Essay 1
Question: Merleau-Ponty characterizes phenomenology as an attempt ‘to give a direct description of our experience as it is’. Why is that important, why is it difficult, and why is it philosophy?


Here I will discuss in three parts, as to why it is important in Merleau-Ponty’s view “to give a direct description of our experience as it is. Also, why it is difficult to come to this conclusion, and also why it is philosophy.

Firstly, it would be wise to start with why it is so important to give a direct description of our experience as it is. For us to engage well in the world, we really need to firstly know ourselves, and inevitably our point of place (point of perception). 
It would be wise to state Descartes’s view here in comparison. Descartes and the whole Cartesian view would be this very dualistic approach to perception. As if there is a tiny little person within the mind perceiving. To be an active, rational human being then you had to forget about the human body. Descartes took himself above and beyond nature, he took us completely out of the nature of the world, which was to be of a bodily being. But he did give an objective view, in that it allowed us to be taken apart; to allow us to see our parts. In this it enabled us to be more subjective in our approach. The only thing was, he just couldn’t put it back together as a whole again, in that he couldn’t relate mind and body in being a whole, they were now two distinct things. This created much confusion in our human minds, and took us on a long path of not only a dualistic mind-set, but a very split way of being in the world too.
Now what Merleau-Ponty put across and what is felt within phenomenology of perception is that, we are really starting to piece it back together again. Ridding ourselves of this split in our perceptions, of life, and our own being in and of the world. With Descartes, it seems that man is the essence, in it being the mind and rationalising our experience. That the mind was the pinpoint of our experience; the starting point if you will. But with Merleau-Ponty, it seems that there was no specific point at which our experience, our perception can be pin-pointed at all, it was more of a whole. It seems it is more so in the inter-relation, and this is always allowed through our bodily being, a kind of conduit if you will. Descartes’s view actually rules direct contact out for you are not really embodied but more so thinking about it. I guess in Merleau-ponty’s view it is really simplifying in a way, how we come to perceive the world. That the world is all already there to see, that we can have direct contact with it; indeed, we do have direct contact, that we already have direct experience. That to examine our psychological and philosophical stance of the world, is just that an examination, a practise for us to better understand our ways of being in the world, but not a direct contact of actually participating, of conveying our point of place to one another, through this bodily being of the world. In the end, we already have this direct experience already, a conscious flow. This really does say something, in that we all have a point of perception, a differing way in which we experience the world, that that shouldn’t be discounted at all, and Descartes seems to push that aside by discounting our means to convey or be active within the world through our bodies. In this we can discuss and relate to one another through language, from our own individual point of place within the world, and this is the gift of being human; this is our physical being.  

Now to why this is difficult is also to be seen that we are essentially seen as being a mind being, purely consciousness. We do experience the world through our own psychological states, beliefs, societal conditionings, and personal experience. 
The view from nowhere does not give you a true depiction of what the world is like, out there, for our perception is always from a point of place; your own individual point of place.
So, to say that it is purely an objective view is forgetting in a way what and how we experience the world, and it is very much through our own conditioned mental patterns and experiences; our filter. 
To break things apart is to give objectiveness but also you mustn’t forget to put it back together. He does see more so as a whole and not parts, but isn’t it the combination; the realisation of yes indeed we do experience life through our mental states, thus being only a part in our whole bodily way of how we truly experience life? In this we would I suppose be less at whim to the world, in it acting upon us. But in this it seems we have a world that can then be controlled and be manipulated, but does it in the end really give us more control at all? Or is it really a differing point of place, and you are just simply shifting the pin point?
So, to put something into focus is to bring it to your awareness, although it is already in your awareness from your own experience of it, as it is. This means you do not need to go around searching in your mind for this relation to the world, for it is already there. 


Lastly, in terms of what we think philosophy is. We turn to this and science to tell us, guide us to what we are and what the meaning of our existence is. We forget that these are tools to allow us to see our ways of the world, but can never give us direct experience of our own being in and of the world. Philosophy is the means in which we can observe ourselves. 

My overall conclusion and feel of phenomenology of perception is that in a way we can pick apart our being of the world, observe it, make ourselves an object. But most of the time we forget to put it all back together again. To me with this, it is seeing to start to put things back again; to see a more whole picture. It is saying there isn’t a gap necessarily between seeing an object and then judging, we do not need to sift and sort, but it is simply an instinctive reaction due to what we hold already. This meaning that it is us ourselves having direct experience of the world as it is. Is that ridding us of the story we hold, our beliefs, patterns etc.? Or is that strengthening it? I’m not quite sure. For me it seems as though they are trying to get us to fill it in between the being of humanness, they are making it as a whole and not a dualistic aspect. This can only serve us as human beings, in a way to get back to seeing not ourselves split apart but in direct relation to the world as it is.  
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Question: What idea is Merleau-Ponty referring to when he speaks of an ‘inner man’? What does he think is wrong in that idea?
In this essay, I will explain what Merleau-Ponty means, in his depiction of the inner man, and why he thinks that it is really not fitting at all in our ways of perception and experience of the world.

Now the inner man is a very much a Cartesian view. In that we have an inner man that sits somewhere in the brain, depicting and translating our worldly experience. As if this is the true us that sees the world, that we are not indeed this sensory apparatus; something that engages in the world, but only something that views the world from in here. But is this really so? 
Merleau-Ponty points to the idea of the inner man being something that is really a splinter a divide in our perceptions. Not really enabling us to experience the world as it is. He sees  that man is not apart from the world, but a part of it, and by being so he then has the idea of himself, in fact this is the only way you are to be aware of oneself.

This sounds very plausible, for to always keep ourselves apart from the world you are in essence creating a divide in your perception. This is so by means of taking ourselves to be something apart from the world itself, and this is simply not true. This idea would go against the very rational way of thinking, in it being mind and rationality that are ways of knowledge of the world, and not that of us being of the world; experiencing it. 
Merleau-Ponty sees that to be in and of the world, rather than continuously reflective of it is a false premise, and I would agree. For to think about the world, to rationalise and always come from this place of mind, are you ever really experiencing life as it is or is there always that gap? To perceive the world, surely comes hand in hand and in direct relation of not thinking about being in the world, but really being within it. I think Merleau-Ponty puts this across clearly in his philosophy, what indeed it is to be a human being. For it is there right in the word itself. We are simply being, and not continuously thinking about being. We do not have to think about it we are already experiencing, perceiving. If you were told to BE human maybe you would try so hard that you wouldn’t BE or resemble what it is to be human at all? Our own relation to the world is just so, and in this it is not to be thought about, because in the being in and of the world we come to know ourselves to be in and of it too. It is a tight inter-relation of being. This does not in any means throw out philosophy and rationalising or contemplating what it is to be a human being in the world in Merleau-Ponty’s view, but essentially it does underline that we cannot know ourselves and our behaviours by these means alone, but only by and through our being of the world. 

The idea of the inner man is this clear divide also between body and mind. That the body indeed belongs to the world, and that we, whom are mind or soul or inner man are distinct from it. You can see this being evident in most of our thinking. In this divide of us being so called out of the world, of being a subject, viewing an object, and sometimes this even being our body. To truly root ourselves in this is kind of a false premise because you are then something impressing upon the world and not seen to be of it at all, but rather something that must impress its own will upon it. In essence to control and direct it. This has led us to much discourse and wrongly perceiving our world in which we inhabit, but not only in the world at large but to one another also. 

I would see that Merleau-Ponty sees it as wrong because it is really not this inner notion, but really the body that is the key to truly being of the world, that the whole body and it being in the world, experiencing, relating, is indeed this bridge of perception. Could this be that essentially our bodies are the point of perception? That to see clearly, it is by being fully embodied, fully immersed within our experience as a human being that truly enables us to be perceptive beings, that mind is secondary really, for it is really the afterthought in a sense? This could be what Merleau-Ponty is truly getting at in his early philosophy, and I’d guess would be something he would go onto explain in more detail later on. 

In Merleau-Ponty’s philosophy he does put a lot of emphasis on the body being the larger part of our own subjective experience. That that is how we experience life, maybe in that fully inhabiting our bodies, we can then have greater perception, greater truth of perception. For we are then actively doing it, we do not need to reflect upon it, we are already perceiving, and things are already there in the world to perceive, as well as ourselves being that too. 

I think overall Merleau-Ponty was trying to get us to be more human again to be realistically involved within our own lives rather than continuously trying to fathom it out, in this creating this clear divide and distinction between body and mind, something in which he really wanted to steer away from. This can only ever be a good thing, for to have this split is really a divide within ourselves. To bring the body back into the equation, of it being a whole, rather than two differing things. We can then become a more whole being, enabling us to allow ourselves to be of the world, to be in it and also to be reflective. Knowing that we are not a little person within a larger field (this being body) but a whole human actively participating within the world. 
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