explanations of fhe history
of painting are inevitable; "...quand on & enferm& 1'art au
plus secret de 1'individu, 1a convergence des oeuvres indépen-
dantes ne peut s'expliquer que par quelque destin qui Tles
domine".16

Such an explanation, however, is not satisfactory

_foc_Mgr1eau-PontyI Indeed, the difficulty does not Tie so
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much inzthe notion of a "Surartiste" but rather further

beiow that. That is to say, Merlehu—Ponty is criticizing

not so much the introduction of a "Surartiste" but the very
necessity for introducing it. The trouble lies with Malraux's
individualism. If he had not described the painter in terms
of one who creates on the basis of a single, solitary, private
world, then he would not have had to try to account for the
history of painting in terms of the “"Surartiste". The troub]é,
then, lies in the individualistic account of .the painter. And
the remedy for the troudble lies Th the re-introduction of
Merleau-Ponty's theory of perception. Indeed, Merleau-Fonty
asks, "Que deviennent-ils /Y.e., such notions as "Surartiste",

"higher destinyjj'quand la théorie de 1a perception réinstalle

le peintre dans le monde visibie et retrouve le corps comme

17

~expression spontanée?” For Merleau~Ponty it is necessary

to cbrrect the individuaiist's account, and this can be done
only by putting the painter back into the worid of perception.

Indeed, the solution to the problem of the history of painting

_1ies with Merleau-PiE!!'s notign of creative expression; "...

de mEéme 1'histoire de ia peinture‘gui court d'une ceuvre 2
une autre repgse sur elle-méme et n'est portée que par la

cariatide de nos efforts qui convergent du seul fait qu'ils
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18

sont efforts d'expression". There is a connection between

paintings that rests in the painter's being-in-the-world, and
this foundation makes it possible for painting to be a creative
expression arising out of the painter's world. Indeed, the
body's situation in the world of perception is the paradigm

of the individua]tpainter's creation. Or, more precisely,
painting is but one particular wdy for the body to express

itself.

...c'est 1'opération expressive du
corps, commencée par la moindre per-
ception, qui s'amplifie en peinture et
en art. Lé champ des, significations
picturales est ouvert depuis qu'un
homme a paru dans le monde...la quasi-
€ternité de 1'art se confond avec la
quasi-éternité de 1'existence incarnée
et nous avons dans 1'exercice de notre
corps et de nos sens, en tant qu'ils
nous ins&rent dans le monde, de quoi
comprendre notre gesticulation cul-
turelle en tant qu'elle nous insdre
dans 1'histoire...Disons plus générale-
ment que la tentative continuée de
1'expression fonde une seule histoire
-- comme 1a prise de nptre corps sur
tout obqet possible fonde un seul
espace. 19

The themes that Merieau-Ponty is presenting here ought not
to be that unfamiliar to the reader, as we saw them in the

chapter on signification gestueile. Indeed, what Merleau-

Ponty is saying here about painting ought to strike one as

being very similar to what he had to say about Tanguage.
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But fherein lies a difficulty. If language and painting

both have a history, and if, as we have seen above, histonp

is connected in some way with sedimentation, then it would

appear that sedimentation js not the peculiar characteristic

of ]anguagg and further that there is no significant difference

between language and painting. That is to say, if such is the

case, lanquage and art are really the same type of expression.

However, if we are going to aveid this tentative conclusion,

we must ask two questions. ﬁjrst, is the history of painting

comparable to the_history of language? Second, how can we

conceive of the relationship between history and sedimentation?
.In regard to the first question, the answer is not

that difficult to find. Indeed, we have already seen it in

one of the above quotes. When Mer]eau-Poﬁty discusses the

history of painting in the context of lanquage, he says, "...

1'histoire de la peinture, elle n'est pas mémoire pour soi,

elle ne prétend pas totaliser ce qui 1'a rendue possible."20 5':\

In other words, even though there is a history of painting,

it is not a_history "pour soi"; it is not an integral history

which becomes aware of itsé1f as history. More so, it is not

a history that tries to recapture itself in the very act of

painting. No painter has attempted to bring the history of
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painting to the canvas. In fact, for Merleau-Ponty, the
task would be impossible, since painting would need language
for such an enterprise, and "les voix de l1a peinture sont 1@5
voix du silence". On the other hand, language can and does
attempt to give an account of its history. Since one may
"speak about speaking”, one of the ways fo do so is to give
an dccount of speaking that has preceded what is now spoken.
We have, for example, a history of English which is really a
speaking about speéking. We are given an account of past
speech, and the account itself is in words! Such cannot
happen with painting.

If such a distinction between these two types of
history can be made, then it is possible to answer our second
question, although Merleau-Ponty does not, in fact, even raise
the question. How might one conceive of the relationship
between sedimentation and history? First, from what Qe have
seen previously, it is evident that the twe notions are in
some ways positively related. When thé first outline of the
notion was presented at the beginning of this chapter, we saw
that “having a history" was part of the meaning of the term.
But, given the distinction Merlggu-Ponty outiines above, it

becomes necessary for us to determine exactly what kind of
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history is meant by "having a history". If a sufficient
condition for 'sedimentation' is "having any sort of history",
then it would certainly be the case that painting in particular
and art in general would display the characteristic of sedi-
mentation. And thus our distinction between art and language
would break down. But if we wish to preserve the distinction
and still ho1d'that art has a history, we may do so by saying
that it is a history "pour soi" that is a sufficient condition
for the presence of 'sedimentation'. That is to say, if we
are going to insist upon the positive relationship between
sedimentation and history, then it must be between sedimen-
tation and history "pour soi", i.e., a history that can be
brought to awareness through the very activity whose history
it is. And it is precisely this type of history which
language has.

What we have seen so far is that there is some positive
relationship between sedimentation and history, although it was
necessary for us to distinguish two kinds of history. Before we
make even more precise the definition of sedimentation in terms
of history, let us now consider the relationship between sedi-
mentation and institution. Indeed, we must first ask ourselves

what this notion of “institution" is. In fact, to begin with,



136.

it may seem odd to the reyaer that such a notion has crept
into the discussion at all. Whereas we had seen the notion

"history" appear in the context of the Phénoménologie de 1

‘ perception account of sedimentation, the notion of "institu-
tion" did in no way fit in. Why, then, should we discuss it
here? It becomes rather evident, when one carefully examines
the discussion of painting and Ianéuage in the Siagnes article

and in La Prose du monde, that the notion of “institution” is

as important as the notion of "history”. In two passages in

A

particular Merleau-Ponty discusses the notion. Let us look
at each. |

In discussing painting as expression, Merleau-
Ponty indicates that there is a triple "reprise" of the
expressive act which makes it a “provisional eternity”.
This expressive act

..-n‘est pas seuiement mé&tamorphose au
sens des contes de fées, ...elle est
aussi réponse 3 ce que le monde, le
passé, les oeuvres faites demandaient,
accomplissement, fraternit£. Husserl -7
a empioyé le beau mot de Stiftung, --
fondation ou &tablissement, -- pour
désigner d'abord Ta fécondité illimitée
de chaque présent qui, justement parce
qgu'il est singulier et qu'il passe, ne
pourra jamais cesser d'avoir &t et donc
d'&tre universellement, -- mais surtout
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celle des produits de la culture qui con-
tinuent de valoir aprds leur apparition

et ouvrent un champ de recherches ol ils
revivent perpétuellement. C('est ainsi que

le monde d&s qu'il 1'a vu, ses premidres
tentatives de peintre et tout le passé de

la peinture livrent au peintre une tradition,
c'est-3-dire, commerte Husserl, le pouvoir
d'oubiter les origines et de donner au passs,
non pas une survie qul est la forme hyvpocrite
de 1'oubli, mais une nouvel‘e vie, qui est la
forme noble de la mémoire.~

In this passage we find Merieau-Ponty using the German equi-
vaient of ‘institution’, viz. 'Stiftung', which he borrows from
Husserl. There are a number of important poinis that he makes
about "institution". First, "institution" may be iocoked at in
terms of a foundation or an establishment of scmething in the
past which affects the present. - In other words, the present
is pregnant with possibilities, and these possibilities are
the result of the fact that there is institution. In regard
to painting, for example, what we might call the institution
of painting is precisely the fact that in the past paintings
were create§ but did not pass away. That is to say, they

- founded or instituted new possibilities for the future of
painting. When the painter sits down before his canvas, he
may seem to be starting all over "from scratch”, but such is

not really the case. The past of painting is there, working
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on him in the present. Indeed, as Merleau-Ponty indicates,
b

the products of the past of printing, as with the products

of 311 of culture, “ouvrent un champ de recherches®. Fainting

b

is possible for the pain:vr\{s an acQuisition from the past

and this acquisition opens new horizons for further painting.

must net refyse fo admit that there s a2 traditien in tainting
he must nQt icnore its past. Rather, he 7ust be aware cof then,
tut in the marner of surpassing them. YSe must remesper *has
painting has origins, has a past, but he must gise forget them
by coing bevend them. He must tush beyond the ¢id techniques
and strive for new styles. Fainting can ke creative Expressicn
anly Ev forgetting its origing and throwing itself ints the

future.
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Later in the same article Merleau-Fonty broadeng' the
horizon of this notion by relating perception itself to insti-
tution.

Toute perception, ftoute action qui la
suppose, bdref tout usage humain du corps
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instituticn. That is to say, expression trings about 2 meaning
that is connected with us in the precent. It sets up 2 founda-
tien upen which tw tuild further meaninsg.

We have seen s¢ far that Meriezu-Ponty discusses
the noticn of "institution” in terms of fecundity of the present

anc forgetting of the past. As we tryv to fi11 in this picture
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more extensively, we fin& that a not so unfamiliar problem
arises again. In both examples of Merleau-Ponty's use of the
term 'inst;fution' we find that something more than just
ianguage is being descrided. In the first case Merleau-

Fonty describes the institution of painting, and,in the second,
he talks about all of one's corporeal-perceptual activities as
founding a tradition or institution. The problem then is the
same as the one with 'sedimentation' and 'historv'. If we
would like to equate 'sedimentation' and 'institﬁtion' we

could do s¢ only at the expense of our distinclion between
ianguage and art. That is to sayv, if "having an institution,
tradition, or foundation", is a sufficient condition for sedi-
mentztion, then ianquage, art, and, indeed, all expressive
activity would have the characteristic of sedimentatien, and,
thus, the peculiaritv of linguistic expression would be Tast.
Kowever, we may be able to avoid this fateful consequence, as
we avoided the similar one eariier on, by attempting to dis-
tinguish different types of institution. If this were possible,
then perhaps we would be able to set off one sort of institution

from the others and give it the label ‘sedimentation'.
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Unfortunate!y} neither in the Signes article nor in
the Prose account do we find any distinctions made for our

notion of "institution". However, Merleau-Ponty does give

us an account of “institution" in Reésumss de cours™”, and there
he does distinguish different types of jnstftﬁtion. As before,
he 1s talking about institutiom in a two-fold sense. i.e.,
in terms of fecundity of the present and forgetting of origins.
Indeed. this is clear from the definition that he Qives us.

On entendait donc ici par institution

ces dvénements d'une expérience qui

ia dotent de dimensions durables, par

rapport auxquelles toute une série

d'autres expériences auront sens,

formeront une suite pensable ou une

histoire, -- ou encore les &vénements

qui déposent en moi un sens, non pas

d titre de survivance et de ré&sidu,

mais comme agpei d une suite, exigence

d'un avenir.<®’
The institutional aspects of an event give me or “deposit”
in me 2 meaning. But the meaning is one that lasts. And it
lasts, not as a residue, but as the force that pfojects-me
into the future, toward the creation of new meaning. Insti-
tution makes it possible for there to be a foundation for my
creative expression, and it also makes possible the pushing
beyond the foundation in the actual expression itself. Beyond

this, however, Merleau-Ponty wants to distinguish four types
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of institution. "Cette notion a &t&-approchée 3 travers
quatre ordres de phénomdmres, dont les trofs premiers ont
trait & 1'histoire personnelle ou intersubjective, et le
dernier & 1'histoire pub'[‘ique.,"‘5 The first three, then,
are more closely related to one another than to the last.
Let us look at this four-fold distinction.

Although Merleau-Ponty does not 1abel each type
clearly, it would seem that the type-classification would
be as follows: {(a) biological, (b) personal, (c) artistic,
(d) cognitional or cognitive. Merleau-Ponty, to begin, says
very little about the first.

IT vy a quelque chose comme une

institution jusque dans 1‘animalité

(i1 y a une imprégnation de 1'animal

par les vivants qui 1'entourent au

dsbut de sa vie), et jusque dans les

fonctions humaines que 1'cn croyait

purement "bioiogiques” (la puberté

présente le rythme de conservation,

reprise et ggpassement des &vénements

anciens,...

Even at the biological level, there are events that oceur
which have "durable dimensions". Merleau-Ponty gives the
example of puberty wherein the events in the 1ife of the
human being build up a foundation. The events in the sexual

life of the person at ten years of age form the foundation
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or institution for the events at sixteen years. We find
. w
even here the notions of fecundity and forgetting, “reprise

" et dépassement". The second level, the personal, may be
exemplified in the activity of love. Love may be construed
by some as‘something which does not have any foundation or
origins.. One would be mistaken in thinking, however, that
one's love in the present has not developed and that it is
not the proddbt of different feelings that have brought about
the Tove. |

...11 est bien impossible de prétendre
que 1'amour présent ne soit qu'un &cho
du passé: le passé.au contraire fait
figqure de préparation ou préméditation
& d'un présent qui a plus de sens que .
Tui, quoiqu'il se reconnaisse en Tui. ¢’

The third-level of institution,'exemplified by the artist,
is one with which we are more familiar.

1'institution d‘une ceuvre clez le
peintre, d'un style dans 1‘'histoire de
"1a peinture, offre la mEme logique
.souterraine. Le peintre apprend 3

- peindre autrement en imitant ses

. devanciers. Chacune de ses geuvres

_-annonce les suivantes, -- et fait
' gu‘elles ne geuvent pas &tre

semblables.? _

11 y a donc,...une "interrogation”

de 1a peinture, qui suffit & donner
un sens commun & toutes ses tentatives
et 2 en faire une histoire, sans per-
mettre de 1'anticiper par concepts.29

€
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The institution or tradition in painting makes it possible
for the painter to dhaw upon the past of painting in order
to go be}on& it. The painter, when he begins to paint, con-
fronts the common resources of past painters, but these
common resources allow him to break through the 0ld restric-
.tions and to bring about something that is truly a creative
expression. . -
The fourth Tevel of institution is the cognitional
Tevel. hhaf is meant here by 'cognitional'? This term, I
think, aptiy describes the fourth level that Merleay-Ponty
~discusses. This level is, precisely, the level of knowledge

Q

or the level of ideas. Yet, even at this level whérein the
T -

question of truth arises we may find the characteristics of
fecundity and forgetting, "reprise et dépassement”, that had
been found in thé other three levels of experience. This
point, however, as Merieau-Ponty realizes, may seem odd to
some. One might object, "S'il doit y avoir une vérits, ne
faut-i1 pas que ies vérités soient liées en un systime qﬁ{
ne se révdle que peu & peu, mais dont 1'ensemble repose en

0

soi hors du t_emps?"3 Merleau-Ponty does admit, in response

to this question that, "1‘'historicits du savoir n'en est pas’
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w3

un caractdre "apparent',... Yet, for all that, there

is an instiéutiona1 aspect of truth that ties truth to its
paﬁ&gﬁ‘l allows there to be future truth. “"MSme dans 1'ordre
du savoir exact, c'est ) une conception “"structurale" de la

vérité...qu'il faut tendre. Il y a v&rité au sens d'un champ

-y
oo

corriun - 3ux diverses entreprises du saveir. Knowledqe does
have this institutional characteristic. The knowledge that
we‘have,dt the present moment is linked with its past. Indeed,
this institutional aspect makes it pos§ib1e for there to be
truth, since the past appearance of ideas provides the founda-
tion or ground upon which can be built future ideas. Truth
appears here as an aCQuiéition based upon 2 common way of
dbtaining knowlédge in the past. Merieau-Ponty gives a
geometry.exahp1e at this point, but‘it is ﬁot discussed. Yet,
jt would be most appropriate here to recall a comparable

" example, the example of the sum of the first n positive
integers that was discussed in the previous éhapter. There

we say that the attainment of a particular algebraic truth

depended upon 2 certain relationship to one's being-in-the-

worid. There was a.signification gestuelle to be found in

the pure realm of mathematical truth. Yet, too, there is an

-
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institutional aspect to such a truth. We were able to
deduce the’ formula for the sum of the first n positive
integers. But this depended also upon our comprehension
of "integer", "whole number", etc. In other words, these
notions or ideas had to be developed in the past history
of algebra. These ideas had to appear and then remain
active in their influence on present algebraic thinking.
They provided a way or a path for further algebraic opera-
tions. The present is "pregnant with possibilities" which
derive from the past of aigebra. Yet, these possibilities
push bevond what is already given. We must, in a sense,
forget what has been done with the integer in the past in
order to push beyond toward the discovery of new mathematical
relationships. As Merleau-Ponty puts it in Prose,

Ce qu'il faut voir, cependant, c'est

que nous ne sortons toujours pas du

temps, ni d'un certain champ de

pensées, gue celui qui comprend méme

1a géométrie n'est toujours pas un esprit

sans situation dans le monde naturel et

dans la culture, qu'il est 1'héritier,

dans le meilleur des cas le fondateur,

d'un certain langage, que la signification

ne transcende la présence de fait des

signes, que comme 1'institution est au-

dela des cggtingences qui Tui ont donné
naissance.
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But if this is so, why is the cognitional level
of institution different from the first three levels? - In
fact, can we say that the first three are significantly
different from the fourth? There is a difference to be |
examined here for Merleau-Ponty, and the key to it lies in
the word 'vérité'. At the level of knowledge, a level
wherein language is obviously present, the acquisition of a
truth which would be a sﬁab]e acquisition becomes a distinct
possibility. The attaining of truth is not a possibility at
any of the other levels. Now, one might point out that there
is some kind of acquisition at the other levels. Indeed,
this seems to be part of the meaning of 'institution', since,
in fact, it refers in part to the fecundity of the preseni

which derives from the past. Yet, one should be aware that

if there is a& acquisition, it is not one that is explicitly

expressed jn the present. The painter may build upon the

pas t this connection with the past is not one that is
brbught to explicit awareness and expressed by the painter
as he paints. Indeed, if any term is appropriate for labelling
this type of institution, i.e., the type that involves the

possibility of bringing the past to explicit awareness and
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expression, it is the word 'sedimentation'. At the fourth
Jevel, the level of cognition and linguistic activity,
there is what might be called sedimentation; whereas, at
any of the other levels there is no such thing. This

difference again is recalled by Merleau-Ponty in Prose.

Ici la sédimentation n'accumuie pas
seulement création sur création, elle
intdgre, -- les premidres démarches

ne lancent pas seulement vers 1'avenir

un appel vague, la consommation qu'il
rsalise est celle-12 mSme qu'elles
appelaient, puisqu'elle les sauve --,
elles sont 1'expérience de 1a méme

vérité dans laquelle elles viendront

se fondre. De 1% vient qu'il y ait de
1'acquis dans la science, alors gque 1a
peinture est toujours en suspens, de 14
vient que 1'algorithme rende disponibles
les significations qu'il a réussi a
proférer, c'est-a-dire qu'elles nous
paraissent mener, au-deld de leurs
formulations provisoire, une existence
indépendante. Or i1 y a queique chose
d'analogue dans tout langage. L'écrivain
ne se congoit que dans une langue établie,
alors que chaque peintre refait 1a sienne.
Et cela veut dire beaucoup. Cela veut
dire que 1'oeuvre du langage, construite
a partir de ce bien commun qu'est 1a
langue, prétend §;¥_incorporer. Cela
veut dire aussi qu'elle se donne d'emblée
comme incluse dans la langue, au moins &
titre de possible; les transformations
mémes qu'elle y apporte y demeurent
reconnaissabies apras le passage de
T'écrivain, au lieu que 1'expérience
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d'un peintre, en passant dans ses
successeurs, cesse d'Stre identifiable.
Ce1a veut dire que le passé du langage
n'est pas seulement p: passé surmonté,

mals aussi 83556 omgr1s La peinture
est muette.

There is an acquisition in painting, but it is not one that
is comprehended as such in painting. Institution..at the
level which I call the level of sedimentation, allows language
to push beyond its past into the future. But this pushing
beyond is nSt just the mere "surmounting" of the past of
language, as is institution in painting the surmounting of
the past of painting. ﬁather, institution at the former
level, the level of language (which we may take to be the
cognitional level discussed above}, also involves the com-
prehension of the past. Language can make explicit its past,
and this makes possible the "independent existence" that
language attempts to achieve.

Now that we have compared "sedimentation" and
"institution“, what conclusions have we reached so far
céncerning the notion of "sé&dimentation"? On the one hand,
we were able to say that sedimentation and history were
positively related and that, in fact, sedimentation could be

construed as a peculiar type of history. Sedimentation is
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history at the linguistic level. That is to say that

sedimentation is history when history can become aware

of itself as history. And this takes place only at the

level of language, wherein language itself can bring its

own history to self-reflection. It is at this level that

the question of a truth can arise. On the other hand, we

were also able to say that sedimentation and institution

were positively related and that sedimentation could be con-

strued as a peculiar type of institution. Four levels of

institution were-distinguished, viz., the biological,

personal, artistic, and cognitional (linguistic) levels.

And sedimentation was institution of the fourth level, the

level of 1aﬁ§uage. At this level the past acquisitions

that affected the present were not just surmounted in the

present. Language does not just syrmount its past, it

also can comprehend it. The comprehension of the possi-

bilities for the future gives language a privileged position

and there arises the notion of "truth to be OQ‘Eined".35
What seems to be common to both of thesé relation-

ships, i.e., sedimentation in terms of history and in terms

of institution, is the notion of truth. Indeed, the notion
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“truth" is the key here, as is evident from this passage
~where neither 'painting‘ nor ‘history' nor 'institution'
is explicitly used. y

Dire qu'il y a une v8rité, c'est dire
que, lorsque ma reprise rencontre le
projet ancien ou &tranger et que
1'expression rdussie délivre ce qui
Stait captif dans 1'Stre depuis
touwjours, dans 1'Spaisseur du temps
personnel et interpersonnel s'stablit
une communication intérieure par
laquelle notre prdsent devient la
vérité de tous les autres Sviénements
connaissants. C('est comme un coin
que nous enfongons dans le prdsent,
une borme qui altteste qu'd ce moment
quelque chose a pris place...A ce
moment quelque chose a &t8 fondée en
signification, une expérience a &ts
transformde en son sens, est devenue
vérité., La vérité est un autre nom
de la sédimentation, qui elle-méme
est la présence de tous les présents
dans le natre. %

Here we see that Merieau~Ponty equates the terms 'sedimentation'
and 'truth'. Sedimentation is truth. Truth is sedimentation.
Each past linguistic expression was at one time a present,

i.e., a present linguistic expression. It was uttered at

some moment in the past which was or:ce 2 present. But these
past expressions have not faded into oblivion. They are

still present in some way in the present. This pool of

acquired significations, this network of past meanings which
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are active in the present, form the foundation for our
present experience. The truth is precisely this set of
acquired significations that is present in my experience.
At this point it would seem that some definite
conclusions may be drawn. It would seem that we must also
P
revise a few of our points that were made earlier in thig
chapter. First, it woyld seem to be the ¢ase that sedimen-
sation involves or indicates an inherent connection telween
the speaking subject and his history. But. contra what was

said in the Fheénomsnclegie de 1a percepticn. the artist alse

has a connection with art history. The difference. however,
as we have seen, is that the speaking subject qua speaking
has a certain sort ¢f inherent history, vii., a history that
can comprehend itseif. Further, it is a tg:rtae of history that
makes it possible to have @ foundation or institution that
cives rise to the notion of truth. Second, the notich of
truth is most impartant for our understanding of sedimen-

+a+ign. As has been indicated all along from the Phéncnénologie

de la perceptiocn ta the Signes articles, sédimentation installs

in the speaker the idea of a truth to be cbtzined. What
makes history and institution sedimentation is the characteristic

of truth. (And if "truth" may be equated with "intersubjectively
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valid worid", then Merleau-Ponty's position in PhénomEnologie

de la perception is still viable, since the artist does not
aim at truth.) Third, sedimentation involves the possibility
of langquage being se1f—ref1exiye. the possidility of lanquage
speaking about itself. The painter cannot paint abdout
painting: a person cannot love about Toving., But the

speaker can and does speak about speaking.

The standpeini ¢f the speaking subject has given
ys an insight into two essential characteristics of la parcie,

- viz., the characteristics of sianification gestuelle and

s&dimentation. Indeed, both these characteristics are

accessible only from the viewpeint of the speaking subject,
since both these characteristics indicate a specific relation-
ship between the speaking subject and his past and present
sityatien. From the viewpoint of langue, the speaking

sybject could not be seen as situated in 2 world of signi-
fications that become actualized through the act of speaking.

Nor can the viewpoint of langue show us that the past of the
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language is affecting the present and that the speaking
subject aims at the truth. A1l this can be obtained only
by tiking the standpoint of la parole. One question
remains, however, and tﬁét is: How are these two charac-
teristics of language related? In one particular passage
in Signes. Merleau-Ponty does make the connection.

In speaking about la parole, Merleau-Ponty des-
cribes the movement toward actual speech, i.e., the actuai
bringing-to-the-level-of-linguistic-utterance of the
meaning that the speaking subject has encountered.

~.L'intention significative se donne un
dbrps et se connatt elle-méme en se
cherchant un &quivalent dans le systéme
des s1gn1f1cat10ns dqsponlbles que
R '?eprésentent la langue que je parle
B et 1'ensemble des &crits et de la
':5§ulture*dont 3e suis 1'héritier. 11
s'agit, pour ce voeu muet qu'est
T'intention significative, de
réaliser un certain arrangement des
instruments dé&jd signifiants ou des
significations dé&ja parlantes...qui
suscite chez 1'auditeur le pressentiment
d'une signification autre et neuve et
inversement accomplisse chez celui qui
parie ou qui &crit 1'ancrage de la
signification inédite dans les signi-
fications dé&ja disponibles. Mais
pourquoi, comment, en quel sens,
celles-ci sont-elles disponibles?
Elles le sont devenues quand elles ont,
en leur temps, &€t€ instituées comme
significations auxquelles je puis avoir
recours, que j'ai -- par gge opération
expressive de méme sorte.
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The méaning whith the subject is about to bring into the
world "se donne un corps" when the speaking subject actually

does make an utterance.. Indeed, the signification gestuelle

of la parole is quite apparent here, for the speakinglsubject
crystalizes a signification which has its roots in the per-
ceptual world. Yet, in order for the speaker to bring

about this signification, he must have recourse to a world

of linguistic instruments. That is, he must use the vocabulary,
grammar, etc., of lg_lggggg_thaé\has already been brought into
existence. These instruments are already present-and available
in the world of the speaking subject. But, Merleau-Ponty asks,
and this is the key question, how is it that these instruments
are available? How is it that we have such instrumepts? There PN
are such instruments precisely because past aéts of sbeaking

have brought them into existence, i.e., have instituted them.
(Merleau-Ponty could have just as well used the term 'sé&dimentées’
at this point.) Past acts of speaking have created the instru-
ments, but these instruments did not just pass away into

oblivion once they were used. Rather, because of institution

or sedimentation they have an effect on the present. And it

is because of this effect that the speaking subject, in the

present situation, can bring to realization a signification
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that is present in his experience. Fprther the “forgefting"
aspecf of sedimentation is also present in the_speaking
situation, for sedimentation allows the speaking subject

.to forget the origins of the instruments available. If

the speaking subject is to bring to expression a new meaning
oriéindl]y encountered in the perceptga] world, he must
forget what they originally meant in order to make them
express something new. This allows the speaking subject

to push into the future in order to establish aknew meaniﬁg.

We have seen, so far, what sedimentation is in

respect to language. Sedimentation and signification gestuelle
are the two principal characteristics of language. Now ‘our
attention must turn to a different region of experience, that

of philosophy.



1.

2.

10.

157.

N

FOOTNOTES

Phénoménologie de 1a Eercegtion.,-ﬁ\ZZ‘If.
Y .

In rather uncharacteristic style Mefleau-Ponty seems to
be creating a fairly rigid divisiaon be®ween language

and all other types of expression. ' However, ogme ought

not to jump to such contlusions before the material in
Signes and in Prose is presented. -It may just be the

case that Merleau-Ponty is exaggerating the differences
between language and art in the account in Phénoménologie ™
de la perception in order to underscore the peculiarities
of-Tinguistic expression. And if it is an exaggeration, .
one will certainly find in his later account of language
and art an overcoming of those ‘exaggerated differences.
However,- i1f Merleau-Bdhty is not exaggerating here and
does want some rigid®eparation of language and art, then
his view is certainly open to criticism. . But if Merieau-
Ponty does hold here to such a rigid separation of the _
two, it is certainly the case that he will move away from
this position #n his Tater work. In any case, it would be
more desirable to hold off any criticisms of this account
of the differences between language and art until we see
the complete picture of the relationship between the

two. _

Signes, p. 99f. - o
Ibid., p. 100.

Ibid., p. 101.

This article also appears in Signes, pp. 105-122.
Prose, pp. 66-160. '

';gig,; p. I.

_1bid., p. V.

This passage appeafs-in Prose, pp. 129ff.
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17.
18.
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See Prose, p. 97, p. 123, p. 142, p. 151, p. 15.
e

In the discussion on sedimentation and history, it is
important to keep in mind that I shall not be attempting
a complete account of Merleau-Ponty's notion of h1stony.
Since the notion of history is not so important in this
context, it is not rea]1y clear that a more detailed
account of "history" is necessary at this po1nt For
what I am trying to do is to uncover the meaning behind
Merleau-Ponty's position that language (and art) have
histories. It is not the concept of history that is
especially problematical at this point. Rather, it is
the fact that ]anguage and art have histories. What~
we are interested in is the meaning of the proposition
“Language has a history" or "Art has a h1stony

-

S1qnes, p. 75.

. - Ibid. Indeed, the history of painting that the Museum

makes p0551b1e is really based on this living historicity
found in painting. "Le Mus&e ajoute un faux prestige 3
1a vraie valeur des ouvrages en les dé&tachant des haSards
au milieu desquels ils sont n&s et en nous faisant croire
que des fatalités guidaient 1a main des artistes depuis
toujours. Alors que le style en chague peintre vivait
comme la pulsation de son coeur et le rendait justement
capable de reconnafttre tout autre effort que le sien, --
le Musée convertit cette historicit® secr&te, pudique,
non délibérée, involuntaire, vivante enfin, en histoire
officielle et pompeuse.” (Signes, p. 78)

Ibid., p. 81.
Prose, p. 107.

Signes, p. 81.
ibid., p. 86.
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2

Ibid., p. 87. Mer1eau-Ponty sums it up well in Prose,
p. 104. "La vraie histoire de la pe1nture est, non pas
celle qui met la peinture au passé et invoque les
Surartistes et les fatalitsés. Ce serait celle qui la

-met toute au présent, habite Tes artistes et réintdgre

le peintre 3 la fraternité des peintres.”
Signes, p. 99.
Ibid., p. 73f.
Ibid., p. §4.

Résumés, pp. 59-65. The course is entitled "L'"Institution"
dans 1'histoire peysonnelle et ﬁue“.

Ibid., p. 61. One migﬁz\hete here that the word 'history'
has crept into the definition. I shall try to outline a
bit the relationship between "h1story“ and "institution”
further below. :

Ibid.

Ibid., p. 64.

Prose, p. 148f.
Ibid., p. 142f. (Italics added.)
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It should be fairly clear from this that institution and
history are at least indirectly related. Indeed, it is
very difficult to give an account of “"history" without
mentioning ‘acquisition’ which involves "institution" or
“tradition". Further, it is even more difficult to discuss
"institution" without discussing the notion of "past" and
this leads directly into “history". From what has been.*
presented in the text so far, it would seem that history
and institution are related in the following way. "History",
as even our everyday notion indicates, involves a notion of
"the past". To say that X has a history is to say that X
has a past. But the genuine history of, say, art or
lanquage, is not a dead historv. That is to say, if X

is to have a genuine history, the events or occurrences
that constitute the history of X must be connected somehow,
and the connection cannot be something that is_imposed on
it from the outside. (This is not to sav, ho . that
the history of X must be a historv "pour soi®. must
distinguish at least three types of history, viz.% non-
genuine history that is imposed by an cbserver, a genuine
history, and a history "pour soi" which is aware of itself
&s history. The last is characteristic of language.) But
if the genuine history of X must in some way be internmaily
or inherently related to X, then by taking this notion of
inherent connection one step farther we are able to say
that the history of X in some way affects the present state
of X. But, then, to say this is really to say that the
histery of X initiates a foundation, tradition, or insti-
tution upon which X may build. "Institution" is the taking
of the notion "genuine history" one step farther. And then,
as we have seen above, the other side of the coin of "“insti-
tution" is the notion of "forgetting". "Institution" allows
X to surpass its origins by forgetting them. What is clear
teo, I think, from this account, is that a genuine history
is @ necessary condition for the presence of institution or
tradition. If we had something which has a non-genuine
history (perhaps an exampie would be the history of the
physical werld), then it would not be the case that the
notion of "institution" would be applicable to it. Indeed,
this seems evident from the fact that for Merleau-Ponty

the Towest level of institutioQ.is already the biological.
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36. Signes, p. 120. (Italics added except for 'vérité de'.)
37. Ibid., p. 13.



PART III: PHILOSOPHY

CHAPTER 5: PHILOSOPHY AND PHENOMENQLOGY

“~

The analysis of the speaking subject from the phen-
omenological point of view has presented us with two principal
characteristics of la parole. Now, we must ask a more funda-
mental question: In what way was this phenomenology of speech
a philosophy of speech? That is to say, what is the relation-
ship between phenonenoiogy and philosophy and what is the task
of philosophy according to Merleau-Ponty? In this chapter I
shall attempt to clarify Merieau-Ponty's notion of philosophy
while commenting on philosophy's relationship to phenomenology.
In the next chapter I shall consider further development of

Merteau-Ponty's notion of philosophy in Le visible et 1'invisible.

-

From the point of view of this thesis, language and
philosophy have a particular relationship. That is to say,
as has been pointed out in the Intrdduction, we are making
an attempt to relate Merleau-Ponty's account of Tlanquage and
his account of philosephy in order to ‘develop a philosophy of
philosophical language. In this way one hight say that 1anguagé
and philosophy have an external relationship, i.e., a re]atfon—

ship imposed upon them from the outside, from the point of
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my own particular interests and concerns. Yet, the two are

related in more than an external way. ‘Eggn—itﬁggmgg_;nuthe
question of the relationship between phenomenology and
philosophy, the phenomenology of language is of particular
interest and bears important considerations in this context.
Indeed, the phenomenology of language provides an important
passage for entry into the problem of the relationship
between phenomenology and philosophy.

Cela est particulidrement clair quand

il s'agit de la phénoménclogie du

langage. Ce probléme /i.e., concerning

the distinction between a phenomenology _
‘of language and a philosophy of language/,
plus &videmment qu'aucun autre, nous

oblige & prendre une décision en ce qui
concerne les rapports de la phénoménciogie
et de 1a philosophie ou de 1a métaphysique.
Car, plus clairement qu'aucun autre, il
apparatt a la fois comme un probléme
spécial et comme un probidme qui contient
tous les autres, y compris celui de 1la
philosophie. Si la parole est ce que

nous avons dit, comment y aurait-il une
idéation qui permette de dominer cette
praxis, comment la phénoménologie de la
parole ne serait-elle pas aussi philosophie
de 1a parole, comment, aprés elle, y aurait-
il place pour une Elucidation de dégre supér-
jeur? I71 nous faut absolument souligner le
sens philosophique du retour 3 Ta parole.!
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This passage raises two interesting points. First,
it is rather clear, in Merleau-Ponty's mind at least, that
there is more than just some kind of external relationship
possible between phi]osophy and lahguage. Rather, the
phenomenology of language is a significant gateway to the
sphere of phi1o;ophy, and, in fact, the problem of the
relationship between\phenomeno1ogy of language and philosophy
of language is a paradigm of the relationship between phen-
omenology and philosophy. And, indeed, this is the question
with which we must begin. ' Where does phenomenology end and
philosophy begin? In what way, if any, is a phenomenology of
language already a philesophy of Tanguage?' If we are goiné
to find out what Merieau-Ponty's conceptidn of philosophy
is; it would seem that we must find out in what way phen-
omenalogy leads to philosophy. Second, one can see from
Merleau-Ponty's statement concerning the above that the
phenomenctogy of language shows that there is some kind of
relationship between phenomenology and philosophy and that
phenomenoiogy is in some way the entrance to philosophy as
such. Indeed, this is clear from his comment concerning "le

sens philosophique du retour 3 la parole”. If we are going

>
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to arrive at a clear notion of what philosophy is by faking
the phenomenological path, however, we must then construe

the philosophical Sense of phenomenology in such a way that
there would be a relationship between thestwo. In other
words, and very simply, our conception of phenomenology

musF make it possible for there to be an intricate connection
between philosophy and phenomenologv. In particuiar, there
are two ways of construing phenomenologv that would destroy
any type of intricate connection between bhenomgpoiogy and
philosophy. One view takes phenomenology as a propaedeutic
to an idealist philosophy of constituting consciousness, and
the other takes phenomenology as mere psvchological observation.
Let us Took at both.

The problem of the relationship between phenomenology
and philosophy, as Merleau-Ponty points out, is a problem with
which Husserl himself was concerned. Certainly, the two were
in some way distinct and yet in some way related, for Husserl,
but one is not quite sure in what way.2 Yet, for !~1|eﬂeau--Pc:nty,‘Wr
the real difficulty lies in the situation of phenomenology
within the enterprise of‘a,i;Pjectivist notion of philosophy.
Would there be any relationship at all between phenomenology

and philosophy?
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Si 1e sujet philosophique &tait une

conscience constituante transparente

devant laquelle le monde et le langage

fussent entidrement explicites comme

ses significations et ses objets, n'importe

quelle expérience, phénom$nologique ou non,

suffirait d motiver le passage 1 la

philosophie, et 1'explgration systématique

du Lebenswelt ne serait pas nécessaire.*
Merleau-Fonty has acutely perceived two complementary diffi-
culties in what he conceives to be the Husserlian enterprise.
On the one hand, if we start from a phenomenological expli-
cation of the given, 3 1a Husserl, nothing in his explication
will lead us to adopt the standpoint of the transcendental
subject. Nothing wili lead us to conceive of consciousness
as constituting consciousness. (Indeed, one might infer here
that the Husserlian philosophy needs an Hegelian phenomenclogy
so that one might be "led by the hand" to the standpoint of
the absolute!) 0On the other hand, if we start from a philosophy
of the transcendental subject, Merleau-Ponty rightly indicates
that one is hard pressed to say why one should go through a
phenomenological explication of the given, when, in fact, we
can give a philosophical elucidation of the constitution of
the given by the transcendental subject. It is rather clear,

then, that if one starts with either phenomenology or phiicsophy,

one cannot arrive at the other by any internal development of
E™
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thought. ' The movemdnt would be unmotivated except by

external considerations. One would have to Juxtapose one

to the other. Thus, for Merleau-Ponty, the earlier Husserlian
view of philosophy made any essential relationship betwge@ )
phenomenology and philosophy impossible.

There is a second way of viewing phenomenoloqy that
would make any type of relationship with philosophy impossible.
This too, although Merleau-Ponty does not quite make this
clear, is motivated by a certain notion of philosophy.

La description que nous avons donnde de

1a puissance significante de 1la parole,

et en aénéral du corps comme médiateur

de notre rapport 3 1'objet, ne fournirait

aucune indication philosophique si 1'on

pouvait 1a considérer corrmﬁ affaire de

pittoresque psychologique.

Indeed, if one considers phenomenology as merely an account

of psychological experience, there would be no philosophical
sénse to such an account, and, thus, there would be no relation-
ship between phenomenalogy and philesophy. But, to have such a
notion of phenomenology would already involve a certain notion
of philosophy. That is, if one is to reduce phencmenology to
psychology, one would already have'a philosophical perspective

by means of which this could be done. For exampie, a Cartesian.

position concerning the ability of philosopHy to obtain the
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truth would reduce any account of our corporeal experience
to the status of psychological impression. Thus for a
Cartesian, e.q., an account of our lived experience would
be irrelevant to a phiTOSOpﬁfca] pursuit of the truth. But
Merleau-Ponty will have none of this. For him two require-
ments are imperative. First, one must develop a notion of

philesophy that will permit the existence of a philosophically

relevant phenomenclogy. A notion of philosophy that tufns
phenomenology into psychology must be rejected. Second,'one
must develop a notion of philosophy that will-permit a
phenomenology which will not itself be a phi&pﬁﬁghyl{_}h -
.other words, one must develop 2 philosopﬂy éhﬁéﬁ will make
room for an analysis that would be beyond one's phgnomeno1qgica1
investigation. One's notion of philosophy must be such that it

1s not equivalent to phenomenology. We need a phenomenology

5

which allows "une &lucidation de degré supérieur..."” To

sum it up:

Le propre d'une philosophie phénoménologique
nous paraft donc &tre de s'&tablir 2 titre
définitif dans 1'ordre de 1z spontanéité
enseignante qui. est inaccessible au psycho-
logisme et & 1'historicisme, non moins
qu'aux métaphysiques dogmatiques. Cet
ordre, la phénoménclogie de 1a parole est
entre toutes apte 2 nous le révéler.b
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We.shall be able to establish our philosophy, based in
phenomenology, through the development of our phenomen-
ology of language.

We have seen so far that the philasophy that is to
be developed from phenomenology is to be both distinct from

‘phenomenclogy and related to it. But what precisely is to

_ be the task of such a phenomenological philosophv? To be

moée specific, two questions need to be asked here. First,
what is the subject matter of a phenomenclogical philosophy?
That is, what is the object of inquiry for the philosopher
qua phenomenological philosopher? Second; wha; is philos-
ophizing & la phenomenological philosophy? That is, what is
the philosopher ggg_phenomeno1ogica1 philosopher supposed to
~d0? To answer these questions, let us return to iwo sources,
the essay in §igggg,on the phenbmenology of language and the

Preface in Phénoménologie de l1a perception.

In Signes we have seen that Merleau-Ponty claims
that the phénomeno]ogy of language is the port of entrance

to a phenomenclogical philosgphy. But wh

Quand je parle ou gquand je cqmpren
j'expérimente la présence d'aufrmd
moi ou de moi en autrui, qui est la
pierre d'achoppement de 12 théorie de
1*'intersubjectivité, la présence du
représenté qui est la pierre d'achoppe-
ment de la théorie du temps, et je
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comprends enfin ce que veut dire

1'énigmatique proposition de Husserl:

"La subjectivité transcendantale est

intersubjectivité." Dans la mesure ol

ce que je dis a sens, je suis pour moi-

méme, quand je parle, un autre "autre",

-et, dans la mesure ol je comprends, j9

ne sais plus qui parle et qui é&coute.’.
The significance of the phenomenology of language for
philosophy can be seen clearly here. The phenomenology of
language returns us to the speaking subject. And from the
point of view of the speaking subject, we are able to discover
some "truths" about our everyday experience. But these "truths"
have philosophic import. These "truths" provide us with a

™~

certain path to follow in our attempt to develop an account
of intersubjectivity, time, subjectivity. That is to say,
these phenomenological "truths" provide us with the "data"
upon which Qe may build a theory of time or a theory of inter-
subjectivity.S What is clear from all this is that it is the

philosopher's task tc give us a theory of time or a theory of

intersubjectivity. It is the philosopher who must take the
phenomenological data in order to develop a more general
account of "what is real" in terms of the parameters of
subjectivity, tempbrality, etc. The philosopher, as Merleau-

Ponty canceives him here, is not so different from the
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‘baséd on the "data" of phenomenological experience..
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phﬁloéopher of the past. For Merleau-Ponty the philosopher

musd give ﬁs a theory of the. human subject, a theory of other
ybersons. a theory of time, etc. But ;hese tasks are no
-different than the ‘ones facing such thinkers %E‘PIgto,
‘Descartes, or Kant. What is different, however, is the

‘method that the. pHi!osopher is to use. The philosopher must

begwn w1th an accournt of the world as he: exper:ences it, and
th1s “data" will prov1de the basis for his theor1z1ng But

the sorts of things about wh1ch he is. to theorize witl be the

-~

r

same as those of his predecessors

In the “Avant-Propos” of Phénoméno1ogje de la er-

egtwn we find M‘]eau-Ponty outlining a sm@r p051t1on
In-this "Avant-Propos” Mer1eau-Ponty treats the quest1on
“Hhaf is phenomeno1ogy’", and he answers it by sketchmng

E |
h1's$1 t1on on some of the tradi tional themes of phenomeno'log_y

(i.e¥, the themes that Husserl developed). After treating such
. . _ ‘S
notions as "intentionality", "reduction”, etc., he' addresses

the questionsof phenomencjogical philosophy, a philosophy

Q:f . .Le-monde phénpménologique, c'est pon = . -

pas de 1'Etre pur, mais le sens qui

T . transparait & 1'intersection de.mes

expériences et 3 1'intersection de mes
expér1ences et de celles d'autrui, par

L 1'engrenage des unea‘sur les autres, il

\"x

Sl - .'1

[y
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est donc inséparable de la subjectivité
et de 1'intersubjectivité qui font leur
unité par la reprise de mes expériences
passées dans mes expériences présentes,
de 1'experience d'autrui dans la mienne.
Pour la premidre fois, 1a méditation du
philosophe est assez conscient® pour ne
pas r&aliser dans le monde et avant elle
ses propres résultats. Le philosophe
essaye de penser le monde, autrui et goi-
méme, et dé concevoir Jeurs rapports.’

Here we see again Merleau-Ponty making three points concerning

the philosopher. First, the philosopher begins with a phen-

- omenology of his everyday experieﬁce which itself provides

the "data" for further elucidation. OQur everyday experience
of ourselves, of other people, etc. provides-the foundation
for a future phi}osophical account of such subjects. Second,
such a starting point for the philosopher.is unique in the
history of philosophy. The philosopher may no longer
philosophize in a "dark closet" and attempt to come up with
an-account of the world which does not take the world into
account. Third, even though the procedure is different, the
object of philosophical activity is the same. The philosdbher
must.still attempt to philosophize about the world, himself,
and 6€H;r persons. He must still attempt to come up with an

account o?'real{ty,-an account of intersubjectivity, an achunt

v i ‘
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Philosophy, then, goes'beyond phenomenology by
relating the data of phenomenological experience to the
exigencies of traditional philosophical endeavours. However,
one must not conclude from this that the philosopher merely
mirrors the data of the world given in experience. Philo-
sophical refiection is not this at all.

Mais 'Ego méditant, le “"spectateur
impartial®.../"the Philosopher",

one might want to sav/...ne rejoignent

pas une rationalité dé&jd donnde, ils
"s'6tablissent"...et 1'&tablissent par

une initéative qui n'a pas de garantie

dans 1'&tre et dont le droit repose

entidrement sur le pouvoir effectif

qu‘elle nous donne d'assumer notre

histoire. Le monde phénoménologique

n'est pas 1'explicitation d'un &tre

préalable, mais Ta fondation de 1'Stre,

la philosophie n'est pas le reflet d'une

vérité préalable, mais COTTE 1'art la

réalisation d'une vé&rits.

The philosopher does not just take the results of dhenomeno1ogx
and ra%se them to a higher level. The thinker does not merely
reflect a pre-existing truth. Rather, in the very act of
philosophical reflection something is accomplisheﬂ. The
philosopher brings into existence a truth which has not yet
existed. For example, when the philosopher reflects on the
data concerning the other given in one's experience oflgpeaking,

he is not just putting into words what is alreédy there to be

\\
~
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observed. Rather, his theory of intersubjgctiv%ty based on
this data will be a transformation of the given along one of
many possible paths. Many theories of intersubjectivity
could be developed from the phenomenological data. There is
no "pre-existent Truth" or "pre-existent Reason" with which
'the philosopher must coincide. Rather each philosophy is a
creative transformation and accomplishment of a truth that
is given only in an incomplefé way in our everyday experience.
Merleau-Ponty's claim concerning the creative
aspects of philosophical reflection is, of course, quite con-
sistent with his notion of Ianguagé. Indeed, if the philosopher,
in his reflection, is pr%marin one who speaks, then one would
expect to find the same creative power of speech at work in
the speaking of the philosopher. The speaking of the phil-
osopher is a transformation of what is given to h{m in his\
experience, ana just as thought, in general, is incomplete
unless it is expressed,-a fortiori philosophical thought too
is incompiete until fhe philosopher speaks. While discussing.
the “discoyery of subjectivity" in "Partout et nulle part" inl

Signes, Merleau-Ponty makes Jjus® thié point.
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La r&flexion n'a pas seulement dévoilé

1'irr&fischi, elle 1'a changé, ne serait-

ce qu'en sa vérité. La subjectivite

n'attendait pas les philosophes comme

1'Amérique inconnue attendait dans les

brumes de 1'OcSan ses explorateurs. Ils

Tont construite, faite, et de plus d'une

manidre. Et ceTEu'iTs ont fait est peut-

Stre & dsfaire. :

Philosophical discoveries are not discoveries like geographical
discoveriest’,bhilosophica1 reflection brings to completion
that which exists only in an incomplete way.

If philosophy is a creative transformation of the
given,, then one "truth" must inevitably follow, viz., that
there is more than just one pﬁiTosophy possible. This,
naturally, does not surprise many a student of philosophy.
What is evident to one who is familiar with the history of
philosophy is precisely the fact that there-are many different

-
philosophies. But Merleau-Ponty's point here is more than
Just a commonplace one. Merleau-Ponty wants to say more
than just that there are many philosophies. He wants to say
(1) that it is inherent in the philosophical enterprise that
there be more than just one philosophy, and (2) that the
attempt to reduce all philosophies to one philosophy destroys

all of philesophy. Let us look at the Tast point first.
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The history of philosophy is often embarrassing
to the philosopher, both professional and appfentice. What
can philosophy be, if, in fact, there are so many philosophies?
This embarrassment has led to different attempts to remove the
source of the difficulty. In fact, Merleau-Ponty in different
contexts; considers three such attempts. The first attempt
involves the reduction of philosophy to a set of truths. The
second involves the reduction of philosophy to a product of
socio-historical conditions. The third involves the reduction
of philosophy to a system that encompasses all: others.

The attempt to reduce philosophy to a set of truﬁhs
may find itself expressed in two different ways. On the Ln:me '
hand, the philosopher may declare that a certain philosophy
or a certain set of principles contaiﬁs the truth. The
philosopher may opt for what Merleau-Ponty calls a &ogmatic
metaphysics. For such‘a philosopher there is oﬁly one truth,
and whatever falls outside of the truth is non-philosophy.

On the other hand, some philosophers have attempted to arrive
at a true philosophy by subordinating it to a theology or a
religion wherein a set of truths is revealed. Neither attémpt,
however, to exclude other philosophies by appealing to

established principles will solve the problem of the plurality

$
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of philosophies. Indeed, such an attempt itself is the
destruction of any philosophy whatsoever. Philosophy cannot
be philosophy if it becomes "frozen" in a set of principles
or truths that are to be genuine for all time.

La philosophie, elle, s'établit dans un

autre ordre, et c'est pour les mémes

raisons qu'elle &lude 1'humanisme pro-

méthéen et les affirmations rivales de

Ja théologie. Le philosophe ne dit pas

qu‘un dépassement final des contradictions

humaines soit possible et que 1'homme

total nous attende dans 1'avenir:1,comme
tout le monde, i}'n'en sait rien.'”

A quite different, and potentially more dangerous,
threat to ;hi1osophy js involved in a different sort of
attempt to account for the plurality of philosophies. Instead
of reducing all philosophies to one philosophy, let each be
considered as genuine. Let us not search for one truth in
the'many different philosophies of the past. Rather, let us
lock at each ph#losophy as a product of a certain set of socio-
historical conditions. Whereas the first attempt involved the
reduction of philosophy to religion or quasi-theological meta-
physics, this attempt involves the reduction of philosaphy
to history. However, in many ways, the "religious" view
toward philosgphy is the antithesis of this view toward it.

Whereas the ‘ormer removed philosophy completely from the



=

178.

course of human events, the latter puts philosophy com-
pletely in those events. Whereas the former purified
philosophy of all historical contingenc}. the latter reduces
it to that contingency. Both end up destroying philosophy
as philosophy.

This second attembt. however, must fail in the end.
For those who attempt to reduce philosophy to history fail in
their very effort. Philosophy itself will spring ﬁp in their
own position.

On ne peut penser & rempliacer 1'étude
interne des phiiosophies par une
explication socio-historique qu'en se
référant 3 une histoire dont on croit
connaftre avec évidence le sens et le
cours. On suppose, par exemple, une
certaine idée de "1 'homme total“ ou un
equilibre "naturel” de 1‘homme avec
1'horme et de 1'homme avec 12 nature.
Alors, ce telos historique &tant donné,
toute philosophie peut &tre présentée
comme diversion, aliénation, résistance

d 1'8gard de cet avenir nécessaire, ou,

au contraire, comme é&tape et progrés vers
Tui. Mais d'oll vient et que vaut 1'idée
directrice? -- La question ne doit pas
gtre posée: Tla poser, c'est déja “"résister"
3 une dialectique qui est dans les choses,
¢'est prendre parti contre elle -- Mais
comment savez-vous qu‘elle y est? Par
philosophie. Simplement, c'est une
philosophie secrdte, déguisée en Processus.
Ce qu‘on oppose 3 1'étude interne des
philosophies, ce n'est jamais 1'explication
socio-historique, c'est toujours une autre
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philosophie, cachée en elle...Une con-

ception de 1'histoire n'explique les

philosophies qu'3 condition de devenir

phi!osophi?4e11e-méme. et philosophie

implicite. .
The attempt to solve the problem of the plurality of
philosophies by reducing them to historical products does
not accomplish what it sets out to do. Paradoxically, it
creates another phiIOSOphical position with which one must
contend. Indeed, the attempt to escape philosophy through
history brings us back to philosophy and the unity of
philosophy, in the‘sahe way that the attempt to escape
history through a pure philosophy brought us back again to
history and the plurality of philosophies. We cannot
choose one while disregarding the other.

Nous n'avons pas & choisir entre ceux

qui pensent que 1'histoire de 1'individu

ou de la socié&té detient la vérité des

constructions symboliques du philosophe,

et ceux qui pensent au contraire que 1a

conscience philosophique a par principe

les clefs de 1'histoire sociale et

personnelle. L‘'alternative est imaginaire,

et la preuve en est que ceux qui défendent

1'une de ces thése? ont subrepticement

recours a 1'autre. 5 :

Philosophy and history co-imply each other. One
cannot opt for a philosophy purified of all history nor a

history separate from all philosophy. In different terms,
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the problem of the unity and plurality of philosophy cannot
be solved by opting for one over against the other. There
cannot be one, true philosophy that does not raise the
problem of many 6hi1osophies. just as there cannot be many
philosophies that do not raise the question of the one, true
philosophy.

Neither of these attempts, as we have just seen,
is able to resolve the difficulty that faces the philosopher,
viz.; the problem of one phi1osdphy in many philosophies.
Again, what is philosophy if, in fact, there are so many

philosophies? The third attempt to solve this problem avoids

the dichotomy mentioned above. This attempt tries to combine
the many philosophies appearing in the history of philosophy

and the singie, solitary philosophy which is the truth of

them all. \\—~\;;/

Pour avoir &gard & ce qu'ils ont cherché b
et pour parler d'eux dignement, ne faudrait-

i1 pas au contraire prendre Teurs doctrines
comme les moments d'une seule doctrine en
marche, et les sauver, 3 12 mani2re hé&gélienne,
en leur ?gnnant une place dans 1'unité d'un
systame?

This third attempt is really an Hegelian or quasi-Hegelian
attempt to do justice to~hoth the plurality of philosophy,

in terms of its history, and the unity of philgsophy, in

#
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terms of a system of philosophy. Hegel tried .to show that

all past philosophies contained a partial truth and yet

were surpassed and comprehended in the system of philosophy.
The Hegelian answer to Merleau-Ponty's question thus is that
there are many phi]osophies. but they all lead ﬁp to one

~ philosophy. But Hegel's answer will not satisfy Merleau-
Ponty. The union of'history and philosophy behind Hegel's
solution must break down.

Hegel les avait déja identifiges en

faisant de la philosophie 1'intellection

de 1'expérience historique et de 1'histeire
le devenir de la-philosophie. Mais le
conflit n'était que masqué: 1la philosophie
restant pour Hegel savoir absolu, systéme,
totalité, 1'histoire dont parle le philosophe
n'est pas sérieusement histoire,. c'est-d-dire
quelque chose qu'on fasse, c'est 1'histoire
universelle, comprise, accompiie, morte.
Inversement, 1'histoire, étant pur fait ou
gvénement, introduit dans le syst2me auquel
on 1'incorpore un mouvement intérieur qui le
déchire. Les deux points de vue restent
vrais pour Hegel, et 1'on sait qu'il a
soigneusement maintenu 1'equivoque...En
réalits, 1'6quivoque joue au profit du
philosophe: 1'histoire ayant &té mise en
scane par lui, i1 ne trouve en elie que le
sens qu'il y avait dé&ja placé ?F i1 ne
s'incline que devant lui-méme.

1f one opts for "the system", the one true philosophy, the
history of thought that leads to the sysiem must be a

fabricated history. This means, ultimately, that if one
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opts for absolute knowledge, the standpoint of the system,
one will not be able to do Justice to the philosophies
which led up to that system.

Quand on "dé&passe” une philosophie "de
1'int8rieur", on luj vole son Sme, on
Tui fait 1'affront de la garder sans

ses "limitations", dont on se fait juge,
c'est-3-dire sans ses mots, sans. ses
concepts, comme si les méandres du
Parménide ou le cours de M&ditations
pouvalent €tre sans perte §é3u1ts a

un paragraphe dy S_ystéme.1

The Hegelian attempt must fail ultimately because the
systematic attempt to incorporate all philosophies within
the genésis of one philosophical system will fail to do
Justice to the variety of philosophies. Such an account
will. fail to see various philosophies as various attempts
to give an account of the dimensions of existence in the

Tife of ‘the particular philosopher.

Les philosophies dy passé ne survivent -
pas dans leur esprit seulement, comme
moments d‘un syst2me final. Leur acces
d 1'intemporel n'est pas 1'entrée ay
~mus€e. Elles durent avec leurs vérjtss

s et leurs folies, comme entreprises
totales, ou elles ne durent pas du tout.
Hegel lui-méme, cette t&te qui a vouly
contenir 1‘Etre, vit aujourd'hui et nous
donne & penser non seulement par ses
profondeurs, mais aussi par ses manies et
ses tics. I n'y a pas une philosophie
qui contienne toytes les philosophies;

-
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1a philosophie tout entidre est, "

certains moments, en chacune. Pour

reprendre le mot fameux, son centre

‘est partout et sa circonférence -nulle

part.‘g . |
For Merleau-Ponty, the phi1osophér must give up the attempt
to incorporate-.all other philosophies into a system. There
is no one final philosophy that comprehends all others.

| We have, so far, seen three attempts to ﬁccount for

the p1ura1it& and unity of philosophy, but all three attempts,
from Merleau-Ponty's perspective, fail in what they try to
accomplish. Yet, thgse attempts reflect the permanent
temptation of philosophy to become something fixed and
determined.«SThey reflect thé constant temptation of the
phi1osopherkto reject the ambiguity of existence by fleeing
into the realm of clear and distinct ideas. Indeed, in the
last chapter we saw how language leads thought to the point
where language itself will no Tonger be needed. Th%s paradox
f langquage is especially evident in thé case of philosophical
thought>, The philosopher is constantly tempted to arrive at a
clear and d{stinct idea which will no longer need language in
order be expressed. This particulaf attemﬁt to solidify

philosophy is as important as the previous cnes, especially

when we consider the. problem within the context of our own
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particular concerns about language. Moreover, whereas the
fi;st three attemptslto solidify philosophy must and can

be avoided, it is not clear that fhi; attempt to solidify
philosophy by purifying it of all linguistic expression is
one that can be avoided by the ﬁhiloébpher. In any case, the
attempt to reduce philosophy to the reflection of a realm of
clear and distinct ideas is one which Merleau-Ponty is most
concerned to reject. He deals at length with the problem in

"~ the Phé€noménologie de la perception wherein he confronts the

most concerted effort to purify philosophy of all existential
(ambiguity, viz., Descartes’ attempt to found phiTéSOphy on |
the Cogito. Let us look at Merleau-Ponty's account, for it
will show us how such‘an attempt to divorce philosoﬁhical
thought from Tinguistic expression, and, hence, from the
ambiguity of existence, must fail.

1

The chapter on the Cogito in Phénoménologie de 1

perception is one of the more extensive ones, and in it
Merleau-Ponty treats a number of features of the Cartesian
enterprise. Some of these features we have seer in the

chapter on signification gestuelle, but Merleau-Ponty wants

te say much more than what we outlined above. Among other

things, he wants to show: (1) The Cartesian distinction
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between the world as duBitab1e and the Cogito as certain

cannot be held. There are indubitable Sspects of the per-
ceptual world as there are indubitable aspects of my thinking,
and some features of my perceiving experience can be called

into question as.can some of the realities of the perceptual
wor]d.zo_ (2) The Cogito is not an entity independent of all
time and history; it cannot be a-temporal. One's own individual
thinking is as huch rooted in history and time as are the other

features of one's being-in-the-world.ZI

(3) The Cartesian
notion of evidence must be revised. Evidence-cannot be based
on the absolute certitude of my self-awareness. Rather,
evidence, and any truth based on such evidence, must be under-
stood as evidence-rooted—in-tﬁe-worId or as truth-rooted-in-

the-world. 22

(4) The Cogito of which Descartes spoke logically
presupposes a Cogito of which he did not speak and which he
-could only indirectly obtain.23 This last point is the most
important one for us here. Let us consider it more closely.

In the Second Meditation Descartes arrives at the
Cogito. What is this Cogito? For Descartes it was the terminus
of a process of doubting and the starting point for a system of

truth. The Cogito was the apprehension of Descarges himself as

a thinking subject. It indicated the direct contact of oneself

with one's thought. But is this what Descartes really got hold of?

Y
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Le Cogito que nous obtenons en lisant
Descartes (et m2me celui que Descartes
effectue en vue de 1'expression et
quand, se tournant vers sa propre vie,
il 1q,f+xa}“;'objective et la “carac-
térise" co indubitable), c'est donc
un Cogito parlé&, mis en mots, compris
sur des mots et qui, pour cette raison
mSme, n'atteint pas son but, puisqu'une
partie de notre existence, celle qui
est occupSe 3 fixer conceptuelliement
notre vie et & 1a penser comme indubiﬁible
gchappe 'd la fixation et a la pensée.

The Cogito that Descartes discovered was a Cogito that was
uttered, a Cogito that was put into words. When Descartes
said to himself (and to us) "I think", he was expressing a
truth that was already precisely formed by language. In
other words, he had arrived at a mediated truth, a truth
that had gone through the process of verbalization. This
truth, however, was not the one Descartes was after. The
one he séﬁéht was an immediate truth. But this truth
Descartes missed, yet it is there as the foundation of the

Cartesian Cogito.

...Jje ne pourrais pas méme lire le texte
de Descartes, si je n'etais, avant toute
parole, en contact avec ma propre vie et
ma propre pensée et si le Cogito parlé

ne rencontrait en moi un Cogito tacite.
C'est ce Cogito silencieux que Descartes

h visait en &crivant les Méditations, il

animait et dirigeait toutes les operations.
d'expression qui, par-définition, manquent
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toujours leur but puisqu'elles inter-

posent, entre 1'existence de Descartes

et la connaissance qu'il en prend,

toute 1'&paisseur des acquisitions

culturelles, mais qui ne seraient pas

méme tentées si Descartes n'avait

d'abord une vue de son existence.%>
What is at the foundation of the utterance "I think" is my
experience of myself as an existing being. Descartes uttered
"I think" and thought that he had obtained the foundation of
philosophy. But the foundation itself has a foundation.
The spoken Cogito "sits upon™ a tacit Cogito. And it is this

26, this "presence

tacit Cogito, this "Spreuve de moi par moi"
de soi-d 501“27, which is af the heart of any attempt at
philosophizing. “Le Cogito tacite, la presence de soi a
soi, 8tant 1'existence méme, est antériéur 3 toute philosophie
..."28 In order for the philosopher to develop a philosophy
based solely on clear and distinct ideas, ;e mist already
" have an experience of himself as a person who exists in the
world. The realm of clear and distinct ideas is not a self-
sufficient, independent reaim. It is based upon a not-so-
clear-and-distinct region which is existence itse1f.

N Descartes’ fai}ure to achieve a philosophy totally
distinct from the world in thch we Tlive has important con-

sequences for our notion of philosophy. Philosophy cannot
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have a foundation other than the foundation of the world

of existence. The philosopher cannot philosephize in such

a way that all contacts with the perceptual world are

severed. The philosopher cannot escape existence, and his
philosophy must return again and again to that from which

it rose. Philosophy must keep returning to its origins in

an ever expanding way. That is, philosophy cannot be a

simple return to the given; reflection does not mirror a
prior reality. Philosophy, in its essence, must be an
expansion of the given. These statements indicate two key
notions that are at_the heart of our discussion of philosophy:
existence and dialectic.

, These two notions are key notions. for our compre-
hension of the activity.of the philosopher. Indeed, the
philosopher must be aware of two important points, viz., that
the philosopher is rooted in existence and that the philosophy
he producesAwiTT-be dialectical in nature. Let us more closely
look at these points. First, Merleau-Ponty wants to remind us

that the philosopher cannot éscape from existence.
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C'est pourtant un fait, pour nous, qu'ils
/T.e. philosophers of this century/ ont
tous travaillé, méme ceux qui y tenaient
le plus, & dépasser le criticisme, et &
dévoiler, au-deld des relations, ce que
Brunschvicg appelait 1'"“incoordonnable"
et que nous appelons 1'existence...tous
cherchaient un passage entre le possible
et le ndcessaire vers le réel, tous
désignaient comme une dimension de
recherche nouvelle notre exastence

de fait et celle du monde.”

The philosopher is rooted in the world of existence, the
world in which we live. This world of existence, however,

is not one that has fixed and determined dimensions. As we

have seen, the world of existence is open-ended and the

philosopher's task in_philosophical reflection is to com-

plete this world in a particular way. The world of existence \\_,_\J/
is there to be made specific by critical reflection. It

exists as a set of paths for our philosophical thought.
...1'existence dévoile, face 3 la
Tiberté, toute une nouvelle figure
du monde, le monde comme promesse
et menace pour elle, le monde qui
lui tend des pigges, la séduit ou
Tui c&de, non plus le monde plat
des objets de science kantiens, mais
un paysage d'obstacles et de chemins,
enfin le monde que nous “existons" et
non pas seulement le thédtre de notre
connaissance et de notre iibre arbitre.3!
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If the philosopher reflects on a world of existence,
and if this world is always incomplete yet always there to be
accomplished, then the philosopher's reflection will always
be an on-going activity. The philosopher will never be able
to arrive at a complete synthesis of the world. There will
always be a give-and-take interchange between the philosopher
and the world of existence. This is to say, ultimately, that
philosophy must be dialectical. However, one must not see 1in
this statement a tendency for philosophy to becéme a compieted
system. Merleau-Ponty rejects what he considers to be an
Hegelian notion of dia]ectic.32 For Merleau-Ponty, neverthe-
less, the notion of dialectic must be preserved and reinter-
preted as the movement of philosophical thinking which does
nc:);ain any case, end up with a completed system. This notion

d

of dialectic, then, finds its complement, not its antithesis,

in the notion of intuition or meditation. “Cette dialectique-
13 et 1'intuition ne sont pas seulement compatibles: 1l y a

un moment ol elles confiuent."33

Indeed, to Merieau-Ponty
this rapprochement between dialectic and intuition is evident
in the development of thought in both Bergson and Husserl.

For them dialectic and intuition cannot be separated.
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Car ils rencontrent alors la premidre
et 1a plus profonde des oppositions,
Ta phase inaugurale et jamais liquidg&e
de la dialectique, lgagaissance de la
réflexion qui, par prilitipe, se sépare
et ne se sépare que pour saisir
1'irréfléchi. La recherche de ~
1'"immediat" ou de la "chose méme",
dds qu'elle est assez consciente, n'est
3 pas le contraire de la médiation; la
médiation n'est que la reconnaissance
résolue d'un paradoxe que 1'intuition,
bon gré mal gré, .subit: pour se
possé&der, il faut:'commencer par sortir
de soi, pour voir le monde mSme, il
faut d'abord s'&loigner de Tui. o4

The phf]osopher then, to—recgpitu]ate, is rooted in the world
in which he lives, the world of existence, and the philosophy
which he generates will be fhe result of, as well as subject
to, the continuing dialectical interchange between himself
and his world. The reflection of the philosopher will always
be rooted in the world and will be subject to it. But is
such ajphilosophy, since it is always "in the world", much
of a pﬁilosophy at all?

On demandera peut-&tre ce qu'il

reste de Ta philosophie quand elle

a perdu ses droits & 1'a priori,

au systZme ou & la construction,

quand elle ne surplombe plus 1'expér-
ience. IT1 en reste presque tout.

Car le systéme, 1'explication, la
déduction n'ont jamais &té 1'essen-
tiel. Ces arrangements exprimaient --
et cachaient -- un raggort avec 1'Etre,
les autres, Te monde.

L)
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Within this context it would be useful, perhaps,
to look at what the philosopher, as Merleau-Ponty has
envisaged him, would have to say about language. In other
words, what would a philosophy of language be like according
to Merleau-Ponty? A number of things may be said about such
a philosophy of language. First, as we have seen eariier,
éuch a philosophy must commence with a phenomenology of
language, which, as we have seen in previous chapters, is
an account of the perceptual roots of language in the speaking
subject. But a philosophy of language would surpass this
phenomenology of language by treating some of the philosophical
issues that are relevant to language. That is to say, the
philosopher would reflect on, e.g., the consequences for our
understanding of the other based on our phenomenology of
language. Or, to take another example, the philosopher of
Tanguage would ask what notion of the world as we live it
is present in our phenomenology of the speaking subject.
These questions, however, cannot be answered once and for
all. As we Tive in the everyday world, new experiences of
language, etc., provide us with new material for philosophical
reflection. The philosopher, as we have seen, is rooted in

this world, and his philosophy must change as the world
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changes. New relationships between language, the world,
and other persons will be forged, and the philosopher will
present an‘account of them. The philosopher of language
thus can give us neither the necessary nor the sufficient
cond1t1ons of what a language is or what role 1anguagg plays
in our comprehension of the other. Such a task is'ruled out
by the very nature of philosophy, as Merleau-Ponty sees it.
The task of philosophy, and its relationship to
phenomenology, is clearly brought out by Merleau-Ponty in

the "Avant-Propos" of Phénoménologie de la perception.

La phénoménologie, comme révélation du
monde, repose sur elle-méme ou encore

se fonde elle-mEme...Toutes les connais-
sances s'appuient sur un "sol" de
postulats et finalement sur notre
cormmunication avec le monde comme
premier &tablissement de 1a rationalité.
La phjlosophie comme réflexion radicale,
se rive en principe de cette ressource.
Comme elie est, elie aussi, dans 1'his-
toire, elle use; elle aussi, du monde et
de 1a raison constituée. I1 faudra donc
qu'eile s'adresse 2 elle-m&me 1'inter-
rogation qu'elie adresse 3 toutes les
connaissances, elle se redoublera donc
indéfiniment, elle sera,...un dialogue
ou une méditation infinie, et, dans la
mesure méme ol elle reste fidele 2 son
1nt§gt1on elle ne saura jamais ol elle
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Here we see Merleau-Ponty tie together a number of points
concerning philosophy. First, philosophy is phenomenological
philosophy in that it puts into question the "postulates™
'about the world, rationality, etc.,.that our everyday
"knowledge" as well as our scientific knowledge havé recourse
to. Second, philosophy, as phenomenological philosophy, is
a radical reflexion of the notions that these "knowledges"
use. Third, philosophy continually puts into question its
very own existence. It continually questions iﬁse?f as
philosophy. Fourth, based on the first two points, philosophy
as phendmenoTogica] philosophy is rooted in existence.. Fifth,
based on the third and fourth points, philosophy is an open-
ended inquiry, "an infinite meditation". It never arrives
at a completed synthesis.

Throughout all that has been said about philosophy
above, another important point has been implied. This one
we see clearly in the last passage above, wherein Merleau-
Ponty discusses philosophy and mentions interrsgation. Indeed,
insofar as philosophy reflects on itself and all other types
of knowledge, it continually interrogates or guestions. This
notion of interrogation is ampiified in Merleau-Ponty's later
writings, and it becomes the key to his notion of philosophy.

Let us then look at philosophy as interrogation.
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FOOTNOTES

Signes, p. 116. At this point I shall not attempt to
give an account of the intriguing phrase “de la philosophie
ou de la mStaphysique”.

Ibid., p. 115,

bid., p. 116.

—

bid., p. T16f.

—

Ibid., p. 116. This second point, and that which follows,
may mislead one concerning the relationship between phen-
omenalogy and philosophy, unless a clarification is made

at this time. The claim "...one must develop a notion of
philosophy that will permit a phenomenology which will

not itself be a philosophy" may lead one to think that
phenomenology and philosophy are going to be clearly
separated in what follows. However, such is not the

case. Although I shall be describing both phenomenolegy

and philosophy in’'a way that would imply that phenomenology
is one type of activity and philosophy a distinctly different
type of activity, one ought not to be misled by the implica-
tions. Merleau-Ponty will want a philosophy that is to be
“une &lucidation de degrg supérieur". He will want a
philosophy that is somehow more than just a phenomenology.
However, that is not to say that Merleau-Ponty wants a
philosophy that can be separated from phenomenology.

That, indeed, is the point of calling philosophy “philosophie
phénoménologique"” in the next quotation in the text. The
phenomenological philosophy that we are going to develop
must always remain a phenomenological philosophy.

A way of ‘understanding this relationship between philosophy
and phenomenology may be to visualize the relationship as

two concentric circles with the philosopher-phenomenologist
standing at the centre. As phenomenologist his experience
covers a certain area, his vision is a certain distance.

As philosopher he stands at the same point, but his experience
is more extensive. That is, what he sees as phenomenologist
js put into a different perspective. It acts as a foreground
for a new background or wider context. The philosopher will
be able to "see more" than the phenomenologist does.
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Signes, p. 121. We shall see later how Phenomenological
phiiosophy is to avoid the pitfalls of historicism on the
one hand and- dogmatic metaphysics on the other,

Ibid,

It is important to note carefully the word 'data’ in quo-
tation marks. As will be pointed oyt in more detail] further
on, the "data" of phenomenological investigation is not a
set of absolutely clear and distinct truths which the
philosopher takes as such in order to Philosophize about
reality or intersubjectivity. The data always remains

data that needs to be “finished" by the Philosopher. It
always needs a more intensive elucidation, "de degrs
supériedgr",

Ph&noménologie de 1a Perception, p. XV. (Italics added.)

f course, Merleau-Ponty is nof using ‘penser' or 'concevoir'
in a rationalist sense. The philosopher wil] “think™ the
world in a phenomenological sense, i.e., by clarifying and
developing his everyday experience of the world, of others
and of himself.

The implications of Mer]eau—Ponty's account are obvious:
Philosophical method changes, philesophical problems remain
the same. Byt does Merleau-Ponty really want to commit
himself to the latter? Are the Philosophical problems

On the one hanq, such a view seems to be at odds with

focusing on the developing, on- 01ng experience of the
individual. Thisg seems clear even from his account of
language. Yet, how can he claim such mobility on the
part of experience while also claiming stability on the
side of philosophy? The problem becomes acyte when we
consider, as we shalj do shortly, the nature of philg-
sophical reflection és something that develops and grows .
On the other hand, if there are new philosophical probiems,
what are they? This difficult » however, cannot be ade-
quately handled at the moment and will come up again in
the next chapter on philosophical interrogation.

e
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Phénoménologie de la perception, p. XV.

Signes, p. 193.

Merieau-Ponty, E1ogg de la philosophie, Paris: Gallimard,
1953, p. 52, (heretna?fé?rtio e). Quotations.are taken
from the edition EIoge de la philosophie et autres essais,
Paris: Gallimard, 0., pp. 9-79.

Signes, p. 161ff.
Ibid., p. 161.

Ibid., p. 159.

Eloge, p. 57f. For an account of Hegel's philosophy that

attempts to overcome this dilemma, see Théordore F. Geraets,
"Dialectique et interrogation", in Archives de Philosophie,
v. 39 (1976), pp. 269-2S3._

Signes, p. 159. .
Ibid., p. 161. See also p. 165.

For the detailed account see Phénoménologie de 1a perception,
pp. 429-437.

Ibid., pp. 450-452. Merleau-Ponty uses a reductio argqument
to show that any thinking, self or self-consciousness that is
not rooted in time must begome logically.an infinite self.
This means that there cannot be a pTUrality of such selves,
since that would mean that there would be a plurality of
infinite substances. But this is impossible. Hence, if
there is a self-consciousness not rooted in time, there

is only one! See Phénoménologie de la perception, pp. 426-
429. -

Ibid., pp. 452-456.

Ibid., pp. 459-463.

Ibid., p. 460. ‘
Ibid., p. 460f.
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Merleau-Ponty's statements about a tacit Cogito have been
the source of controversy concerning the development of
his thought. Although I do not want to make at this time
any pronouncements about the continuity or discontinuity
of his thought, the controversy about the tacit Cogito is
important to consider at this time, and I do think that
it can be clarified without involving one in an overall
position on his development. This particular problem,
concerning the tacit Cogito, is, however, an acute one,
since in fact it seems that Merleau-Ponty rejects the
tacit Cogito outright in his later works. In particular,
in his "Notes de travail" appended to Le visible et
1'invisible (Paris: Gallimard, 1964, texte &tabli par
Claude Lefort, hereinafter VI), Merleau-Ponty states "Ce
que j'appelle le cogito tacite*est impossible" (p. 224).

: One gets the distinct impression, then, that Merleau-

Ponty is rejecting his earlier view about the Cogito,
which could mean, ultimately, that he could be rejecting
his view about philosophy as such. But what precisely
is he rejecting? Is he just rejecting the terminology
of "Cogito tacite" while still maintaining the explana-
tion behind it? Or is he rejecting outright everything
he said about Cogito parlé and Cogito tacite in the
Phénoménologie de 1a perception? In order to solve this

‘difficulty, and show that Merleau-Ponty is being quite

consistent with some of his basic views about language
and philosophy presented above, let us look at three
statements, all three of which Merieau-Ponty accepts
in the Phénoménologie de 1a perception.

A. There is a pre-linguistic world of signification,
the world of existence.

B. This bre-Tinguistic world of signification comprises

the Cogito tacite, the experience of myself by myself.

wr
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. Language brings about this experience of myself
by myself.

Merleau-Ponty accepts all three statements, as may be
witnessed by the following four quotations.

PI: “En fait 1'analyse montre, non pas qu'il y ait
rridre le langage une pensfe transcendante, mais

qbe la pensée se transcende dans la parole, que 1a
parele fait elle-mSme cette concordance de moi
avec mo1 et de moi avec autrui sur laquelle on
veut la fonder" {p. 449). This exemplifies C.

Pz: "Par deld le coqito parlé, celui qui est converti
en &noncé et en vérits d'essence, il y a bien un
cogito tacite, une preuve de moi par moi." (p. 462).
This exemplifies A and B.

P.: "Le Cogito tacite, la présence de soi 2 soi, &tant

3 1'existence méme, est ant&rieur 3 toute philosophie,
mais i1 ne se connaft que dans les situations
Timites ol i1 est menac&: par exemple dans 1'angoisse
de 1a mort ou dans celle du regard d'autrui sur moi."
(p. 462). This exemplifies A and B. '

P4: "te Cogito tacite n'est Cogito que lorsqu'il s'est

exprimé lui-méme." (p. 463). This exemplifies C.

Thus, it"is clear from these four quotations that Merleau-
Ponty is supporting all thkree propositions, viz., A, B,

and C. In VI, however, such is not the case. In VI.
Merleau-Ponty explicitly rejects the second proposition,

8, while still holding onto propositions A and C. Consider
the following quotations.

V1: "Pour avoir 1'idée de "penser" (dans le sens de la
“nensée de voir et de sentir"), pour faire la
“réduction", pour revenir 3 1'immanence et d'1a
conscience de...i1 est nécessaire d'avoir les mots.
C'est par la combinaison de mots...que je fais
1*attitude transcendantale, que je constitue la
conscience constituante. qu. 224f). This supports \
C while implicitly rejec;;ng B.

~
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VZ: "Les mots ne renvoient-pas a des significations
positives et finalement au flux des Erlebnisse
comme Selbstgegeben. Mythologie d'une conscience
de soi & laquelle renverrait le mot "conscience"
—- ..." (p. 225). This is an explicit rejection
of B. .

V.: "Cependant il y a le monde du silence, le monde
percu, du moins, est un ordre ol il y a des
significations non langagidres; oui, des signi-
fications non langagidres, mais elles ne sont
pas pour autant positives." (p. 225). This
explicitiy supports A while rejecting B.

(73 ]

Thus, to simplify the preceding, what Merleau-Ponty is
saying is that there is a world of signification that
exists before expression, but.this world of signification
is not a Cogito tacite, an experience of self by oneself.
For, in fact, any such self-experience, or self-awareness,
is brought about by linguistic expression. Any Cogito
tacite must ultimately be "post"-linguistic, but then it
could not be "tacite". Indeed, Merieau-Ponty must have
come to realize the utter contradiction involved in
holding both B and C. If B is the case, then C cannot

be the case, and vice-versa. When Merleau-Ponty denies
that there is any such thing as a Cogito tacite, what he
is denying is that there is a pre-linguistic level of
signification which involves any self-awareness or exper-
jence. For all that, though, there still are pre-linguistic
significations.

This refinement by Merleau-Ponty of his position is really
not that surprising, even if we consider his more general
claims on the nature of thought and language. As we have
seen in other contexts above, according to Merleau-Pohty.
there is no such thing as a precisely defined thought that™-.
exists before expression. We say, for example, that he e
completely rejected the intellectualist view of communication
because it gave too little importance to language as such.
Language does not just translate a thought already precisely
formed. Rather, it accomplishes thought. This position,
however, would be threatened by Merleau-Ponty's claim that
there is some pre-linguistic tacit cogito. In order to be
more consistent with the overall view of language and
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thought, it would be more advantageous ‘to drop the
notion of a tacit cogito. And this is what he did.

- Yet, Merleau-Ponty still maintains that there is some

kind of pre-linguistic signification. He does not
want to reduce thought to expression. There still]
1s something more, some signification which language
crystalizes.

Signes, p. 195f.
Ibid., p. 196.

Ibid. See also Sens et non-sens (pp. 125-140) where
MerTeau-Ponty distinguishes what might be called for
him the "good" Hegel (that of the Phaenomenologie des
Geistes) from the "bad" Hegel (that of the Logik).
Whenever Merleau-Ponty criticizes Hegel, as here in
Signes, he seems to have in mind this later Hegel, the
one of the "system". (This, of course, does not imply
that Merleau-Ponty was correct in his view of the
"Hegel of the system". See, e.g., the article by
Geraets noted in n. 17 above.)

Signes, p. 197.
Ibid.

Ibid., p. 199,

Phénoménologie de la perception, p. XVI.. {Italics added. )



PART III: PHILOSOPHY

CHAPTER 6: PHILOSOPHY AS INTERROGATION

In the previous chapter we have seen that philosophy«
is an attempt to clarify the world of everyday existence. The
key to this clarification is now to be found in the notion of
“interrogation”. It is Merleau-Ponty's notion of philosophy
as interrogation that is aeveloﬁed in his later work, especially

in Le visible et 1'invisible. In order to attempt to discover

what precisely this activity of philosophical interrogation

is, we must look, along with Merleam-Ponty, at some of the
unsuccessful attempts at clarification of the everyday world

of existence. Merileau-Ponty first considers the scientific
attempt to clarify the world. In pointing out the failure

of science to do justice to the worlid, he considers a more
properly philosophical attempt, in particular the "intellectualist”
or "reflexivist" attempt at making sense of the worid. This-
approach too does not adequately account for the world, and
Merieau-Ponty then considers-%n detail a "dialectical" and

an "intuitionist® attempt at philosophizing. These twoc attempts
then Tead Merleau-Ponty to show that for him the "way out" of

the dilemmas of these approaches is through an interrogation
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of the world that uncovers the “flesh" of the world and

the body-subject in this world. In this particular chapter,
then, I would like to investigate Merleau-Ponty's hotion of
philosophy by considering what he fiﬁds wrong with certain
other attempts at philosophy &nd by elaborating on what he
considers to be the appropriate method for philosophical
interrogation. In considering Merleau-Ponty's criticism

of other approaches, I shall not be so concerned with the
"eorrectness® or "incorrectness" of such approaches as I
shall with the reasons why Merleau-Ponty thinks that such
approaches are limited. for it will be in his criticisms

of these other approaches that one shall be able to see more
clearly what he has in mind for philosophy.

In the previous chapter we saw that the philosophgr's
task is defined in part by the kinds of problems that he under-
takes. In particular, we saw that the philosopher's task is
to make sense of the world, to give an account of the world,
but the "account" that one gives is restricted in that the .
philosopher must not derive an account of the world wherein
the existence of the self, the existence of the Other, or the
 existence of the world itself does not find a place. The

philosopher must not “explain away" these realities in giving
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an explanation of reality. In other words, the philosopher's
activity is limited by the existence of the everyday world in
which Self, Other, and World all have a rightful place. In

Le visible et 1'invisible this fundamental truth, which is

the starting point and basis for philosophical inquiry, is

called "la foi perceptive". Although there is no straight-

forward definition of this perceptive faith.1 Merleau-Fonty
does give some indications of what it involves.

Qhand nous parlons de foi perceptive,

el quand nous nous donnons pour tache

de revenir & la foi perceptive, nous ne
sousentendons par 13, non seulement
aucune des "conditions® phvsiques ou
physiologiques qui délimitent 12 per-
ception pour le savant, aucun des
postulats d'une philosophie sensualiste
cu empiriste, mais mSme aucune définition
d'une "premidre couche" d'expérience qui
concernerait des &€tres existant en un
point du temps et de i'espace, par oppe-
sition au concept cu 3 1'idée. Nous ne
savons pas encore ce que c¢'est que penser,
si cette distinction est valable et en
cuel sens. Pour nous, la "foi perceptive®
envelcoppe tout ce qui s'offre & 1'homme
naturel en original dans une expérience-
source, avec la vigueur de ce gui est
inaugural et présent en persenne, seign
une vue cui, pour iui, est ultime et ne
saurait Etre congue pius parfaite ou plus
proche, qu'il s'agisse des choses_.pergues
dans 1e sens ordindire du mot ou de son
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initiation au pass&, & 1'imaginaire,

au langage, & la vérité prédicative

de la science, aux oeuvres glart,

aux autres, ou a 1'hjstoire?2
In the above passage one can see that Merleau-Ponty is ready
to make some fine distinctions when he talks about perceptive
faith. For him this perceptive faith is not just some sort
of primprdial sense experience. Nor is it the set of physical,
phyvsiological, social, and psychological background conditions
which make science and philosophy possible. Rather, it s
something more fundamental than that. "Foi perceptive" points
to the very source, the very origin of human experience. It
points to the everyday, existential groundwork that makes
possible our experience of objects, of other persons, of the
truths of science, etc. In other words, it is the "reservoir®
of the fundamental, everyday, existential truths upon which
science 2nd philosophy are built. Yet, even though we are
confronted by, and must respect, such fundamental truths, "la
foi perceptive" does not indicate in what manner these truths
exist and interact.

Nous ne préjugeons pas des rapports qui

peuvent exister entre ces différentes

"eguches", ni méme que ce sont des

“couches”, et c'est une partie de notre

tiche d'en décider, selon ce que nous

aura enseigné 1'interrogation de notre

expérience brute ou sauvage. La per-
ception comme rencontre des choses
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naturelles est au premier p1a; de

notre recherche, non pas comme une

fonction sensorielle simple qui

expliquerait les autres, mais comme

arcgétype de la rencontre originaire,
The human person, rooted in the everyday world of existence,
is confronted by certain truths. However, the exact nature
of these truths, even the sense in which they c¢an be called
truths, is in question. One does know, or rather cnes does
experience, these truths, but the exact explication of them
is to be left to someone else. It is the background of this
perceptive faith, then, that offers the problematic for
Merleau-Ponty's confrontation with certain attempts to make
sense of the everyday world of existence. Indeed, it is the
very obscurity of perceptive faith {as Merieau-Ponty indicates
in the first sub-section of "Ré&flexion et Interrogation®,
vié;, "La foi perceptive et son obscurits") that leads the
human person to/seek a world free from the tensions, confusions
and obscurities of the everjday world. 1In fact, it is the:
very attempt at an intellectual clarification of the everyday
world that Teads one to the discovery of the obscurity'of
this world, for in our daily activity the reality of this
world is as evident as anything that the human intellect can

discover. -

T e e
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Or, ici encore, et plus que jamais, la
certitude natYve du monde, 1'anticipation

d'un monde intelligible, est aussi faible
uand elle veut se convertir en thdse
u'elle est forte dans la pratique.

%uana 71 s'agit du visible, une masse de
faits vient 1'appuyer: par-deld la
divergence des témoignages, il est

souvent facile de rétablir 1'units et la
concordance du monde. Au contraire...

dds qu'on accdde au vrai, c'est-i-dire

d 1'invisible, i1 semble plutdt que les
hommes habitent chacun leur Tlot,...

Quand on pense 3 Ta masse des contingences
qui peuvent altérer 1'un et 1'autre, rien
n'‘est plus improbable que 1'extrapolation
qui traite comme un monde aussi, sans
fissures et sins incompossibles, 1'univers
de la vérits. :

In the world'of everyday activity, everything fits together
in a practical way, although whenever different thinkers at
different fimes attempt to bring about an intellectual
synthesis of this worid the result is often paradox, contra-
diction, or znomaly. Yet, for all that, Merleau-Ponty does
not want to go one step further. He does not want to claim
that one ought to abandon these attempts at intellectual
synthesis. Even though the thinker will often fall into the
pitfalls that surround such an attempt, one must pursuye that
attempt in any case. It will become clear in the remainder

of this chapter that Merleau-Ponty does not want to point
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out the errors of scientism, intellectualism, etc., in order
to discourage us from doing philosophy or science. Rather,
his main concern is to attack the errors of the past in
order to set the philosopher on the right path. Consequently,
the very critique by Merleau-Fonty will constitute something
more than just a c¢ritique. It will really amount to an
indirect indication of what philosophy is to be about.
Merleau-Fonty's critique of cther attempis at making sense
of the §feryday world of existegme will show the proper

path of 5hi1osophica1 inquiry, an inquiry which will not
Tose sight of the "truths" of the evervday world.

A rather cormon attempt at the explication or
inteliectual synthesis of the evervday uofld is tc be found
in one of philosophy's traditional antagemists, viz.,
science. The inteliectual synthesis of the world that has
atiempted to make sense out of evervday life, and indeed has
atiempted to g¢ive direction to the seeming confusions of that
life, is toc be found in science. However, it is not just o
inteliectuals, frustrated philcsophers, et‘ai., that science
seems 2 rational and coherent way ocut of the difficulties of
practical 1ife. Even to the "man cn the street® science is

a2 way to bring order to the seeming chaocs.
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On pourrait &tre tenté de dire que ces
antinomies insolubles appartiennent 2
1'univers confus de 1'immédiat, du vScu
ou de 1‘homme vital, qui,~par d&finition,
est sans vérité, qu'il faut donc les
oublier en attendant que la seule con-
naissance rigoureuse, la science, en
vienne 2 expliquer par leurs conditions
et du dehors ces fantasmes dans lesquels
nous nous embarrassons. Le vrai, ce
n'est ni la chose que je vois, ni 1'autre
homme que je vois aussi de mes yeux, ni
enfin cette unite globale du monde
sensible, et § 1a limite du monde
intelligible que nous tentions de

décrire tout 3 1'heure. Le vrai.

c'est T'objectif, ce que j'ai rsussi

3 déterminer par la mesure ou plus

genéraiement par les opdrations

qu'autorisent Tes variables ou les

entités par moi définies 3 propos

d'un ordre de faits.®
Sased on what may be called an "objectivist™ theory of_what
there is, science, then, becomes for the scientist a way to
give order to the multiplicity of everyday facts. The
scientist atlempts to explicate what truly is by applying
the c¢riterion "what truly is is pubiic, in the world, objec~
tive". Further, this gbjectivist ontolegy can be observed
&t work in two different ways. One type of abjectivism may
be seen in those whao wish o claim that physics (or the
physical sciences) pravides the key ta what is. The second
type m2y Fe seen in thase who ciaim that a scientific psycholagy

i€ the only answer. Mer]éau-?onty considers both claims.
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From the study of the macroscopic world to the
study of the microscopic world, it is evident to Merleau-
Ponty that physicists do have something to say about the
world. Indeed, the resalts of the development of the

physical sciences in this century are there for everyone to

-

observe. However, what is not so evident, yet there also

for one to see, is that the scientists have gotten themselves
into difficulties whenév;r they have attempted to push their

results too far and to arrive at a complete account of what

is.

Cependant, on a vu beaucoup de physiciens
chercher tantdt dans ia structure serrse

et 12 densité des apparences macroscopiques,
tantSt au contraire dans la_structure ldche
et lacunaire de certains domaines micro-
physiques, des argquments en faveur d'un
determinisme ou, au contraire, d'une réalits
"mentale" ou "acausale". Ces alternatives
montrent assez 3 quel point la science, dés
qu'il s'agit pour elle de se comprendre de
manidre ultime, est enracinée dans la pré-
science6 et &trangére 3 la question du sens
d'étre. :

Physical explanations do not, in fact, cannot go far encugh in

giving an account of what there is. It is not the results of

the science~itself that Merleau-Ponty is calling into question.

Rather, it is the interpretation of these results within an

objectivist oﬁto]bgy that leads the physicist into trouble.

iz
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This point is clear from a passage in which Merleau-Ponty
briefly refers to Einstein.

I1 est saisissant de voir Einstein

déclasser comme "psychologie" 1'expérience

que nous avons du simultané par la percep-

tion d'autrui et le recoupement de nos

horizons perceptifs et de ceux des autres:

i1 ne saurait &tre question pour lui de

donner valeur ontologique & cette expér-

ience parce qu'elle est pur savoir
d'anticipation ou de principe et se fait

sans op8rations, sans mesures effectives.

C'est postuler que ce qui est est, non pas

ce 3 quoi nous avons ouverture, mais seule-
ment ce sur quoi nous pouvons opérer; et ~
Finstein ne dissimule pas que cette certi-

tude d'une adéquation entre 1'opsration de \
science et 1'Etre est chez Tui antérieure 3 ‘\
sa phvsique ... Nous aurons & montrer

corment 1'idéalisation physique dépasse et
oublie la foi perceptive.’ )

To summarize Merleau-Ponty's argument, physics as a science
does not go far enough in investigating what there is. How-
ever, whenever it does attempt to push its findings to

discover the me&ning of what there really is, the physicist
ends up in contradictions. Yet, these difficulties cannot

be settled for the physicist by accepting a certain objectivist
ontology that would provide the physicist with an atlegedly
adequate account of what there is. Such an objectivist
ontology will lead the physicist to forgefjsomething that

\ :
ought not be forgotten, viz., perceptive,fgjfgzs But what
. |
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the physicist does not realize, according to Merleau-Ponty,
is that, a1thoughlfﬁe speculations of‘fhe physicist ought
to be framed within an ontology if one is to'search for the
"meaning of being", no partiéu]ar ontology is required by
his work.

Ce que 1e philosophe peut noter, --

= ce qui Tui donne d penser --, ¢'est que

' les physiciens précisdment qui conservent

. une représentation cartssienne du monde...

“font &tat de leurs "préférences" comme un
musicien ou un peintre parlerait de ses
préférences pour un style. Ceci nous
permet d'avancer...qu'aucune ontologie
n'‘est exactement requise par la pensse
physique au travail, qu'en particulier
1'ontologie classique de 1‘objet ne peut
se recommander d'elle, ni revendiquer un
privildge de principe, alors qu'elle n'est,
chez ceux qui 1a conservent, qu'une pré-
férence.”

The -physicist, then, while doing physics, need not comit
himself to any pgrticu]ar account of what is, and, in fact,
he‘shquld not commit himself to some traditional accounts.
What is needed, as ﬁuch, is sdﬁe new ontology, some new
account of what is, such that the particular findings of
the scientist will find an interpretation which does not
"fprgef perceptive faith”. This need for a new ontology,

however, is not stressed in Merleau-Ponty's discussion of
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physics and becomes clear only in his crit%que of scientific
psychology.

The field of scientific psychology is not an un-
familiar one-to Merleau-Ponty. Indeed, a rather extensive

portion of Ph&noménologie de la perception is concerned with

the critique of scientific psychologv. In Le visible et
1'invisible very little time is actually given to a discussion
of it, vet what Merleaﬁ-Ponty does say about it shows not only
that it remains one of the areas of vital conce?ﬁ for him,

but also that the critique of it is one of the prime concerns
of philosophical investigation.

The pésition of scientific psyvchology, as with the
position of the natural sciences, is entrenched in an "objec-
tivist" ontology. The scientific psychologist attempts to
get at the reality of the "psychical® by means of the same
method. The scientific psychologist wants to treat objectively
the human person as the ﬁhysicist wants to treat objectively
the surrounding world.

Le psychologue 3 son tour s'installe

dans la position du spectateur absolu.

Comme 1'investigation de 1'ocbjet extérieur,

.celle du "psychique" ne progresse d'abord
qu'en se mettant elle-méme hors du jeu

des relativités qu'elle découvre, en sous-
entendant un sujet absolu devant lequel se

o
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déploie le psychisme en général, le
mier, ou celui d'autrui. Le.-clivage du
"subjectif" et.de 1'"objectif", par le-
quel Ta physique commencante d&finit son
domaine, et 1a psychologie, corrélative-
ment, le sien, n'emp&che pas, exige au
contraire, qu'ils soient concus selon la
méme structure fondamentale: ce sont
inalement deux ordres d'objets, A
connaftre dans leurs propriétés intrin-
sdques, par une pensse Sure qui détermine
ce qu'ils sont en soi.!

Such a study of the “psychical” wants to be as objective as
physics. And it is only by taking an objective standpoint
of "le spectateur absolu®, that such an analysis can be
effected. It is this standpoint, the one which divides the
wotrld into “the objective" and "the subjective" and then
claims that only "the objective" can be scientifically
studied, that is for Merleau-Ponty characteristic of contem-
porary scientific psychology. Yet the difficulties of tﬁis
type of science are simi]qr to the difficulties experienced
by a physics that wants fo be “too much®. Merleau-Ponty
wants to make essentially two points concerning such a
scientific-psychology, two points which are basically the
same as those made above. First, Merleau-Ponty wants to
show that a scientific psychology, when pushed to the

extremes, will Tead to contradictions, confusions and
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paradoxes. This can be seen especially if we consider the
development of a social psychology.

On ne voit pas, par exemple, comment
une psychologie sociale serait possible
en régime d'ontologie objectiviste. Si
1'on pense vraiment que la perception
est une fonction de variables extérieures,
ce schéma n'est ( bien approximativement)
applicable qu'au conditionnement corporel
et physique, et 1a psychologie est con-
damnée 3 cette abstraction exorbitante
de ne considérer 1'homme que comme un
ensemble de terminaisons nerveuses sur
lesquelles jquent des agents physico-
chimiques. [ks "autres hommes", une
constellation sociale et historique, ne
peuvent intervenir comme stimuli que si
1'on reconnaft aussi bien 1'efficience
d'ensembles qui n'ont pas d'existence
physique, et qui opdrent sur lui non
selon leurs propriétds immédiatement
sensibles, mais & raison de leur con-
figuration sociale...Du seul fait qu'on
pratique la psychologie sociale, on est
hors de 1'ontologie objectiviste...'’

Thus, the very development of the objectivist position in
psychology has led to its own downfall, in that "its actions
belie its words". From a strictly objectivist standpoint
the ‘attempt to develop a psychology of the social,,i.e;: a
psychology of persons in contact with other persons whoA_
share a common social code and a common history, becomes a

sham. The objectivist must talk about the sorts of things

that his ontology does not really permit him to talk about.
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Thus, the.objectivist position can do nothing but end up in
contradiction when it tries to study anything beyond the
psychophysical. But this downfall of objectivist psychology
has deeper roots. It has its source in the very "forgetting"
of perceptive faith that was exemplified in the objectivist
ontoloqy of the physicist.

L'idse du sujet aussi bien que celle

de 1'objet transforment en adéquation

de connaissance le rapport avec le monde

et avec nous-mSme que nous avons dans la

foi perceptive. Elles ne 1'é&clairent

pas, elles 1'utilisent tacitement, elles

en tirent des conséquences. Et puisque

le développement du savoir montre que ces =

conssquences sont contradictoiges, i1 nous

faut de tou*s nécessits revenit 3 Tui pour

1'&lTucider.
Objectivist psychology, indeed any science, has its roots in
the everyday world and in our existence in that world
characterized by the phrase 'la foi perceptive'. It is only
by returning to the worid in which we live and by uncovering
the essential features of that world that the philosopher can
contribute to the proper development of the natural and social
sciences. It is only by calling into gquestion the presupposi-
tions of these sciences that one ‘can then make clear the path

for such sc:ienc:es.]3
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4 . .

The attempt by science to give a complete account
of the world has failed, as we have seen. But the attempt
has in part failed because it was, in fact, made by science.
In other words, it is not the task of science to give an
account of the world which would be a complete or total
account. Rather. it is the task of philosophy to attempt to
brirg about such an account. When science goes beyend iis
bounds and surreptitiously becomes philesophy it ends up
in difficuity.

La phileosophie n'est pas science. parce

que la science creit peuveir surveler

son objet, tient pour acquise 1a corrs-

Jation du saveir et de 1'8tre, alers que

la phiicsophie est 1'ensemble des questions

¢l celui qui questienn?‘est Tui-mSme mis en

cause par la question.'”™
The scientis® does not cuestion the foundation of science as
the phiicsopher dees the foundation of both science and
philosophy. The cuestioning of the philosopher is & more
radical examination of the foundation of our evervday iife,
as well as qur scientific 1ife, "1'examen radical de notre
. 1%
appartenance au monde avant toute science”.

Merleau-Fonty, once shewing that science by itself

cannot give us an account of our evervday existence, ncw

turns to the consideration of scme “properiy phiiccophical”
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attempts at such an account. One approach, an approach that

Merleau-Ponty has considered before in Phénoménologie de la

perception is what ﬁ;ight be called the intellectualist
approach, or what Merleau-Fonty labels "la philosophie
réflevive”.  The rationale for this appmoach is rather clear.
To the phitoseopher. 3s to the scientist, it is evident that
the world of perception is an opagque world., The scientist
finds that different accounts of the natural world, when
pushed o the ertremes, become paradeoxical or contradictory.
2s we have sgen soffar. The inteliectualist phiiosopher is
alse aware of the uncertainty of the evervday world of per-
ception. To this chilescpher the cpagqueness, confusicn and
paradex of perception must be surpassed and the surpassing
of it can be accomplished only by ref]ection.IE Bv reducing
sensing, perceiving, and imagining to the thought of sensing,
the theught of perceiving, and the thought of imagining, the
chilcsopher would be able to provide @ firm foundation for
truth. And it would be this fim %oundation that wouid
provide the philcsopher with 2 way tc avoid the decepticns
of evervday 1ife while giving an adequate account of that

1ife. 7
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Ainsi les antinomies de la foi perceptive
semblent &tre levées; il est bien vrai

Que nous percevons la chose méme, puisque
1a chose n'est rien que ce que nous voyons,
m3is non pas par le pouvoir occulte de nos
yeux: 1ils ne sont plus sujets de la vision,
ils sont passés au nombre des choses vues,
et ce qu'on appelle vision reldve de la
puissance de penser qui atteste que
1'apparence ici a répondu selon une rdgle
aux mouvements de nos yeux. La perception
est la pensse de ge;gevomr quand elle est
pleine ou actuelle.

This intellectualist attempt is really an attempt
to take fhe truths of everyday life and to "purify" them by
raising them to the level of thought. For only at the level
of thought can the difficulties of perceptual experience be
overcome. Whatever we see before us is absolutely certain
for us only insofar as we think we see something. The |
advantages of such a position are evident.

D&sormais, tout paraft clair; le mélange
de dogmatisme et de scepticisme, les con-
victions troubles de 1a foi perceptive,
sont révoqués en doute; je ne crois plus
voir de mes yeux des choses extérieures
& moi qui les vois: elles ne sont
extérieures qu'd mon corps, non 3 ma
pensée, qui le survole aussi bien
qu'elles.../And referring to the Erob]em
of the existence of other persons/, si
les autres sont des pensées, ils ne sont
pas & ce titre derrigre leur corps gue
Jje vois, i1s ne sont, comme moi, nulle
part; ils sont, comme moi, coextensifs

a 1'&tre, et i] n'g & pas de probléme

de 1'incarnation.
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Yet, for all that, is %ntellectua1ism. "la
philosophie réflexive", really a completely satisfactory
position? Does it, as Merleau-Ponty asks, really put an
end to all questioning?’’ The difficulties with intellec-
tualism in fact are comparable to the difficulties with the
position of science which Merleau-Ponty encountered. Merleau-
Ponty wants to show, as he did concerning this other position,
that the intellectualist approach ends up forgetting per-
ceptive faith, our basic contact with the everyday world.

It does not realize that its own foundation is really this
everyday world.

En tant qu'effort pour fonder le monde

existant sur une pensée du monde, la

réflexion s'inspire a chaque instant de

1a présence préalable du monde, dont

elle est tributaire, a Iaqua{le elle

emprunte toute son énergie.

Toute 1'analyse réflexive est non pas

fausse, mais naive encore, tant qu'elle

se dissimule son propre ressort, et que,

pour constituer Te monde, i1 faut avoir

notion du monde en tant que préconstitué

et qu'ainsi Ta démarche Eetarde par

principe sur elle-méme.2
Intellectualism suffers from what might be called “self-
deception”. It thinks that it has surpassed the troubles of
perceptual experience by fleeing to a world wherein ng such

troubles are found. Yet, the very existence of this latter

T
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type of world depends in evgry way on the existence of the
"preconstituted" world of everyday perception. Intellec-
tualism thinks that it has surpassed‘the world‘of exp&?ience.
but it is really only deceiving itself. In fact, the naivets

of X telle®ualism is really a distortion and betraval of the

everyday world which it wants to surpass and. yet. wants to

-

purify.
q

Une philosophie réflexive, comme doute

méthodique et réduction de 1'ouverture

au monde aux "actes spirituels”, aux

rapports intrinsdques de 1'idde et de

son id&at,Fest trois fois infiddie 2

ce qu'elle se propose d'Sclaircir:

au monde visible, & celui qui le voit

et & ses relatiQns avec les autres

"visionnaires".<?
Merleau-Ponty shows in part how the inteilectualist position
is "unfaithful" to perceptual experience by taking a favorite
aspect of this position, viz., the analysis of an illusory
experience. Let us say that I am walking along the beach and
I think that I see 2 piece of wood smoothened by the constant
wash of the surf. Under closer inspection, however, I find
that the plece of woed is not really 2 piece of wood. What
is actually there is a clay rock. My first perception was
illusory, and only by further analysis was I able to discover

what really was there. For the intellectualist the first
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experience is something completely negative, i.e.. something
which must be completely overcome by reflective analysis.
We mide an error precisely because we were not absolutely
sure of what we saw, and to de absolutely sure we need to
raise our ewperience o the level of refiection. Thus, for

the intellectualist, it would appear that the world of

reflection needs the percepiudl werid oniy as 2 negaine
starting point.  The fask for the intellectualist 8 0

cnctwcr crbclcc cue de la ;*cﬂ' re.

Je crevais veir sur 1e satie une pidce

ée “ecic polie par ja mer, et c'était

un rocker arcileux. L'éciatement et

iz destructicn de 12 ;remiére agpearence
ne m'autorisent pas 2 cé€finir déscrmais

e "réel” CCGFE cimpie prcuahae, Pulccu
ne sont Cu'un 2ULrE nem ce ia nCuVEILE

aZcparisicn, cui cong €cit f'curer

netre znéivse cde la cés- i1lusicn.?

1t i< within the context ¢f an Gn-CGinc pErceftuzl exgerience
that the cbeerver realizes that iliusicns glay an imperiant

role. Within the totality of experience, illusicns make up
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an essential part, for without such illusory experiences
one would have not a puritiad reflective experience, but
rather nothing xt al1.,  The reflective position, then, can
deoonly a futile attemp? at surpassing the "truths" of
eversday pemeeptual Tife,

L3 philosophio afienive n'y pas tort
de censidérer T faun oorre une veriss
TS cu o partieller  son tor? est
DIUAEY e faitre corme i ole partield
r'gLaty qulabsence de €3t de la
Watisg, qut n'a pas bdesoin Qu'en en
mende comple. o Qui finalement supprime
woule censistanee pronre de 1lapparence.
Plintlgme par oavange 1 OU'Etre. lud Ste.
corme Tariiel. s2 teneur de wvaris,
V'escamote dans une addguation interme
¢3 T'Egpe et les ratsons &'&tre ne font
cu'un.e-

mealT ¢f truth wherein the tercectusl weuid tiay ne cesitive

rcie at 271, cniy 2 necative one as siepring-stone o the
T,
iC€21. Hcwever, Merieau-SFonty wants i make it clear that

nct, 1eac £z skeptical cesitien recarding reflecticn.
That i¢ tL <2y, Che musSt nct cenceive Gf the inteliectuaiiss
pesiticn as the enly retional expositien cf evervday 1i%e,

whcse rejection would te irraticnziism. FRather, Merieau-Fanty
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wants to make it clear from the beginning that the intellec-
tualist path of philosophizing is not the sole path.

Les remarques que nous faisons sur la
rSflexion n'dtaient nullement destindes
Y 1a disqualifier au profit de 1'irrdflschi
ou de 1'immddiat (que nous ne connaissons
qu'Y travers olle). 11 ne s'agit pas de
mettre Ta foi perceptive 3 Ja place de Ta
reflenion, mais, au contraire, de faire
tat de la situation totale. Qqui comporte
renved de T'une X 1'autre. (e Qui est
donné ce n'est pas yn monde massif el
opagque. ocu un univers de pensde adéquate.
clest une rdflexicn qui se retourne sur
1'8paisseur du-monde pour 1'Sclairer,
mais qui ne Tui repysie aprds coup que
sa propre Jumidre.<t

The task of reflection is net to estabiish @ worid purified

1)

cf all ambiquities of the evervday worlid. Rather, the

)
= o
iy
-
(g]

socher must seek to put refiection back inte the evervday
worid. The philcsopher must €ind the richt place for reflec-
tion as an integral part of our everyday experience. Yel,

the approach to refiecticn within experience cannot be the
aporoach of ancther sort of reflective philosophy. Even
though, &s Merleau-Ponty has pointed out, the intellectuaiist
position is not totally mistaken, the task for the philosapher
is not a2 revision of intellectualism. One must, instead, take

a2 completely different path.



Ce que nous proposons, ce n'est pas
d'arrster la philosophie réflexive
aprds avoir pris le départ comme elle,
-- c'est bien impossible, et, 3 tout
prendre, une philosophie de la réfiexion
totale nous semble aller plus loin, ne
serajt-ce qu'en cernant ce qui, dans
notre expérience, lui résiste -- ce

que nous proposons c'est de prendre

un autre départ.<’

This other wav, indeed, will:be the very path of philesophical
interrogation that Merleau-Ponty has set for himself.

In showing that the "scientistic" position and the
reflective-analvtic position both break down, Merleau-Fonty
has in a sense continued his attack on these positions first

outiined in Phé&énoménologie de 1a perception. Only there, as

we saw above, the opponents were empiricism and intellectualism.

In Le visible et 1'invisible, however, one finds another position

“which Merieau-Ponty has not dealt with in any extensive way.
Yet, 1t 1s a position which he considers important enough to
spend more than sixty-five péges discussing. This position
is the Sartrean one, which Merleau-Ponty labels-as the
“philosophy of negation". ,

Sartre's position, when gne lgoks closely at it,
shows some of the concerns of Herleau-Poniy‘s interrogative

philasophy. From the introduction to L'@tre g;_lg_néantze
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Sne seg§ thaf Sartre poses a philosophy that will overcome
dualism, and for this we may read among other things '
"Cartesian dualiém“, by supplanting it with a genuine
philosophy of experience. Yet, in presenting a philosophy
of experience, Sartre is not opting for an "empiricist" or
"scientistic” analysis of everyday life. Rather, as Sartre
cfear]y points.out, the very starting point for such a
philosophy must be the aré—ref]ective cogito. Sartre's
philosophy, then, is an attemﬁt at an éna1ysis of pre-
reflective awareness which is firmly entrenchedffn'thé‘h
everyday world of existence.

Sartre's phi1osophy, d; 1e;st in its most general
features;:appears to be quife similar to Me%ieau-Ponty's
‘phi1osoﬁhy of perceptual experience. Indeed, one has the
distinct impression that the simiigrities are "too close
for pomfbrt“, gﬁthough Merleau-Ponty himself never indicates

why so much of Le visible et 1'invisible is composed of a

critique of Sartre's positi&h; In any case after the c¢riticism
of both science and reflective philaosophy, Mer]eau-ﬁonty
considers the “dialectical® position, the philosophy of
negation. (Although the critique, as mentioned, is fairly

extensive, many of the points Merleau-Ponty makes against
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this position are similar to points previously made. Con-
sequently, not as much time will be spent on analyzing the
text.)

The "dialectical" position is a fairly straight-
forward one. Indéed, it makes reading Sartre much easier
than reading Merleau-Ponty, for one always knows how to
classify something along Sartrean lines. -For Sartre there
are two and only two modes of being, being in-itself and
being for-itself. The first, equated more or less with
"the world"\\is full positivityg absolute plenitude. The
second, consciousness, is absolute negation, absolute lack
of being in-itseif. And everythiné that needs to be analyzed
in perceptual experience must belong either to one or to the
other. Anything is either being -in-itself or being for-
itself.

C'est par cette intuition de 1'Etre

comme plénitude absolue et absolue

positivité, et par une vue du néant

purifiée de tout ce que nous y melons

d'&tre, que Sartre pense rendre compte

de notre accds primordial aux choses,

toujours sous-entendu dans les

philosophies réflexives, et toujours

compris dans le réalisme comme une

action des 580595 sur nous qui est
impensable. .
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And, indeed, Sartre's philosophy does offer us a new way of
getting around the difficulties of intellectualism and
empiricism, for as Sartre himself points out30 the philo-
sophy of the pre-reflective must overcome the dualism of act
and potency, of being and appearance.

Du point de vue d'une philosophie de

la négativité absolue, -- qui est du

mSme coup philosophie de la positivité
absolue, -- tous les probldmes de 1a
philosophie classique se volatilisent,

car ils 6taient des probidmes de

"mSlange" ou d'“fthion”, et mélange et

union sont impossibles entre ce qui

est et ce qui n'est pas, mais, par la

méme raison qui rend le mélange impossible,
1'un ne saurait &tre pensé sans 1'autre.
Ainsi disparaft 1'antinomie de 1 id&alisme
et du réalisme: i1 est vrai 3 la fois que
la "connaissance" comme néantisation ne se
soutient que par les choses mémes dans les-
quelles elle se fond, qu'elle ne saurait
affecter 1'8tre, qu'elle ne 1ui "ajoute
rien",...

o

The difficulties of traditionéi ph%]osophy seem to be over-
come by the philosophy of the negative, a philosophy of pre-
reflective consciousness, which is a "néant". Yet, although
the impulse towards a philosophy of the pre-reflective is
shared by Merleau-Ponty, he cannot go so far as to accept

this radical separation of being and conscigusness.
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The ultimate thrust of Merleau-Ponty's criticism
" of the Sartrean approach is to be found in this rejection
of.a new sort of dualism, i.e., the one between being and
nothingness. But Merleau-Ponty does not Just a priori
reject this dualism. The key, again, to the criticism of
a phi1o§ophic31 position, the key to philosophical inter-
rogation, is perceptive faith. What Merleau-Ponty wants to
'show, among other things, is that the Sartrean position
makes it impossible for one to talk about a genuine other
person who is open to a common world. Merleau-Ponty wants
to say that the ;adical dualism of this philosophy of the
negative ends up closing each individual within a private

reaim of experience. There is no common access to one

world.°2

Au total donc, une philosophie rigoureuse
de 1a négintuition rend compte des mondes
privés sans nous y enfermer: 1{] n'y a pas
& proprement parler d'intermonde, chacun
n'habite que Te sien, ne voit que selon
son point de vue, f'entre dans 1'&tre que
par sa situation; mais parce qu'il n'est
rien et que son rapport avec sa situation
et son corps est un rapport d'8tre, sa
-situation, son corps, ses pensées ne font
pas écran entre lui et Je monde, ils sont
au contraire le véhicule d'une relation 2
1'Etre dans laquelle peuvent intervenir
des tiers témoins.33
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The implicafions of Sartre's philosophy, then, are clear
for Merleau-Ponty. Whereas such a philosophy was supposed
to begin with our pre-reflective gxperience as a necessary
condition for any account of being, such a philosophy has
ended up with a sort of solipsism which prevents one from
really being able to speak about other persons. Sartre's
philosophy has led us to a point where one basic pillar of
nerceptive faith, viz., the existence of the other, has for
all practical purposes been removed. And as such the
phiiosophy of negation, or "négintuition", has left us in
no better state than a philosophy of the reflective.

En inversant ies positions de la philosophie

réflexive, qui mettait tout le positif au-

dedans et traitait le dehors comme simple

négatif, en définissant au contraire 1'esprit

comme le négatif pur qui ne vit que de son

contact avec 1'8tre extSrieur, 12 philosophie

du négatif passe le but: encore une fois,

bien cue ce soit maintenant pour des raisons

opposées, elle rend impossible cette -

i ect la foi perceptive.”

ouverture 3 1'8tre qui 4

The rejection of the philosophy of *négintuition”,
however, does not lead Merleau-Ponty back teo a philosophy
of intuition. If an analysis of the perceptual world by
means of the intuition of nothingness, fhe pre-reflective,

violates our opening to the world, so equally will an
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analysis of that world by means of the intuition of essences.
Merleau-Ponty, at this point, considers one more attempt to
explicate the perceptual world. This attempt is made by
those who follow a Husserlian approach to the intuition of
gssences.
The approach of this philasephy of intuitién 1%

rather straight-forward., The purpose of philosophy s o
ask questions about the essence. or whatness, of things.

-

What is time?

what is @ logical law? What is a social act?

And the answers that are given are in terms of the i{ntuition
af the necessary and universal conditions of these things a
conditions that wouid hold for any possible particular
instance of that thing.

La chilesophie serait cette méme lecture
du sens mende 3 son terme, science exacie,
la seule exacte, parce qu'elie seule va
juscu'au bout de 1'effort pour saveir ce
que c'est que la Nature et 1'Histoire et
le Monde et 1'tire, quand nous prenans
avec eux, non seulement le contact partiel
et abstrait de 1'expérience et du calcul
phvsiques ou de 1'analyse historique,

meis le contact total de celui qui, vivant
dans 1e monde et dans 1'Etre, entend voir
pleinement s2 vie, notamment sa2 vie de
connaissance, et qui, habitant du monde,
essaie de se penser dans le monde, de
peniser le monde en Tui-méme, de démEler
leurs essences brouillées et de former
enfin 1z cianification "Eire".36
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The search for such essences, however, involves two further
points that are essential for the success of any such

endeavor.  First, the one who carries cut the search must,

in some sense, be divorced from thé very flow of experience.

The philosopher must become an absolute or pure spectator

of the given, such that, by means of the appropriate intuitions.

thi

g

observer would come 0 the recognition of the necessary
and universal conditions of any such experience. Second,

this type of search for essences leads one to the abseolute

W

eparation of essence and fact. - For the essences derived

-

rom experiencé will be derived from a purified experience.
ané the situation will be such that no pew fact will have
any reai bearing on the status of the essence discovered.
What is to be squcht, for this philosophv of intuitien, is
an account cf the essence of something, no matter what future
experience btrings.

These w0 consecuences, however, are unacceptable
t0 Merleau-Ponty, for the emphasis on pure essences ultimately
destrovs our contact with perceptual experience, which, 2s we

have seen, is the basis of our perceptive faith.
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Quand je me démande'ce que c'est que le
quelque chose ou le monde ou la chose
matérialle, je ne suis pas encore Te
pur spectateur que, par 1'acte d'id&ation,

je vais devenir; e suis un champ d'expér-

jences ol se dessinent seulement 1a famille

Jes choses matérielles et d'autres fami}]es.

et le monde comme leur style commun...>

...la solidite, 1'essentialité de 1'essence

est exactement mesurde par e pouvoir que

nous avons de varier 12 chose. Une essence

pure qui ne fOt pas du tout contaminée et

brouillse par les faits ne pourraitﬂgésulter

que d'un essai de variation totale.?
The rejection of the absolute spectator Teads Merleau-Ponty
+0 reaffirm our contact with things. The philosophy of
intuition attempted to jsolate the observer and the observed
from the actual process of perceptual experience, but this
attempt must always £ai1. ™Nous n'avons jamais devant nous
des individus purs, des glaciers d'8tres insécables, ni des
essences sans lieu et sans date..."39 This ultimately leads
us to the consequence that the very foundation of this philo-
sophy of intuition must be rejected. One must abandon the
search for essences that would be given once and for all
time.

11 est pourtant clair que jamais

Husserl lui-méme n'a obtenu une seule

wesenschau qu'il n'ait ensuite reprise

et retravaillée, non pour la démentir,

mais pour lui faire dire ce que d‘abord
Pt
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elle n'avait pas tout & fait dit, de

sorte qu'il serait navf de chercher

la solidité dans un ciel dia idées

ou dans un fond du sens...

This is not, however, to reject the use of the
notion of "essence" altogether. In our perceptual experience
we do find what one might call an "essence", but this
essence is more rightly called “"essence opérante". We use,
in our everyday intercourse with the world, provisional
essences, essences in practice. We all, e.g., have 5 working
definition of a social act, such that we are able to specify
certain events as social acts. Yet our definition of 'social
act' is not something that is fixed for all possible future
experience. What a social-act is for us tomorrow will depend
on what kinds of experiences take place today. There is, in
fact, a sort of dialectic between essence and fact such that
what an essence is will depend upon what f;cts we encounter
and what facts we encounter will depend upon what essences
we have already provisionally stipulated.aT

The critique of the philosophy of intuition leaves
Merleau-Ponty, it would seem, with nothing more than the
remnants of a critical devastation that has passed through

the positions of scientism, intellectualism, a philosophy

of negation, and auphi1osophy of intuition. However, the
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critiques have not Yeft us without some positive content.
Throughout especially Me}leau-Ponty's critiques of both

the philosophy of negation and the philosophy of intuition,
a number of important points concerning philosophy have
been made, at least surreptitiously. The kevs to phile-
sophical amalysis, as we have seen so far this chapter,

are interrogation and perceptive faith.

From Merleau-Fonty's criticisms of other attempts
at phitosophical interrogation one sees that the starting
point for philosophical questioning, or, in fact. anyv sore
of questioning, is the fact that I am rooted in the evervday
world of existence. This rootedness, this being~in-the-
world, however, means more than Just the fact that I exis:.
I am in the world insofar as I am open To the possibilities
of—experience in the worlc. "L'ouverture au monde suppese
que le monde soit et reste horizon, non parce gue ma vision
le repousse au-deld d'elie-méme, mais pérce que, de quelgue
maniére, celui qui voit en est et Y est. "% This c¢pening
to the worlid, then, is something that is given at the stars
of my‘ experience. Indeed, it can be seen as the very ground
of p ptual experience, in that there would be no such
expﬁc& if I were not open to the waorld. The opening,

however, is not something that is fixed. That is, that to
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which I am open does not exist as something definite.
There are no fixed e§sences in that opening., As Merqeau-
Fonty points out in the margin of his text, “...ce qu'il

¥ @ de vext: e Qqui nlest pas rien est QUELQUE CNOSE, mais:

ce quelque Chose n'es? pas dur corme diamant, pas incon-

L I . . .
ditionngd, ERFANRUNG." My opening 0 the world is something
that s on-geing, something that s constantly changing

The dutitabie, as well as the indubitable, is given ¢ us
in experience, and thev beth are a part of our cercertive

fait

- g

-
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Au total, la philosophie interroge la
foi perceptive, -- mais n'attend ni ne
regoit une rdponse au sens ordinaire,
parce que ce n'est pas le dévoilement
d'une variable ou d'un invariat inconnu
Qui satisfera ) cette question-1d, et
parce que le monde existant existe sur
Je mode interrogatif.  La philesophie,
clest 1y o pirceptive s interrogeant
sur olle-mdme. ~%

But how can perceptive faith interrogate itself. and why is
this philosophy? 1t is evident. and has been pointed out by
Merleau-Fondy in a numder ¢of exarples. that whenever we
que§ticn somathing in our experience we are actudily ques-

tioning frem a position within experience. When, e.q.,

we ask whether the polished piece of wood is really a2 clay
rock in the sand, it is evident that our gquestion comes from
cur particuliar standpoint on the beach. 1t is impossible o
c¢ivest curseives of our perceptual reotecdness to ask questions
about appearances and reality. It is always the case that one
is rooted in perceptive faith in order to ask questions about
thines ¢iven t0 us in perceptive faith.

Eut the gquesticning of whether something is a2 ciay
rock or a piece of woad is not 2 philescphical question.
Indeed, this type of question is a questioning of something

within our perceptual experience. The very questiocning of
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experience itself, or the possibility of experience, the
very questioning of perceptive faith itself, however, is
a more fundamental type of questioning which Merleau-Ponty
would ca]llphilosophy. Yet what is this gquestioning a
questioning ofT In what way does phi]osSbﬁy question per-
ceptive faith?

As we have seen, perceptive faith is our funda-
menﬁal contact with the world around us, in terms of our
existing in a world which we see, hear, taste, smell, and
touch. We first iive in this world and then oniyv afterwards
reflect on it. Yet this reflection on it is philosophy,
which attempts not to question certain eiements within this
experience, but to question this very contact with the
warid. What philosophy questions is the pre-existing world
where our perceptive faith is located. And what it seeks
is precisely the answer to the question, "What do I know
about this world with which I am in contact?" or more so an
answer to the question, "What is really taking place at the
level of perceptive faith, when I see, hear, feel, etc.?"
Phi1osophyfs task is in this case an elucidation that will
a?tempt to unearth or uncover the fundamental aspects of this

pre-existing wor]d.46
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S'i1 est vrai que la philosophie,
dds qu'elle se dé&clare réflexion
ou coYyncidence, préjuge de ce qu'elle
trouvera, i1 lui faut encore une fois
tout reprendre, rejeter les instruments
que la rsflexion et 1'intuition se sont
donnés, s'installer en un ‘h‘eni_oa elles
ne se distinguent pas encore, dans des
expériences qui n'aient pas encore &8té
Atravailldes”, qui nous offrent tout 4

// la fdis, pSle-m8le, et le "sujet" et
1'"objet", et 1'existence et 1'essence,
et Tui donnent donc les moyens de les
redéfinir. ‘Voir, parler, mdme penser,
...sont des expériences de ce genre, 3
la .fois irrsScusables et &nigmatiques.
Elies ont un nom dans toutes les
langues, mais qui dans toutes aussi
porte des significations en touffe,
des buissons de sens propres et de
sens figqurss, de sorte que ce n'est
pas un de ces noms, comme ceux de la
science, qui font la lumidre, en
attribuant 2 ce qui est nonms une
signification cironscrite, mais plutdt
1'indice répé&té, Te rappel insistant,
d'un mystdre aussi familier qu'inexpliqué,
d‘une lumidre qui, &clairant le reste,
demeure 3 son origine dans 1'obscurité. -
S1 nous pouvions retrouver dans 1'exercice
du voir et du parler quelques-unes des
références vivantes qui leur assignent
dans la langue une telle destinée, peut--
&tre nous apprendrajent-elies 2 former
nos nouveaux instruments, et d‘'abord 2
comprendre notre recherche, notre
interrogation elles-ménes.47

The attempt to shed light on the pre-existing
world and on our perceptual contact with this world brings
us full-circle back to the problem of language. The attempt

to elucidate perceptﬁa] faith has led philosophers, and
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others, to develop a specific terminology involving such
terms as 'subject’, ‘'object’, ﬁnd 'essence'. Indeed, the
point is more fundamental, for some of these terms, along
with everyday terms.hhave derived from the cﬁnnon experience
of different peoples. It is gﬁgig contact with the pre-
exisiing world, their perceptual faith, along with ours,
that is embodied in the different languages of the world.
And if philosophy is to inquire into this perceptual faith,
it must confront the discourse that has been made about
tﬁis faith,'and it may even find it necessary to revise
this discourse in the ligﬁf of a further analysis.
However, the relationship between philosophy and
language is even closer than this. The gquestioning of
.perceptive faith is not just a reflection on thi§;faith,
and 2 fortiori on linguistic activity which is a part of
ﬁerceb?ive faith. Rather philosophy, as questioning of
percepfive faith, and language, as the expression of this
questjoniﬁg, become almost one. v
‘ E1le-méme.[ﬁhilosophz7'est langage, repose
sur le langage; mais cela ne la disqualifie
.. ni pour parler du langage, ni pour parler
. du pré-langage et du monde muet qui les
~ double: au contraire, elle est langage

opérant, ce langage-12 qui ne peut se savoir
que du dedans, par la pratique, est ouvert

&
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sur les choses, appel& par les voix du

iilgnce.'gt continue un essai d'artigu-

ation qui est 1'Etre de tout &tre.

Our analysis and explication of language and
philosophy has really brought us to the point where one
can see a fundamental telationship emerging be;ween the
two. The connection between philosophy and language in
the thought of Merleau-Ponty is not just a study of the
connection of some x and some v that are otherwise separate
and distinct. The phenomenologv of ianguage, which focuses
on parole in contrast to langue, leads one to raise the
question of a philosophy of parole, d. hence, the question
of what philosophy is. But, in turn, the interrogation of
phijOSOPhy, which is really interrogation itself, leads one
to 93353 the question of the ianguage of philosophy, and,
hen¢e, leads one back to language. The philosophy of
language, the language of phi1oso;hy; aone begins to see
now the interrelation of the two. Merleau-Ponty, however,
in his last work, gives only a few hints at the relation-
ship between the two. Inspired by his account of 1&nguage
and philosophy, I propose, in the next chapter, to present

an exploration of these twin themes.
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- FOOTNOTES
i D,

l.j Indeed, as the editor indicates at the very beginning

ra

[ 73]
.

of the text, “L‘'auteur note, en regard du titre de ce
chapitre: Notion de fol a préciser. Ce n'est pas la
foi dans le sens de decision mais dans le sens_de ce
qui est avant toute position, foi animale et L3270
(VI, p. 17). Unfortunately, it seems that the author
did not have a chance to make precise this notion of
"foi perceptive".

VI, p. 209f. According to the editor, "la pagination
du manuscrit indique clairement que le chapitre qui
s'ouvre ici /in which the above quote.lies/ n'aurait
pas €té conservé par 1'auteur. 1 a &ts remplacé par
interrogation et intuition.' Comme, toutefois, il n'a
pas &té biffe, nous avons cru bon de le présenter en
annexe." (VI, p. 207). Whatever Merleau-Ponty planned
to do with this section, it would be a shame to discard
1t, since it does contain the closest to what can be
considered a definition of “foi perceptive". For this
reason it seems worthwhile to include in our discussion
this addendum.

Ibid., p. 210. Although Merleau-Ponty is talking about
perception and not "perceptive faith" here, we may still
discern the outlines of perceptive faith from his des-
cription of perception, since perception is "comme
archétype de la rencontre originaire..." “Perceptive
faith", indeed, seems to be something even more funda-
mental than perception. See the account given in
Geraets, Théodore, "Le retour 3 1‘expérience perceptive
et le segs du primet de la perception”, Dialogue, v. 15
(1976)dhno. 4, pp. 595-607.

Ibid., p. 30. (Italics added.)

ibid., p. 31. One might easily point out that Merieay-
Ponty is presenting a very distorted picture of how
science takes itself, as there are as many scientists
who reject operationalism as there are those who claim
to accept it. But in this case as in previous cases
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Merleau-Ponty is not attacking the procedures of science
as such. Rather, as will become evident, he is attacking
a certain philosophy of science, which he had previously
called 'empiricism'. It is not with science that Merleau-
Ponty has his quarrel, but with those philosophers of
science who want to claim that science is the only way

to make sense of the world. This point should be kept

in mind when considering, e.g., the article by Madison
("Le postulat d'objectivité dans la science et la
philosophie du sujet", Philosophiques, v. 1 (1974),

pp. 107-139.)

Ibid., p. 33.

Ibid., p. 35f. (Italics added to passage starting with
Tanterieure'.} It is not clear that Merleau-Ponty actually
ever shows fully how physics forgets perceptive faith.
However, it is clear from the text that he does c¢laim

that such is the case. Further, Merleau-Ponty does claim,
and also shows, that scientific psychology makes the same
mistake.

As indicated earlier in this chapter this critique of
intellectual syntheses that forget perceptive faith is
one of the keys to philosophical interrogation.

Vi, p. 34f.
Ibid., p. 37f. (Italics added.)

Ibid., p. 42f. (Italics added in last sentence.) One
might seriously question here whether Merleau-Ponty is
begging the question. This critique of psychologism by
Merleau-Ponty is similar to earlier critiques, and the -
comments made in previous chapters are relevant at this
point.

Ibid., p. 42.

One might infer from Merieau-Ponty's critique of objec-
tivist science that he is just pointing out lacunae in
the development of science. He is, however, not doing
that, nor is he trying to lead cne into a skeptical posi-
tion on science. That he is attempting something more
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fundamental can be seen from the following passage.
"Notre but n'est pas d'opposer aux faits que coordonne

la science objective un groupe de faits, -- qu'on les
appelle "psychisme" ou "faits subjectifs" ou “faits
intérieurs" --, qui "lui &chappent", mais de montrer

que 1'E8tre-objet, et aussi bien 1'8tre sujet, congu

par opposition d Tui et relativement & lui, ne font pas
alternative, que le monde pergu est en de¢d ou au-deld

de 1'antinomie, que 1'&chec de la psychologie "objective"
est 3 comprendre, -- conjointement avec 1'schec de la
physique "objectiviste" --, non pas comme une vic¢toire

de 1'"intérieur" sur 1'"extérieur”, et du "mental" sur

le "matériel”, mais comme un appel d 13 revision de notre
onto1oc1e au rdexamen des notions de 'sujet" et HT“obwet".
(VI, EI {Ttalics added.)] What Merlsau-Ponty wants
aﬁa'what he will present in part, is a more genuine
account of what there is. And even though such an
account will call into question such cherished notions
as "the subjective" and “"the objective", this new
ontolegy will bring about, not the destruction of
science, but its proper development. And it is the
task of the philosopher as interrogator to call inte
question the "old" ontology and critically present a
new gne.

14. VI, p. 47.

JEQ\\ggig:, p. 48.

16. Ibid., p. 4Sff.

17: . Although Merleau-Ponty does not mention him by name at

~ this point in VI, it is rather obvious that the tradition
— of reflective thinking initiated by Descartes is what
Merleau-Ponty has in mind. And although some of the
specific points that he makes may not count against what
Descartes actually said, it is clear that Merleau-Ponty
is again attempting to deal with a "paradigm case" of
what he considers to be a principal "path" of phiio-
sophical activity.

v
4

18. VI, p. 50. (Italics added.)
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. S1F,
Ibid., p. 52f.

Ibid., p. 55,

Ibid., p. 56.

Ibid., p. 62

Ibid.. p. &3

Idid.. p. 68

Ibid., p. §7. Merleau-Fonty further points out. "La

marche 3 1‘'adéquation, dont jes faits de dés-illusion
Wmoignent. n'est pas le retour en sof d'une Pensse
adéquate, qui se serait inexpliquablement perdue de
Vo@. -- ... --, c'est 12 pré-possession dlune totalite
Qui est 1 avant qu'en sache corment et rquei, dont
les rsalisations ne sont jamais ce que nous aurions
imaging qu'elles fussent, et qui pourtant mymplit en
nous une atiente secrdte puisque nous ¥ crovens
inlassablement. (Ibid., p. 65f.) i

Ibid., p. 67. (Italics added.)

D
sartre, Jean-Paul, L'etre et le néant, Far€§;¥’ﬁaiiimard,
1943, pp. 11-34. :

o+

Ibid., pp. 86-89. The detaiis of the argument are 0 be
found in these pages, and I shali not comment upon them.
What is significant for us is to see the approach to the
analysis of Sartre's position based on- the notion of

“"Ta foi perceptive".

Ibid., p. 8sf.

——
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Ibid., p. 121F,

In this particular section Merleau-Ponty seems to be
attacking, not Husserl himself, but one form of
phenomenoloqy that may bde called Husserlian. Indeed,
Merleau-Ponty's criticisms in this section seem to be
of a less all-emdracing mature than were those made
3gainst Sartre‘s philosophy. (This can be seen just in
the amount of space that was given to each critique.

The section on "interrogation et intuition" is less

than half the length of “interrcgation et dialectique".)
Merleau-Fonty's main concern is this section, as will be
shown below, is to clarify the nature of the relation-
ship between fact and essence. In fact, his criticism
of a certain interpretation of the notion of "essence"
s 2 welcomed criticism. and falls in iine with the
remarks that we have made above in Chapter 2. 1In any
case Merieau-Ponty seems to be less opposed to the
"philoscphy of intuition” than he is to the “philosophy
of negintuition".

VI, p. 146, (Italics added except for ‘est'.)

Ibi

(oW

» P. 148, (Italics added.)

-1

bid. One might see here a critique of the notion of
‘Tlctive variation" along the lines of our discussion
cf this in Chapter 2. In any case Merileau-Ponty is
rejecting outright any real separation of the essences
of things from the things themselves (“the facts").

]

bid., p. 154.

—

ibid., p. 155.

See ibid., p. 158f. Merleau-Ponty no more tham hints at
such a dialectic on p. 159.
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Ibid., p. 139.

See ibid., p. 170f., wherein Merleau-Ponty indicates
the kind of answer that needs to be given to the ques-
tion "What do I know?".

Ibid., p. 172. (Italics added.)

Ibid., p. 168.



PART IV: CONCLUSION

CHAPTER 7: TOWARD A PHILOSOPHY OF PHILOSOPHICAL LANGUAGE

In a course on history one will eventually confront
the question "What is history?" Correspondingly, in courses
on psycholoqy, sociology, biology, etc., one will confront
the parallel questions, "What is psychology?", "What is
sociology?”, "What is.biology?" To the teacher of philosophy,
such a question as "What is philosophy?" will too eventually
arise. However, the case for philosophy seems a bit different
from these other questions, and for two reasons. First, the
expert in history, psychology or sociology knows well that
the questions Tisted above are not historical, psychological
or sociological questions. The expert in these disciplines
realizes that such questions are properly philosophical
questions, and that one is actually doing philosophy when
answering these questions. Yet for philosophy the very ques-
tion of what philosophy itself is is part of the subject
matter. This, as we shall see, will present a few problems
for the study of philosophy. Second, and more importantly

for us, one realizes that the answers to the questioﬁs "What
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is history?", "What is sociology?", "What is psychology?"“,
although they may be provisional for the student of the
subject, do not present any serious obstacles for the study
of these disciplines. The teacher of psycholoqy will present
a provisional definition of psychology and then froceed to .
study the subject matter with 1ittle concern for the defini-
tion. That is to say, what the psychologist or sociologist
does as such will not be rejected on the grounds that such
experimentation "is not really psvchology" or "is not really
sociolegy". The scientist defines his subject matter and,
whatever that definition may be, proceeds merrily on his wayv.
Syt such is not often the case in philosophy.

For the person studying phileseray, and this is more
so for the teacher of philosophy, & provisional definition
will often present more than 2 few obstacles to the study of
tﬁe subject matter. A teacher of philosophy m?éht tell ﬁis
students that philosophy is conceptual analysts, but then he
will inevitably confront the students' protestations later in
+the course in such questions as: “Is Descartes doing conceptual
analysis?" or "Is logic really conceptual analysis?" The
teacher of philosophy will find that inevitably something

P
that is accepted as "true blue" philosophy will not fit
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within his definition of philosophy. But, one might protest,
does this not just show that the teacher of philosophy, in
this case, has provided a too narrow definition, such that

3 legitimate. area of the discipline had been excluded? It

is certainly true that Q detinition of philosophy, or for
that matfer any discipline, might be so narrow that it is
dound to leave out something. One may. for example, define

psycholeQy as the stu £ the behavicur of pigeors. Such

D
2
L]

y an outracecusly degmatic, cr incredibly sick.

teacher of psvcheiogy wouid offer such @ definition o his

o

students.

ut’

th

uch is not the case in philesochy. Fhilgscphers
who were anvthing but cutragecusiy dogmatic ¢r neotoriousiy

sick have civen us definitiens, or defining descriptions,

(o]

£ phiicsophy that inevitabiy rule cut certain types of
legitimate philoscphical inquiry. This would be true of

the philcsopher who defines phiicsophy as conceptual analysis
2s it would be for the philosopher who defines it as the
study of being, as the study of the presuppasitions of

science, or as the search for absaiute, indubitable truth.

It is evident that each definition wiil rule cut scme other
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def%nition. and unlike the séientist who will proceed in .
spite of his definition, the philosopher continually confronts
the problem throughoa?\QiE studies.1

The problem of fhe definition of philosophy, how-
ever. is one that cannot be dispensed with, even though the
solution seems so elusive. For as pointed out above, even
though the psychologist or sociologist could dispense with
the problem of definition of his subject matter (if there
really were a problem for him), since the problenm itself is
not a psvchological or seciological eone buf a philosophical
one, the phiTosopher cannot so dispense with the problem.
ThetﬁéngeT j+self is part of what philosophy ig all about.
Fer ne cther reégcn than ~this, the phiiosopher rust confront
":ﬁéﬁg“tgsk qf iequjgé-h%s'inquiries because such a task itself
coggiétutes part of philesophy. But there is even a further
probiem that arises within ithe context of this dissertation.

As I have indicated in the first introduction %o
this thesis, my main task is to analyze and discuss Merleau-
Ponty's philosophy of language and philosophy of philosaphy
and, by relating the two, to develop a philesophy of phile-
sophical language. What is implieé in 2ll this, and uhdoubtedly

inferred on the part of the reader, is that, in fact, this
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analysis and development of‘Merleau-Ponty's-thought would

jtself be a piece of philosophy. This, however, might seem

to be a strange point to make. If this were not philosophy,

what could it possibly be?

Indeed, one could imagine a

cimilar task that perhaps would be entitled, "The Development

of Merleau-Ponty's Fhilosophical Thought". Such a work might

turn out to be nothing more than an historical analysis of

Merleau-Ponty's thinking.

biographies of his life or

One could also imagine psychological

sociological analyses of his

political thinking. But even though such could be under-

taken, nothing of the sort

was done in this thesis. This

dissertation was meant to be, and should be construed as, a

nhilosophical work (or at 1
But if this is supposed t0

surely, I shouid know what

east an exercise in-philesophy:).
be a piece of philosophy, then,

philosophy is; ctherwise, how

would I know what I am doing? The oddity here is that the

questioning of the subject
of that very questioning.

Philosophy of Philgsophical

matter brings forth a questioning

o

What is philasophy if Towards a

Lanquage is itself an attempl at

philosophy? Perhaps the ¢l
"What is philosophy?® will

proceedings of this thesis.

ue to the answer to the question

be found by reflecting on the
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In reflecting on the account of Merleau-Ponty's

. analysis of language and his analysis of philosophy, one

realizes that a number of "activities" were involved in
the unfolding of Merleau-Ponty's thought. First, it should

be evident that a number of distinctions were made throughout

the sections on language and the sections on philosophy.

For example, a distinction was drawn in an earlier chapter
between the task of a phenomenology of language, on the one
hand, and a linguistics of language, on the other. ' Another
distinction was drawn between the gestural aspeéts of language
and the gestural aspects of painting. In regard to philosophy
a distinction was drawn between a scientific account of
experience and a properly philosophical account of the same
experience. Whatevér the difficulties of such distinctions,
it ;s clear that gn essential part of the precgding work
involved making distinctions of a particular kind_.2 Second,

it is clear enough from Just the introduction that one of

the main tasks of the thesis is to relate different areas

of inquiry. The thesis itself is an attempt to relate the
thought of Merleau-Ponty on language with his thought on
philosophy. A more particular example is to be found in

the discussion on language and painting, wherein an attempt

‘l
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to relate these two areas of study with regard to the
gestural aspécts of each was made.B'-Third. one of fﬁe more
important aspects of the previouS™¥esearch, ;nd. indeed,
once again one that is not pecu1;§F{y philosophical, is the

asking of questions. The thesis itself began with a question,'

viz., "What is the relationship between language and philosophy

in the thought of Merleau-Ponty and what implications does it
%HSQe for a philosophy of philosophical lanquage?" And from

this topic question a‘number‘of other:s have appeared, viz.,

"What is the difference between lanaue and parole?", "How is -

language different from painting?", "What is philosophical
interrogation?¥ Fourth, one specific activity which has up
to now been executed only in piecemedl fashion, is the task

of grounding of human activity in the everyday world of

£

experience. This needs a bit of elaboration. Throughout
the-discdssions on language and philosophy, the attempt had

been made to give some "body" to Merleau-Ponty's &hinking on «
these subjects bf presenting concrete examples from everyday
'experiencé that would shore up the point on any particular
_.occasion. In elaborating on the gestural aspects of lanquage,

- one had to focus om common, everyday situations in which

particular words were normally used. ' In discussing the

-

¥
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. éystematic Espects of language, one had to show the inter-
re}ationship of particular words that are used in specific
si%ugtions. The most‘impoétant example of this groupding of
thou&ht will take place in the next chapter when the attempt
is made to show how zhé connection between language and
philosophy, as developed in this chapter, can be exemplified.
-in the develoﬁment of Merleau-Ponty's own philosophical
1anguage; Further, it would seem that this fourth aspect
of fhe thesis is peculiarly different from the first phree.
Whereas the making of distinctions, the relating of areas of
inquiry or the asking of questions is in no way’the exclusive
right of philosophical inquiry, the grounding of human
activity in the everyday world can be construed as the task
of philosophy solely. For althqugh it is certainly possible
to locate, e.g., the source of political behaviour in par-
ticular social conditions, the task of locating the ultimete
source of any type of human activity, even thinking, in the '
everyday world, where the body subject, other persons, and
the world itself exist, is the task of phenomenolagical
philosophy. Indeed, it is the rooting of language and
‘philosophy, as two types of human activity, in the everyday
worid that will give the other tasks a peculiarly philosophical

twist.
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what clues, then, does the research in this thesis
on Merleau-Ponty's thought give us in our attempt to clarify
'the‘nature of. phi}osophical iﬁquiry? In what way can one
construe philosophy along the lines of making distinctions
between different types of aetivitiés, relating different
area§ of inquiry, asking certain sorts of questions, and
grounding all this in the -everyday experience of the body
subject, other per\sons., and tﬁr‘ld jtself? Let us look
at the concrete situation of philosophical thinking in order
to attempt ;n.answer to these questions.

It has often been a cfiticism of philosophy, or
rather of philosophers, that much of what passes for philo-
sophy is really a sort of "thinking in a dark closet". Both

Jaymen and specialists in many different disciplines have
- raised the protest that thé;fhi1osopher's concerns have
. little, if anything, to do with the "real world". Now, it
it true that many of the philosophical disputes of the past,
and of the present, do seem to have Tittle to do with any-
thing in the everyday world. But these disputes notwi th-
standing, one must admit that the philosopher does Tive in
an everyday world. Indeed, the qullstion-that is important
to ask is not "What practicél relevance do certain philo-

sophical disputes have for the real world?" but rather "How
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is it that any human.peing-comes to philosophize?" For it
is by looking at the genésis of philosophical thinking that
one may be able to determine more precisely what is involved
in such thinking. | n

I¥ one were to follow the daily activities of any
human being, one would find an array of activities ranging
from very common ones, such as eating and sleeping, to some
very unique ones, such as performing expefiments in atomic
fission. Everv individual person performs numerous actions
and these actions br activities may be ‘wified in many
different ways. One could distingﬂish "yo®untary” ones,
such as deciding to walk to the store, from “invo1untaryﬁ
ones, such as sneezing or scratching one's head. One could
dispinguish "social" ones, such as greeting a friend, from
“private" ones, such as painting a chair. Further, beyénd
certain practical distinctions that might be made_petween,
say, cooking a hard-boiled egg and cooking a poached egg, it
is evident that numerous refined analyses can be made of this
everyday life. Psychologists, sociologists, political
scientists, biologists, historians, et al. all havg attempted
to advance, and refine, the analyses that could be made of

our everyday life. And, indeed, we have a wealth of knowledge
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from what bodily mechanisms are involved in scratching one's
head to what the chances_of my upward economic mobility are
given my educational background.

It is clear, furthermore, that there are certain
types- of questions that one could ask about the activities
of everyday life that would be of a type different from the
tvpe of questions provided by the sciences mentioned above.4
It would seem appropriate to ask questions concerning the
meaning of specific terms that are used in a scientific des-
cription of our evervday experience. One might, for example,
becbme interested in a Skinnerian account of certain “learning”
experiences. These sorts of experiences would be experiences
~of an everyday variety, such as reaching for gne's key when
one finds one's apariment door locked. The behaviourist
description, which is also meant to serve as an explanation
of why one doe§ such things, would in this case employ such
ndtions as "operant", "discriminative stimulus", and "rein-
forcement". One might want to question, however, given this
descriptive account, what the particular terms mean. What
is an operant? What is a reinforcement? Now obviously we
would be able to find definitions of these terms somewhere

in *the Skinnerian account-of behaviour. But there is more

o
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to our question, something that indicates a philosophical
concern. One might ask further whether the terms that are
used in the description are logically consistent, or are
ambiguous or equivocal. It is evident that such questions
would not properly speaking form part of the scientific
degﬁription that is being offered. One would have to say
that such questions are more philosophical than scientific.
But there are even more fundamental questions that one could
ask. One could, in.fact, ask whether the terms that are being
used are the most appropriate ones for the description. That
is, one couild ask whether the terms ‘operant', etc. are really
the most suitable for a description of a particular sort of
human activity. But what could determine the suitability of
such terms? What is bejng sought here is a 1ink between the
terms that are used inlé scientific description and the
everyday situation which ultimately provides the source
material for the scientific description. One is searching
for a way to "cash out" the descriptive terms by relating
them back to our everyday life situations.5

There is another aspect of our questioning that hay

also be called philosophical, and it tog arises from our

concern with scientific descriptions of everyday situations.
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It is clear, from the previous paragraph, that a philosophical
questioning of scientific descriptions may involve the focusing
on one set of terms in one discipline. But consider this
aspect of such descriptions. One may certainly have a psycho-
logical account of, e.q., opening Tocked door. But it is
certainly clear that one might very well have a physiological
account of this action or even a sociological account, given

a certain context. (The door might be locked because the wife

was angry with her husband and wanted to reject him by Tocking

. the door.} It is certainly true that such accounts have been

given by the different Fciences, but that just leads to the

question "How do all these different accounts relate to one

another, if, in fact, they relate at all?" We do, in fact,
have many different accounts of what appears to be the same

| action. Can each account be genuine? If so, how can the

same action be accounted for in many different ways? Further-

more, one might consider an even more involved question.

What is the world itself fike, in which I have these everyday

experiences, if, in fact, there can be many different accoﬁnts

of this world? The kinds of question being asked here again

constitute the philosophical enterprise of relating the

everyday world of experience with the accounts that are

{1
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generated to describe that world. Here again we ‘find

philosophy interrogating the world of experience.

~— - At this point one might want to register a protest.
One might wonder why philos&nhy tries to relate scientific
accounts back to the world of experience. Surely one might
- point out, philosophy does begin with an individual thinker
rooted in, the e;eryday world. But, one would add, why does
this entail th;t the individual must relate something back
to this world of experience? Is it not true, as exemplified
by Descartes, that philosophy attempts to abandon the every-
day wor]d in search for truth? Although such quest1on§'raise
again the problem of finding a definition of philosophy that
would satisfy every Egimégfggyg example of it, and although
looking at the problem in terms of these necessary and
sufficient conditions for what philosophy is may lead to a
futile éearch, there is an aspect of this probiem that can

be circumvented. First, let us admit that Descartes and
others in the "intellectualist" tradition have rejected

the everyday world for a world of truth. But let us remember
‘fﬁét Descartes can be viewed as one who was attempting to
find the absolute foundation for any correct judgement that

philosopher, scientist or "man on the street" could produce.
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Construed in this way one can see that the basic di fference
between. the Cartesian account and the modeit one presented here

is the foundation itself. What has been argued in this chapter

is that the end point in the search for the base or ground of
scientific descriptions is to be found in thg everyday world
of existence. The type of philosophy that is being presented
here is one that responds to the question "What is the world
1ike, if we have such and such descriptions of human or non-
human behaviour?" And the answer will focus on the world of
everyday experienée in which we all live. ~

There is another minor point that should be made
here in the context of this rather cursory ctomparison with
Cartesian thought. Uniike the Cartesian impulse toward
absolute certainty, the type of philosophy that is being
cketched here is not one that seeks absolute certitude as the
basis for scientific thinking.6 Whereas the Cartesian desire
is for an account of the foundat%on of 211 truth “for all time",
the view presented here in no way seeks such an account. And
there are at least two reasons for this. First, since philosophy,
as presented here, is the attempt to relate scientific descriptions
to the everyday world of existence, it is clear that there may

be many new descriptions generated in the future which may be
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quite different from any we have now. And whatever these new

descriptions may be, the philosopher must be open to them and

e _.__ _seek_to.relate them to_the world of everyday existence. -But .

a second, and more importang reason, for the reluctance to'
search for an absolute founﬁation is to be found in the world
of experience itself. That there will be new scientific des-
criptions of human existence will in part be the result of
the "demand" by the everyday world that new descriptions be
generated to reflect the new features in this on-going, every-
dav world of existence. The world about us is changing every
day, new human organizations and institutions appear, and it
must be the task of philosophy to reflect this new world.
Philosophy cannot presume to have come up with the final
account of the everyday world of existence; it must seek to
continue the task of relating new scientific descriptions to
the new features of everyday life.

The above discussion of some of the similarities
and differences between the view of philosophy presented
here and Cartesian philasophy raises a more general concern.
It is more than evident to anyone who attempts to do any
serious philosophy today that he is not the first person to

have attempted such an undertaking. Philosophy has been
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around with us for a long time. The question arises, however,
given that there s a history of philosophy, whether there is
any relationship between past attempts at philosophy and
present-day attempts. From our study of Merleau-Fonty, oﬁe
finds that a‘constant concem of hjs is the consideration of
past attempts at philosophizing. From Descartes to Sartre |
Merleau-Fonty attempts to show how past phi1ésophers sametimes
have and sometimes have net forgotten the evervday existential
worid. And these criticisms, both negative and positive, show
Merleau-Fonty the way toward a ¢enuine phileosophy. Indeed, the
philosopher today who critically analyzes the descriptions of
. the world by attempting to reiate them to that world must be
aware of previous attempts at philesophv. And this must be so,
not because the philosopher should be open-minded to other
versicns of philosqphy, but because the past thinking of
philosophers provides an integral part of our present-day
world and of the world of science. Let us look at this more
closely.

The past attempts at phiiosophy, whether ar not
they are~Tonstrued as philosophy as conceived in this chapter,

must be looked at as an integral part of our everyday world.
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For any philosophy rises from the everyday experience of the
philosopher. But more so, that which is developed by the
philosopher is not just something that can sit independently

of the everyday world. The writings of the philosopher do

not exist in ¢plendid isolation. Rather, there is a relation-
ship that is generated betwefn philosophical thinking and the
evervday world whiéh can Pest be labeled 'dialectical'. Now

it is true that the notions "dialectic" and "dialecpical" have
been overworked in especiaily present-dav thinking. " But these
terms are the best ones that may be app]igd te this reiation-
ship. For in Kegelian fashion the work§ qﬁﬁgégg,phiio§ophers
have reintegrated themselves with.the on-geihg ;cfld’cf evé%y-
day existence, suckh that our present warid is an much composed -
of "theought" as it is composed of "world®. But how can this

be so? Although many facets of this dialectic could be unfalded
in some sort of §E§?1ian phenomenclogy, what I would want o do
at this point is tafunderscore just one facet of that dialectic.
If past philosophy has contributed anything to the present-day
world, the language of past philosophies must be seen as forming
an integral part of the world. Indeed, if the history of
philasophy ought to be & concern for the present-day philosapher,

it ought to be in terms of the language of those past philosophies.
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And iﬁcis the question of language that raises the central
jssue of this thesis: What is the relationship betweeﬁ the
Janguage of the thinker and the philosophy that he develops?
what is the relationship between language and phi1o§ophy? )
Throughout the writings of Mér]eau-Ponty one finds
that a constant concern of his is the rejection of intellec-
syalism. Indeed. as pointed out in the chapter on langue and
parcle, Merieau-Fonty, although atzempting to situate the
analysis of language somewhere between empiricism and intel-
lectualism, reaily is concerned much more with the refutation
of the intellectualist view of language than with the refutation
of the empiricist vigw. And such an elaborate refutation of the
intellectualist view is certainly in order for Merleau-Fonty,
becauée one of the most atfractive aspects of that position is
o be found in the intellectualist fusion of language with
thousht. Indeed, intellectualism seems to be such a reasonable
position to take toward language, because language appears so
- transparent when used to convey a thought. That is tg say,
from the philosopher to the "man in the street", one would
seemingly agree that the 1aﬁguage one uses to express a thought
is not distinguishable from the thought ijtself. When I use the

word 'building’ to refer to the building across the way, it
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would certainly seem that the word 'building' is coincidenta]l
_with the thought “building" that I have at that time. The
word seems to be nothin§ but a transparent cloak for the
thought, and it is the thought that is important here. Indeed,
such a view is so tempting that a goodly amount of time was
spent in Parts I and Il above in trying.to show that the intel-
1ectﬁai}st position must be abandoned, if one is to develop a
more accurate picture of the relationship between language and
thought and for our case, language and philosophy.

Earlier in this chapter we considered the problem of
what philesophy is. In so doing, we saw that, in fact, the
questioﬁ of what philosophy is was a real pr&giem for us. Since
this thesis itself was meant to be a piece of philosophical
writing, the question of what language is, and more specifically
what the characteristics of philosophical language are, becomes
a question that too has real significance. For it is evident
that if this thesis is a piece of philosophy, then 1t tog is
an example of philosophical language in action. What, then,
can this thesis tell us about philoscophical language.

Throughout the discussion of Merleau-Ponty's philosophy
of language and philosophy of philosophy, it became evident that

a certain vocabulary was being developed in order that language
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and p,hl‘losoptw could be rooted m the ‘everyday world of ex1stence

TA bas1c d'istmctwn was first developed between langue and paro]e.

and paro Te was p1aced at the level of everyday speech. .Certain
notions of “body -subject" and “1ntent1ona1§ty" were 1ntroduced l

to 1nd1cate the type of everyday basis that speech had in the

wor}d of ex1stence Further, speech was mveshgated to deter-

" mine the significations that are embod*ned by speech and it was

fou.nd that words have meaning ir tern's of uestural significance

_and in terms of’ s_[stemat'ic relationships mm othe% words. More-
_over; a certa‘l:iln style of 1anguageﬁ use amée in the discourse of

‘Va part'zcu'iar speaker. Concerning phﬂosbpmf 1t was seen ultimately

.that phﬂosoh‘ﬁ/ 15 an 1nterrocatxon ‘that lﬂngs us back to the

-

One rrnght wonder, houg?er, whether the spec:'tahzed

. @bu'ﬁary of a phﬂoscpher could possﬂ:ﬂy have the same charac-

teristics as everyday words used by a native speaker of some
L

.natural 1anguage Is not the intellectualist at 1easi: correct

N concerning rarefied phﬂosoph'aca'i terminology? Let us 1ook, in

far-’c'icu'lar, at the terminology that has been deve]oped 1n' th1s_

« . . .
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In developing the notion "interrogation", we saw that it
referred to a type of questioning. The questioning was a
critical reflection on the-notions used, e.g. in certain:
‘psychological descriptiohs. The questioning ultimately led

to the locating of these descriptive terms in the experience
thét is commonly shared by different human beings. And this
commonly shared region of experience was Jabeled 'the everyday

world of existen¢e‘. But, why were these terms used and not

. othérs? The answer to this question ‘can be found in a dis-

cussion of the characteristics that these words have.

The word 'interrogation' was used to refer to a type
of-duéstioning. What kind of questioning is interrogation?
What connotations does this term have for thé native speaker
‘of English? Whenever I think of 'interrogation‘, I often
think of some kind of ihcessant questioning, usually of the
type that is carried out by the police or military. What is
importdnt here is that the questioning is incessant. It is a

type of quest1on1ng that never ceases until it gets EL the heart

i}

of the matter. One would not call interrogation such 2 casual
questipn as "What time is it?" asked by a stranger on the
street. The pérson asking the question would really have to

be asking a series of questions, but a series that has’some
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underlying théme or motif. The interrogator wants to find

out what the case really is by asking a series of inter-

related questions. And as we have seen the philosophical
interrogator questions various descriptions of the world
to get “to the bottom" of these descriptions in the world
itself.

The phrase ;everyday world' also has particular
connotations in English. The word 'world’', to begin, gives
one the thought of something ali-encompassing or ali-embracing.
One gets the p?cture of some sort of totaf environment in
which an individual or group of individua1§ Tives. When
prefixed by the word 'evel“ydgy', moreover, a more specific «

type of environment comes to mind. When one thinks of an

. everyday world, one thinks of that surrounding social and

physical environment that any sort of individual lives in.
The everyday world of existence, then, is that common, ordinary
social and physical environment in which the scientiét, philos-
opher, public servant, or factory Tabourer works or lives.

In what way, however, may thgse connotations be
considered to Ee gestural significations? They can be con-
sidered, in one wa&, gestural in that they are part.ﬁf the

meanings of these words that spring from or originate in

one's situation in the evéryday world. That 'interrogation'
~
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has a certain meaning to most people arises from the fact
that the word itself has a "home" in the common usage of a
native speaker of the language. It arises from the individual
person's contact with a surrounding environment which includes
other persons. But a crucial problem lurks behind this

.answer. Do the gestural significations for philosophical

Zterminology come exclusively from the everyday world? Obviously
it has been shown that part of the meaning of a philesophical
term comes from one's use of such words.in this everyday world.
And, indeed, this should be expected, since the philosopher too
lives in this world, in one'fasﬁion or the other. But can one
say that all the gestural signification somes from this world?
Depending on:how one delineates this surrounding world of the
phi]osobher, one might answer affirmatively or negatively to
this question. For one might very well, and perhaps one ought
to, include in the everyday world of the philosopher the world
of philgsophical speculétion. Thatis to say, part of the world
in which the philosopher thinks, speaks; and even feels, is the
world that has been‘"constructed"_by_past philosophical thinking
and by present-day dialoque with contemporaries, wherein par-
ticular terms are used by a gﬁ%up of philosophers in ce}tain
ways. That part of the gestural s1gn1f1cat1on of a, ph1]osoph1ca1

term comes from past and present philosophical thinking can be
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seen, for example, in the word 'reflecting'. Although the [
“man on the street" may have a certain notion of “reflectiohﬁt
it is also clear to any would-be philosopher that a certain
philosophica{ tradition, stemming back to Descartes, has given
a certain connotat;gn to this tegm. 'Reflection’ to any one
familiar with this tradition, inevitably brings to mind the
notion of “thought", the notion of "something opposed to the
physical situation". One might say that such a term has
intellectualist overtones that conjure up mind-body dualism,
absolute truth, etc. The term ‘everyday world' also conjures
up é certain more recent philosophical tradition that stems
from the thinking of the later Husserl and Heidegger.
The.gestural signification of a philosophical term,
especially that part of it that comes from the philosophical
tradition, raises an important problegeconcerning the relation-
ship between philosophical thinking and philosophical language.
Indeed, this perhaps is the focal point of what is to be said
in this chapter. The problem arises when we consider that
philosophical thought, as outlined in this chapter, must be
éxpressed in Tanguage. For the intellectualist this would be
no probleﬁ at all, since there is a one-to-one relationship ©

between a thought and its expression. But if Merleau-Ponty's

N
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critique of the intellectualist view of language is correct,
then there is an issue here. For as the philosopher reflects
on the everyday roots of the Aescriptions of science, he finds
that the reflections must be expressed in some fashion. But
the reflection is not something that is “"complete" or “whb]e"
before it is expressed. Indeed, ;he philosopher's grapling
with his reflections really turns out to be a groping for the
right terms or phrases to express what the philosopher has only
a partial grasp of. The experience of this chapter is a case
in point. What has been attempted here is an examination of
what philosophy is, and the difficulty in finding the "right"
words to describe philosophy is evident throughout the chapter.
But part of the difficulty in expressing a sphilosophical
thought arises from the fact that the thought that is trying to
be expressed must be expressed in a terminology that already
has a phi]osophical signification. This signification which

has been built up from the past may be called the sedimentational

aspect of philosophical language. This sedimentational aspect,
which arises from the past usage of particuiar philosophers, or
more generally, from the past usage of the speaking subject, is
a characteristic that sets off language from other “gestures”.

This sedimentation of past terms, however, may be viewed as a

{77
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two-edged sword. On the one hand, there is the positive
benefit in that the possibility for a dialogue with other
philosophical thought is possible only if there is some
intersubjective validity to the language of the philosopher.
That is to say, a philosopher who attempts to develop a com- !
pletely new terminology will soon find that he is able to
communicate with no other philosopher. And the intersubjective
validity of the phi}osopher‘s languaée comes from the fact
that there is a built-up gestural signification built up
through past usage that inhabits philesophical terms. One
might say, further, that past philosophical ‘thinking that has
been expressed in a particular interrelated terminology

sets up an institution (a 'Stiftung’). And this past thinking,

being sedimented in a particular philosophical language really
_opens up, or makes for the possibility of, “un champ de —
recherches". But, on the other hand, as we have already seen,
this sedimentational aspect has a negative side. For the
sedimentation of past phiioéophica] terms acts as an cbstacTe—
to the expression of a new philosophical thought. The oid
terms, no matter what they are, never qyite capture the sense

of the thought that is trying to be expressed. The new thought

will be bent or contorteq as it is expressed in the mold of

H
Tt
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past philosophical language.

-

To look at this phenomenon in a slightly different

way, one might describe the language.of philosophy in terms

“of lanque and parole. The language of past philosophers might

be considered la lanque philosophique. That is, the past

thinking of philosophers has found its way into an interrelated
set of words which the.present-day philosopher learns as he would
learn the grammar of a natural language. However, when we look
at the present-day philosopher as he attempts to use these terms
in his philosophizing, we should épprdach his language as a type

of parole philosophique. Speech, as we have seen, is the attempt

to take one's acquired 1anguagé to express oneself in one's

present situation. The philosopher takeé 1a langue philosophigue

of his predecessors, a iggggg_that was once a parole of those
predecessors, and uses it to express his own thinking. It is
through his actual speaking that the philosopher confronts the
sedimented meénings of some prior philosophical speaking. Since,
however, there is a positive aspect to the sedimentation of past
signification, one might wonder why there is any need at all for
the philosopher to develop a new terminology. Could not the
philosopher just use the terms that have been used by Plato,

Descartes and others? Although a completely new teﬁnino1ogy'
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would present difficulties in communication, as would any
"private" language, the need to develop new terms rests upon
the requirements of scientific description and everyday
experience. For as we have assumedheveryday experience is
in constant change, and following experience, the descriptions
of that experience are also constantly changing. And even
though such development does not strictly necessitate a new
philosophical language to describe the world, since there is
nothing contradictory about using the same philosophical notions
td describe new experiences it would seem more appropriate at
least that new terms be developed to reflect adequately new
expe;ience and the new scientific descriptions that follow
experience. And further, as we ;;;E pointed out above, the
old philosophical notions may proviﬁe a hindrance”to our
adequately describing the world. (We shall see in the nexf
chapter that this last reason was the prime motivating force
behind Merleau-Ponty's developing new philosophical terms. )

If the philosopher must develop new philosophical
terminology, the question arises as to fﬁe extent that a new
vocabulary must be developed. Will it suffice to develop

certain specific terms, or will more extensive changes need
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to be made? From our analysis of the gestural aspects of
language, this question cannot be answered either way. But
if we consider another major aspect of language, as was out-
lined in the chapters on language above, we realize that
there are systematic relationships between the different
terms of a philosophical vocabulary. Nsﬂpave.seen already
in these earlier chapters that the meéaing of a word is in
part due to its gesturai,apsecf and in part due to its
relationship with other terms. Just as the word ‘good’
takes part of its meaning from the possible combinations

it has with other words ("Good Night", "Good Play"), so also
might we expect the same with philosoph%ca1 terms. Indeed,
that the phrases 'mentalistic language', 'empiricist language'
have any meaning at all demonstrates in part what this
systematic reiationship is. For ‘mentalistic language'
refers to‘nothing else but the fact that there is a certain
type of philosophical style, arising from the history of
philosophy, that is characteristic of a certain way of des-
cribing different types of reality. The terms ‘pure thought',
‘reflection', 'meditation', 'body' all form a language with
which to describe the world from a particular philosophical

-

perspective. And the terms have as mqﬁh meaning in relationship

#
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to other philosophical terms as they do individually. The
word 'reflection' takes on a particu]ir meaning in the context
of other intellectualist terms such as 'thought', ’'meditation',
or 'spirit'. These, and other terms, form a philosophical
vocabulary, such that the meaning of each hinges in pért on
the meaning of the others.S
The interrelationships of the terms in a philo-
sophical Tanguage leads one to ;Eali:e that the development
of a new philosophical vocabulary must be an extensive project.
For it will not suffice for the philosopher to introduce one.
or two new terms, if, in fact, he retains for the most part
the vocabulary of another philosophical perspective. That is
why, for example, it will be difficult for the existential
phenomenclogist to introduce the term 'being-in-the-world’
while retaining such terms as ‘subject', ‘object', '‘mind’,
'body'. The latter terms have 2 whole philosophical tradition
(perhaps even a number of philosophical traditions) behind
them, and this tradition will come to bear on the development
of the philosopher's thinking by means of these terms. If
the philosbpher wishes to avoid Cartesian dualism, it will
be difficult to do so if he continues to use such terms as

‘body', 'mind', ‘thought', ‘subject’, and ‘object'. For
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these terms will not fit comfortably in a non-dualistic
context. It would be necessary, then, for such a philosopher
to attempt to introduce a whole set of terms that would have
a different sort of meaning which would more accurately com-

plete the thought that is trying to be expressed.

The re]ationshiﬁ between the thought of a philosopher
and the philosophical terminology in which it is expressed, as
has been outlined in this chapter, is a many-faceted one. The
philosopher who reflects and analyzes accounts of the worid in
order to gtp:Ra~tng§g,¢ﬁéounts in the everyday world is con-
fronted with the question of what terminology will best express
his ;eflections. The terminology that the philosopher does use
will have a gestural aspectarising from the fact that the
philosopher is actively situated in an everyday world, will
have 2 sedimentational aspect arising from the fact that-the
terminology will be in part the product of past philosophizing,
and will have a systematic aspect arising from the f;ct that
the terms in E particuiar philosophical vocabulary are inter-

related. .But the relationship between a philosopher's thought
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and~his language is not an unambiguous one. It is difficult
" to determine in anj exact manner what the gestufa].-sedimen-
tational, or systematic aspects are-of the terms that a -
philosopher uses. These aspects blend together to form a
philosophical style, which is something that is readily
recognizable on the part of the observer, yet not really
definable. Nor can it be determined exactly which of these
aspects may be reIated to thé questioning, anmalyzing, and
grounding aspects of philosophical thohght. Indeed,-if any-
thing has been shown in this chap£éf, it is that the relation-
ship. bethen philosophical "thought and philosophical Tanguage
is a many-%gceted one. It cannot be conceived‘in a univocal
fashion as it might be from the per§pective of intellectualism.
' But this perhaps is not the only point that has been
made. If it has been shown that there are some important
éharacteristics of philosophical language that gives it some
force of its own, then the develaopment of philosophical thought
must be seen as being directly affected by the development of
the language in which that.thought is expressed; In other
words, the expression of a philosaphical thought cannét be
conceived as unimportant to that thought itself. The intel-
- lectualist account, epitomized in the Cartesian desire for an

ideal language that would be constructed to express an
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already-precisely-formed thought, must be rejected. What

 the thought is will in part determine what terms are to be

used, but it is also true that what the terms are will deter-
mine what that thought is to'bé. In fact, from what has been
presented in this chapter, one might see that a certain tensi&k
builds up when the philosopher Sttempts to express his thought
in a particular terminology. The gestural, systematic, and

sedimentational aspects of the language that the philosopher

uses will interact and even conflict with one another, and

this will produce a tension between the thought that is to

be expressed and the terminology that will express the thought.
The need to develop new terms will be gpposed by the need to
communicate in a ianguage that has already been developed.

The tension and conflict between tﬁese two require-
ments, however, may not be that evident in this particular
chapter. For although I have been_trying to reflect . on the
relationship between philosophical language énd phi]psophical'
thdught, and although I have tried to express this relation-
ship 1n terms of the phra;es 'everyday world', etc., I have
not attempted to devéIOp 2 new terminology. Yet, there is a

need to develop such 2 new terminoloqy as there is a need to
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use established philosophical terminology, if one is going
to communicate one's thought. This type of dialectical
‘development of the thought of the philosopher and his
language, although not evident in this chapter, is quite
evident in -the development of the thought of Merleau-Ponty.

For his philosophical writings, from Phénomsnologie de 1

C s s £
perception to Le visible et 1'invisible, appear to me to

demonstrate one of the best examples of this kind of
ambiguous tension that develops when a philosopher tries to
express more accurately his reflect%ons on the worlid. Let
us then consider the kind of'tension that develops between
the thought of this philosopher and the lanquage he expresses

himself in.



283.

FOOTNOTES

It would help little here to offer the suggestion that,
e.9., philosophy is really the study of being and that
every philosophy is the study of being, whether one
recognizes it or not. Although this would solve the
problem of the nature of philosophy de jure, it would do
little to solve the problem for one who has any real
sympathy for the works of other philosophers. For only
perhaps by standing on one's head could one lump together
the works of Descartes, Kant, Nietzsche, Wittgenstein,
Austin, Kuhn, et al. under the title "the study of being".
This would be so too for any other suggested definitions
of philosophy. Nor would it\help to define ‘philosophy’

as "whatever philosophers do", for.although that may open
one's mind toward the history of philesophy, such a defi-
nition is ultimately reducible to a tautology and, thus,
not very useful to us at this point. The same would be so
for a definition of philosophy that is an open-énded dis-
junction. (I.e., philosophy is either conceptual analysis,
or the study of being, or...) Since the definition is -
open-ended, one confronts the problem of deciding where

to draw the line between philosophy and non-philosophy.
(Certainly not everything can be philosophy.) And even

“if one could end the disjunction somewhere, one would still
have to face the problem of how to mediate between some of
the incompatible disjuncts that would inevitably be included.
Such a definition becomes either a smorgasbord (i.e., “"choose
some of the following") or an unmeltable melting-pot (i.e.,
"it 1s all of these, even though some contradict others").

Obviously any type of research requires the making of dis-
tinctions. What needs to be indicated, and this will be
done shortly, is how “philosophical" distinctions may be
distinguished from “"non-philosophical" distinctions.

The comment in note 2 is relevant here aiso. One must
further indicate how the type of relating that was under-
taken in this thesis can be distinguished from any other
type of attempt at relating two areas of inquiry.
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At this point one could also add that the types of
questions that are going to be asked would also differ
from the kinds of questions that poets, painters and
novelists ask about the human situation. For although

the kinds of descriptions of "human Tife that are offered
by the above would not be classified as scientific des-
criptions, for the purposes of approaching philosophy

one may lump together the sciences and the above-mentioned
humanities on the one hand in order to contrast them with
philosophy. .

This point obviously introduces problems of an evaluative
nature, viz., how is one to determine whether judgements
about the link between the scientific terms and the every-
day situation are really correct? Although it may seem
absurd not to consider such questions at this point, since
my principal aim is to focus on the rise of philosophical
thinking in everyday experience, such questions will have
to be pushed aside for another time. For my purpose is
not to determine which philosophical account is correct
(this is why I was not particularly interested in the
“"truth of" Merleau-Ponty's critique of Sartre, Husserl,

et al.) but to ask the question "What is philosophy all
about anyway?" '

It might be noted here that at times I am using the terms
‘science', 'scientific thinking' and ‘scientific description'

in the widest sense possible, a sense that is close to the
German notion of "Wissenschaft" or what Collingwood in Essay

on Metaphysics calls "orderly thinking on a subject matter”.
These notions would embrace, then, the kinds of descriptions -
that one finds in the humanities as well as in physics and
chemistry. However, although I do want to operate with this
very broad notion at times in this chapter, I shall more
frequently be focussing on science in the narrower sense, \\_//
in terms of psychclogical or sociological explanations.

[ am purposely avoiding discussion of the characteristics
of Merleau-Ponty's terminology because the terms he uses
~are obviously French terms and I would not be able to
unravel the gestural and systematic aspects of 'corps-
propre', 'la geste', or 'interrogation’. This uitimately
raises some questions about the transiatability of language,
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in particular, philosophical language. That is, is one
gorrect in thinking that 'geste' can be translated as

gesture’, 'corps sujet' as Tbody-subject', etc.?
Although this question cannot be completely answered
‘here, all that one needs to assume, in order for one to
be able to use Merleau-Ponty's terms in an English con-
text, is that languages, even philosophical languages,
are in principle translatable. To assume this would
mean that one could take Merleau-Ponty's thought and
translate it into English, even though there may be
some problems with specific terms.

This philosophical style that arises in a particular
philosophical tradition can be seen quite clearly when
one considers the questions that are asked by different
philosophers. If one takes the questions a) "What are
the 1imits to knowledge?", b) “How is the word ‘know'
used ordinarily?" and c) "What is it for a concrete,
individual human being to know something?"; one may
fairly easily identify the styles as a) Kantian, b)
linguistic analysis, and c) existential, even though
all may be considered to be questions in epistemology.
The language that is used in a philosophical tradition
"bends" the problems of epistemology, metaphysics, etc.
in a recognizabie pattern.



PART IV: CONCLUSION

CHAPTER 8: PHILOSOPHICAL LANGUAGE AND THE PHILOSOPHY
OF MAURICE MERLEAU-PONTY

In the previous chapter\we have seen a number of
features of a philosophy of philosophical language thgf
‘have been inspired by the analysis of the philosophy of
1anguage and the philosophy of philosophy of Merleau<Ponty.
What we have seen so far is that the philosopher, like every-
one else, is situated in an everyday world and is confronted
with explanations of that worid. The philosopher, however,
unlike everyone 81351_iff?mpts to raise questions about these
- explanations and their relationship to the actual world of
experience. In order to describe these relationships the
‘philosopher must resort to language, as one might imagine. -~
But as was shown in the previous chapter, the Tanguage the
philosopher uses will ultimately fail to express the philos-
opher's reflections on the meanings that are uncovered in
the quéstioning of those relationships. This lack of coin-
cidence between the philosopher's language and his thought, ,
then, will be the driving force in the philosopher;s further

. . N . .
reflections and his attempt to express those reflections in
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an adequate way. Given, furthermore, that this.phi1osophy of
philosophical language, as outlined above; is inspired by
Merleau-Ponty's own discussions of lanquage and of philosophy,
it would seem that.one might, quite appropriately, ask how this
development of a philosophical 1an;ua;e can be illustrated by
Merleau-Ponty's own philosophical development. In other words,
one ﬁ%ght want to ask: Is there anything in the development of
the philosophy of Merleau-Ponty that shows one the tension

that develops between thought and lanquage? Does Merleau-
Ponty's owh language have any of the characteristics of a
philosophical language?

It is important to point out here, right at the
beginning, that such a question is not a contrived one, born
out of some narrow, pedantic interest in applying the resuits
of this thesis to the source of its inspiration. Rather than
being of merely academic interest, the question whether the
thought of Merleau-Ponty reveals some of the essential aspects
. of philosophical thought is a question vital to one's inter-
pretation of that thought. For the very interpretation of
that thought is at issue, as evidenced by a number of com-
mentators on the writings of Merleau-Ponty.] And as we shall

see, the question about the development of the thought of



288.

N\

~—

Merleau-Ponty is really tied to the question about the
r’glationship between philosophical thought a% the language
in which it is expressed in the work of Merleau-Ponty. In
~other wgrﬁs._théfc1aim that is going to be made is that the
philosophy of philosophical language that was outlined in the
previous chaater is most important for déciding the question
of the deve1opment‘of the thought of Merleau-Ponty.

L There is a problem, however, in the way that the
above question is put, and, indeed, it may be a problem that
haunts any attempt to interpret the thought of Merleau-Ponty.
One might want to argque that there is a viciqgs ¢ircle at the
heart of this enterprise and that one really cannot "get off
the ground" with this project. That is to say, one might want
to argue the following. This thesis is an attempt to develop
a philosophy of philosophical language based on the philosophy
of Merleau-Ponty. The general insights into and explianations
of the relationship between philosophy and language were
insights and explanations derived from an interpretation of
the philosophy of Merleau-Ponty. But the key term here is
'interpretation'. One might want to say that I hed to interpret

\

the thought of Merleau-Ponty in & certain way in order to obtain

the resul(iﬁi’gjd obtain. Yet, if I had to interpret the

4
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philosophy of‘Mer1eau-Ponty, I would already have had to
decide upon the development of his philosophy. As such there
is no difficuity. But if I now want to use the results of
the thesis up to this point in order to take a stand on an
interpretation of the philosophy of Merleau-Ponty, one might
want to argue that I am merely begging the question. How can
one but argue circularly if one interpréfs Merleau-Ponty in
order to obtain results which one then uses to interpret
Merleau-Ponty?

There may be, one might point out, an easy way out
of this difficulty. One might suggest that a circle could be
avoided if one did not attempt to interpret the philosophy of
Merleau-Ponty in the light of the findings based on an inter-
pretation of his philosophy. In other words, one might suggest
that this thesis should have ended with the last chapter. If
such had-.occurred, no difficuities would have arisen. Yet,
one cannot accept such a proposal. Although one could imagine
a2 thesis that would be based on an 1nterpre;ation of Merleau-
Ponty whith did not need to be reapplied to his philosophy,
such cannot be the case in this work. For. the very subject
of the thesis is philosophical language, and, yet, that is

preciseTi’what is the source material for the thesis. In
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other words, and very simply, if one is going to say any-
thing very.méaningful about philosophical language, based
on the philosophy of Merleau-Ponty, then one would expect
that Merleau-Ponty's own language should manifest some of
the characteristics of philosophical language.

It would seem, then, ﬁhat the project as stipulated
is a necessary one, given the subject matter. But then is it
possible to avoid circular reasoning? At this point ig would
'seem impossible to avoid it. One is using Merleau-Ponty's
philosophy to make sense of his philosophy. But one must ask
in this context: Is such'a procedurgyall that undesirable?
The problem of circular reasoning is-the problem at the heart
of-every philosophical enterprise, in one way, in.that
philosophers are always pushing back to “the foundations" (of
experience, of our language, or whatever). And the attempt to
ground rationaily one's foundations or presuppositions leads
to the difficulty of finding a startjng peint or presﬁpposition
which itself will allow one to examine critically one's foun-
dations or presuppositions. And, of course, one would expect
that this "starting point" too will be critically analyzed,

which then will lead to the possibility of a circular

endeavour. This problem of the circularity of philosophical
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reasoning is one that has been realized by philosophers,
expecially Hegel, fon;whom, of course, circularity was
not something to be avoided. For the problem of this
thesis one might ask the same question: Must one attempt
to-avoid a circularity in this project of developing a
phi1osoph& of philosophical Ianguage?2

Let us, then, put aside this question of the
circularity of the argument and, instead, let us consider
the problem before us. How can one tell whether there is
a development in the philosoph& of Mgrleau-Ponty? This
question is the one to be answered, in the light of the
findings we have made on the nmature of philosophical
1anguage} This question, however, could be asked in a more
general way. One might want to ask: How can one even teil
whether the thought ;f any philosopher has gone through a
particular development? What one needs to do here is to
consider the criteria for determining whether there has been
a particular development in the.thought of a philesopher,
and if there has been, whether this change has been 2 signi-
* ficant one. Let us coﬁsider, then, some of the ways one
might come to the conclusion that a philosopher’s thought

has changed. First, and perhaps least 1mportantly'for us,
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there is a fairly straightforward case in which one could
conclude that a philosopher has changed his position on some
ph{1osophica1 point. It is the case, simply, where the
philosopher tells us that he has changed ﬁis position! Such
cases, however, are quite rare.3 But even such rare cases,
straightforward as they may seem, are not quite as simple

as they would seem. [f, e.qg., a philosopher had previvusly.
accepted the bosition F, but now rejects P-in favour of not-P,
one still migﬁt wonder whether the philosopher really does now
accept not-F (or alternatively one might wonder whether he

. ever did accept P). The skepticism that one displ ver
this shift in thought would not necessarily be a dogmatic
skepticism, or one that is based upon certain beliefs about

a2 philosopher's deep unconscious wishes and desiqes. Pather,
one méy quite si&ply woﬁder whether a2 change has occurred,

and the questioning might arise in the context of what the
philosopher is now saying. The point being made here is a
rather simple one, yet quite important for more complicated
caseé. The point is that one will be able to determine
whether a philosopher has really changed his position (and we

might look at a "position“ as either some particular
-
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philosophical proposition or something much more extensive)
only by looking at the kinds of propositions that the
philosopher is asserting at two different times. If a
philosopher first asserts P, which means that he proposes
and defends P in his writings, and if he changes his posi-
tion by asserting not-P, then: one may conclude that the
philosopher's thought has changed. But the key to the
change is the langquage that the philosopher uses. In other
words, it will only be in what the ph{]osopher says or writes
which will provide conclusive evidence for whether a
philosopher has changed his position.

This point about language, however, may seem to
be a rather trivial point, in that one might wonder how else
we could determine that a philosopher's position has changed
except through what he writes. Inaéed, perhaps it is a
trivial point, as often times are the truths that phenomenology
uncovers. Yet, if it is a trivial point, it is a point which
one should constantly be reminded of. For fn considering more
complicated cases of a change in position;‘%his truth may
easi]y'be forgotten. Let us consider some of these more

~ complicated cases.
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We have talked, go far, about a philosopher
asseriing a particular proposition P and then changing
his position by asserting not-P. Yet, most cases where
changes in position are alleged are not quite as simple
as that. Most cases do not invelve the assertion of just
a single proposition. Rather, they often involve a multi-
tude of interrelated assertions and beliefs. Let us take,
for example, a philosopher whom we might classify as a
realist. What would be the reason why one would classify
him as a realist? The answer would most likely not be
this one: that he asserted the proposition “There is a
real world which is the object of my awareness". O0Obviously,
he may assert such a proposition. But the reason why we
would call him a realist is that his assertions about the
world, the self, other persons, etc., all go together to
make up the realist position. In other words, it is the set
of assertions the philosopher makes (we‘may even call it
‘a system'} that is the basis for our judgement that this
philosopher is a realist. Now, if we find that a certain
development takes place in the thinking of this philosopher,
if we can make the ciaim that he has changed his posit{on,

such a claim about a change in his position, again, is not °
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basgd on the'possibility of his asserting the proposition
not-P. Rather, it would be based on the tybes of assertions,
and their relationships, that we find in the later writings
of the philosopher. Metaphorically speaking, we may say that
we would have to look at the kind of picture the philosopher
paints with the asse}tions that he makes, and it is only by
comparing the new picture with the old picture that will allow
us to assert that the second philosophical position is a new
one. | |

// But what precisely is it about a new philosophical
position that will allow one to ciaim that it is a new position?
What is it about the set of assertions and their relationships
of some position that makes it'différent from some other set
of assertions with its own set of relationships? Obviously,
one mfght want to say, it is the meaning of the propositions
of fhe«?zrst set and those of the second set which would
indicate whether the propositions are the same or different.
But this is the point where we may re-emphasize the relevancy
of Merleau-Ponty's thinking on language, in 1ight of the
previous chapter on philosophical language. It is not Jjust
the meaning of the propositions that will determine the

difference. Or, more correctiy, it is not just the denotative
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meaning of the words that the philosopher uses'to express
his propositions. Rather, it is the gestural and sedimen-
tational aspects‘of the terms that the philosopher uses
which will provide the decisive clue to any change in posi-
tion that may have taken p1ace.4 |

The question of whether a change has taken place
in the thinking of a philosopher, however, is also connected
with an equally important question. And that question is:
If a philosopher has changed his position, why has he done
s0? Whenever one deals with the question whefMBr there has
been a change in thought, one usually is concerned; too,
with this other probiem. In fact, one is usually more
concerned about the reason why a thinker has changed his
position than about the fact that he has done so. As we
shall see with the case of Merleau-Ponty, the discussion
about whether Merleau-Ponty has changed his positioh‘in his
later work goes "hand in hand" with the diséussion of why
he has done so, and the latter discussion often takes on ‘:::T
a more significant character than the former. For the

discussion concerning the reasons why Merleau-Ponty changed

his position becomes generalized to a discussion of why any
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phenomenologist of the existential variety would develop a

new position. And this sort of discussion itself becomes a
génuine phitosophical discussion of the problems and diffi-
culties of a.certain philosophical position.

But what is important here is not whether the
question whether a change:in position has occurred is more
important than the question why it has occurred. Both are
equally important. The real question, however, concerns
the method for determining why a certain change has taken
place. As we shall see,.from what has been said about
philosophy and philosophical language, the clues that answer
our “whether" question will also help us to answer our "why"
question. For the gesturél and sedimentational aspects of
the language in which the phi1osopher'first formulates his
thought will, as we have seen, provide the sort of "resistance"
to the thought that will become the driving force in the
dialectic that unfolds between the thought and the language
in which it is expressed. That is to say, from what we have
isen in the last chapter, the reason why 2 philosopher will
change his position should revolve around the fact a) that
the language (2 langue) first used to formulate the thought

FY
will never quite "fit" the thought it is to express, insofar
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as that thought is expressed in the speaking (1a parole)

of the philosopher; b) that the lack of coincidence between
the thought and the language of the philosopher is due both
to the fact that there is a sedimentational residue in la

langue philosophique that the philosopher uses and to the

fact that la parole philosophique of the philosopher who

philosophizes always surpasses 1a langue that he is using;

¢) that the lack. of coincidence between the language and

the thought will lead the philosopher to search for a more
adequate thought and to search for a more adequate language
in which to express this thought; and d) that this two-foid
search will lead in many cases to what we might call a

change in the position of the philosopher. Lowever, in order
to better illustrate this activity, perhaps we should now
look at the controversy surrounding the deveTopment of
Merleau-Ponty's own philosophy. -

As has been stated earlier in this chapter, this
thesﬁs has taken an interpretation of a number of points in
the philosophy of Merleau-Ponty, and in specific instances
decisions were made concerning some point about some of

Merieau-Ponty's apparent shifts im thought.5 But the more
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general question about Merleau-Ponty's development as a whole _
was never asked. Indeed, we must now formulate our question
as precisely as possible: Is there a change in the thought

of Merleau-Ponty between Phénoménologie deé la perception and

Le visible et 1'invisible? We shall not now be interested in
any minbr shifts in perspective, as we were in previous chapters.
Rather, our concern now will be with any alleged major shift in
Merleau-Ponty's thought.
| Although there have been a number of commentators

on the development of the thought of Merleau-Ponty (see note 1
of this chapter), there are two commentators in particular
whom I would like to consider in the context of this questibn,
T. Geraets and G. Madison. The works of these authors that I
wish to discuss, however, are not their major commentaries
(again, see note 1). Rather, I want to concentrateAbn the
debate that took place between them at the C.P.A. meeting in
1974,which was subsequently published. For as we shall see,
the debate focuses upon some points that are crucial for one's
understanding of the development of the thought of Merleau-

Ponty.
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'Both Geraets and Madison, in their respective works,
developed different, and in some ways conflicting, interpre-
tations of the thought of Merleau-Ponty. Geraets's book,
although concerned primarily with the difference between

Merleau-Ponty's La Structure du comportement and Ph&nom$nologie

de la perception contains some remarks concerning his later
thought. As Madison points out
En plus de précisér de cette manidre

1a nature du changement chez Merleau-
Ponty, M. Geraets nous dit que T1‘'attitude

fondamentale qui est alors apparue en
/ 1939 "réqit et rend compréhensible
<;_* 1'ensemble de son oeuvre ultérieure"
- /p. 3 of Vers une nouvelle philosophie

transcendentale/. La lecture de
Husserl aurait permis d Merleau-Ponty
de "trouver 1'attitude philosophique
fondamentale qu'il gardera toute sa
vie" /Ibid., p. 171/ &

For Madison, however, there is a further break in the thought

of Merleau-Ponty that developed between Phénoménclogie de la

perception and Le visible et 1'invisible. This break was

motivated by Merleau-Ponty's failure to develop an adequate

phenomenology of existence in Phénoménclogie de 1a perception,

a failure resulting from Merleau-Ponty's attempt to use the
idealistic Tanguage of a philosophy of consciousness {borrowed

from Husserl) to set forth a philosophy of lived existence.
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It is this philosophy which, even though it is expressed in
the terminology of a philosophy of consciousness, attempts
to overcome both realism and idea]ism.? Madison's principal
claim, then, is that this attempt to overcome realism and
idealism faiTed._and it forced Merleau-Fonty to push further
beyond phenomenology toward an ontology of beina. Only such
an ontologv. whose beginnings are seen in Le visible et

1'invisible, can genuine1y'pvercome the idealism of 2 philosephy
*

gr]

LS

of éonsciousness.
This debate between Geraets and Madison, however,
reveives around a number of 4&ifferent peints, as Madison
points cut in his response to Geraets,9 including the inter-
pretation of Merieau-Ponty's attitude toward the work of
Husserl and the interpretation of the notion of "being” in
the later works of Merleau-Fonty. However, Madiscn, in his
response, wishes to treat the development of Merieau-Ponty's

thought along with these other points by taking up the
Q

—i

question of philosophicai language. And it is this point
of philosophical language which I wish tg use as the facal
point in the ensuing discussion of Merieau-Ponty. Indeed, -
@ correct understanding of philesephical language will

provide the key to-an interpretation of Meriezu-Ponty.
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Madison's comments about philosophical language

'

are simple and straightforward.

Une chose que nous A enseignée Merleau-
Fonty, c'est qu'il existe entre la
pensde et la parole un rapport Stroit
et indissoluble. Le langage n'est pas
le simple véhicule d'une pensde autonome.
M3me si par un certain cfté la pensse
dSpassait son expression, c'est par
T'expression que ce dépassement est
rendu possidle. Cela veut dire par
consdquent que le sens de ce qu'on dit
ne peut rester indiffsrent 3 12 fagon
dont on le dit ocu. autrement dit. que
les expressions et ies mots qu'on
utilise détermiinent pour une ¢rande
part ia sicnification de ce gu'en dit,
cuel que $0it par ailleurs le sens
i gu'on c¢roit exprimer en le disant.

-
|

i

The argument then is fairiy simpie. Merleau-fonty attenpted
LC use an ideaiist lancuace, bdased on 2 phiicseghy ¢f con-
scicusness, t0 express his existential philoscphy of “being-

in-the-wericd". However, the languace of ideaiism is "indis-

olublv" Tinked with 2W@hilcsaphy of idealism, i.e., 2

n

h

—t

[

[9]

sophy ¢of censcicusness. This idealistic lancuace, then,

T3

resisted the intrusion of z “foreicn tody", especialiy since

by

crne of the eims of this fereicn bedy, i.e., existential

thinkin

(Y2]

, was the cr

e ]

ticism of the philcsophy of conscicus-
nessw. This failure to criticize idezlism with an existential

philosaphy expresced in the languace ¢f icezlism then feorced



Merleau-Fonty to search more deeply for a philosophy, and an
ddequate philosophical language, which would provide a critique
of not only realism but alse idealism.

The question of the language that Merlecau-Fonty
L

uses Ts also 2 concern in Geraets's discussion of Merleau-Fonty.

Geraets too points o Merleau-Fonty's own crisicism in *he

-
*u

. R D e -
"Notes de travail which indicates that Merieau-fonfdy was

»

cepricn. Sutl she guesticn for Geraels is: Why did he become

unhapey with the languace of Fhénomdnolocie de 12 perception?

what went wrenge with the philcsophy expressed in that work?

A

i1 faudra, en tout cas, se demander

cccnent exactenert ia distinctieon
“censcience”-objet" 2 servi de

zQint de Cékasu et dans gquel sens

Merieau-Fenty aurait gardé en partie

12 Ph.ao<cph.e de 1z conscience.

Selen moi, une seule réponse deit
tre donnée aux deux guestians & la
feis: 1a lancue phiicsaphique de
12 FF est ceile ¢'une thilesophie
ce 12 conscience. Tout ce systdme
lincuistique est articuié autour
de ia distinction radicale “con-
science”-"gbjet", mais i'usace que
Meriezu-Ponty fait de cette lancue
vice justement 2 remetire en question
cette distinction méme ... Cette
“rremitre descripticn® (VI 237)
cevait rester inadéquéte, car laz

-)'/

Y
i}



"partie” de la philosophie de la
conscience que Merieau-Fonty v a
qardde est une "partie totale"... 13
Soth authors, then, recognize two important points. First,

it is evident o bdoth that Merleau-Fonty does make a con-

scious bdreak in Le visidle et Tlinvisible with the language

of Fhénomdnologie de la perception. Second, both are ready

L]

¢ accepl the conclusion that the language (ia Jangue

chilesoghigque. as we might ¢alil it) of the Fhénomdnalecie
g
de 1a perception does retain the idealistic overtones of a

Uy, however, is the reascn why there were these icealistic
cvericnes ancd how exactliy they play & rcie in the ceveicpment
¢ Merieau-Fenty's thoucht. For whether crne sees Merieau-
Fenty's cevelicpment as the resuit ¢f a failure ¢cf the

chilcscphy excressed in Phéncménciccie c¢e iz gercecticn (as

Mzdiscn weyic have it or whether cne sees thét work oniy as
inécecuate” attempt more fully cevelcped in Le vigitle

t 1'invisitie (&s Gerzets wculd have it), cne <tiil needs w
ciscover the driving force of the chance. Perhaps, then,

ELtEMGTS O SGrit cut what type of relaticnsnip
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there is between bbr]eau-?oﬁty's thought and his language,
one will be able to come to some conclusion about the nature
of this "change".

What then is the role of philosophical language in

the developing thought of Merleau-Fonty? In what wyyv is the

anguage of the Fhénomdnologie de 13 perception 3 language of

[ L]

osophy of consciousness”T  To answer these gquestions

"

b3

cne must consider what ¢ going on in that wd‘i ané in Le

acceunt ¢f particuiar phenomena ¢f the human worid. Merieau-

1

¥
-t
)]

centy, tha W osay, atterpis o clarify sugch humen chenomena
as meverent threuch space, mevesent throuch time, sexuaiity,

ianguage, etc. What he sayvs abecut these thencmenz is not

-
[}

b

-+
th

1Ly

riant fer us &t this peint. Rather, what is impertant

R
th

the perspective he takes in crder ¢ exglain them. Meriezu-
Fenty, &s has been ;cint&d'cut in this thesis, atteris ¢
&ccount Ter these phencmena in terms ¢f the human persen's
actuel tedily contact with the woric and with cther Cerscns

in‘this werld which surrcunds him, and such @ contact mav te

-

W

m

Tincuistic, cexuzl, spatial, etc. Merleau-Fonty further wants

ta teil us in Phénoménclcgie ce iz percestion that this tedily




contact of the human person in the everyday world is the

most fundamental relationship between the human being and

the world in which he lives. This relationship provides the

foundation for any of the more abstract contacts that the

huran perseon develiops in his intercourse with the world,

)

ontacts which are made eaplicit in such enterprises as

mathematics and natural scientific knowledge. This philescophy

about the bodv's contact with the worlid may be caWNed a philesophy
Cf existential rhencmenciogy. but whatever it i{ calhed, it is
ciear what the intention ¢of such a philescephy is. The intention

is cieariy ¢ ¢rcund the many different tvpes af human activities

in & tre-reflective contact ¢f bodyv-subiect and werid.

Given that this ig the intention ¢f the existential

chiicsophy of Merleau-Fenty, what kinds cof werds deoes he use

tc set forth this fundamentai relationship? As we have seen,

Merieau-Fenty uses such terms as 'corgs propre"4, ‘cocite

1€

c
tacxte'l“, "intenticnnalité cpérante' ~. EBut such terms ere

tzken tv Meriezu-Fenty in part frem another kind ¢f approach

t¢ philecsephv. E.c., such & noticn as "cggite" cbviously comes

from the Cartesian tracditicn, &nd the whole chépter ¢n the

. . . . & . . .
CGGite in Phéncméncicgie ce la percesticn is rezlly & dis-

cussion or cizicoue with the Lartesian cuelism of res
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extensa and res cogitans. The notions of "intentionality"

even "consciousness" are taken from the Husserlian context,

“as is evident from the "Avant Propos" of the Phénominologie

de 1a perception. There in fact Merleau-Ponty tries to show‘

how one can really be Husserlian, but in such a way that one's
resulting philosophy will be an ‘existential one rather than an
_1dealistic one. We may say; then, that Merleau-Ponty does
attempt to put forth a philosophy of existence based on the
central role of the bodv, but this philosophy is expressed

in the language of a philosophy of consciousness.17 We may, -
in fact, describe this sitdation in the terminology used in

this thesis. We might say that the terms that Merleau-Ponty

absorbs into his thinking, i.e. such terms as 'cogito tacite’

or 'consciousness’, are 1a langue philosophique of the philosophy

of consciousness. That is to say, the past thinking of philasaphy
that may be Tabeled "ratignalist" or "idealist" has culminated
in a constellation of interreiated terms. Indeed, this past

‘ thinking may be considered & parole philosophique of the philos-

ophy of consciousness, and.this parole philosophique of Descartes

énd others has resulted in‘a lanque philosdgaique which Merieau-

Ponty resorts to in his earlier philosophizing.
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{ If we ook, however, at Merleau-Ponty's work Le
visible et 1'invisible we find that the words he uses are
different. We find such terms as 'chair'ls, ' foi perceptive'lg.

20

and '1'8&tre chamel' These words and others; are ones that

Merleau-Ponty had not used in Ph&nomSnologie de 1a perception.

But why are these'terms used rather than the others? Is there
really a change in Mgr]eau—Ponty's thinking? And what brought
it about? The answers to these questions are interreiated,
although in answering them I may be glossing over some finer
points that Geraets and Madison would want to raise. It does-
seem, however, that there is & change aor "shift" .in Merleau-

Ponty's thinking between Phénoménologie de 13 perception -and

Le visible et 1'invisible. -And the one clear signal of such

a change'is the change in the terminology. For as we have
seen, and as Madison point§ out, there is something more than
just an external, arbitrary bond between the thought of a
philosopher and his language. The thought of the philosopher
cannot be considered something 1ike an cbject which is then
placed into the container of 1a£§uage. As‘we have indicated
in the chapters on ?%nguage above, the thought of theﬁgpeéﬁ?r,
whether philosopher or not, is affectedlby the gesturaf‘an@

sedimentational aspects of the language which he attempts to
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speak. And the case of the phi1osophe; speaking is even more
pointed, since the language he uses, in most cases, is a
language arising out of a philosophical tradition, such that
the particular phifosophica] terminology of the tradition will
have its own sedimentational and gestural characteristics. And
these characteristics will be determined ié part by the previous
philosophy that had been expressed in these terms. In the case

»

of Merleau-Ponty, the terminology that he uses in Ph&nomsnologie

de la perception already has been molded by an jdealistic philos-
Ry

ophy of consciousness. The terms 'intentional ',"cogito‘, or
even 'body' (eépecia]ly 'bodv subject') are all terms used quite
freely by Husserl or Descartes. That is, a type of philosophy
"focusing on.conscious acts was expressed in such a terminology,
and no matter what one tries to do with such terms thev wili
always carry this idealistic "flavour".

To continue this in the terminology of this thesis,

one might say that the philosophy of Merleau-Ponty in Phénoméﬁo1ogie'

de la perception was a parole philosophique, and that the gestural
aspect of this speaking can be interpreted as the thrust or
intention to overcome realism and idealism with a phi]ogophical
thought that was existeﬁtial. Or, more s{mply, one could say

that the gestural tone of this speech is existential. But this
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gestural aspect of Merleau-Ponty's parole philosophique con-

fronted the Sgdimentation of la langue philosophique that he

used to speak. And this sedimentation, as we have seen, may
be considered the "idealistic" or "rationalistic" sediment of
a prior philosophizing.

This friction, or tension, between the philosophical
Tanguage (langue) of rationalism and idealism and the philo-
sophical thought embodied in the wking (parele) of Merleau-
Fonty provides a clue for the answeTé to our questions above.
For one may sav that this tension ié the driving force behind
Merleau-Ponty's attempt te find a2 more adequate language in
which to express his existential thinking. But this attempt to
find a more adequate Tanguage itself will lead him to clarify and
refine the thought which he is attempting to express. We may at
this point even say that there is & shift in his later thinking,
since the dialectic between the thought of the philosopher and
the language in which he expresses it wi{T iead to a change in
poth the thought and the language. Alternatively, one may say

that the tension between lg lanqgue phiicsophique and 12 parole

philosophique in the Phénoménglogie led to & change in hoth.

The philosophical language of Le visible et 1'invisible reflects

a2 new lanque as well as a new parole. There is, then, 2 shift
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in Merleau-Ponty's thinking, whether one wants to call this
shift a "radiéal break" or a "harmonious development”. But
in determining that there is such a shift, we have really seen
why it happened. Or at least one can say that we have seen

the necessary, but perhaps not sufficient, condition for the

change. The language (la langue) of the PhénomSnologie de la
perception was born of the intellectualist tradition, ag Merleau-
Ponty might want to say. The terms mentioned above, as well

as the terms 'subject', 'object', 'consciousness', are terms

that even in their evervday use imply the separation of the

human subject and his world. Qne cannot use such terms without
invoking the connotation of “"the human being is on one side of
the fence and the world is on the cther®”. This connotation,
derived from the sedimentation of a philosophy of consciousness
in such words, is-something that Merileau-Ponty wanted to over-

come. The implication of his thought in the Phénoménoiogie de

la perception is clearly a desire to oVércume the separation
of the human subject and the worlid. The notion of "body" and
the notion “being—iniﬁhe-world" were about as close he couid
get to putting the human subject in contact with the world.
Yét, that was not good enough. It is clear that Merleau-Ponty

realized that 2 new terminology was necessary. 70 describe it

e

\.-‘*-——'-J
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in a wdy consistent with the findings of the previous chapter,
we might say that the thought of the philosopher, when in the

process of being expressed, i.e., as la parole philosophique,

~confronts the sedimentation of the language in which it is

expressed, i.e., la langue philosophique of the tradition.
This confrontation is the driving force then behind the philos-
opher's attempt to express his thought in a more adequate
language. But this search for a more adequate language, how-
ever, will also resuit in the seﬁgch for a more ade&uate
thought to be expressed in that language. That is, the
thought of the philosopher will change as will his language,
since the original thought was a thought expressed in the
first language. And since the language changes so does the
thinking.

Let us again describe this in the terminology 6f the

thesis. _La parole philosophique of Merleau-Ponty in the

Phénoménoiogie de 1a perception conflicts with 1a langue in

which it is expressed. This leads Merleau-Ponty to search for

a more adequate language. But two points are important con-

cerning this search. First, it is not just a search for a new

- vessel for a thought already precisely formed. Indeed, since

the intellectualist is mistaken on this point, we must say
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that la parole of Merleau-Ponty is something that molds and
shapes his thinking, as much as that parole is molded and
shaped by the language in which it appears. Second, this,
search for a new language really becomes a creative thrust of ‘
the philosopher to develop a new terminologqy. And this new

terminoloqy, appearing as a new parcle philosophique in Le

visible et 1'invisible, shows all ‘the characteristics of

speech. Merleau-Ponty's parole in this work reflects the
gesture of the philosopher attempting to express the human
being's fundam%gz?l relationship with the world. And these

-

terms, ‘chair', '1'Stre charnel' unfold in such a way as to

form a new system of interrelated concepts. Moreoverj the
terms themselves geem to have a gestural aspect to them that
implies a breaking down of the "wall" between the subject and
the world. (Perhaps this gestural aspect could be discussed
in more detail by a native French speaker.) This langue

philosophique that Merleau-Ponty is developing in his later

work may itself institute a new tradition in philosophy and

may sediment so as to provide a new basis for future philosophizing.
The question of the interpretation of Merleau-Ponty's

thought was the explicit concern of this present chapter.

Perhaps no hard-and-fast conclusions can be made about the
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development of that thought. suf the kinds of discovery that
1 hqye-§ought in this thesis have been about philosophical

“ language, and clearly the discoveries have been made with the
explicit aid of the thought of Merleau-Fonty. One might even

say thf#®his parole philosophique provided us with a genuine

langue philosophique which acted as both the beginning and the

end of this thesis.
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FOOTNOTES

-"‘

Various interpretations of the philosophical development
of Merleau-Fonty have appeared in recent vears.  (Tahke,
©.¢8., the works 0f the following authors: Geracts, Vers
une nouvelle whuIO\ophxe transcendantale: Madison, La
phénamdnatogie Jde MerTeau-Fontyv: Rabil, Merleau-fongy
Existentialist of the Social world: Tilliette. Mer enq;
Fonty: and. Awant. From L‘henomendo 3 to Metaphysics.’
[n tRis chapter. however. | shall concenirate on 2he
Jebate betheen Geraets and Madison. as that debate will
prove Lo be most useful in omy discussion of the prodiem
under consideration. (See Madison., G.5., "Sur 1'inter-
prétation de Mer1eau-Ponh} de Th.F. Geraets" in
Fhilesophigques, v 1T L1878Y, no. 1. o, 103-112: and.
Geraets, Th.F.. "Merleau-Fonty seion Madi

same jssue of Fhilesochigues. pp 1

L]

%-J

is, 0f course, 2 way in which the project we
1rterp"e~ec as ¢ircuiar, and this wayv is an i
way. in this thesis the insichts of Merieau ’
not been accepted just because he has made tﬂeﬁ. f ¢ne
were w accept his i gh;s on his authority alcne and

then use them to Justify his stating them, then, in fact,
uhere wouid be ancother sort of circuiarity present. Sut
this scert wouid be unacceptable precisely because 1t wouic
be based on an Argumentum a¢ Verecundiam, and it wouid be
for that reason that such a circuiarity would e unacceptabie.
in this thesis, however, [ have accepted the insichts ¢
Yerleau-Fonty, not because he made them, but because there
seems t0 be something acceptabie abcut them, as I have
tried to show in the last chapter.

Fernaps the nost notabie case in contesporary phiicsephy
at least, is the case of G.E. Mocre. (ne instance of his
public renouncement of scmething he hac accepted as true
is told in & passage in Kaufmann, Criticue of Religion anc
Philosophy, section 1Z.
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Qf course, the denotative meaning Of the terms that the
philosopher uses do count for something when one is
attempting to decide whether a change has taken place.
1¢ & philosopher asserts “there is x world be\ond my
thought™ and if at soe later time he asserts “the world
is Just an idex in oy mind", the meaning of the terrs do
indicate fo us that two Jdifferent claims are being made.
Unfortunately, many of the cases that one considers will
not be as sirpie as this one. and this, as we s$hail see,
i

s espes 2131y frue of Mericau-Fondy ‘s writings,
dne specific instance ¢fF this can de found in the second
chapser.  There [ was concermed with fdie's claim that
Merieau-Fondy shifted his emphasis foward Tinguistics in
Mig articies in Signes. ¥ one iovoks dack. however, W
shat chapter. one will note that Edie's coriticisms were
handied without recourse ¢ the Jiscussion of philtoscphical
ianguace.

adison. 3.8, "Sur 1linterprStation de Merieau-Fonly de
Th.E. Geraets’, ¢of. Cit.. p. QS

thid.. o. 108f. This théﬁé ¢t the cvercoming ¢f beth
reaiism and idealism is a theme that was ce\elc;ed in
the secend chapter ¢f this thesis in the context cof
Merieau-Fonty's discussion ¢of lancuace.d

~btid., £, 124

Ibig.

ibid., 5. 124f.

Wi, p. 253. “Les protbidmes pesés dans Ph.F. sont
insciubies parce que i'y pars de la distincticn
“conscience" - "chiet" - ¢
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Phédnoménologie de la perception, p. 231.

Ibid., p. 482,

Idid., p. \IIL.

=

ch is the case, | think
s on Merleau-Fongy's

ar evidence 0 this.

I arvone really doubts that
that the sections in this thes
1
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