In philosophy, when it comes to radical conversations, topics. We are often misled before we even start. Phenomenology is one of those topics, through that comes, perception, experiences etc. the word perception contrary to what we are taught and what we know is not biological or a neurological process.  That is where we can be misled going into the topic, perception and experience are very sneaky words, they carry in a hidden metaphysics, the way is used in language imply that there is this materialism to it. However, that isn’t necessarily the case. That said, for one to perceive comes in three ways, we have the visual field, auditory field and body sensation. In this essay, I’m going to be talking about the body sensation through the thoughts of Merleau-Ponty and bringing out the confusion we have in philosophy.
Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenology of perception is a very good place to start if you want to have a very good understanding of what phenomenology is and also find out where the confusion comes from, in regards to other philosophers on the same topic. Especially people like Descartes. ''it is certain that I (that is, my mind, by which I am when I am) am entirely and truly distinct from my body, and may exist without it''. (Rene Descartes, Meditations on the first philosophy). In regards to phenomenology, and body sensations this statement from Descartes is completely misleading because when one hears that, one would automatically think he is talking about something completely different, furthermore, his statement needs explaining. First, how would one be able to exist without their body? If we weren't talking about an out-of-body experience which is a different matter, with that said, one wouldn't really exist without their body because even if you are away from your body, your bodies original post is who you sole and truly are. Descartes is not the only philosopher to try the justify our experiences with materialism. His view is that the mind comes first hence he can exist without it, I’m not sure how, but let’s see how this plays out as I go on.
Marcel Proust also has similar view, according to him ''It is in sickness that we are compelled to recognise that we do not live alone but are chained to a being from a different realm, from whom we are worlds apart, who has no knowledge of us and by whom it is impossible to make ourselves understood: our body’’ (Proust, Vol 3, 341). This statement has some truth to it, certainly, we have at least once thought to ourselves separating from the part of our body that is sick. That said, when one is sick, does one what to heal the being from a different realm or our body? I am not quite sure how Proust would respond to this question. However, based on the view of the body and mind being distinct, we would heal the being that we are chained to. Merleau-Ponty would probably respond to this by saying that in sickness we feel the body first, and anything is just a secondary thing. If you look closely, you can see the similarities between Descartes and Proust. To them, sensations and anything else comes within then felt anywhere, like an inner man that feels sensations before releasing it to the body. It seems that they themselves are not entirely sure what this inner man, mind, and brain are. This is where the confusion comes in, they both see the body as a tool that the mind uses to complete actions, etc.
Merleau-Ponty refutes this idea of the body being just a tool, he talks about a flat in the Phenomenology of perception '' my flat is for me, not a set of closely associated images. It remains a familiar domain round about me only as long as I still have 'in my hands' or 'in my legs' the main distances and directions involved, and as long as from my body intentional threads run towards it’’ (PP 1962, 150, 130). Here Merleau-Ponty points out how our actions are not based on our mental image or mental commands, he says when one is in their personal place, be room or house, they know how to get to places in their houses or room without needing to have a mental image of where is you want to go is how you are going to get there. Descartes and Proust would probably respond to this by insisting one must have a mental image of where they are going for them to get there, which does not make sense at all. It doesn’t make sense because one can have a habitual action, for example, one can move a sofa in their living room and come back a few minutes later to where it was originally placed. Merleau-Ponty then goes on to support this claim ‘’but habit does not consist in interpreting the pressures of the stick on the hand as indications of certain positions of the stick, and these are signs of an external object since it relieves us of the necessity of doing so. The pressures on the hand and the stick are no longer given; the stick is no longer an object perceived by the blind man, but an instrument with which he perceives'' (PP 1962, 176,152). Merleau-Ponty hits the nail no the head here, one who is blind is one with his stick, in this case, his stick becomes an instrument. Rather man a tool. I like this because it defeats the whole idea of one's body being a tool. The blind man does not trust his stick when it hits a certain position but he trusts the stick when it is in this hand because that is how he perceives the world. 
In conclusion, the idea of the body being a tool is completely bizarre, the body is an access point to our experiences in the world. One mustn’t begin with a materialistic thought, else they will be far misled to what really is.
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