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SUMMARY

This master’s thesis is a study of the intersection of naturalistic epistemology and
transcendental phenomenology. The aim of the thesis is to assess whether or not, and
to what extent, it is possible to bridge these frameworks. The thesis is divided into two
chapters. The first chapter examines this issue of rapprochement from the point of view
of transcendental phenomenology. The chapter attempts to define a form of naturalism
that is compatible with Husserl’s transcendental phenomenological framework. After
discussing varieties of naturalism and the projects the naturalize phenomenology, the
first chapter examines the philosophical commitments of Husserl’s project and draws
the partial conclusion that Husserl rejected almost every form of naturalism. The first
chapter then tries to show that a minimalist variety of naturalism, what I call weak
methodological naturalism, is in fact complementary to Husser]’s framework. Drawing
on Husserl’s proposal of a science of the mind and lived body called somatology, I
close the first chapter with the suggestion that a set of sciences, which I call sciences
of constitution, might be apt to study the real structures that act as conditions of
possibility for the experience of this or that kind of meaningful unity in lived
experience. The second chapter addresses the question from the perspective of
naturalistic epistemology and explores the issue of psychologism, or the relevance of
psychology for epistemology. I first provide a brief history of psychologism in the 19"
and 20" centuries. I then turn to the notion of psychologism and examine some of its
varieties, in line with my discussion of naturalism in the previous chapter. After
reviewing a central change in the contemporary conception of epistemology, which I
argue is interested (among other things) in the epistemic capacities of concrete agents,
I present an argument for weak psychologism. I conclude the thesis with a constat
d’échec: the domains studied cannot be bridged for lack of basic agreement on main
premises.

KEYWORDS: transcendental phenomenology, naturalistic epistemology, cognitive
science, naturalism, psychologism, naturalization.



RESUME

Ce mémoire de maitrise est une étude de I’intersection de I’épistémologie naturaliste
et de la phénoménologie transcendantale. L’objectif de ce mémoire est de déterminer
si et dans quelle mesure il est possible de rapprocher ces cadres théoriques. Le mémoire
est divisé en deux chapitres. Le premier chapitre examine ce rapprochement a partir du
point de vue de la phénoménologie transcendantale. Ce chapitre tente de définir une
forme de naturalisme compatible avec le projet de Husserl. Aprés avoir discuté des
variétés du naturalisme et aprés avoir passé en revue les projets de naturalisation de la
phénoménologie, ce chapitre examine les engagements philosophiques principaux du
projet de Husserl et en tire la conclusion partielle que le pére de la phénoménologie
transcendantale rejetait quasiment toutes les variétés du naturalisme. Le premier
chapitre tente ensuite de montrer qu’une variété minimaliste du naturalisme, que
j’appelle le naturalisme méthodologique faible, est complémentaire au cadre posé par
Husserl. M’inspirant de la proposition que fait Husserl d’une science de I’esprit et du
corps vécu, qu’il appelle somatologie, je clos le premier chapitre avec la proposition
qu’un ensemble de sciences, que j’appelle sciences de la constitution, seraient aptes a
rendre compte des conditions empiriques dans lesquelles certaines unités de sens se
constituent dans ’expérience vécue. Le second chapitre examine la question du
rapprochement du point de vue inverse, & savoir celui de I’épistémologie naturalisée. 11
étudie la question du psychologisme, c’est-a-dire de la pertinence de la psychologie
pour 1’épistémologie. Je procede d’abord a un bref examen de la situation historique
entourant le psychologisme aux 19°¢ et 20° si¢cles. Je me penche ensuite sur les variétés
du psychologisme, reprenant les réflexions sur le naturalisme du chapitre précédent.
Aprés avoir examiné un changement central dans 1’épistémologie contemporaine et
avoir défendu I’idée que cette épistémologie s’intéresse aux capacités épistémiques
d’agents concrets (parmi d’autres objets d’études), je présente un argument pour un
psychologisme faible. Je conclus le mémoire avec un constat d’échec : les domaines
étudiés ne peuvent pas étre rapprochés puisqu’ils partent de prémisses contradictoires.

MOTS-CLES : phénoménologie transcendantale, épistémologie naturaliste, science
cognitive, naturalisme, psychologisme, naturalisation.



INTRODUCTION

1. General description of the thesis

This master’s thesis explores research questions at the intersection of two domains of
research: naturalistic epistemology and transcendental phenomenology. “Naturalistic”
approaches to epistemology are a kind of research programme in philosophy, the aim
of which is to inform traditional epistemology, concerned with questions about the
nature of knowledge and the relation of justification between our evidence and our
beliefs and knowledge claims, using the methods of the experimental natural sciences.
After disappearing (rather, being banished) from the philosophical landscape for most
of the 20% century, naturélistic approaches to epistemology were reintroduced by Quine
in his famous 1969 “Epistemology naturalized,” which programmatically laid out the
main desiderata of the approach. Naturalistic approaches to epistemology aim either to
outright replace, or to complement, epistemology with the methods of the natural
sciences, especially with those of experimental psychology. In the latter case, the view
is known as psychologism: the view that the natural science called experimental
psychology can either entirely replace or, on less radical readings, supplement
epistemology. Faced with the blatant failure of foundational projects aiming to deduce
good science from observation, Quine asked the question, the now infamous question:

in matters epistemological, “Why not settle for psychology?”

“Transcendental phenomenology” is of an entirely different, almost opposite nature: a
philosophical research programme aiming to provide apodictic (intuitively self-
evident, indubitable) foundations for all knowledge clai.ms, a priori foundations
grounded in the invariant, essential properties of immediate lived experience. Such
foundations would be an apt epistemological ground for the justification of all

knowledge claims and scientific disciplines, providing science with a firm basis from



which to proceed. But the birth of phenomenology was also a declaration of war against
naturalism. Husserl, the father of transcendental phenomenology, viewed his research
programme from the first as a radical critique of naturalism and naturalistic
epistemology. Philosophy, argued Husserl, is for principled reasons irreducible to the
natural sciences, and ought to expect no clarifications from them, especially not in
epistemological matters. Philosophy, he argued, is both autonomous and
methodologically distinct from the experimental, natural sciences: phenomenologists
reach their foundations through a change of attitude towards, and a rigorous description
of, first-person experience, rather than through experimentation, and are concerned
with those factors that make knowledge possible. The project of a transcendental
phenomenology thus conflicts with naturalistic epistemology at a fundamental level.

The two projects, at a glance, seem incompatible.

This apparent incompatibility has not stopped cross-talk entirely. Naturalism and
phenomenology are often mentioned in the same breath, and many studies have been
devoted to examining whether there could a rapprochement between them. Since the
early 1990s, a body of literature has attempted to build a bridge between
phenomenology and the natural sciences, specifically with cognitive science. Some
have gone so far as to claim that phenomenology can be naturalized, that is, brought
into the fold of the natural sciences. On some accounts, we can even, as it were, bracket
the interpretation provided by Husserl of his own philosophical project and only retain
its specific, “scientific” content: that is, we can retain his descriptions of lived
experience, and abandon his foundational philosophical project and his anti-naturalism.
Of course, this attempt to naturalize transcendental phenoménology raises a number of
thorny questions. Is it possible to advocate some variety of naturalism from within the
framework of transcendental phenomenology without ipso facto jettisoning this
framework entirely? Are Husserl’s arguments against naturalism, and especially
against psychologism, still probative? Can his critique be met with an adequate

response today? Can there be a rapprochement of transcendental phenomenology and




the natural, experimental sciences (especially cognitive science) that does justice to

each party?

My general aim in this thesis to examine if, and how, naturalistic epistemology and
transcendental phenomenology can inform one another in such a way that the exchange
is mutually enlightening. I have chosen to examine two points of contact to asses this
rapprochement. The first of these, which is examined in the first chapter, concerns the
issue of naturalism in transcendental phenomenology, that is, the relevance of the
natural sciences for the transcendental phenomenological project. The aim of this first
chapter is to evaluate whether a variety of naturalism is amenable to Husserl’s project
as he understood it. The second point of contact, explored in the second chapter,
concerns the central, contentious epistemological issue of psychologism. The aim of
the second chapter is to step outside of Husserl’s framework and examine an
independent argument for psychologism, or a psycho-epistemological argument. My
hope is that this research will, if not elucidate how a rapprochement of transcendental
phenomenology and naturalistic epistemology is possible, at least show where the main

points of contention and tension lie.

2. Naturalizing what? Varieties of naturalism and transcendental phenomenology

The first chapter was published in the journal Phenomenology and the Cognitive
Sciences in 2014 (Ramstead 2014). It situates itself squarely within the confines of the
programme laid out by Husserl, and attempts to identify at least one form of naturalism
that is compatible with Husserl’s project. The main i)urpose of the first chapter is to
determine the extent to which one can endorse naturalism without losing sight of the
specific contribution of transcendental phenomenology to philosophy. The chapter thus

takes for granted that Husserl’s arguments against naturalism are probative. I argue that



there is room for naturalism, albeit of a restricted kind, within Husser!’s transcendental
framework. More specifically, I argue that the view I label “weak methodological
naturalism,” is not only compatible with, but also complementary to, even the most

idealistic expression of Husserl’s project.

Now, as I have indicated, one of the principal factors that makes a rapprochement of
transcendental phenomenology and naturalistic epistemology difficult is that the kind
of phenomenology that Husserl inaugurates, of the transcendental variety, is resolutely
anti-naturalist. Husserl, in effect, designed his phenomenological foundational project
as a radical critique of the naturalistic project in philosophy. Husserl claimed that
naturalism was a viciously circular and nonsensical doctrine and that naturalistic
philosophy was hopelessly powerless to provide the kind of foundations sought by the
phenomenologist. Husserl resisted the new, scientific philosophies that had emerged
after the fall of German Idealism with the death of Hegel in 1831, and his arguments
against naturalism quickly became philosophical canon. Husserl devoted much effort
to systematically arguing that naturalistic philosophy, insofar as it aimed to provide a
foundation for the sciences, was doomed to fail. Philosophy, in its epistemological
duties, was for Husserl irreducible to, and autonomous from, the natural sciences. But

is this the last word? Are all forms of naturalism inimical to Husserl’s project?

The first chapter, which addresses this question, is comprised of five sections. The ﬁfst
section of the chapter devotes itself to a conceptual analysis of naturalism. The term
“naturalism” has different meanings depending on its context of use, and as such,
different senses of the term can be distinguished, not all of which, I argue, are
necessarily positions to which Husserl would have objected. The first section attempts
to untangle these meanings, and distinguishes three varieties of naturalism that pertain
to three different fields of questions. The first of these is ontological naturalism, the
view that all things and properties are, or supervene on, natural things and properties.

The second is naturalism understood as a methodological position, which admits of two



variants: strong methodological naturalism is the meta-philosophical view that
philosophy ought to be continuous and homogenous with the methods of the natural
sciences, whereas weak methodological naturalism demands only that philosophy be
coherent with the natural sciences. Naturalism, finally, is also an epistemological
position, to the effect that knowledge claims only count as bona ﬁde knowledge claims
insofar as they pertain to natural things, regularities, and properties (this is the strong
variant), or to those and also to formal things, regularities, and properties such as those

of logic and mathematics (this is the weak variant).

Having distinguished these varieties of naturalism, I move in the second section to
contemporary attempts to naturalize phenomenology and attempt to determine what
varieties of naturalism motivate this project. I first examine “neurophenomenology,” a
research programme aiming to integrate two kinds of scientific data into “ontologically
neutral” mathematical models: these are neurophysiological and behavioral data,
obtained by experirﬁental techniques such as measurements of response latency, fMRI,
and MEG, on the one hand, and “phenomenal data,” that is, first-person, or qualitative
data obtained through introspection and verbal report, on the other hand. I then examine
“front-loaded” phenomenology, which directly builds the results of phenomenological
descriptions into experimental protocol to inform experimental design. I end the second
section with an examination of formalized approaches to phenomenology, which
attempt to formalize the invariant or essential structures of lived experience using
contemporary formal tools such as morphodynamics, dynamical systems theory, and
mereotopology. This brief study of the main forms of the projects to naturalize
phenomenology concludes that their advocates endorse all three varieties of naturalism

discussed in the first section.

The third section examines Husserl’s position on the three varieties of naturalism
distinguished above. I first argue that Husserl rejected epistemological naturalism. The

father of transcendental phenomenology held that there exists a domain of universally



valid statements, the validity and universal scope of which pertained neither to the
natural nomological kind of necessity associated with empirical regularities, things,
and properties, nor to the formal necessity that is characteristic of mathematics and
logic. This domain is that of the “material essences” or “eide” and the “material a
priori” laws that pertain to them. The truth value of these material a priori laws depends
neither on the real causal relations, nor on the formal relations, between the terms that
figure in them, but refer instead to the content of the terms, or essential properties,
presented therein. I then move to the methodological variety of naturalism, the strong
version of which Husserl rejected as well. Husserl rejected this form of naturalism
because he viewed philosophy as an autonomous and rigorous science, armed with its
own irreducible set of methodological pﬁnciples: the various “reductions” (the epoché
and the Wesensschau). Both reductions consist in a change of attitude towards our lived
experience. The use of these reductions is the specific methodological contribution of
phenomenology, which distinguishes it from the natural sciences, and also comprises
one of its unique contribution to the history of philosophical thought. The project to
naturalize phenomenology, from a transcendental phenomenological point of view, errs
because it instrumentalizes phenomenology, by subordinating the rigorous descriptive
work of phenomenology to the imperatives of naturalistic research and formalization.
The specific task of transcendental phenomenology is to elaborate a descriptive account
of material essences and material a priori laws. Husserl thus rejected epistemological
naturalism as well, in both its weak and strong variants, because the domain open to
phenomenology is irreducible to the empirical or the formal. The very possibility of
Husserl’s transcendental phenomenological project depends on the autonomy and
irreducibility of this domain.

I conclude the third section by discussing ﬁusserl’s rejection of ontological naturalism.
As we have just seen, according to Husserl, there exist a kind of non-spatial, non-
temporal entity, grasped on the mode of the “how” (sein Was), what he called

“essences.” An essence consists in the unity of certain kinds of invariants of lived




experience, irreducible to the particulars that instantiate them. The domain of interest
for phenomenology is that of material (rather than formal) essences, essences related
to the content of what is present to conscious experience. These essences, argued
Husserl, are directly accessible in intuition through the Wesensschau, the seeing of
essences. For instance, while it is true that inner time consciousness exist as “this
consciousness here,” that is, as the actual consciousness of this particular person, for
phenomenological eidetic analysis, consciousness is grasped and described, first and
foremost, as a material essence or invariant unity, which has a different ontological
status than the concrete individual consciousness—that is, it exists as a universal and
invariant structure of any possible experience. Because he argued that there exist non-

natural things, Husserl rejected ontological naturalism as well.

There seems, then, to be an unbridgeable gap between Husserl’s transcendental
phenomenology and the three varieties of naturalism examined above. Prospects for a
rapprochement seem difficult. To remedy this situation, the fourth section examines
the weaker, minimalist version of methodological naturalism. This is a conditional

version of the position, to the effect that, if'an entity X is a natural entity, then the best

methods for the study of X are those provided by the natural sciences. The first part of.

the fourth section aims to clarify the status of the antecedent of this formulation, and
attempts to show that Husserl regarded as legitimate to treat what he called the lived
body (Leib) and the mind (Seele) as part of the ontological region called “nature,” and
thus as falling under the extension of X. As such, Husserl recognizes that it is legitimate,
at least within certain limits, to treat of the Leib and Seele as part of nature, as natural
things with natural properties, subject to natural nomological regularities, without

lapsing into ontological naturalism.

The second part of the fourth section aims to show that Husserl thought it was
legitimate to study these specific natural things, the lived body and the mind, with the

methodologies specific to the natural sciences. Husserl even proposed a specific natural




science, called “somatology,” the object of which was the corporeit).' (Leiblichkeit) of
the lived body, that is, the openness or “sensitiveness” (Empfindsamkeit) to the world
that makes it a lived body per se. The aim of somatology is to elucidate the functional
rapports between changes in the states of certain parts of the living physical body
(Leibkorper) and the correlative changes in certain parts of the sensory field (what he
called “physical somatology™), as well as to study the correlated changes between the
different aspects of the sensory field themselves (what Husserl called “aesthesiological
somatology”), using the methods of the experimental natural sciences, especially
experimental psychology. Husserl was thus a naturalist in this very restricted sense of

the term: he endorsed weak methodological naturalism.

Having shown that at least one form of naturalism is compatible with Husser!’s project,
the last, fifth section of the chapter attempts to show that the registers of transcendental
phenomenology and of the natural sciences do not stand in contradiction to one another,
but are rather complementary. I first study the epistemological function that Husserl
ascribed to transcendental phenomenology with regard to the natural sciences. Its role,
he argued, was to provide the latter with a principled epistemological justification of
their knowledge claims and to clarify the material a priori laws of the ontological
regions (e.g., nature) investigated by the sciences. I then suggest that it is possible to
view some of the natural sciences, within Husserl’s framework, as what I call “sciences
of constitution,” that is, as sciences whose aim it is to study the specific functional role
of certain parts of the real world, notably parts of the lived physical body, in the
“constitution” or disclosure of meaningful unities in lived experience. I suggest that the
function of these sciences of constitution can be understood, within the strict limits of
Husserl’s framework, as that of elucidating the empirical conditions for the occurrence
of certain kinds of meaningful unities (e.g., a visual datum, or a sound experience) in

the conscious experience of given psychophysical embodied agents.




The first chapter went through three very extensive rewrites in response to commentary
from reviewers at Phenomenology and the Cognitive Sciences. 1 have decided against
modifying it further: the chapter appears in essentially as it was published in
Phenomenology and the Cognitive Sciences, albeit with slightly a different citation
format. I shall now respond to useful remarks that were made with respect to this
chapter, and indicate how responding to these comments helped to shape the second
chapter. One of my evaluators remarked that my distinction between the weak and
strong variants of methodological naturalism was almost trivial. Indeed, he suggested,
on the account provided, everyone is a weak methodological naturalist. The point of
making the distinction was to show that, in effect, Husserl did consider the Leib and
Seele as part of nature. This claim is not trivial, insofar as one of its consequence is that
both the lived body and the mind can be studied by the natural sciences within the
transcendental phenomenological framework, which is the kind of concession the
chapter was seeking. Husserl regarded an entire domain of things, the domain of
material essences and material a priori laws, as essentially non-natural, and he
described many central objects of transcendental phenomenological inquiry as such
things: the invariant structure of consciousness, or “transcendental consciousness,” was
one such thing. Husserl, again and again, made it clear that such things are not
amenable to experimental inquiry. It is thus not a trivial remark to claim that, for
Husserl, the lived body and the mind are part of nature and subject to naturalistic
methodologies. (Note that I decided to drop the distinction between strong and weak
variants of methodological naturalism in the second chapter, because such a fine-

grained distinction would not have been helpful.)

Another evaluator made a number of remarks that would greatly inflect the writing of
my second chapter. The first was that I ought to justify the period of texts covered in
Husserl. Why did I not choose to focus on Husserl’s early works, or again on the later
works, where questions epistemological are more clearly brought to the fore, and where

Husserl softens his apprehensions with regard to psychology? Simply put, I wanted to
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see if Husserl’s project was compatible with naturalism when it was expressed in its
most radically idealistic and anti-naturalistic form. To me, this corresponds to his
writings in the early 1910s, especially the Ideen series. However, it may indeed have
provided more points of contact to address Husserl’s later writings, especially the
Krisis. This is one of the many limitations of this thesis. This evaluator also suggested
that I stick to contemporary issues in naturalistic epistemology, and that I focus my
propos on the problems related to psychologism, which are really le nerf de la guerre
when discussing the link between phenomenology and naturalism. I think he is exactly
right. I have devoted the second chapter to addressing this question in the context of

today’s naturalistic approaches to epistemology.

3. Buried alive? A study of psychologism and the epistemic capacities of concrete

agents

The second chapter of the thesis, in contradistinction to the first, departs significantly
from Husserl’s framework. The chapter investigates the renewed form of psychologism
that has been operative in contemporary epistemology at least since Quine’s 1969 paper
“Epistemology naturalized.” The aim of the chapter is to evaluate this resurgence and
to propose an argument for a weak, “collaborative” form of psychologism. This form
of psychologism would supplement epistemology with the methods of experimental
psychology, instead of replacing it entirely. In order to make this argument, the second
chapter explores a central transformation in contemporary epistemology, which is
today interested (among other things, of course) in the epistemic capacities of concrete
epistemic agents such as ourselves, as opposed to the essence (the definition in terms
of necessary and sufficient conditions) of knowledge. The chapter argues that if as we

accept this transformation, then a weak form of psychologism is entailed.
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The second chapter is divided into two main parts. The first part consists of three
sections. The first section deals with the history of psychologism in the 19 and 20%
centuries. Although psychologism, as the historian of philosophy will note, was for
most of the discipline’s history the de facto position of most epistemological thinkers,
it was buried at the beginning of the 20" century, to the point where, by the 1920s, it
was mostly taken for granted that it had been refuted as a serious philosophical
doctrine. The first section thus examines the rise of psychologism after the death of
Hegel in 1831, its fall at the turn of the century at the hands of Husserl, and its

resurgence with the work of Quine and others starting in the late 1960s.

But just what is psychologism? Much like naturalism, psychologism admits of different
definitions. At the turn of the 20" century, when the great dispute over psychologism
(Psychologismus-Streit) was tearing a rift in German philosophical circles, the term
was being used ambiguously: many different positions, arising in quite heterogeneous
domains, were labelled “psychologistic™: positions arising in metaphysics, ontology,
epistemology, and logic, of course, but also ethics, aesthetics, sociology, religion, and
pedagogy, to name just a few, were given the label. To speak of psychologism
simpliciter would make the discussion on offer simply intractable, given the wealth of
positions described in this way. As such, the chapter attempts to situate psychologism
with respect to the varieties of naturalism that were presented in the first chapter. These
varieties are taken up and expanded upon in the first second. In the sense relevant to
debates over naturalistic epistemology, psychologism is a form of naturalism.
Psychologism, generally speaking, is the view that experimental psychology ought to
either replace or inform epistemology. It is thus a species of naturalism whose source
and target have been specified: psychologism is a form of naturalism having as source
a specific discipline, namely experimental psychology, from which it draws
methodological insight, and having as specific target discipline epistemology.
Moreover, one can be more specific and claim that psychologism today is a form of

epistemological and methodological naturalism. From my earlier typology of
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naturalism, I argue that we can define a strong, or “replacement” variant of
psychologism, as a combination of strong epistemological naturalism and
methodological naturalism, as well as a weaker, “collaborative” form of psychologism,
as a combination of weak epistemological naturalism and methodological naturalism.
(Note that the definition of weak epistemological naturalism was changed slightly from

one chapter to the next to better suit the argument of the second chapter.)

The third section, which closes the first part of the chapter, discusses a major
transformation in contemporary epistemology, which marks the divide between the
epistemology of Husser!’s time and ours today. Contemporary epistemology, I argue,
is no longer solely interested only in the justification of knowledge in the abstract, but
also in the specific epistemic capacities of what I shall call “concrete epistemic agents,”’
that is, flesh and blood, embodied, historically and culturally determined epistemic
agents. This shift in the conception of epistemology has a number of consequences for
epistemological research, the most prominent of which is to focus its descriptions (at
least occasionally) on how it is that concrete agents such as ourselves manage to acquire
information about and know the world around us. Contemporary epistemology thus
leaves behind the abstract, “pure” or “transcendental” subject of knowledge, in favor
of an embodied and historical approach to the epistemic agent that takes the finite
nature of the agent as point of departure. I conclude this section with a brief review of

Husserl’s arguments against psychologism, which were addressed at length in the first

chapter. The aim of this overview is only to show that Husser]’s arguments, although

they became canonical in the history of philosophy, were not unopposed, and were

subject to vociferous debate and critique even at the time he was writing them.

The chapter then moves, in its second part, to a discussion of an argument for weak
psychologism. The argument moves to a conditional conclusion: if we accept the
premise that there exist world-disclosing capacities, things done by concrete epistemic

agents, which are relevant to epistemology (among the many other things that interest
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epistemology), then it follows that epistemology ought to be informed by the set of
sciences that provide explanations for those capacities. This is arguably the central
issue of contention in the dialogue with transcendental phenomenologists. A
disagreement is bound to emerge here between naturalists and transcendentalists: for,
what is at stake is ultimately two different conceptions of what the epistemological
agent consists in. Naturalists and transcendental phenomenologists might thus part
ways at this point in the argument (the very first premise), which might spell doom for
a potential rapprochement of the kind I had been aiming at. As indicated, however, if
we can precisely situate the disagreement, at the very least, some progress will have
been made: we shall understand why the abyss yawns between both research
programmes. The entire argument explicitly rests on accepting this first premise, and

recognizing the paradigm shift operative in recent epistemology.

The argument itself is as follows:

(1) An epistemic world-disclosing capacity C*, which is characteristic of
concrete epistemic agents, is epistemically relevant to epistemology
(among other things)

(2) There exists some cognitive science N, such that N can provide an
explanation of the relevant epistemic world-disclosing capacity C*, by
functional analysis/decomposition of C* into organized operations f'e Fc+,
and/or by mechanistic analysis of C* into cognitive mechanisms m € Mc»
(among other things), or both

(3) For any two disciplines D1 and Ds (e.g., epistemology and cognitive
science) and a given capacity C (e.g., C*): if C is epistemically relevant to
D1 and C is explained by D», then D; ought to be informed by D»

(4) If C* is epistemically relevant to epistemology, then epistemology
ought to be informed by N.
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The chapter then justifies all the main premises and some ramifications of the
conclusion for epistemology. In order to address the reproach of committing the
naturalistic fallacy, that is, to claim that the argument drives normative statements (with
the normative modality “ought to””) from statements of fact (with the factual modalities

“is,” “exists™), I first discuss claim (3).

The purported naturalistic fallacy is avoided by appealing to a design or engineering
perspective on epistemic normativity, that is, the idea that it is possible to engineer or
otherwise design (e.g., through natural selection) a process to make it “better” if we
can provide a terminal parameter for that process. A terminal parameter, in this sense;,
is what the relevant system does, that is, what it achieves, under normal conditions.
The terminal parameter of, say, visual processing is a representation of the visual scene.
Once this is specified, we can consider how the process might be carried out
adequately, that is, we can consider the process through the lens of normativity. I argue
_ that to specify such a terminal parameter opens onto normative considerations, in two
different senses. First, one can think of the terminal parameter in terms of rational
epistemic action. The general principle of rational action we can appeal to is: if, in a
set of conditions X, an agent S aims to achieve an objective O, and if, in those same
conditions X, a given action 4 allows S to achieve O, then S ought to do O. In the case
of epistemic capacities, the claim is about rational epistemic action. The principle that
we can appeal to is: that if, in a set of conditions X, an epistemic agent S aims to account
for some epistemic capacity C*, and if, in those same conditions X, to be informed by
a cognitive science N allows S to provide an explanatory account of C*, then S ought
to be informed by N. Second, I suggest that we can also provide a normative account
of the in terms of Millikan’s proper functions. Proper functions can fail to be carried
out, which means that, if we assume a terminal parameter, their being carried out can
be construed as normative. Proper functions also have “normal conditions” of

operation, which add another dimension of normativity to the account: these functions
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can fail to be carried out if certain conditions are not satisfied. In either account of

normativity, the naturalistic fallacy is avoided by appealing to design considerations.

Having addressed the naturalistic fallacy, the argument is unfolded in a stepwise
manner for the remainder of the claims. Claim (1), which was justified in the third
section, is the claim that today, epistemology is interested, e.g., will find it
explanatorily relevant to cite, world-disclosing capacities of concrete agents (among
other things). Of course, as we have seen, this is the claim that will meet the most
resistance among traditional epistemologists such as Husserl. We can also note that
claim (1) leads only to weak psychologism, because it does not claim that epistemology
ought to be replaced by a study of epistemic capacities, but rather that it is interested
in such capacities among other things. I consider the candidate capacity of being in an
intentional, interpretive relation with the world as an illustration of such a world-

disclosing capacity.

So far, then, we have argued that if a given cognitive science can provide an
explanation of a given capacity, and if epistemology is interested in this capacity, then
epistemology ought to be informed by cognitive science. The chapter turns to claim
(3), and examines whether such an explanation can be provided in principle. This part
of the chapter presents functionalist analysis and decomposition, as well as mechanistic
analysis, as two candidate forms of explanation for epistemic capacities. What is called
a functional explanation of a capacity is an explanation that decomposes the capacity
into its constituent operations and their organization. Mechanistic analysis couples this
functional description of the capacity with an analysis of the physical parts that carry
out the operations. Both kinds of explanation can be appealed to independently, but
each illustrates that a given epistemic capacity can be explained by at least one kind of

cognitive science.
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Having justified all the premises of the argument, the chapter proceeds to the
conclusion and its ramifications. After discussing some of the ways psychology might
clarify epistemological questions, I sketch a resbonse to Husserl’s arguments against
psychologism. Husserl argued, as we have seen in the first chapter, that psychologism
leads to vicious circularity and relativism. I respond to the accusation of vicious
circularity by appealing to design-normative considerations and to the fall of
foundationalism in philosophy. I then sketch a response to the accusation of relativism
by pointing out that most cognitive architectures suppose that at some level, the system
is in direct causal connection with states of affairs in the world, which are non-relative.
Thus, although knowledge about the world may be relative, the state of affairs is not,
and can be more or less reliably drawn upon by the organism in trying to make sense

of the world. This allows us to counter the accusation.

In summary, the present thesis represents an attempt to bridge naturalistic epistemology
and the transcendental kind of phenomenology inaugurated by Husserl. In the final
analysis, I believe that the end result is less a rapprochement, as I had initially intended,
and more a depiction of why the conversation between both research programmes is
difficult. T have shown that transcendental phenomenology is open to a form of
naturalism, but this form is much weaker than what partisans of the naturalization
project, both in epistemology and in phenomenology, typically endorse. As such, my
account may prove unsatisfactory to the latter. Conversely, naturalistic epistemology
significantly seems to rely on a new conception of the epistemic agent, one that is
directly at odds with Husserl’s conception of the epistemic subject as absolute or
transcendental consciousness. Although I do not believe that I have managed to bridge
the abyss between transcendental phenomenology and naturalism, we can at least see

where it yawns.




CHAPTER 1
NATURALIZING WHAT? VARIETIES OF NATURALISM AND
TRANSCENDENTAL PHENOMENOLOGY

Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to reappraise the attempt to bridge phenomenology and the
natural or empirical sciences (particularly cognitive science). Specifically, I wish to
address the relevance of the natural sciences for transcendental phenomenology, that
is, the issue of naturalism. I suggest that to evaluate this relevance, we must directly
address the transcendental dimension of Husserl’s phenomenology. The chapter itself
is divided into five sections. Because the concept of naturalism simpliciter is too blunt
an instrument to conduct this investigation, in the first section, I distinguish three
varieties of naturalism and corresponding kinds of naturalization: an epistemological
form (with strong and weak variants), a methodological one (also with strong and weak
variants), and an ontological one. Having clarified the concept of naturalism, I turn in
the second section to the projects that aim to “naturalize phenomenology.” There, |
examine neurophenomenology, front-loaded phenomenology, and formalized
approaches to phenomenology in light of their commitments to these varieties of
naturalism. This overview leads me to consider in the third section the fundamental
commitments of Husser]’s transcendental phenomenology, and to evaluate the
coherence of his project with the previously discussed varieties of naturalism. I argue
that Husserl rejects strong and weak forms of epistemological naturalism, strong

methodological naturalism, and ontological naturalism.

At this point in my argument, the prospects for a rapprochement between naturalism
and transcendental phenomenology seem rather bleak. The fourth section attempts to

remedy this situation; it presents the argument that Husserl endorsed a weak,
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conditional form of methodological naturalism with regard to the lived body and the
mind. I illustrate my point with Husserl’s proposal of a science apt to study the
corporeality (Leiblichkeir) of the lived body (Leib), which he called “somatology.”
Having established that at least one variety of naturalism is coherent with Husserl’s
transcendental phenomenological project, the issue arises of determining the relation
between naturalistic investigations and transcendental phenomenological ones. In light
of this issue, the fifth and final section addresses the possible complementarity and
respective limits of the transcendental phenomenological and the natural scientific
frameworks. I argue that, on Husserl’s account, transcendental phenomenology is a
foundational epistemological framework; its function with respect to the natural
sciences is to provide them with a foundation for their claims to knowledge and to
clarify their ontologies. I suggest that certain natural sciences can be viewed, within
Husserl’s transcendental phenomenological framework, as “sciences of constituﬁon,”
that is, as natural sciences investigating the real structures that act as conditions of
possibility for the occurrence of comprehensive unities in the experience of embodied
subjects. The upshot of my discussion is that the natural sciences can make a specific
contribution to the transcendental phgnomenological edifice without usurping the

function of transcendental phenomenology.

1. Naturalism and transcendental phenomenology

Recently much attention has been devoted to the possibility of a meaningful encounter

of phenomenology and the natural sciences, and specifically with cognitive science.' It

! Of late, this has been an active field of study and has generated a substantial literature. Recent book-
length illustrations of the attempt to bridge phenomenology and cognitive science include: Kiverstein &
Wheeler (2012); Edelman, Fekete, & Zach (2012); Rowlands (2010); Gallagher & Schmicking (2010);
Berthoz & Petit (2008); Thompson (2007); Gallagher & Zahavi (2007); Wheeler (2005); Petitot et al.
(1999b). This is not an exhaustive list. I shall use the singular “cognitive science” (rather than the pliral
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has even been suggested by some that phenomenology could be naturalized. Others,

“however, take phenomenology to be opposed to naturalism and natural scientific

explanations as a matter of principle, and regard “naturalized phenomenology” as a
contradiction in terms. This makes the proposed rapprochement a thorny issue. Is
naturalism relevant to transcendental phenomenology? Are they compatible, or is

naturalism fundamentally incoherent with the transcendental perspective??

What is “naturalism”? The term has various meanings depending on the context in
which it is used, and my attempt to define it can only be partial. Naturalism, as I shall
be using the term, can be understood as a position arising in three domains: the
methodological, the ontological, and the epistemological.’ The term “naturalization” is
similarly polysemous. I propose to read it generally as referring to a project undertaken
by members of a research community, having as its target a particular domain of
inquiry or domain of objects. Broadly speaking, naturalization is the attempt to make
these domains of inquiry and/or objects continuous with the natural sciences. The

specific way this is brought about depends on the kind of naturalism considered.

Naturalism, as an ontological position, is a form of monism. According to ontological

naturalism, there is only one kind of “stuff” that makes up all things, namely “natural”

form “the cognitive sciences”) throughout to refer to the cluster of disciplines working on cognition,
including cognitive psychology, cognitive neuroscience, etc.

2 A prima facie objection to my account might consist in arguing that the story presented here is of
strictly historical or exegetical interest. The claim that contemporary naturalist epistemology might have
any interest in transcendental phenomenology is something that itself needs to be justified. An
independent argument ought to be made to establish this significance. I agree. That task, however,
exceeds the scope of this chapter. My aim here is only to evaluate the relevance of the natural sciences
for Husser]’s transcendental phenomenological project. I go on the assumption that the contributions of
phenomenology are relevant to contemporary naturalist positions.

3 This distinction is reminiscent of Ayala’s distinction between three domains in which questions of
reductionism arise (see Ayala 1974). I am also indebted to Zahavi’s (2010) discussion of metaphysical
and methodological naturalism. The varieties of naturalism I describe in what follows are not mutually
exclusive, and they can be combined in various ways.
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stuff. Natural stuff is the kind of stuff postulated by the ontologies of the natural
sciences, typically (but not always) the ontologies of the physical sciences (e.g., electric

charge, mass, energy, etc.). We can define this variety of naturalism as follows:

Ontological naturalism: the position that all things and their properties are
natural things and properties, or supervene on natural things and properties.

This has strong ontological implications, because it entails that no other (non-natural)
kinds of things or properties exist. Ontologically, the naturalization of a discipline
amounts 10, e.g., an explication, in Carnap’s (1947) sense, of the things and properties
postulated by the ontology of that discipline (numbers, persons, values, consciousness,
etc.) in terms of natural things and properties. An ontologically naturalized discipline
accounts for all the phenomena of interest pertaining to it on the basis of these entities
and properties alone. We should note that “to naturalize a thing” or “to naturalize a
property” are shorthand expressions. They are elliptical; they refer to a systematic
change in the conceptual or semantic network mobilized to account for a given class of
phenomena, and not to a change in the ontological properties of the object considered
per se. That is, to naturalize a thing entails that one mobilizes only those concepts that
pertain to the ontologies of the natural sciences to explain a given phenomenon, and to
abandon those concepts that were previously used to account for it which are not part
of the lexicon of the natural sciences. If an entity or a property is non-natural as a matter
of fact, then no effort on our part can change this fact about it. We can, however, change
the way we think and talk about these entities and properties. I propose, then, to read
the expression “to naturalize a thing or property” throughout as meaning “to give an
explanatory account. of a thing that is coherent with the ontologies of the natural
sciences.” It is thus a manner of speaking about a change in our conceptual apparatus
* or semantic network with regard to a thing or property that was heretofore not

conceptualized as a natural one.
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When it arises in the methodological domain, naturalism is the meta-philosophical
view that philosophical fields of inquiry (e.g. epistemology, ethics, metaphysics)
should employ, or at least be coherent with, the methods of the natural sciences (such
as the use of empirical experiments, the operationalizing of concepts, and so forth) and
their criteria for justification (e.g., parsimony, simplicity, predictive power,
reproducibility of results, etc.). We can define a strong and a weak variant of this

position. The strong variant can be stated as follows:

Strong methodological naturalism: the position that philosophy and the
natural sciences ought to be in methodological continuity; i.e., that the
former should all adopt the methods and criteria for justification employed
in the latter.

The implication of strong methodological naturalism for philosophy is that it has no
methodological autonomy. This is quite a strong claim. A weaker reading of the
methodological naturalist position, one that will become important later in my
argument, would take the form of a conditional constraint. This weaker reading of
methodological naturalism restricts the scope of the proposition; it does not apply to
all discourses and objects in philosophy, and pertains only to the study of those entities
and properties which are construed as natural entities or properties. We can define it as

follows:

Weak methodological naturalism: the position that if X is a natural entity
or property, then the most adequate method for its study is one coherent or
continuous with those of the natural sciences.

We should note, however, that such a position is only available if one rejects
ontological naturalism. After all, if all things and properties are natural things and
properties, then by implication one must espouse the stronger version of the thesis,

because every thing and property trivially fall under the extension of the antecedent.
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When naturalism is read this methodological way, the naturalization of a discipline
amounts to making the methods and criteria for justification of that discipline either
coherent with (weak methodological naturalism), or continuous with (strong

methodological naturalism), those of the natural sciences.

The third, epistemological form of naturalism is the view that the only valid and
justified form of knowledge is empirical knowledge, knowledge pertaining to natural
things and properties, and natural nomological regularities. Here, we can again define
two variants. A strong reading of this position requires that all legitimate forms of
knowledge be explicable strictly in terms of empirical knowledge. We can state this

precisely:

Strong epistemological naturalism: the position that for any field of study
to qualify as a bona fide scientific enterprise providing a legitimate form of
knowledge, that field must provide empirical knowledge about natural
nomological regularities and particulars.

The partisans of strong epistemological naturalism thus attempt to show that all
legitimate knowledge claims can be explicated in terms of empirical ones. This is a
very strong position, perhaps too strong for most readers. A slightly weaker reading of
epistemological naturalism might also acknowledge the legitimacy of formal
knowledge, knowledge pertaining to formal entities such as those found in mathematics

and logic. This weaker position can be defined as follows:

Weak epistemological naturalism: the position that for any field of study to
qualify as a bona fide scientific enterprise providing a legitimate form of
knowledge, that field must provide either empirical knowledge about
natural nomological regularities and particulars, or formal knowledge
about logical and mathematical entities, structures, and relations.
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Epistemologically, the naturalization of a discipline would be an attémpt to explicate
the claims made by a target discipline, e.g. the normative claims made by epistemology,
either exclusively in empirical terms (strong epistemological naturalism) or with a
combination of empirical and formal claims (weak epistemological naturalism). The
projects for a “naturalized epistemology” are the logical outcomes of such a position.*
Having examined these three varieties of naturalism and naturalization, we can now

turn to the various attempts to bring them into contact with phenomenology.

2. The naturalization of phenomenology

This section addresses the claim that phenomenology can be naturalized. Recent
projects aiming to connect phenomenology and the natural sciences have taken the
form of attempts to “naturalize phenomenology.” The main figures in this project are
Varela, Thompson, and Lutz’s proposal of a “neurophenomenology,” Gallagher’s
“front-loaded phenomenology,” and the various formalized approaches to
phenomenology.” What the naturalization of phenomenology amounts to should be
clarified. Much hangs on the questions of what we are attempting to naturalize, and

how such a naturalization is carried out. As such, the aim of this section is to examine

4 A few examples of epistemological naturalism include P. M. Churchland (1989; 2007), P. S.
Churchland (1986), Giere (1990; 1999; 2010), and Giere et al. (2005). These projects are intellectually
indebted to the pioneering work of Quine, who first proposed a naturalized epistemology in the
contemporary setting. In “Epistemology naturalized” (1969), Quine first argued that the proper construal
of contemporary epistemology is “as a chapter of psychology and hence of natural science” (1969, 82).
Given the failure of logical empiricism, notably of Carnap’s project of rational reconstruction
exemplified by his Der Logische Aufbau der Welt (1928), to ground and ultimately justify the doctrinal
(i.e. truth- and justification-related) aspects of scientific investigation, the best course of action for
philosophy, if it is still to attempt to ground knowledge claims at all, is according to Quine to “settle for
psychology” (ibid., 75). This sets the tone for contemporary naturalization projects.

5 Note that these three approaches are not mutually exclusive. See Gallagher (2012) for a review and
discussion of these approaches.
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the project of naturalizing phenomenology in light of the varieties of naturalism

discussed above.

2.1. The epistemological and methodological naturalization of phenomenology

Transcendental phenomenology, as we shall see in section 3, is a foundationalist
epistemological project, aiming to ground all possible knowledge claims. It has
recently been argued that the unilateral foundationalism of the transcendentalist
position is no longer tenable in contemporary epistemology. Calls for putting aside
foundationalism, abandoning “pure phenomenology,” have become numerous, as well
as those hoping to develop “a new understanding of phenomenology” (Gallagher &
Serensen 2006, 120), one that can “separate itself from the idea that it can be free
standing” (No& 2007, 234), autonomous and foundational. Murray (2002) has even
suggested that philosophy in general and transcendental phenomenology in particular
suffer from an “anteriority complex,” from the delusion that somehow epistemology
-could be carried out before, and separately from, the natural sciences. According to this
line of reasoning, foundationalism is a historical residue in Husserl’s thought, a kind
of hangover from a passé foundationalism, to be overcome by contemporary'thought.
A popular way to overcome this ‘anteriority complex’ is to propose a redefinition of
phenomenology, not as a foundationalist enterprise but rather as an equal partner in a

mutually constraining relationship with cognitive science.

I shall examine the three naturalized approaches to phenomenology just mentioned in
light of their epistemological and methodological commitments. Neurophenomenology

is a research program in cognitive neuroscience. Its most prominent protagonists are
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Varela (1996) and Thompson (2007). The approach has garnered much support.
Neurophenomenology employs two kinds of data in matherhatical models that are
ontologically neutral: “phenomenological data,” usually obtained through the use of
first-person data collection methods (usually from subject reports), and
neurophysiological data, obtained from, e.g., EEG or fMRI experiments.” These kinds
of data are ‘mutually constrained’ by being integrated into an overarching
mathematical model, usually formalized with dynamical systems theory (DST), such
that this model could be used to correla‘;e phehomenological experience with patterns

of neuronal activity. As Lutz and Thompson summarize,

neurophenomenology is based on the synergistic use of three fields of
knowledge:

1. (NPh1) First-person data from the careful examination of experience
with specific first-person methods.

2. (NPh2) Formal models and analytical tools from dynamical systems
theory, grounded on an embodied-enactive approach to cognition.

3. (NPh3) Neurophysiological data from measurements of large-scale,
integrative processes in the brain. (Lutz & Thompson 2003, 34)

% A host of authors have joined Thompson and Varela’s call for a neurophenomenology. See Thompson,
Lutz, & Cosmelli (2004) for an accessible introduction to neurophenomenology. Neurophenomenology
was aresearch topic in Frontiers in Human Neuroscience (Hasenkamp and Thompson 2013, 17 articles).

7 Neurophenomenology is one of the recent attempts to address the need for a systematic integration of
“first-person” data into the study of the neurological basis of conscious experience. “Phenomenological
data” is another term for first-person introspective data. As Lutz and Thompson write,
“Neurophenomenology stresses the importance of gathering first-person data from phenomenologically
trained subjects as a heuristic strategy for describing and quantifying the physiological processes
relevant to consciousness. The general approach, at a methodological level, is (i) to obtain richer first-
person data through disciplined phenomenological explorations of experience, and (ii) to use these
original first-person data to uncover new third-person data about the physiological processes crucial for
consciousness. Thus one central aim of neurophenomenology is to generate new data by incorporating
refined and rigorous phenomenological explorations of experience into the experimental protocols of
cognitive neuroscientific research on consciousness.” (Lutz & Thompson 2003, 32). Phenomenological
data are thus epistemic objects of a new kind, obtained through the self-observation of a subject’s
experience and subsequent verbal report on that self-observation. These data are then correlated with
“third-person” data, such as behavioral or neurophysiological data, into an overall mathematic model.
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The claim is that mathematical models drawn from DST enable us to bridge the
“explanatory gap” between physical and phenomenal properties by showing that both

are explained by the kinds of mathematical relations described in the models.

One of the clearest formulations of how phenomenology is supposed to relate to
cognitive science in the project of neurophenomenology is found in Borrett, Kelly, and
Kwan’s (2000) proposal, according to which the proper relationship of phenomenology
to cognitive science would be that of data to model. In the wake of Varela, they argue

that

the right relation between phenomenology and brain science is that of data
to model: brain science is ultimately concerned with éxplaining the way the
physical processes of the brain conspire to produce the phenomena of
human experience; insofar as phenomenology devotes itself to the accurate
description of these phenomena, it provides the most complete and accurate
presentation of the data that ultimately must be accounted for by models of
brain function. (Borrett, Kelly, & Kwan 2000, 214)

On both Lutz and Thompson’s and Borrett,A Kelly, and Kwan’s accounts of
neurophenomenology, phenomenology can be most easily integrated with the cognitive
sciences when instrumentalized: for both groups ‘of authors, it serves as a method to
generate phenomenological data. What differs in their accounts is the kind of model
employed in tandem with the data generated by phenomenological analysis, but the

role of phenomenology remains the same.

That said, the question arises as to how such use of phenomenological data differs from
more traditional uses of first-person qualitative data. What differentiates the two,
according to Lutz and Thompson (2003), is that the subjects are trained to become
familiar with a certain class of experiences, and that the subjects help define the

categories employed in analysis. This is meant to capture the idea that phenomenology
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proceeds through intersubjective validation of experiential structures. The latter are
taken to be “essences” in the Husserlian sense (which we shall examine in detail in the
next section), given that they describe invariant structures of experience that seem

relatively stable across subjects (because validated intersubjectively).

Front-loaded phenomenology, advocated by Gallagher (2003; 2010), on the other hand,
attempts to build phenomenological insights directly into experimental design,
avoiding the need to train specialist subjects. For the front-loaded pheno;rlenologist,
the mutual constraints play out mainly at the level of inter-theoretic discourse. On the
one hand, phenomenology allows cognitive science to refine its descriptions of the
objects it tries to explain and to propose more adequate experimental designs. As

Gallagher and Serensen say,

[jlust as experimental designs can be informed by specific theories,
experiments can also be informed by phenomenological insights—that is,
insights developed in independently conducted phenomenological
analyses, or in previous neurophenomenological experiments. In such
cases phenomenology is “front-loaded” into the experimental design, and
there may or may not be any phenomenological method, or even
introspection in the strong sense, explicitly used in the experiment itself.
(Gallagher & Serensen 2006, 125)

When they are “front-loaded,” the insights obtained through phenomenological
descriptions, even if they are not directly involved in scientific experimentation,
nevertheless inform and guide the latter, much the way any other theory could be
appealed to in designing an experiment. Reciprocally, cognitive science can allow
phenomenology to refine its analyses of lived experience. Gallagher (1997) has argued
that a sufficiently discriminating cognitive scientific model might prompt our revision
of a previous phenomenological description by distinguishing different cognitive
mechanisms for what was described in phenomenological analysis as a homogenous

process. For instance, if a mental phenomenon that had a homogenous
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phenomenological description is revealed, through experimental investigations and
model-building, to be realized by two different cognitive mechanisms working in
concert, this may motivate us to revisit our description and to ascertain whether our
appraisal of it as unitary was warranted (although this has been contested by, e.g.,
Overgaard 2004, 370-371).

A third approach to naturalized phenomenology is provided by those who wager that
the descriptions of classical phenomenology could be made rigorously mathematical
by formalizing the structures of lived experience uncovered by phenomenological
analysis using various contemporary formal and mathematical tools such as DST,
differential geometry, and morphodynamics. Gallagher (2012) usefully refers to this
cluster of approaches as the “CREA proposal,” because its main protagonists (Petitot,
Roy, Pachoud, and Varela) are based at the Centre de Recherche en Epistémologie
Appliquée (CREA) in Paris—though we should bear in mind that many others also
work in this formalized style (e.g., Edelman, Fekete, & Zach 2012; Fekete & Edelman
2011; and Marbach 2010.) These thinkers would have it that Husserl’s motives in
opposing naturalism reflected the limits of the state of the art in the science and
mathematics of his time. His position on naturalism would thus only be of historical
interest. As the editors of Naturalizing Phenomenology argue, ift is all right to bracket
Husserl’s philosophical interpretation of his project and only retain phenomenology’s

“scientific content” (1999a, 52).

Now, the “science of salience” proposed by Petitot and Smith (1997) illustrates the
kind of formalized analysis made possible through the direct mathematization of
phenomenological descriptions. Its aim is to account for the invariant descriptive
structures of lived experience (what Husserl called “essences”) through formalization,
providing a descriptive geometry of macroscopic phenomena, a “morphological
eidetics” of the disclosure of objects in conscious experience (in Husserl’s words, the

“constitution” of objects). Petitot employs differential geometry and morphodynamics



29

to model phenomenal experience, and Smith uses formal structures from
mereotopology (the theory of parts, wholes, and their boundaries) to a similar effect.
Petitot and Smith construct a naturalist account of how macro-level phenomena, with
their qualitative structure and salience, emerge from micro-level neurologicai
phenomena, interpreting what Husserl called the unity of the object in morphological
terms. Their key insight is that of qualitative discontinuity: objects in everyday
phenomenal experience, they argue, appear as salient figures on a ground because their
boundaries emerge as qualitative discontinuities, rather than appearing as smooth
gradients. Petitot and Smith have formalized several such structures that account for
macro-phenomenal appearances in our everyday commonsense experience with the

world.?

To sum up, neurophenomenology, front-loaded phenomenology, and formalized forms
of phenomenology are, in different ways, attempts to bring together cognitive science
and phenomenology through an instrumentalization of the descriptive methods of the
latter. Neurophenomenologists use descriptive analysis to generate first-person data
that is correlated with cognitive and neurophysiological data using the tools of DST
(among others). Front-loaded phenomenology uses the insights of Husserlian
phenomenology to guide the kind of investigations to be carried out in cognitive

science. Finally, formalized approaches start from rigorous phenomenological

8 It is not obvious that Husser] would have been open to formalizing the structures of lived experience
with mathematical modelling. Husserl described phenomenology as the rigorous study of “inexact
essences,” rather than the ideal “exact essences” of mathematics and logic, and he believed that the
essences specific to phenomenology admitted of no mathematization. See Ideen zu einer reinen
Phénomenologie und phinomenologischen Philosophie, §§71-75 (hereafter cited as /deen I, second and
third volumes as Ideen II and Ideen III respectively). Any attempt to mathematize the inexact essences
of lived experience, he argued, would involve importing mathematical regularities or entities, and as if
forcing them on “the things themselves.” However, those who approach phenomenology from a formal
point of view wager that Husser]’s sharp distinction between types of essences was due to the limitations
of the scientific state of the art in his time. Indeed, Petitot argues that one must betray the Husserlian
text if one is to revive his spirit: “Nous sommes conscient du fait que cela ‘trahit’ la lettre de Husserl.
Mais c'est la condition sine qua non pour faire revivre son esprit” (Petitot 1993, Introduction, §3).

All page references to Husserl’s works refer to the German edition of Husserliana, unless otherwise
noted.
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descriptions of experience, and proceed from there to mathematically formalizing the
eidetic macrostructures uncovered therein.® Phenomenology is formalized insofar as it
is used to generate descriptions of the natural mental phenomena that cognitive science

is trying to explain.

The approaches reviewed here can be seen és combining aspects of epistemological
and methodological naturalism. That all three approaches endorse a variant of
epistemological naturalism is evident in their attempt to explicate the descriptions of
the invariant structures of lived experience provided by phenomenology either in terms
of natural nomological regularities and particulars, discovered by “mutually
constraining” phenomenal and neurophysiological data with formal rhodels (in neuro-
and front-loaded phenomenology), or again directly in terms of formal structures (in
formalized approaches to phenomenology). All three kinds of “naturalized
phenomenology” can be described as endorsing either weak or strong epistemological
naturalism, depending on whether or not equal legitimacy is attributed to formal kinds

of knowledge. Most approaches today would endorse the weaker thesis.

All three positions also converge on some form of methodological naturalism. In
neurophenomenology  and  formalized  approaches to  phenomenology,
phenomenological descriptions are employed only to the extent that they are put to use
in the more encompassing methodological framework, provided by cognitive
neuroscience or by the attempt at formalization. Front-loaded phenomenology, as
indicated, need not even employ the specific methods of phenomenology at all. As
such, all these positions endorse the view that the methods of the natural sciences are

most apt to deal with the phenomena described by phenomenology, either directly at

° Petitot’s (2004) use of phenomenology illustrates this strategy. He starts from the phenomenological
descriptions of IIl. Logische Untersuchung and of Ding und Raum, and proceeds to their
mathematization. Other kinds of phenomenological description, €.g., the theory of pure hyletics, might
also be used as the descriptive basis from which to carry out such formalizations. For other instances of
this mathematical approach to phenomenology, also see Petitot (1993; 1994; 1995; 1999).
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the level of description, or indirectly, by subordinating the methods of phenomenology
to those of natural science or formalization. As indicated, the question of whether these
positions amount to strong or weak methodological naturalism rests on whether or not
they endorse ontological naturalism. To accept the latter ipso facto commits one to the

strong version of that thesis.

2.2. Ontological naturalization

Contemporary attempts to naturalize phenomenology also seem committed to
ontological naturalism. This may in fact be the central claim of the “naturalized
phenomenologies.” The editors of the volume Naturalizing Phenomenology (1999)
argue in their introduction to that work that phenomenology holds the promise of
closing the “explanatory gap” between physical and phenomenal data, and as such, its
use in cognitive science could provide cognitive science with a phenomenologically
informed, naturalized account of consciousness (Petitot et al., 2-9). They propose to
understand the naturalization of phenomenology as a process that starts from
phenomenological descriptions of lived experience, moving from there to naturalized
accounts of consciousness, most notably through mathematization (Petitot et al. 1999a,
48ff). To provide a “naturalized phenomenology” on this reading is to put
phenomenological descriptions of conscious experience to use in naturalistic

approaches, and explain consciousness as a natural thing with natural properties.

Their wager is that this will provide the natural sciences with a framework for a
naturalistic explanation of consciousness, as it is described in Husserlian
phenomenological analyses, as well as a way to close the explanatory gap between
physical and phenomenal properties. Just as the old, Aristotelian ontological distinction

between the “sublunar® and the “supralunar” was made obsolete through the
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advancement of scientific theory and practice, the naturalization of consciousness as it
is described in the analyses of phenomenology will on their account show that there is
no ontological divide between the physical and the phenomenal (see Petitot et al.
1999a, 4649). They argue that the revolution brought about by Galileo and Newton
with the emergence of classical mechanics “can be said to result from the neutralization
of a conflict between the ‘sublunar’ and the ‘supralunar’ worlds through the
establishment of a new division of scientific objectivity” (Petitot et al. 1999a, 46); and
the naturalization of phenomenology similarly promises to neutralize the conflict

between phenomenal and physical properties.

Perhaps the clearest examples of attempts to ontologically naturalize phenomenology
are those providing naturalistic explanatory models for the phenomenological
experience of the flow of inner time. Philosophers, cognitive scientists, and
neuroscientists have proposed neuro- and cognitive scientific models to account for
time consciousness (e.g., van Gelder 1999; Varela 1999a; 1999b; Lloyd 2002;
Gallagher & Varela 2003; Grush 2006). Grush’s proposal, for instance, makes use of a
“trajectory estimation model” to formalize the kind of information processing required
for a cognitive system to have a representation of itself and its environment with the
temporal “thickness” described in Husserl’s analyses of time consciousness.!® Rather
than accept that consciousness and its “essences” cannot, as a matter of principle, be
accounted for with naturalistic explanatory models—as Husserl had held, and as we
shall see in greater detail presently—these proposals attempt to provide just such an
account. Indeed, research projects such as the neurophenomenology of inner time
consciousness “directly challenge” the claim that “no analogue of the synthetic unity

proper to consciousness is to be found in physical nature” (Thompson 2007, 356). To

19 Grush’s trajectory estimation model builds on his work in the emulation theory of representation
(Grush 2004a, 2004b). It is a kind of internal modelling approach to cognition, formalizing a system’s
capacity to estimate forthcoming states using an internal model of the perceived object or situation. See
Grush (2005a; 2005b; 2006).
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the extent that they endorse ontological naturalism, the naturalized phenomenologies
also endorse the strong version of methodological naturalism. A weaker reading of

methodological naturalism is possible if ontological naturalism is rejected.

3. Husserl’s transcendental phenomenological critique of naturalism

Now that we have defined naturalism and examined the attempts to naturalize
phenomenology, we can turn to the heart of the matter: Is transcendental
phenomenology compatible with naturalism? If not, why not? Any attempt at a
rapprochement between Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology and the natural
sciences should demonstrate that it can adequately address the epistemological,
methodological, and ontological commitments of his transcendentalism. This section
examines Husserl’s position with respect to the varieties of naturalism defined above.
I argue that Husserl rejects epistemological naturalism (both strong and weak variants),
strong methodological naturalism, and ontological naturalism. I concern myself first

with the epistemological variety.

3.1. Naturalism, epistemology, and eidetics

Husserl]’s transcendental phenomenological framework is at odds with epistemological
naturalism for two main raisons. First, Husserl rejected epistemological naturalism
because his transcendental project is a foundational epistemological
(erkenntnistheoretisch) endeavor, concerning itself with the transcendental conditions

of possibility of knowledge of objects “out there” in the world.!! Transcendental

11 As can be clearly seen from his 1907 lectures Die Idee der Phidnomenologie (henceforth Die Idee),
Husserl’s “transcendental turn” is motivated by his desire to avoid the “epistemological
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phenomenology attempts to clarify how it is that evidence can be attained in principle.
Its aim is to provide an indubitable foundation for the all the sciences. As such, it cannot
be a natural science, for otherwise it would find itself in a vicious circle of justification.
If epistemological naturalism is defined as above, as the view that the only valid from
of knowledge is empirical (and perhaps also formal) knowledge, and that by
implication epistemology should concern itself with matters of fact and empirical
knowledge (and possibly also with formal knowledge), then Husserl’s transcendental
phenomenology is incompatible with that view. This is because transcendentalism, on
his account, is committed to the view that the very possibility of empirical knowledge,
of knowledge about states of affairs in the world, requires a specific kind of
justification, of a transcendental kind. Husserl argued that naturalist epistemologies
cannot justify themselves using their own methods and specific form of knowledge
without falling into a vicious circularity. Second, directly related to the first point,
transcendental phenomenology conflicts with epistemological naturalism because it
posits the validity of a non-empirical and non-formal domain of knowledge, knowledge
of what Husserl called “material essences” or “eide.” He defined transcendental
phenomenology as an eidetic descriptive science, a science interested in the “eidetic”
or “essential” laws that pertain to the experience of various kinds of objects in virtue
of their being specifically of that kind. Its function, with regard to the natural sciences,
is to provide a clarification of the essential structures at work in their investigations.

Let us unpack this.

Concerning the accusation of circularity, a cluster of theoretical perspectives Husserl

29 ¢ % ¢

called “positivism,” “extreme empiricism,” “psychologism,” and “anthropologism” are

variations on the position I have defined as epistemological naturalism. Husserl was

(erkenntnistheoretisch) confusion” (Die Idee, 22) caused by naturalism with regard to the
epistemological status and validity of knowledge, and to the ontological status of the kind of entities
studied by the natural sciences. Husserl criticizes naturalist empiricism for similar reasons in Ideen I,
§§18-26.
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heavily involved in the Psychologismusstreit, the great debate over psycholbgism at
the turn of the 20™ century. Psychologism, the primary guise of epistemological
naturalism when Husserl was writing Logische Untersuchungen circa 1900, is the view
that epistemological justification—notably the laws of logic—depends on facts about
the makeup of human psyches. Anthropologism, also prominent, was the related view
that truth reduces to facts about human nature. A few illustrious proponents of
- psychologism and anthropologism were Lipps (1893), Wundt (1880/1883), and
Sigwart (1904). Science, for a proponent of psychologism, is understood as a natural
process, as something human psyches do. As indicated, this position has
epistemological ramifications. As far as epistemology is concerned, for the proponent
of psychologism, psychology as a natural science seems best suited to establish
epistemological criteria, because scientific reasoning is a natural process that ought to
be studied empirically. If the legitimacy and possibility of all forms of knowledge is
ultimately grounded on psychological processes such as reasoning, remembering, and
perceiving, then finding out how these processes function is necessary and sufficient
to account for proper scientific methodology and justification. The same reasoning

applies, mutatis mutandis, for anthropologism and facts about human nature.

Husser] was convinced that such enterprises were radically deficient bases from which
to start a theory of knowledge, bound to fail because they were “naive” and “self-
contradictory” (widersinnig). Radical empiricism, as he argued in his Logos article
“Philosophie als strenge Wissenschaft,” jettisons epistemology: it replaces the
establishment of epistemological ideals (e.g., the search for objective truth), and of
methods and criteria for proper justification (such as defining exactly what is meant by
the term “evidence”) with the study of a natural process, namely scientific reasoning.
Epistemological naturalism in its various guises (e.g., psychologism, anthropologism)
aims to account for proper epistemological justification by discovering objective
empirical facts about how humans understand the world. However, in so doing, these

extreme empiricist positions presuppose their own norms and methods of justification.



36

Husserl argues that radical empiricism commits a vicious circle of reasoning;
epistemological naturalism collapses into “a most radical countersense” when
examined in its principles and how they are justified (Ideen I, 37; Husserl 1982, 38).
For Husserl, the norms and canons of proper justification of scientific epistemology are
not simply facts to be discovered by objective naturalistic methods. They must be
established on a rigorous basis by a sound philosophical method of epistemological
inquiry, as we shall see. Husserl thus rejected epistemological naturalism on the
grounds that its justification of scientific knowledge, and of its own principles, was

circular and self-contradictory.

Husserl also rejects epistemological naturalism because it fails to recognize the
epistemological status of what Husserl called “material essences” and “laws of
essence,” as well as the correlative “eidetic” or “essential” universality and necessity.
What is an essence?'2 The essence of a given thing consists in the essential traits that
make that individual thing what it is; or, as Husserl put it, an essence is “the What (sein
Was) of an individuum” (Ideern I, 10; Husserl 1982, 8). It was central to his
transcendental project that one could provide an a priori analysis of the essences or
essential properties that pertain to a given domain of objects in experience. Now, in
perception, what is given to intuition are factual individual objects, which are always
posited as existing in the world as a matter of fact, “as something factually existing
spatiotemporally” (Ideen I, 8; Husserl 1982, 7). Husserl argued, however, that in lived
experience, more is given than simply matters of fact. We also apprehend things

perceived as being of this and that kind. And, he notes, nothing necessary to being that

12 Space constraints forbid me to unfold all the implications of Husserl’s theory of essences. | restrict
my discussion of essences to the minimum required to show that Husserl rejected epistemological
naturalism on the basis of the validity of material eidetic investigations. For Husserl’s account of
essential laws and how they relate to his doctrine of dependence and foundation, see IIl. Logische
Untersuchung, esp. §§10—17. For the distinction between analytic (or formal) and synthetic (or material)
a priori laws, see §§11-12 of that work. For essences and essential laws generally, and their relation to
Husser]’s doctrine of regional ontology, see the first chapter of Ideen I (§§1—-17). For formalizations of
eidetic necessity, as well as dependence and foundation relations among essences, and also between
essences and individual things, see, e.g., Correia 2004; Fine 1995.
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particular kind of object is bound up with the posited existence of a thing in perception.
Any object perceived as being in a given place at a given time could have existed in
another place or at another time and remain essentially an object of the same kind. It
might even be fictional or imagined, yet still is what it is; a fictive sunset is still a sunset,
and an imagined person is still a person. In other words, the factual existence of any

object is contingent to its being that object.

To this contingency or “factualness” of the spatiotemporal existence of a thing, argued
Husserl], there pertains a correlative necessity. This is eidetic necessity, which
characterizes the essentially necessary properties of a thing in virtue of its being that
kind of thing.' Husserl argued that contingent matters of fact are always bound up with
essences, and these essences prescribe necessary conditions on the matters of fact
subsumed under them (Ideen I, §2). These necessary conditions are “eidetic laws” or
“Jaws of essence.” Eidetic laws are such that if an entity falls under this or that essence,
then such and such properties, prescribed by the essence of that entity, will necessarily
be predicable of that entity as a matter of eidetic law. Any individual object, beyond its
being an individual object (as a “This here”), can be qualified, as Husserl puts it, as
being “‘in itself thus and so,” that is, as having “its own specific character, its stock
of essential predicables which must belong to it (as ‘an existent such as it is in itself”)
if other, secondary determinations can belong to it” (Ideer I, 9; Husserl 1982, 7). There
are two main uses of eidé (Ideen I, §§5—6). We can take essences as the objects of our
judgment, and go about relating essences to other essences using eidetic laws—what
Fine (1995) has called “species foundation”—and we can also use essences to

formulate judgments about the particulars that are subsumed under those essences, in

13 Husserl uses the term “necessity” to characterize both specifications of general laws (for example in
III. Logische Untersuchung, §12) and also to characterize the kind of necessity attached to these laws
(for instance in Ideen 1, §2, where eidetic necessity and correlative eidetic universality are opposed to
the contingency or “factualness” of matters of fact). For clarity, I shall use the terms “eidetic necessity”
or “essential necessity” as a modal qualification (necessarily true in virtue of what it is to be an 4, where
A is an essence), and reserve the term “eidetic law” both for generalized and specified forms of eidetic
laws.
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the mode of universal quantification.! Eidetic necessity is thus the kind of necessity
that pertains to those properties which are necessarily predicable to any possible entity
subsumed under a given essence in virtue of that subsumption. Eidetic laws and their
correlative necessity, Husserl insists, are completely independent of the factual
existence of the thing subsumed, and a fortiori of any natural nomological laws that

attach to the entity in the course of natural experience (Ideen 1, §4).

As indicated, eidetic descriptions can be employed to characterize the relations of
essential necessity among essences, and also to make predicative judgments about the
essential properties had by given individual, factually existing things in virtue of their
subsumption under this or that essence. “Eidetic universality” pertains to the state of
affairs that we can formulate universally quantified statements applying with eidetic
necessity to all things subsumed under a given essence. In III. Logische Untersuchung,
Husserl relates the notions of eidetic law and necessity to his theory of parts and
wholes, and specifically to his notion of “foundation” (defined in §14 of that work).
This notion provides him with the template for all eidetic laws. Husserl tells us that,
given a more comprehensive whole or uﬁity subsumed under a given essence, it is an
essential law that some parts of that unity stand in a relation of dependence with regard
to other parts, whereas others do not. Those dependent parts or “moments” that
essentially require the existence of other parts are “founded” on the latter; the essences
that pertain to those parts stand in a similar foundation relation at the level of essences.
Founded essences require “supplementation” from the essences on which they are
founded. Consider, for instance, the unity VISUAL DATUM. Husserl argues that it is
an eidetic law that, given a unity subsumed under the essence VISUAL DATUM (e.g,
the experience of this red expanse here in my visual field), the moment of that unity

subsumed under the eidos COLOR' QUALITY (in this case, RED), which is a

14 As Husserl puts it, we can “judge in the mode Any [ Uberhaupt] about the individual, though purely
as a single particular subsumed under essences” (Ideen I, 14; Husserl 1982, 12). We can readily equate
this judging in the “mode Any” to universal quantification.
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dependent part of the comprehensive whole subsumed under the essence VISUAL

DATUM, needs to be “supplemented” by another moment subsumed under the essence

EXTENSION. This kind of relation is what is meant by foundation: if an essence 4 is
founded on another M, then necessarily in virtue of what it is to be instantiations of the
essences involved, any instantiation x of A needs to be “supplemented” by an
instantiation y of M in the context of a more comprehensive unity which contains x and
y as moments. Eidetic laws such as this one obtain with eidetic necessity for any visual
datum in virtue if what it is to be subsumed under the essences involved; in the case
just cited, in virtue of what it is to be a VISUAL DATUM, a COLOR and an
EXTENSION.

This is the task of an eidetic science: to determine eidetic laws that apply between
essences, and between essences and individuals subsumed under those essences.
* Husserl sharply distinguished sciences of matters of fact (factual sciences) and eidetic
sciences. Whereas factual scie