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232 THE PRIMACY OF MOVEMENT

mw?dm. If we follow along the lines of the two insights, however, and at the same
time hew to a phenomenological methodology, in particular to a constructive
Pphenomenology aiming at an elucidation of the phenomenon of learning to move
ourselves, we do not arrive at an epistemological impasse but remain on

epistemological track. In turn, we have the possibility of clarifying not only the

ﬁm.mnmn_nunm of an “I move” to an “I can,” but the precedence of movement to an
“T move.” ‘

4. Primal movement and its occlusion by a natural attitude view of move-
ment

We come into the world already moving. We are indeed either movement-born
or still-bom. When we leamn to move ourselves, we do so on the basis of what
wm already there: an original kinetic liveliness or animation. It is thus not a
‘functioning Ego” (Landgrebe 1977: 108-109); or a body and a world (a theme
ancmwoﬁ the writings of Merleau-Ponty, e.g., Merleau-Ponty 1962; 197-98), or
“the existential fore-structure of Dasein” (Heidegger 1962: 195), or an “i move”
that is already there; it is movement that is already there. To claim ourselves
already there in any other way is to view ourselves from an adultist stance that
overlooks our beginnings. When we assume that adultist stance, reflection is
cn.nma&namw_w stymied; we are caught short of being able to dredge up the
onm_:m_.ubm. ground of our knowledge, our capacities, our being. In each instance
the beginning point of departure for reflection has been pushed forward, acceler-
ated to a vantage point beyond the reach of primal understandings, and to that
degree its claims of an impenetrable epistemological boundary are mistaken, We
can “get back,” as the expression goes. But to do so requires a reclamation of
@ERH our own in its originary form. Of course, this does not mean behaving
like an infant again: ceasing to speak, sleeping and eating irrzgularly, and so on.
It means turning ourselves seriously and methodically toward our genesis in
nature and discovering the kinetic/kinesthetic structures of our original human-
ness. :.. particular, it means turning attention to our apprenticeship and to the
grounding of that apprenticeship in animate form, in animation, We can specify
s.*.r.w.ﬂ.mm already kinetically there, not in terms of 50 many readily performed
mv.E:om — e.g., sucking is there, blinking is there, and so on, though such
w?:;& as orchestrations of movement are of considerable constitutive moment
in the constructive phenomenological enterprise — but in terms of elucidating the
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nature of that movement in whose dynamic form we, and indeed, all animate
creatures, come into the world. Just as we need not wait for or tum to moments
in which we meet or have met with success or failure in exercising our ability in
order to understand the original nature of our power to reflect, as Landgrebe
wrongly insists we must, 5o we need not wail for or turn to such moments in
order to become aware of the ground on which our abilities emerge. To gain
insight into the developing structures of an I that moves, an I that emerges on the
ground of movement, we furn to movement itself, to movement that is already
there and to the kinesthetic consciousness that is quintessentially and consum-
mately attuned to it. In effect, the task is to elucidate movement as a natal
phenomenon, and this in a double sense: the pheromenon of being movement-
born and the phenomenon of self-movement as it emerges from the phenomenon
of being movement-born. As indicated above, the task does not involve us in an
itemization and consequent inventory of readily performed natal abilities. But
neither does it involve us in an enumeration of behaviors. To pay attention to our
genesis in movement is not to classify activities according to function or purpose
and thereby demarcate one concerted round of movements from another concert-
ed round of movements — inhaling from exhaling, sucking from swallowing,
and so on. When creatures come into the world moving, they are not behaving;
they are moving. They are, in a word, animated.

But what can be said about this original kinetic liveliness other than that it
is there?

In Chapter Three, several examples were given of natural, everyday move-
ments that we, as adults, can attend to kinetically: stretching, breathing, sneezing.
The essentially gualitative character of movement was clearly evident in each
case. We can thus appreciate that a phenomenological examination discloses a
radicaily different experience and conception of movement from the experience
and conception that hold forth in the natural attitude. In particular, the common
notion of movement as a change of position, and the standard dictionary
definition of movement as a change of position, find no place within the
phenemenclogy of kinetic experience. Both notion and definition in fact stand in
need of correction. At the very least, both need to be identified for what they
are: factual views of movement. As beheld in the natural attitude, movement is
the factual displacement of an object from point A to point B, thus a change of
position.® Our first task is to confront this view of movement and show how it
not only conceals the essential character of movement but impedes a clear
conception of movement from the start by centering attention not on movement
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but ot an object in motion. (For a fully detailed analysis of the difference in the
context of dance, see Sheets-Johnstone 1979). In shomt, to elucidate our original
kinetic liveliness, we need to clear a conceptual space in which it can appear. To
do this, we shall first examine the natural attitude view of movemens in quite
general terms and with brief but special reference to how it was confronted by
Merleau-Ponty and by psychologist Jamés Gibson. We shall then proceed to
extended analyses of both Merleau-Ponty’s and Gibson’s endeavors to come to
terms with movement, attempting to show in each case how a natural aftitude

view of movement precludes insight into the foundational phenomenon of primal

animation.

The natural attitude view of movement as change of position is in great
measure fostered by a mathematization of movement, an objectification on behalf
of science: a change of position from point A to point B is above all a measur-
able change. Moreover it is above all a change in location of a particudar object
which, in the absence of movement, would otherwise be at rest. When Merleau-
Ponty is concemned to give an account of movement, he is concerned to foil just
this natural attitude view which, with its point by point conception of moverment,
destroys the unity of movement, and which, with its consistent reference to an
object, consistently relativizes movement, His explicit target is not actually the
natural attitude view of movement; as throughout Phenomenology of Perception,
his target is the intellectualist and the empiricist, generalized figares whom he
identifies in this instance as “the logician™ and “the psychologist,” each with his
respective rendition of movement (Merleau-Ponty 1962: 267-80). There is no
doubt, however, but that the natural attitude is at the base of these renditions as
Merleau-Ponty describes them, and that his aim is to overtum a mathematically-
informed understanding of movement as a change of position. To this end, he
ultimately calls into being a “non-thematized mobile entity” (275), a “[p]re-
objective being™(275) which is not objective but whose “changes [of] position”
(276, note 1) are experienced as a “style” (274) by a “prepersonal | who
provides the basis for the phenomenon of movement” (276, note 1).* We shail
examine this seemingly non-natural rendition of mevement more closely in a
moment. Let us note first that the natural attitude view of movement as change
of position is fostered in equally great measure by an instrumental understanding

of movement. Psychologist James Gibson’s research and writings on perception
— in particular, his research and writings on perceptual systems as opposed to
traditionally cenceived specialized sensory pathways — are geared to this
understanding, but in a way that escapes its traditional outlines. Gibson subsumes
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the phenomenon of movement into the mndns_ho of the wmﬁauaarmwmﬂmwm MM.
sight, hearing, taste, touch, and smell. Thus, E. his early H.saoa .ﬁoﬁ e M.Bbmo:m
proprioception as visual proprioception, as m:&sa.w vnounonnmcoww as nm oo
proprioception, and so on, and in his later major text rm spe HMmM , i
concerned in particular with, visual Ebamﬁro.m_m {J. J. Gibson e . o Em
200-201; 1. 1. Gibson 1979: e.g., 126, where Gibson states cmzwma.un ¥ o
pickup of information in “the ambient [optical] E._.m.w ... should in &M cases o
called visual kinesthesis™, italics in original). Seb._mﬁ.? he a.mww o_“,Em e
phenomenon of movement into a phenomenon mun..omra.n in the glob H.w aw_o me
non of “perceptual affordances,” the key ocE.unE of his later work. His ins! -
mentalization of movement is atypical in that it does not mnwﬁmﬁ out movem _
as a means of perception. In Gibson’s account, movement is clearly not Eﬂdm
a physical system actuated toward a perceptual o...a. On the no.wqu.g EMMMM“M”_
is conceived as enfolded in perception itself. In his swnocuﬂ of m.ocmz sensi v uw
or movement sensitivity,” Gibson in fact speaks of “the fallacy” o E,SUMO u.%n
tion; that is, no more than the “exteroceptors” — £yes, ears, nose, .M_M:uu” -
skin — are proprioceptors “specialized receptors”™ (J. J. Q_c.mon 1966: 34, w,Omw,
34), Tt is crucially important to note, however, that, unlike eyes, .nmmmww o:,m
mouth, and skin, movement does not constitute a perceptual mszB_S i mmim
view. Though no longer a mere physical Emwsm. Eo<m~.=a=~ :owazww Mwﬂ an_u ne
instrumental. It is the way we go about “pick[ing] up Emonnwc@ at _m ©
in the world (J. J. Gibson 1979: 238-263). In the process of picking up in c_.Emﬁ
tion in the world, we of course “pick up information™ about our 9,.5 Eoﬁama .
Proptioceptive information provides the perceiver “awareness of .mz,m own mot on
in the world, that is, the awareness of Fnoaoa__.wz.. (1979: Hmmw italics in cﬂﬁm._-
nal). Though reduced to locomotion in the mmEMM. NM ﬁm—.omvcon. movement is
i ight well have termed a “kinetic affordance. 3
EWNHZO“MM“MW”MW Merlean-Ponty and Gibson attempt to break out of Rw&n““w_m
perspectives on movement, and in this sense attempt to break wco‘mo of the w”w .
attitude, in neither case is the attempt mznnnmmm.:_” The essentially m:g ma<.ﬁ
nature of movement is not given its due because it is nowhere recognize ”sm _m
is nowhere recognized because the particular Emﬁomo_omw in 50: preclu Mm
recognition in each instance. In effect, it is as if Ea. essential ¢ m.ﬁmﬁ.am N
movement were nonexistent. Precisely for .Emﬁon_omomam_ Bmwmo:m.. it «sw e
helpful to spell out Gibson’s and Eaaamc-m.oa.w s respective ideas .mﬁ o.:
movement in greater detail. Such an exposition SE allow us to muumo_uem M Hv
exacting terms the importance of the phenomenological methodology of bracke
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ing. (It will also of course show how we do not have to wait for the unexpected
in order to arrive at insights into either kinesthetic consciousness or into our
originary ability to move ourselves, as Landgrebe claims.)

In his first book on perceptual sysiems, Gibson recognizes “muscular

proprioception” in the form of muscle ‘receptors that “register cffort,” but he

states that “it is doubtful that there are sensations to correspend.” In this same
text, he recognizes “articular proprioception” as a “sensitivity to skeletal move-
ment,” but appears hesitant to accord it any perceptual value, saying only that
“ft]here seems to be conscious awareness of the joints,” ie, a feeling of “the
angles which the bones make to one another” (1966: 36-37). In short, Gibson’s
original notion of proprioception is both static and positional; it is not tied 1o
movement as a dynamically experienced bodily happening. Running, stretching,
swaying, and so on, are just such dynamically experienced badily happenings. So
also are reaching, pushing, kicking, and not just myriad other, but ail other,
bodily movements. Though muscular effort and joint angles enter into a kines-
thetic awareness of movement in each instance, they enter as features of a
globally felt spatio-temporal-energy dynamic. Indeed, muscular effort and joint
angles shift in subtle and complex ways in the performance of movement. Hence
1o movement is properly characterized kinesthetically simply in terms of
muscular effort and joint angles. Such characterizations are static and positional
and belie the dynamic and holistic nature of self-movement. With respect to
perceptual systems themselves, there is a further problem. Gibson's notion of
perceptual systems coincides with “the five senses.” It is thus not surprising that
movement has no place as a perceptual system in and of itself, but is recognized
only in terms of how it enters into the classic sensory modalities. Though Gibson
refigures the latter in innovative and instructive ways as perceptual systems, they
remain five in number. In effect, although his central theme is that perception is -
an ecological relationship, that is, a coalition of organism and environment, and
although this ecological relationship re-echoes in theoretical ways von Helm-
holiz’s and Husser!’s descriptive accounts of the correlation between movement
and perception, Gibson's preferential focus on the five senses — on what we see,
hear, smell, taste, and touch — restricts his account of perception. In other
words, being riveted on whar we see, hear, smell, taste, and touch, Gibson’s
attention is preeminently on the side of the environment and touches only lghtly
on the side of the organism, In consequence, the phenomenon of movement, self-
movement, as a phenomenon in its own right is elided. Indeed, Gibson’s
environmental focus far outdistances his focus on the crganism, The affordant
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rties of an environment — its support structure and its water sources, for
o le — are primary, not what correlatively might be termed the n‘%ﬁo&aﬂs
MWM“.W WQ:&D. of organisms. Gibson’s uneven mnﬂ..mom is s...wHoMzMwoMm UMM
fundamentat theory of “information pickup” as well Emomw_a H_M.BEM Mh b wmoﬁ
information pickup requires bﬁnmﬂﬁ& wwmﬁnM. MMM MM“HM Mm_ﬂo&ﬁm m._uo_.: o
is in fact explicit about his aim. In preface ! ! b
Momwh. of :wnmonauno: pickup,” he m@nm quite m@mrﬁo&ﬂmmﬁm ”mﬂv_mw
remember once again that it is the perception of the n=<§=ﬁm=wm6 ol
explain” (1979: 239). Accordingly, &anm_u he a<nQ¢r<rn_.n .MM O i
centrality of living organisms in his ecological approac! .8 .vnm _._Mm zor teclarine.
for example, that “Information about the self accompanies _MHMH O o
environment, and the two are Fmovmmmw_m:. (1979; 126), o_.. o on or
act of perceiving involves the coperceiving of En:mm_“wqw . G“_c Eo.nn ot
“Perception and proprioception are complementary” { : no,on o
mparable, substantive ¢lucidation of the ooBEnEnEwQ. ?.omu pti e
MM&M& o_.mm.EmE. certainly nothing beyond the observation Qm” HMMMMWEM@Q
i isteni i i 1 sniffing” are movemen :
_ooﬁ.nm. MMMHMWMMM WMM, W;m#ﬁw.ﬂw“g Q:ummn,m uneven account of perception,
Mw Mo”_onm%own rwé a “coperceiving of the self” can be m.bénm ,Bc_.m EMM_ H”MM
Sartre would term a prereflective awareness of oneself ”._.”MM oﬁmmumm %MNM “u o
i i — the more $0
w:a Emmonmg mu.. M_.“.M”MH.SE_”:&E the world, an oﬂﬁonou.oim of EEMM
Mﬂ“oan_h“mm .wmﬁnm of experiences” (1979: 239). It is so:M .Hoﬁ_wn :“Hn_wo EM
later work, where be introduces the concept OM .wmoa»s.nmm“ w..__b mo%.mm.-m e
B e coou b cogzed. slon with muscl ot Kineste
that “visual kinesthesis sho TECO . : k e
is.” tier, In fact he immediately faults musc
foi ﬂw_hwwsw““w@ﬁ””“”mwwﬂoﬂm H_HMH function during passive 3.89010: ina
ﬂwnmo_m... He concludes that “Visual kinesthesis yields the only reliable informa-
o Mwo“”_m“ mﬁhwoﬁn“_..w_wﬁ Hhhwmwcm:”wwa radically novel his notions w_x.EW MMM
directness of perception and the oumomsﬁwﬁmm OM—MMMM?%M.M“ MM»%MMM .”Mw > anc
provocative his notion of environmen : [+ s, o vl 10
does less than full justice to the experience .om movement, el 19
i ia. What lies at the bottom of his view of movement are res duals
MWM_WHWHM attitude view. Not only is Eoswaumup ..Emﬁ_Bnum.b EMMHM”WMMMQMM
service of visual perception, auditory perception, and so on; mo
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4 quite subsidiary dimension of the informational structure of all perception. The

muscle-joint” system, Gibson says, provides only “supplementary information™

( G.qo“ 126). There is no intimation of a qualitative dynarmics in this instrumen-
ﬁ--:mon:mmou& view. Put in methodological perspective, one can readily and
with good reason claim that what is missing is the procedure of _uamowwmu

Without bracketing, Gibson misses the “phenomenon of kinesthesia proper, .
.mcnnon._o:o: that exists in its own right and that warrants ogm:wno_.wn m”“n_ow
liself, By conjoining kinestheses — proprioception — with every other sense

perceptual “information pickup.” While one can readily appreciate Gibson’
efforts to show that conceiving vision, hearing, and so on, as 80 many dis nnm
mnnmoa.‘ Eo&&nom is wrong-headed, that perception is n, matter of WE@MR&M
systemic ?uoc.oabm? Ohe can readily appreciate even on the basis of naive
everyday experiences — of stretching, breathing, and sneezing, for example —
m.:: Eo«.wEmE is something both more and other than Emndmnnnﬁ_ ..Eﬂ that
Eu.nmn_mma may afford something both more and other than Emo_.EME.on
Children, wmou.. all, take pleasure in skipping, and adulis take pleasure in mE&.
mE:nw as tennis. In addition, as shown in Chapter Three, kinesthetic conscious-
ness 1s the foundational source of our concepts of space, time, and force

”m of critical significance in this context. Taking a cue from Gibson’s OWn approach

0 perception, they state that “movemens must itsel i

stem199: 100 self be considered a Perceptual
Osn might EE_n that if anyone could show the Inextricable bond between

orgamsm and environment and elaborate kinesthesia as a perceptual system, it

would be Merleau-Ponty. All the more so given his notion of the E:.Q.&.
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Merleau-Ponty treats movement in a sepatate section of his chapter on space
in Phenomenology of Perception. As elsewhere, his method is to pit the views of
the intellectualist against the views of the empiricist, showing how each is wrong
and resolving their respective deficiencies through his thematic of the phenome-
nal body. The problem is that movement does not emerge from the fray as other
topics; it is not amenable to the same kind of methodological treatment because
neither the empiricist nor the logician can be suitably pinned down in such a way
as to allow Merleau-Ponty to emerge victorious. The psychologist’s account is
especially recalcitrant to his critical strategy. At one point, wrestling with Gestalt
psychologists who speak of “dynamic phenomena” apart from objects in motion,
Merleau-Ponty declares that “Perception of movement can be perception of
movement and recognition of it as such, only i it is apprehension of it with its
significance as movement, and with all the instants which constitute it, and in
particular with the identity of the object in motion” (1962: 271; ¢f. Sheets-
Johnstone 1979). Clearly, Merleau-Ponty wants movement to be both all of a
piece and identical with the object in motion; he wants to unify movement as
against a pointillist view and at the same time to de-relativize it with respect to
an object conceived separate from its movement. In short, he wants a non-

objective account of movement. But that is not in fact the way he describes it.
His statement about what constitutes “perception of movement” has contingent
clauses which, in the first instance, characterize movement as basically fragment-
ed even if unified, and in the second instance, dissolve the phenomenon of
movement into an object in motion. Moreover in elaborating on just what the
perception of movement must be, he later declares that ““Dynamic phenomena’
take their unity from me who live (sic) through them, and who effect (sic) their
synthesis,” a remark that might in a temporal sense sound peculiarly Husserlian.
But Merleau-Ponty leaves the notion of ‘dynamic phenomena’ completely
unelacidated phenomenologically and in fact presses for a featureless, i.e., non-
dynamical, rendering of movement (1962: 272). Indeed, he designates the phrase
“dynamic phenomenon” a metaphor, and does not enlighten us as to its origin.
It is not too much to say that in the thirteen odd pages in which he wrestles with
movement, Merleau-Ponty valiantly struggles in particular to reconcile movement
with objects in motion. There is an aura of uneasiness about the relationship. It
is evident, for example, when, in discussing “dynamic phenomena” Merleau-
Ponty attempts to identify movement with the object in motion by affirming that
it is the perceiver who unifies movement: “it seems to us that a force itself
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wnmcnnw its unity, but this is because we always suppose that someone is there to
identify it in the development of jts effects” (272).

In sum, the problem of instants and the problem of the relationship of
movement to objects in motion are played out in terms of unity and identity, but
the critical discussion of intellectualist and empiricist views eventuates in po
clear solution. On the contrary, one has the sense that gna_omc%o:a\,w linguistic
recourse to “a mobile entity” is a way out of a tortured reasoning process that
rmm gone and is going nowhere. Qn the one hand, Merleau-Ponty finally agrees
with the logician when the latter “demands some constitution. of the ‘dynamic
ﬁ_ﬁwcﬁaug, itself,” but faults him for “present[ing] the identity of the object in
E.ono: as an express identity” (1962: 272); on the other hand, he finally agrees
with the psychologist when the latter “is led in spite of himself to put a moving
body into movement,” but faults him for being unclear about the relation

ist .E.a empiricist positions present themselves as less straightforwardly malleable
as in his other investigations of space and spatial phenomena, and in which the
m_uan@wim aim of Merleau-Ponty’s investigations of movement and'his seeming
E.uwcmnno in realizing it come to the fore. In uncharacteristically eXxasperated
fashion, Merleau-Ponty remarks, “In the discussion which we have Just foliowed
Eﬁ which serves to illustrate the everlasting debate between psychology Ea_
logic, what, in the last resort, does Wertheimer (the psychologist] mean?” When
he goes on in his own words to say precisely what Wertheimer means — "He
EoE.ﬁ that the perception of movement is not secondary to the perception of the
moving object, ... and that in short the identity of the object in motion flows
directly from ‘experience’™ — Merleau-Ponty appends a footnote at the end of
the sentence, which reads: “It is true that Wertheimer does not say in so many

words that the perception of motion embraces this immediate identity. He says

so only implicitly” (272), Tt is odd, of course, to give a final summation of
nﬁmmm&.irmﬂ someone is saying and at the same time note that the person is
saying this “only implicitly.” But this interpretation clears the air, 50 to speak.
Merlean-Ponty moves immediately from this point to embrace the notion of “a
.Ec_&._m entity” that “is not identical beneath the phases of movement, [but] is
.Emncoa in them” (273). Presumably, this move allows a reconciliation of the
idea Gm_ .E:Q is a function both of the object in motion and of the perceiver:
“Motion is nothing without a body in motion which describes and provides it
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with unity” (272); at the same time, “dynamic phenomena take their unity from
me who live (sic) through them, and who effect (sic) their synthesis™ (272).
Though Merleau-Ponty strives to overcome it, the natural attitude view of
movement in fact dominates: there is nothing to movement apart from an object
in motion. In consequence, movement is nowhere recognized as a qualitative
happening but as an event that must in some way be harmonized with moving
objects and with points in space and points in time. There is no appreciation of
movement tour court because, in spite of all efforts against the natural attitude
view, movement remains tied to the notion of change of position, the displace-
ment of an object through space and in time. Even though later affirming that
“movement does not necessarily presuppose a moving object, that is, an object
defined in terms of a collection of determinate properties” (and adding the
following peculiar adequation: “it is sufficient that [movement] should include
‘something that moves’, or at the most ‘something coloured’ or ‘luminuous’
without any actual colour or light”) (274), Merleau-Ponty never actually consid-
ers and reflects upon the phenomenon of movement itself except momentarily
and in the most fleeting way in the midst of his searchings. Interestingly enough,
in this instance, the object in motion is himself — the one instance, we might
note, in which he considers the phenomencn of self-movement. “And yet I
walk,” he states, “I have the experience of movement in spite of the demands
and dilemmas of clear thought, which means, in defiance of all reason, that I
perceive movements without any identical moving object, without any external
landmark and without any relativity” (269). An awareness of the qualitative
structures of movement is latent in just such natural everyday experiences, but
only when those experiences are examined outside the natural attitude toward
movement, which, as is evident, precludes such an awareness. Moreover even
when Merleau-Ponty declares that “If we want to take the phenomenon of
movement seriously, we shall need to conceive a world which is not made up
only of things, but which bas in it also pure transitions,” he does not pursne the
nature of “pure transitions” but connects them immediately and simply to the
style of an object’s “‘passing™: “The something in transit which we have recog-
nized as necessary to the constitution of a change is to be defined only in terins
of the particular manner of its ‘passing’” (275). Thus a bird in ftight across his
garden is “merely a greyish power of flight” (275). When he finally ties move-
ment by way of a mobile entity to his thematic of the phenomenal body, it is
notable that he uses the notion of time to do so. But he does not fiesh out any
connection between time and movement; he merely avows their dual inherence
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in the “thickness” of “[tlhe lived present” (275). Movement thus turns out to be
by n._nn%mhmnon rather than by demonstration what jt was intended to be from the
beginning: something tied to the phenomenal body. Thus Merleau-Ponty writes
that “The relation between the moving object and its background passes through
oﬁ.coa«:. (278); “If we can ever speak of movement without an object in
motion, it is pre-eminently in the case of our own body. The movement of m

eve EEE.& the thing upon which it is about to focus is not the displacement ow
an object in relation to another object, but progress towards reality” (279); and
S0 on. But a path leading outside the natural attitude view of movement nhnucﬁ
be carved with words, Neither, of course, can a path to the n:w:ﬁma...o character
of movement. Put in methodological perspective, one can, as with Gibson

readily and with good reason clatm that what is missing is the procedure om
bracketing. Without bracketing, Merleau-Ponty misses the pbenomenon - of

not sufficient to speak of a “motor intentionality” as Merleau-Ponty does. In
oaon. for there to be a bona fide motor intentionality in the sense Zo&nw:%o.u
n.amoncnm. ﬂwnao must be a resonant tactile-kinesthetic body. In effect, to RSN
nize the a:iﬂnmmnnm& significance of kinesthesia, it is necessary to tum to the
wawxwwmwmmww of self-movement and to give a phenomenological account of
. More specific justification of this claim is required, for Merleau-Ponty’s
:ocom. of a motor Intentionality would seem already to include an awareness of
Em agﬂmmgn& significance of kinesthesia. But in fact Merleau-Ponty devalues
kinesthesia in his exposition of a motor intentionality, He states forthrightly, for
nx»nw.n_.n.s that the body, “[als a mass of tactile, labyrinthine and E:mnm%ono
mmS. _ 81ves us no special spatial orientation whatsoever. Verticality is simply one
. spatial level” among all other possible ones. Kinesthesia is thus not privileged
in any s.ﬁw“ as a sensory “function” or “content,” jt gives us no definitive ups
n_os.um, .EF horizontals, or whatever. In a word, it offers us nothing in the wa .
w.m kinetic meanings: “Qur bodily experience of movement,” Merleau-Ponty mmuaw
18 not a particular case of knowledge” (140). Its only office is to “[provide] am.
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with a way of access to the world and the object,” and in this sense is no more
than a purely practical kind of knowing (140). Though Merleau-Ponty states that
this “praktognosia” “has to be recognized as original and perhaps as primary”
(140), and though he goes on to quote neuropsychologist A. A. Gritnbaum to the
effect that “Already motility, in its pure state, possesses the basic power of
giving a meaning,” and that “Motility is the primary sphere in which initially the
meaning of all significances is engendered in the domain of represented space”
(142), he neither stops to reflect upon the conjunction of meaning and our bodily
experience of movement nor to account for the foundational significance of the
latter. In effect, kinesthetic consciousness is, save for practical purposes, a still-
born consciousness, and moreover one that, while acknowledged “as original and
perhaps. as primary,” is nowhere serfously thought of as ever having been vitally
present. Clearly, the ready-made mesh of body and world that is always already
there, as Merleau-Ponty describes it, and that marks an impassable barrier to
knowledge of how things come to have the meaning and value they do, makes
movement merely a bridge between body and world, merely “a way of access™
by which we reach “the world and the object.”

This practical instrumentalization of movement obviously overlooks the
apprenticeship we all serve in becoming the bodies we are. When Merleau-Ponty
writes that “My body is wherever there is something to be done” (250), he is
describing a consummately adult body that has passed through its apprenticeship,
and, having passed, no longer finds it necessary to look back upon its beginnings
or wonder how it all came about, that is, for example, how its fluidity of
movement was earned, how its dexterity was attained, how its agility was
achieved, ox, in a broader and deeper sense, how we first came to discover both
ourselves and the world through movement. The past is opaque because it is
made opaque, and not because there is no method by which to recover those
beginnings in which we learned to move ourselves. In this respect, it is of
interest to note that when he introduces his notion of a motor intentionality,
Merieau-Ponty does so by linking it with an “I can,” i.e., ostensibly with
Husser]’s notion of an organ-ic body, a living body of affections and actions in
which, as Husserl says, “I hold sway quite immediately, kinestheticalty” (Husserl
1970a: 107). But in fact Merleau-Ponty’s “I can” has a decisively different point
of reference and meaning. It is already anchored to a world of objects, and its
meaning is specified in terms of that ready-made mesh of body and world. Thus,
when he writes that “Conscicusness is being towards the thing through the
intermediary of the body,” or more elaborately, that “A movement is learned
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h . .
H.”.< MMn_mrn _u%aw has understoed it, that 1s, when it has incorporated it into its
x :.. and to move oE.” s body is to aim at things through it; it is to allow

selt to respond to their call, which js made upon it independently of any

NWEMme Mﬂu cm:&am up of knowledge through experience, but by an already
ctioning “motor intentionality” “proj i
! ! : — a body that “projects” itself int
HMJMMHE. cSwmﬂ is lost in the translation of the “I can,” 50 to speak, is EM: .M
g m—.ﬂn E...M T do, nmmaa the kinestheses that are both their foundation and their
A other words, when Merleau-Ponty a i
ot . . ppropriates the “I can™
Mmbmmm“mm 1t Into a motor Intentionality, he does so without reference M”rmw,n ﬂM
EMMMM M_Mnnnmwaanﬂ.n_,.ﬁ_bmﬁwmmom: or to kinesthesia. In consequence, a motor
e mw : h.ﬂ ) EE&»JM mw“._ _UME% (1962: 139-40), but its dimensions are neither
nesthe y fleshed out. We are given no clue f
, for ex; le, not
Mmﬂowm”m %woﬁmw ﬂBonH whereby a body learns a movement and comes Hwnﬂzunohw.
world”; we are given no clue as to how a bod
izself to begin with. For there to be a m i i ; St e
! . otor intentionality, the tactile-ki i
body must in fact be constituted i o o e
. . Indeed, we all progressivel i
| : . \ y learn our tactil
kinesthetic bodies on the basis of movement that is simply there, that is, on EM

Wmn_wﬁ us through the day. But that we are at all, and that we are at al} disposed
¢ way we are, is rooted foundationally j i
the . Y 1 our being move - ;
o the way s . tio ment-born; our
Ing-in-the-world is rooted in an originary kinetic liveliness that is there still,
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world that pulses its way poetically through Merleau-Ponty’s philosophy is in the end
unanimated because animation has been methodologically blocked from view.
Investigations of movement in the natural attitude are prey to beliefs and
attitudes that, at bottom, perpetuate misunderstandings of movement, that tie it to
objects in motion, to pointillist notions, to a change of position, to information,
to instrumentalist conceptions, and so on. What the phenomenological procedure
of bracketing allows is precisely a suspension of these encumbered and encum-
bering understandings of movement. The shift in attitude from the natural to the
phenomenological is particularly crucial to an understanding of movement as a
natal phenomenon. A newborn is not changing position or gathering information:
it is animated. It may be making a fist, thus changing the position of its fingers;
it may be kicking, thus changing the position of its leg; or it may be crying,
stretching, sucking, or doing any number of other things and thereby be said to
be changing the position of this or that body part, and certainly to be aware of
doing so, but “changing position” or “gathering information™ does not properly
describe the basic phenomenon of animation. Moreover afthough each of the
above movement examples relies on what we easily and quickly label as a
behavior, each is in fact a kinetic episode that we, as adults, partition off from
the global phenomenon of animation; each is a kinetic happening occurring along
the continuum of a primal Kinetic liveliness. Gibson underscores the ongoingness
of perception; so should we underscore the ongoingness of a primal kinetic
liveliness and a foundaticnal kinesthetic perceptual consciousness. The founda-
tion of perception in fact lies in just such a liveliness. Primal animation is the
bedrock of learning to move oneself, and leaming to move oneself is the
foundation of perceiving the world. To appreciate these relationships requires not
Just phenomenological analyses; it requires the light of empirical studies, and
thus what may rightly be called a constructive phenomenology of infancy. In this
constructive endeavor, we draw upon our own adult experiences of newbomn
infants, upon our experiences of self-movement — including what Landgrebe
describes as “[our] most elementary form of spontaneity” — and upon scientific
studies that illuminate the significance of self-movement in infancy. In so doing,
we proceed phenomenologically, that is, by bracketing. Tt will be helpful to begin
with to clarify what this procedure means methodologically with respect to
scientific studies of infancy. In particnlar, we need to show how scientific
findings may be used as a point of departure for phenomenological studies, and
how, in utilizing such findings, we are in fact following close upon the first
methodology Merleau-Ponty used in his study of perception. While we might
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sn:. proceed on the basis of the precedent Merleau-Ponty set in using scientific
findings, a more rigorous explanation is called for, not only to show the adequa-
cy of such a procedure but to make the methodology explicitly available to
others. In what follows, it will be helpful at times to advert to “existential
mbm@mmm:.m 1962: 136), as Merleau-Ponty specifically termed his method of using
case studies of the abnormal in his pursuit of the phenomenclogy of perception.

5. Methodological clarifications for g constructive _._..Eaﬂauo.omw

In hewing to a phenomenological approach, we use our adylt observations of
newborns, (including, if we have them, observations of newbom nonhumans as
Mqaz as humans), our experiences of self-movement, and scientific findings as a
ranscendental clue”; that is, we use each of these sources as our point of
departure for doing phenomenological work. In the course of detailing the
method of phenomenclogy, Husserl speaks of an intentional object as a transcen-
dental clue (1973: 50-53). By an intentional object, he does. ot mean only items
such as coffee cups or houses, for cxample, but a friend we meet on the street,
ot the experience of Joy, or a work of art, or a disagreeable person, and sa on
Whatever presents itseif to us straightforwardly in experience as Enmuanm?_ o..E
mn_u.”m as the point of departure for a Phenomenological analysis. What needs
clarification in the present context is the use of scientific findings as a transcen-
amzqm_ nmcn. While Merleau-Ponty never speaks of a transcendental clue in
nc.n._E.unco: with his use of clinical and experimental scientific material, the
scientific literature he consults could indeed be utilized as a Hwaﬁnmgmﬁi.n_zo
.BEQ than as a springboard to “existential analysis.” Husses] explicitly remarks
E mmﬁ.; upon the possibility of utilizing scientific knowledge — in particular,
Emﬁ.__ol knowledge” — in the pursuit of phenomenology. In the process cm
nﬁ:.m.an::m how we come “to understand someone’s development” (italics in
onginal), he writes that we must take the person’s refationships and their
particular temperament into account, and also any vicissitudes that might affect
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is to be integrated” (1989: 288; italics added). Certainly Husserl’s specification

of the use of scientific knowledge in the service of phenomenology may be

construed straightaway as the methodological point of departure for Metleau-

Ponty’s seminal use of pathological material in forging his phenomenology of
perception. Through such material, Merieau-Ponty attempts to illuminate normal

“subjective motivations and subjective development”; that is, through an existen-

tial analysis of the behavior of a neurologically disabled person, he attempts to
show by default the nature of our relationship to the world. The utilization of
scientific findings in the context of a constructive phenomenclogy of animation
situates us on a quite different terrain. The quest is to understand the normal
directly rather than to deduce it from the abnormal. In large measure the quest
is precisely “to understand someone’s development,” to understand how primal
movement underlies the phenomenon of leaming te move oneself, and in reverse
terms, how fearning to move oneself emerges on the basis of movement that is
already there. In this endeavor, the physical will indeed serve as an indication of
what is to be integrated, Scientific descriptions of observed infant behavior, of
observed infant affects, and so on, together with scientific descriptive accounts
of infant experience, will serve as transcendental clues as to what kinetically
transpires in infancy such that an “I move” emerges. The descriptions will thus
help us to flesh out a constructive phenomenclogy of animation.

There is a feature of this enterprise that some may well find troublesome
and that should be singled out in the context of methodological clarifications,
namely, the claim that “the background,” as it is consistently referred to in
contemporary discourse, not only is not a forever obscure and impenetrable
reservoir of capacities or “know-how,” but is for all normal humans ultimately
and always a basically kinetic background. Though we cannot remember doing
so, we all lived through our infancy. Primal animation is the background;
learning to move ourselves is etched on this background. Learning to move
ourselves includes not just learning to reach, learning to walk, and leaming to
puil a toy, for example, but jcarning to articulate with our tongue and mouths,
and with our fingers with respect to their dexterous possibilities. Philosopher
John Searle defines background — which he in fact capitalizes and uses “as a
technical term” — as “the capacities, abilities, and general know-how that enable
our mental states to function.” He states categorically that “Background capaci-
ties ... are not themselves intentional” (Searle 1992: 175}). In other words, we
have never been explicitly aware of Background capacities as meanings or values
discovered in the everyday world. But how do we know that Background



