Perception overview
Merleau-Ponty
I stressed two strands in the view of perception that M-P criticizes:
1. What is directly perceived is something ‘inner’. It is a picture in my mind that is the result of the causal chain running from the object in the world to my eyes, and from there on to my brain and mind. So I am never directly aware of the object in the world, but only of an effect that it has on me. (With this, the being that is aware – I – is, not the bodily human being, but something that resides within the bodily human being.)
2. What is directly perceived – what is actually given in perception – is an arrangement of lines and colours. A correct description of what we actually see would be of the form: ‘An oblong red patch, getting darker at the bottom end, and with two blue triangles attached …..’. If I identify what I am seeing as ‘a tree’, as ‘a shoe’, as ‘a smiling face’ this is the result of a further step: an interpretation  - a judgement - based on the colours and lines that are actually given to me in perception.
Those two ideas are connected in various ways. But I want to give central place to 2 for now. In opposition to this, M-P argues that what is basic in normal perception is an experience of objects in the world as significant: I experience it as a table, as a watch etc. I do not start with ‘determinate qualities’, eg certain colours and shapes in geometrical relations, and work out what it is I am seeing (‘It is circular, has two black lines on the surface converging on the centre ….. So it’s a watch’). M-P writes:
I may, through sight or touch, recognize a crystal as having a “regular” shape without having, even tacitly, counted its sides. I may be familiar with a face without ever having perceived the colour of the eyes in themselves.  The theory of sensation, which builds up all knowledge out of determinate qualities offers us …. the ideal rather than the real themes of knowledge. (PP, 13)
At the most basic level, I grasp an object in the meaning it has for me - not in geometrical terms. This seems correct as a description of our normal experience. But M-P backs this up with two arguments discussed in the previous lecture. (See discussion in lecture text of ‘Ch 1’ and ‘Ch 2’.) 
A third argument against the view MP is criticising derives from the fact that it will not do to divide the process of perception up into the two stage story: (i) what is given: the arrangement of lines and colours, (ii) a judgement made on the basis of this: it is a table, a duck …. For that division leaves out something fundamental to our normal experience: what M-P calls the ‘living nucleus of perception’. That stage stands out particularly clearly in the cases, highlighted by Wittgenstein, in which, while there is no change in either the arrangement of lines and colours or in our judgement of what we are seeing, there is a change in how we see it. For example, when I switch from seeing a duck in the picture to seeing a rabbit in it there may be no change in my judgement of what this is. (It is a duck/rabbit picture.) Rather differently, while (if I know the illusion) I judge that these two lines (in the Muller Lyer illusion) are the same length, I cannot see them that way. (Much as I cannot hear the French word (close your ears) ‘Merde!’ as the (mild) obscenity that I know it is.) There is no place in the traditional story for this, fundamental, element of experience. 
[bookmark: _Hlk26595861]MP writes: ‘The light of a candle changes its appearance for a child when, after a burn, it stops attracting the child’s hand and becomes literally repulsive. Vision is already inhabited by a meaning’ (PP 60-1). In normal perception I perceive objects in the significance that they have for me. I immediately experience the object as a chair in the sense that I immediately respond to it as, treat it as, a chair ie something to sit on. I immediately experience what I see in a face as anger in the sense that I cower in the face of it; I experience it as a smile in the sense that I respond to it with a smile; and so on. (And I may, on occasion, experience another’s smile in this way even though I know that, on this occasion, there is, in reality, no genuine warmth in it.) ‘It is through my body that I understand other people, just as it is through my body that I perceive things’. (PP, 216) Perception is not a matter of the world imprinting images on my mind; but of the way in which the person as a whole – the bodily human being – makes contact with the world. (And that goes with the fact that the being that perceives – I – is the bodily human being, not something – the ‘mind’, or the brain - that resides within the body. See point 1. at the top of this.)

Wittgenstein on seeing an aspect
What is the difference between the person who 'sees' the smile and one who does not? Do they see different things or merely interpret what they see differently? 'Interpreting' involves judging - which may not be present in these cases (the two lines). But then we are tempted to look for the difference in some 'inner experience'. And there seems to me no relevant difference there; so we may speak of some 'special feeling'.
What a person says and does are criteria of what he sees; and that licenses a sense in which we can say that they see the same thing and also a sense one in which we can that they see different things. (Perhaps he would recognise a photograph of the face, but not respond as we do to the face.)
We are tempted to think that the sense in which what we see is a pattern of lines and colours is the strict sense of 'see': that the rest involves the intellect working on what we see. So we don't strictly 'see' the sadness in a face. But it seems to be more the other way round - it takes an effort to describe the arrangement of lines. This is important for W’s treatment of our relation to other human beings: we are tempted to say that what we see is really just the movements of a body, and that the rest is inference or interpretation. 
 But W is also trying to respond to the charge that his view of language implies that it is no more than a matter of 'operating correctly with signs': he seems to leave no room for a distinction between putting on a perfect performance and understanding a language. Reflecting on the difference between someone who sees the horse in a picture and someone who knows this is a picture of a duck but cannot see it that way may help to bring out the distinction: what comes naturally to us does not come naturally to him (both in the case of the picture, and in that of our use of words.)
The idea of what is 'given' in perception is the idea of something that is guaranteed to be in common between all perceivers whose eyes are in order: so that whatever our differences of view about the world, we can always be assured that there is a firm basis on which we can agree. W shows us that there is no such guarantee. 





