Lonergan and Perceptual Direct Realism

Lonergan and Perceptual Direct Realism: Facing Up to The Problem of the Existence of External, Material World.
    I: Philosophical Questions and Non-Philosophical Looks
  The two texts which follow tell very different stories about how perception relates us to the external world and about how we come to know that that relation obtains. Both are taken from Lonergan. The first (A), which is perhaps most naturally read as a version of representative realism, appeals to inquiry, insight and judgment operating on data that, merely as data, does not declare itself to be either mental or extra-mental, either appearance or reality. The second (B)counters Berkeley’s denial of an extra-mental material world by advocating a form of direct realism in which objects of sense are known to exist extra-mentally by a process which dispenses with inquiry, understanding and judgment. 
                     TEXT A
It is just as much a matter of judgment to know that an object is not real but apparent, as it is to know that it is not apparent but real. ... By our senses we are given, not appearance, not reality, but data. Sense does not know appear-ances, because sense alone is not human knowing, and because sense alone does not possess the full objectivity of human knowing. By consciousness, which is not an inner sense, we are given, not appearance, not reality, but data. Further, while it is true enough that data of experience result in us from the action of external objects, it is 
not true that we know this by sense alone; we know it as we know anything else, by experienc-ing, understanding, and judging. Again, it is not true that it is from sense that our cognitional activities derive their immediate relationship to real objects; that relation is immediate in the intention of being... (Lonergan, ’67, p. 240.)
                      Text B
Are there really objects out there? Or, is esse percipi? Is it all in my perceiving? To my way of thinking, that is not a philosophical question. It is something that is settled on the same level as that on which it arises. If one’s already-out-there-now-real reactions and global apprehensions function successfully, that is all there is to be said about them. They do not arise from asking questions and answering them, and if a person lacks a sense of reality in that sense, raising questions and answering them is not going to give it to him. (Lonergan ’90, p.107.)
       Something has gone very wrong. How can the intellectual operations which in A are said to be essential to knowing that sense experience relates us to an extra-mental material world be dismissed without a qualm in B? How is Lonergan‘s emphatic rejection of claim that the paradigm case of knowing is “taking a look” at the “already out there now real” to be reconciled with B’s sole reliance on that very act to establish the existence of an external, material world? And how can our immediate relation to reality be given by the intention of being, and not by our senses, when objects of sense can be known to be real without any such intention of being?
     The reasons that have been advanced for doubting the existence of the external world of sense -- some consider-ably more doubt-inspiring than others -- are well known, so I shall not discuss them at any length in this paper. Instead, I will describe what I think is the correct start-ing point for a critical realist approach to this classical problem -- an approach that I think Lonergan would ultimately accept. I conclude with an extended analysis of Lonergan’s theory of “description” and “explanation” in empirical science. The point of the analysis is to show how failure to think through the various theories of perception in the light of his own most fundamental epistemological doctrines results in serious confusion.
  First, however, it is important to be clear about what Lonergan means by ‘data’ and to sort out some accounts of how perception relates us to an external world.                                                                          
                         I. Data
  For Lonergan, a datum is what is present to, or in, con- sciousness epistemically prior to intellectual inquiry. It is what is presupposed as the object of such inquiry. The obvious example is a datum of sense; but inner exper-iences, including the experience of the various cognitional operations themselves, are also data insofar as they con-tain unexploited intelligibility and hence may become the object of further intellectual inquiry. Contrary to the position taken in B, there is no knowledge by acquaintance: Experience is promoted to knowledge through the inquiry which generates intelligent questions and is consummated in a judgment of truth. Knowledge of the existence and proper-ties of an extra-mental material world would seem to be no exception.
   Notice that there is nothing in this account about the data being “out there” as opposed to “in here.” The definition is in terms of cognitional structure and func-tion, not in terms of spatial location, “in-the-mind” versus “outside -the-mind,” or “apparent” as opposed to the “real.” 
  II. Some Versions of Direct Realism and Representative
                          Realism
   However, there are a number of ways in which one can be a direct realist about sense perception, just as there are different ways one can be an indirect, or representative, realist, and the differences between the various versions of each are important. The theories of the relation between perception and the external world discussed in what follows are not the only ones that have been advanced (There are also, for example, the theories of Berkeley and Kant), but they will serve to make my point. I shall describe two versions of direct realism and three versions of rep-resentative realism. I argue for an as yet undetermined sixth theory to be worked out through a heuristic that is consistent with what is most fundamental in Lonergan’s theory of cognition.
                 II.1 Critical Direct Realism
   The first sort of perceptual direct realism is the one characteristically advocated by Lonergan In this version one is a direct realist only about the extra-mental status of an object of sense and about its sensible properties. For this sort of direct realism, objects of sense are known to be “out there,” pretty much with the properties they are perceived to have, independently of one’s perceiving them and prior to inquiry, insight, and judgment. Such knowledge“[does] not arise from asking questions and answering them”; we are assured of extra-mental existence of external objects by our “already-out-there-now-real reactions and global apprehensions.” 
   It should be evident that this view of how objects of sense are known to be really “out there” and to have cer-tain sensible properties is not compatible with the account of data given above.
   However, in this version of direct realism asking ques-tions and giving reasonable answers are required in order to know what is really the case about the extra-mental material items of whose mind-independent existence and sensible properties one is assured by perception alone (by one’s “already-out-there-now-real reactions” and “global appre-hensions”), that is, precritically. The objects of sense provide the basic meaning of `real material object’ only when they are subjected to these further intellectual operations. And the content of correct insight is constit-utive of the object of sense, not imposed upon it or merely used as a tool for manipulating it verbally.  
  I shall call this version of direct realism ‘critical direct realism’ (CDR). (There are rather a lot of abbrevia-tions in what follows; the alternative is an equal number of longish names.)CDR is undoubtedly what Lonergan had in mind in B, though the subsequent intellectual operations are not mentioned in this particular passage.
   Advocates of CDR usually acknowledge that there can be non-veridical perceptions -- dreams, hallucinations, optical illusions, and the like; but doubts about whether the content or object of a sense experience is really “out there” are ultimately resolved by appeal to insight and judgment operating on perceived objects, at least some of which are not in doubt. This is Lonergan’s characteristic response to skepticism about the evidence of the senses.(See, e.g., Lonergan, ’90, pp. 175-6.) As B assures us, some object of sense (or at least conclusive, extra-mental, empirical evidence for such an object) can be known to be “out there” prior to inquiry and judgment is not in question for CDR. (The notion of “conclusive empirical evidence” requires a lengthy discussion which is best postponed for a few pages). 
   The theory that attempts to combine CDR with the discov-eries of modern science – call it ‘SCDR’ -- holds that both ordinary objects of sense and particle events are “out there.” As in CDR, the former is known by our “already out there now reactions” and “global apprehension” to exist extra-mentally, but the latter are known only by intel-lectual operations constitutive of the method of empirical science, operating on what is experienced or known, by whatever means, about the former. SCDR is the theory defended explicitly by Lonergan in text C, discussed below. 
               II.2 Precritical Direct Realism
   The second version of direct realism is “direct” about both the extra-mental status and sensible properties of the object of sense and about what it is to know something about such objects. I shall refer to this position as ‘pre-critical direct realism’ (‘PCDR’).For both CDR and PCDR, objects of sense are precritically taken to exist “out there” pretty much as they appear. But in PCDR, both the object sensed and what is directly sensed about it are, as sensed, thought to give the core meaning of ‘real.’ The content of insight and judgment, although not discounted entirely, tends to be assigned a relatively minor role in the account of what is paradigmatically the “real.”
   In an extreme versions of PCDR, intellectual operations merely serve as verbal tags allowing one to manipulate ob-jects symbolically. It is hoped that, given sufficient log-ical ingenuity, worrisome expressions (for example, terms whose senses are universals) can be eliminated in favor of terms which refer to objects of sense “out there” or, at most, to sets of such objects. Logic and pure mathematics are viewed as useful but uninformative systems of tautologies. If the “already out there now real” is called a ‘sensum’ or ‘sense datum,’ and if statements about them are thought to exhaust the possibilities of (non-logical non-mathematical) meaning, one comes very near to certain versions of logical positivism.
   Lonergan fails to see that his theory of cognition demands something much more radical than rejecting PCDR in favor of CDR.
         III. Three Versions of Representative Realism
   One may reject all versions of direct perceptual realism and view the immediate objects of sense as immanent, that is, as existing in one’s mind, but hold that they somehow inform us about extra-mental items. This is the view apparently taken in A. I will discuss three versions of representative realism: precritical (PCRR), critical (CRR), and scientific (SCRR), together with some variations on the last.
   PCRR holds that data of sense are immediately given “in one’s mind” and that, as an immanent object of “inner” perception, they inform us about an extra-mental material world by virtue of representing or picturing it in some more or less literal fashion. The basic meaning of ‘real’ is still given by sense as sense, but now all sense is, as it were, “inner sense.” 
  It will be the immanent content of such “inner sensing” that gives us the best available notion of the `really real’ short of the unmediated perception of external ob-jects that PCRR rejects. The products of intelligence and judgment will tend to be discounted as not constituting the “really real,” proximately in favor of immanent objects of sense perception and remotely in favor of the unobserved extra-mental entities thought to be represented.   
  PCRR eventually leads to what I shall call critical representative realism (CRR), in which the relation between immanent data and the extra-mental world is no longer taken unreflectingly as literally “representing” an extra-mental world. The existence and properties of such a world are to be established by asking intelligent questions and verify-ing intelligent answers. 
  Ultimately, CRR gives way to scientific representative realism (SCRR) and the atomic theory of matter. Belief in any literal representation of an extra-mental world is rejected, but a desperate attempt can still be made to reduce scientific entities to fictions and to recast them as “really real” sensa, either “in here” or “out there.” Or one can take atoms, quarks, and the like, seriously but construe them as what, if they could be observed, would, as observed, constitute the “really real.” Intellectual opera-sons would be required only to discover the “imagina-tively” observable scientific objects. Hope for both of these ploys has become increasing forlorn in the wake of developments in quantum mechanics and general relativity.            
   In another variation on SCRR, a version consistent with A, whatever is reasonably inferred, on the evidence of immanent data, to exist in an extra-mental material world does in fact so exist. The properties which these extra-mental items are inferred to have really are constitutive of them, and the relations inferred to exist among them do really so exist. Advocates of this view feel no need to reconstruct the world affirmed by science as “real” sensa or “unobservable observables.”  
   As we shall see, Lonergan’s distinction between data that yield “things as related to us, things as described” and data that yield “things as related among themselves, things as explained” conflates SCDR and SCRR.
   In contrast with all of these theories, one may hold that in the “epistemic beginning” the status of sensa as mental or extra-mental, as well as the status of that way of putting the question, are in question. For this “spare theory of data” (STD), merely experiencing data of sense does not yield knowledge of anything. In particular, neither data of “inner” sense nor data of “outer” sense come to us bearing tags identifying them as “inner” or “outer.” (Of course it is possible to sense that one’s hand is spatially external to one’s skull and brain, but that is not the sense of ‘outside the mind’ in play here – skull, brain, and hand might all be “in one’s mind.” (see Hodes, 2001, Part I.) They are simply data; they yield knowledge only when subject to successful rational inquiry. The first text (A) or at least the part beginning with ‘by’, is consistent with the spare theory of data.
   STP makes no assumptions about what the data, merely as data and before inquiry, are or could be evidence for, or about its ontological status. It takes sense data as epistemically prior to, and prima facie compatible with, all theories of perception in which rational inquiry plays an essential role. These include, among others, the views: that the color patches of which we are directly aware are numerically identical with the surfaces of extra-mental objects; that sense data exist only in our minds but more or less accurately represent similar items in an extra-mental world; that sense data exist only in our minds but provide the basis for inferring the world physicists tell us about; that such data are mind-independent, involving nothing else that they can be constitutive of; that they are purely immanent features of our minds, having no relation to any extra-mental material world; and that the alleged puzzle is somehow a mistake, leading at best to an “inverse insight.” 
    Which of these is the case, if any of them is, will ap-pear only after successful inquiry into data which, the naive commonsense of B notwithstanding, does not in itself settle the issue one way or the other. But given the role assigned by Lonergan to inquiry, insight, and judgment in our knowledge of what is really the case, and given the account of data set out above, STP is where we must begin in resolving the problem of perception and the external world (For a preliminary sketch of how such a resolution might proceed, see Hodes `96, IV. 3).                                            
   I must now explain what was meant above by  “conclusive 
experiential evidence of an external material world.” I shall refer to such evidence as “Condign Data” (CD). 
  Consider the judgment That patch is red. Note that the judgment makes no commitment concerning the mental or extra-mental status of the red patch. Now, such a judgment constitutes knowledge that the patch is red when the person so judging is conscious of such a patch and understands that this is sufficient evidence for the truth of the prop-osition. In this case the evidence which verifies the truth of the proposition is identical with what the proposition asserts to be true. (The triviality of inquiring into the simple surface properties of data presently in conscious-ness misleads us into thinking that no hypothesis was prop-osed and verified.)
   In the interesting cases, however, the evidence for the truth of a proposition is not identical with what the prop-osition proposes to be true. A streak in a cloud chamber may be evidence that an electron is present; but, oper-ationalists notwithstanding, the streak itself is not what is proposed as existing by the hypothesis that there are electrons. Since there seems to be no term available for evidence which is identical with what the relevant prop-osition asserts to be the case, but does not assume that to perceive such data is ipso facto to know it or something about it, I shall coin the term ‘condign’. The view of the relevant data as condign is entirely consistent with the need for inquiry, understanding, and judgment in every instance of knowing what is really the case.    
   Now, Lonergan's claim in B that the existence of external material world is given in the extroversion of sense commits him at least to the belief that evidence for the existence of the an external material world is condign. Again, this is not to say that no insight and judgment will be required, only that in such cases no further data and no further premises will be required.  
   Does B take the much stronger position that sense exper-ience together with a precritical feeling of conviction (“one’s already-out-there-now-real reactions”) by them-selves constitute a primitive sort of knowing? This is the natural reading of B and there are other places where Lonergan seems to say this. But if that is what he meant, he has abandoned the fundamental tenet of critical realism: Existence and the real are not merely what is, or could be, experienced, but what is, or could be, intelligently conceived and reasonably affirmed about such experience. 
   B might be very charitably read as implying that the sense data are condign: that, as data, they are sufficient to justify the judgment that there is an external material world. The obvious difficulty with this reading is that judgments imply answers -- however obvious -- and answers imply proposed questions -- however jejune -- and it is just such questions and answers that Lonergan is dismissing in B. 
    B conflates instinctive belief in an external world with justified belief in such a world. The former requires no inquiry and no insight; the latter does. Lonergan sees this, but seems not to have gotten consistently clear about the distinction, as A and B make quite evident. (See Hodes, ’99, “Basic Beliefs”.) We, like the other animals, can accomplish a great deal in life through epistemic acts that fall well short of justified true belief, acts that, properly speaking, involve no inquiry or hypotheses at all, phobias, for example, and other consciously conditioned responses. 
   Lonergan, of all people, ought not to have been guilty of Dr. Johnson’s blunder. For Lonergan insists that, just as asking questions for understanding is the first step in promoting experience to knowledge, so a resolute openness to all further questions bearing upon the correctness of one’s answers is a precondition for an intellectually responsible judgment. And he cautions that the fact that no further relevant questions come to mind in the normal course of events is no guarantee that there are no such questions. (Lonergan, ’92, pp. 308 ff..) 
      Even if the intellectual operations would be needed in this case, as in all other instances of knowing, the fact remains that no one has succeeded in showing that there is such condign evidence for an external world, certainly nothing as straight foreword as Lonergan suggests in B. As previously noted, even Lonergan’s characteristic appeal to complex judgments in resolving such skeptical issues assumes some primitively veridical perception. (See, e.g., Lonergan, ’90. pp. 175-6.)
   But surely, some of the skeptical arguments are at least prima facie relevant to belief in an external world, and none of them can be proven unsound by a very unLonerganian shrug followed by an equally unLonerganian “look” at the “already out there not real.” 
   What has happened, I suspect, is that Lonergan did not take doubts about the existence of the external world seri-ously enough to work out and apply consistently the theory of perception demanded by his theory of cognition. When he discusses perception he is focusing on the point that data of sense, whatever its ontological status, yields knowledge only when understanding and judgment are brought to bear upon them. But what is important for Lonergan is how we come to know what is really the case about veridical data of sense, not whether there is anything to the skeptical arguments that the data may not be “out there.”
   To repeat, we may find that this puzzle is a pseudo-problem to be met by an “inverse insight”; but if we are right to reject it, there must first have been authentic inquiry.
       IV. Things As Related Among Themselves and Things
                      As Related to Us.        
   Lonergan’s failure to think through the various theories of perception gets him into difficulties when he attempts to distinguish between “description” (“things as related to us”) and “explanation” (“things as related among them-selves”) in the empirical sciences. I will examine four key passages in which the theory is set out and attempt -- in vain, as it turns out -- to find a plausible construal of each text, first on CDR or SCDR and then, in order to emphasize the difference in the two kinds of theories, on SCRR. The analysis becomes complex because Lonergan has allowed himself to become involved in a number of complex confusions. Even Homer nods.
             Text C: Quarking up The Wrong Tree
   Consider the exposition below. The claim being made is that the same “thing” is both “described” and “explained.”  
...when there is no possibility of observation there is no possibility of verification. For the imagined as imagined can be verified only when what is imagined also can be seen. Accordingly, there are no verifiable images for sub-atomic elements. But if subatomic elements cannot be imagined, then atoms cannot be imagined, for one cannot imagine a whole as made up of non-imagin-able parts. It follows that no thing itself, no thing as explained can be imagined. If atoms cannot be imagined, then, by parity of reasoning, molecules cannot be imagined, if molecules cannot be imagined, then neither can cells, if cells cannot be imagined then neither plants. Once one enters on the way of explanation by relating things to one another one has stepped out of the path that leads to valid representational images. No doubt I can imagine a plant as seen, as related to my senses, as described, but if I apply the full principal of equivalence and prescind from all observers, then I prescind from all observables. As the electron, so also the tree, insofar as it is considered a thing itself, stands within a pattern of intelligible relations and offers no foothold for the imagination. The difference between the tree and the electron is simply that the tree, besides being explained, can be observed and described, while the elect-ron can be explained adequately only in terms of observables that describe other things as well. (Lonergan, ’92,p. 275.)
   The difficulty here is not with the notion of a “thing,” worked out more fully elsewhere, as the content of an insight that grasps a “unity, identity, whole,” but with the theory of the relation between the “things” affirmed by science and “things” that are objects of perception, bet-ween “things as explained” and “things as described.” 
   Consider the final sentence. It implies that the tree -- the item with a rough, barky surface and autumnal coloring -- and certain particle events are the same thing and tells us that they are both in some way observable: The tree straight-forwardly so, the particle events only by observing “other things as well.”
   If the tree and the particle events are the same thing, then when one “observes” a single electron the “other things being observed as well” will include the other particle events which, together with the electron, constitute the tree. (Demonstrating that there are such things as electrons would require other observations, for example, readings on instruments, but these can be ignored for present purposes.) I take it that Lonergan is saying that the electron is observable in much the same way a single grain of sand is said to be observed when one views a beach from a distance. At least I can find no other plausible construal of this sentence. 
       Now, as we saw above, for CDR, the position taken in B, the observed tree-qualia are real features of the tree, quite independently of our observing them. But if to describe the tree-qualia is also to describe the particle events which constitute the tree, then the particle events will also possess qualia. For, again, the tree and the particle events are alleged to constitute the same thing.
    To see why this can’t be right it is necessary to be clear about how particle events “explain” ordinary objects of perception. Such particle events are not related to sensible objects like trees in the same way the real defin-ition or explanation of, say, a circle is related to a particular circular object: that is, the particle events are not related to the tree as central or conjugate forms are related to matter. With this much Lonergan would, I think, agree. How,then, are they related? 
   Atomic theory has definite ontological content, very strong implications about what sorts of “things” there are “out there;” and rough, hard, bark-qualia and multi-color-ed, autumn-leaf-qualia are not among them. Physics tells us that the particle events just are the material object that is “out there”; they are not explanations of something else, e.g., a “tree as described,” that is also “out there.” It is simply not the case that particle events, whether taken singly or in great numbers, have qualia as inherent attributes. 
    Nothing in the scientific account of electrons mentions qualia -- as Lonergan himself would admit. Particle events are no more rough and autumnally colored than elec-tromagnetic waves in 600-700 nanometer range are red. As far as physics is concerned, the tree “as described” is ultimately relocated in the central nervous system, principally in the brain, as certain neurological events. Psychologists and philosophers may then account as best they can for the hard, rough, multicolored qualia in consciousness. 
  This result, of course, is essentially scientific representative realism (SCRR). The fact that most scientist do not consistently think or speak in this way, shifting ad libitum between PCDR and SCRR, does not mean that it is not the theory of perception implied by physics. 
   Now consider the first part of this passage. It is quite true that “where there is no possibility of observation, there is no possibility of verification [of imagined images]”; but it is not true that the unobservablity results from the fact that the items in question are explained, whether in relation to themselves or other-wise.(There is, of course, no reason why external objects should be unobservable merely because they are related among themselves: The luminous objects in the night sky are observed by us as related to one another. This can hardly be what Lonergan had in mind as the cause of the alleged radical unobservability of objects as related among themselves.)
   There is a sense in which what is explained is unobserv-able. Explanation is a matter of concepts and judgments (among other things), and neither of these can be the content of sensation or imagination. Nevertheless, we do not say that a circular patch of color ceases to be observable (either immanently or extra-mentally) because we understand its geometry and physics. For the same reason, an electron does not lack observable qualia because it is understood.
   The same is true of the commonsense explanations said to be provided by “experiential” conjugates. Our concept of the experiential conjugate relating a number of green objects is the concept of green, not a green concept; and as such it is, as Lonergan says, just as unobservable and unimaginable as our concept of the pure conjugates that relate items subject to the law of inverse squares. But just as it was not the case that the electron was unobservable because it was explained, so the observability or non-observability of the tree does not depend upon whether it is or is not explained. I discuss this point more fully in connection with test F, below.
   So the first part of C seems to have conflated the in- accessibility to our senses and imagination of the content of an act of understanding, as such, with the inaccess-ibility to our senses and imagination of the data (thing)understood. No object of pure mathematics is ever sensible or imaginable, either directly or indirectly; but whether and in what sense this is true of the objects of empirical science will depend upon the physical properties of the objects involved and upon our sensoria. 
   It is because electrons and the like have no qualia that they cannot be identical with the ordinary qualia-bearing objects they are alleged to constitute. But because such items are unobservable we are tempted to identify them with “descriptive” qualia that are observable, that are, as it were, descriptively “painted onto them.” But, to repeat, the reason particle events cannot be observed, in the sense of ‘observable’ required by CDR, is that they have no qualia to observe, not because they are or are not explained. On representative realism the particle events are “observable” in the sense that they cause certain qualia to appear in one’s consciousness; but that is obviously not the sense of “observable” at play in C. 
   Next, consider the unobservablity which is said to follow from the “application of the full principle of equival-ence.” Of course Lonergan is thinking of the invariance of physical laws for all reference frames achieved by general relativity. But the relevant point in general relativity is not that observers and observable data have been elimin-ated, but that the application of physical laws to the relevant observed data yields the same physical account wherever the relevant data may be observed.
   Again, if the relevant laws and the items subsumed under them are considered as contents of acts of understanding, they are not observable; but whether such entities, con-sidered as physical items, are or are not observable, in the sense required by CDR, depends on the properties of the items, not on whether their laws are invariant or are or are not understood. 
   Of course, on SCRR particle events would not be ident-ified with the immanent sensa they cause, so the problems we have been discussing would not arise -- although others would, as we shall see. But if Lonergan had had a version of representative realism in mind, the relevant distinction would have been between immanent effect and extra-mental cause, as in A, not between trees as “described” or “related to us” and trees as “explained” or “related among themselves ... within a pattern of intelligible relations.” The relevant issue would have been how the existence and nature of the extra-mental cause is recovered from its immanent, mental effect. At the very least this causal relation would have been mentioned.      
   In the following passage Lonergan gives perhaps his clearest detailed account of the distinction between “things as related to us” and “things as related among themselves”:
                Text D: Transparent Primes
 ...For every experience one may distinguish between content and act, between seen and seeing, the heard and the hearing, the tasted and the tasting, and so forth. Let us represent then any series of experience by a series of pairs AA’, BB’, CC’ ... where the unprimed letters denote contents and prime letters denote the correspond-ing acts. Now correlations may be reached by combining the unprimed components.. or by combin-ing the primed components, or by combining both primed and unprimed components. In the first case one will deal with the relations of contents to one another and will prescind from the cor-responding acts. ... In the second case, one will prescind from contents to obtain a psychological or cognitional theory. In the third case, one will be employing experiential conjugates, and further information will be needed to settle whether one is working toward the goal of natural science or of cognitional theory.
   [...] Either one’s terms are experiential con-jugates, or else they are pure conjugates based on combining contents alone, or finally they are a special case of pure conjugates based on combining acts alone. (Lonergan, ’92, p.102-3.)
  Let us again attempt to construe the passage first in terms of CDR and then in terms of some form of representative realism (PCRR, CRR and SCRR).  
  For CDR, as for every version of direct realism, the act of experiencing (e.g., “seeing”) that relates the perceive r to the content of her perceiving (“the seen”) is trans-parent, as it were. There is no mediating mental image or mediating mental act that could alter, distort, or trans-pose its perceived object; the act of experiencing itself reveals the experienced data just as it is (apart from what would be revealed by understanding and judgment). But now it is not clear how joining these empty acts of sensing to their contents will yield data that is properly descrip-tive. 
   Everything in the coupling of the content and the act of sensing that could be descriptive of the item in question is, on CDR, a mind-independent feature of the mind-indepen-dent item, and has just as much right to be called a part of the “thing in itself” as any other feature or combin-ation of features constitutive of the items. Thus, the coupling which is said to yield descriptive data comes apart, on the one hand, into physical science and cognitional theory and, on the other hand, into empty acts of seeing, hearing, touching, and the like, which, apart from their content, can describe nothing. 
   Coupling a transparent act of seeing to a red patch that exits as a red patch quite independently of one’s seeing it, yields an act of visual acquaintance with the red patch -- Lonergan’s place holder for a thing in itself -- not a description of it. Whatever data for psychology or cog-nitional theory remains can have no descriptive function. 
   Construing D as presupposing some form of representa-tive realism makes no sense at all. The “content” that is said to yield “things in themselves” would have to consist of mental content (“images”); and, as with CDR, the “experiencing” that has these immanent sensa as their objects will be empty but entirely immanent acts of sensing that, when detached from their immanent content, describe nothing. Nor can Lonergan intend that the mental image (or the mental image coupled with its immanent content)describe an unobserved, extra-mental object; for neither an un-observed object nor the inference needed to establish its existence is mentioned.
   Let us look at another important text. (The interpolated material is added for clarity; to take “conjugates” as referring to the relata rather than the relation loses the parallel with pure, explanatory generalization being made in the passage.)
                 TEXT E: Combinations Combined
There is, however, a difference between the mode of verifying pure conjugates and the mode of verifying experiential conjugates. For the experiential conjugate is {verified in/by} either a content of experience, such as seeing red or touching extensions, or else a correlative to such a content, for instance, red as seen or extension as touched, or finally, a derivative of such correlatives, as would be the red that could be seen or the extension that could be touched. On the other hand, the pure conjugate has its verification, not in contents of experience nor in their actual or potential correlatives, but only in combinations of such contents and cor-relatives. I see, for instance, a series of extensions and alongside each I see a yard-stick; from the series of combinations I obtain another series of measurements; from the correlation of the two, together with the leap of insight, I am led to posit as probably realized some continuous function; pure conjugates are the minimal cor-relatives implicit in such functions; and their verification finds its ground, not in experience as such, but only in combinations of combina-tions, etc., etc., etc., of experience. (Lonergan, ’92, pp. 103-4)(query in curved brack-ets is mine.)
   It seems impossible to reconcile E with the D, and there are difficulties when E is taken on its own terms.
    Reconciling the two texts is complicated by the fact that E approaches the distinction from the point of view of how the different types of conjugates are verified and indirectly in terms of how they are constituted; but presumably the different sorts of conjugates would be verified by the same sorts of data or combinations of data they explain – in E they are taken as hypotheses while in the D and the other texts they taken as verified and thus constitutive of the data.
  Compare the accounts given at the beginning of D and the beginning of E. The least implausible way of fitting these texts onto each other is to read “correlative to a content of experience” and “content of experience” in E as equivalent, respectively, to “act of experiencing” and “content of experience” in D. The sense of E seems to be that “correlatives of the content of experience” and “content of experience” are each descriptive when subsumed under simple, first-level relations, but are explanatory when combined in more complex, higher level relations.
    D makes “content of experience” serve as the analogue for “things in themselves” and makes the “act of experiencing,” that is, act of sensing, the analogue of psychological “things in themselves.” But, unlike the account given in E, each type of data preserves its character as descriptive or explanatory when each is combined each with its own type (“primed with primed,” “unprimed with unprimed”), regardless, apparently, of level of complexity of the relations. Only when coupled with an items of a different kind (“primed with unprimed”) do they enter into descriptive conjugates. (It is important to distinguish the pair-wise coupling of experience and content of experience mentioned in D from both the combinations of such couples also mentioned in D and from the “combinations of combinations” of separate kinds of data mentioned in E.) 
   If we try to remedy these difficulties by reading the “combinations of contents and correlatives” said to verify pure, explanatory conjugates in E as involving the couplings of contents and correlates (the “primed with unprimed letters” of D) we get the experiential conjugates of D, and this implies  -- what is not so much as hinted at in D – that such experiential couplings become explanatory organized into complex correlations among the couples. (E’s “derivatives of such correlatives” are not mentioned in D, but this seems to be a harmless omission.) 
    Finally, quite apart from difficulties in reconciling E with D, it may be asked why complex relations between the extensions of a sensible meter rod and the extensions of various sensible objects should yield science when simple, first-level relations among these items do not. For, to repeat, on CDR all are (data constitutive of) things in themselves and all their relations are “things as related among them-selves.” None of them is any more or less descriptive than the others, if by ‘descriptive’ one means capable of being identified by their sensible properties. This issue is taken up again in the discussion of text F, below.
   The forgoing discussion supposed that the underlying theory of perception in E. was CDR or SCDR. As before, the attempt to construe E as a version of the representative realism of A is a non-starter. Again, on the most plausible reading the “correlative of such experience” of E would have to correspond to a mental representation, and the “content of experiencing” would correspond to an extra-mental object. “Data that might be sensed” must be made to refer to data inferred from what actually is sensed, and both would, as data, be immanent; but that is a very different thing from inferring, from data existing only in one’s mind, the existence of extra-mental items that can never be sensed (not to mention combining these two to yield some third type of item).
   The main flaw in all three texts is the failure to realize that on CDR all data of sense (aside from hallucination, and the like) constitute extra-mental “things in themselves” upon which understanding and judgment operate. On CDR there is not and cannot be any merely descriptive data, if by this one means data having some special relation or appearance to or for us. Correlations of correlations of such data may be more scientifically fruitful than such data taken one-at-a-time or in simpler relations, but, on CDR, they cannot have any special relation to us. There are only data for things in themselves and relations among such data. 
   None of this blurs the difference between the content of sense and the content of insight. But it does show that on CDR, the view of perception Lonergan is adopting in these passages, there can be no fundamental distinction of the kinds he argues for in the data.
   As we saw above, any of the various kinds of repre-sentative realism will provide a straightforward sense for the claim that the data have a special relation to us. The data are immanent, mental representations that may or may not correspond to an external object that they may or may not literally represent. And it is at least possible that the immanent data reflect to some extent the nature of our consciousness or sensoria, so that considerable theorizing will be needed if they are to yield information about an extra-mental world. For representative realism the objects of perception are, in this straightforward sense, “things as related to us.”
   But on CDR what you see, touch, etc., (together with what is discovered about it by intellectual operations) is what there is. And it is so whether you are experiencing it or not.
  Treating the data as condign would avoid catastrophic damage to Lonergan’s theory of cognition; but the net result for the distinction between “things for us” and “things as related among themselves” would be the same. The items will in fact be “out there” and will have the properties and relations observed, quite independently of our observing them.
    So the attempt to make sense of the distinction between “description” and “explanation” in terms of different kinds of data or combinations of data produces rather dis-appointing results. Lonergan gives a parallel account of the distinction in terms of differences in kinds of defining terms and concepts.  
         IV, Quantity, Quality, and Implicit Definition
                            Text F: 
   Our last text is briefer and less detailed than those already discussed and may therefore seem more convincing:
Experiential conjugates are correlates whose meaning is expressed, at least in the last analysis, by appealing to the content of some human experience... thus ‘colors’ will be experiential conjugates when defined by appealing to visual experience.
Pure or explanatory conjugates, on the other hand, are correlates defined implicitly by empirically established correlations, functions, laws, theories, systems...Thus masses might be defined as the correlates implicit in Newton’s law of inverse squares. (Lonergan, `88, p. 102 ff..)
   In one case there are items which are implicitly defined by properties and laws that become known to us through complex intercorrelations among data expressed mathematic-ally, while in the other there are items defined by simple qualitative laws and concepts among sensible properties as related to an observer. The difficulties with relatedness to an observer have been sufficiently discussed. How about differences in the sorts of concepts and laws? 
   Recall that the expressions which do the work defining experiential conjugates are not singular terms; they are general terms and, therefore, are also the products of insight and understanding, however elementary. Can the distinction sought can be found in the difference between insights into qualitative and quantitative terms and laws? 
   It is difficult to imagine a description employing only general terms for qualitative properties which would be scientifically useful. (Conversely, does the account, say, of a lunar eclipse fail to be “explanatory” because it relies on non-numerical geometry and optics?) And terms such as ‘mass’ and ‘velocity’ must also be connected with some rudimentary qualitative sense experience (weight, movement and direction). 
   It is true, of course, that terms for numerical and functional concepts are explicit in scientific laws, but they are commonly explicit in descriptions, e.g., “The more virulent microorganism has about twice the diameter of the less virulent form under the same magnification,” and quantification of some sort is almost always at least weakly implicit, e.g., “Arterial blood is red, and venous blood is blue, although the latter may be bright red in certain types of illness. In the second example quantification, although quite trivial, is nevertheless crucial, for the possible colors are limited to three. Will such a description become “explanatory” if this fact is made explicit, or if shades of color and degrees of brightness are assigned numerical values relative to some standard case of brightness, or if additionally, more complexly related qualia are included? 
   One may be inclined to think that quantification and complexity can be either descriptive or explanatory, and that the crucial distinction, if there is one, lies elsewhere. What might seem important is not whether the definitions are given in qualitative or quantitative terms or embrace more or less complex relations, but whether they refer to features and laws that allow, for example, prediction and integration with other theories. 
   Lonergan does not exploit this way of grounding the required distinction in the key texts we have considered or elsewhere in this context. Nor would it solve his problems if he did. For although the achievements of “experiential” conjugates in this regard are notably superficial and inexact compared with the results of empirical science, they are by no means negligible, as Lonergan points out. Both types of conjugates are said to be verifiable and, therefore, to yield authentic knowledge, including in the case of descriptions much that is explanatory in the ordinary sense of the term; both kinds of knowledge are “empirically established,” and both yield reliable pre-dictions. (’92, p. 103) 
   The introduction of implicit definition into the account of “pure” conjugates seems more promising, but I do not see how it could yield the required distinction. Every definiendum is “implicit” in its definitions in the sense required by F, provided the latter is necessary and sufficient; and, at least in empirical science, both sorts of definitions employ qualitative and quantitative terms to some degree. (Logically rigorous implicit definitions, such as are found in mathematics and geometry, in which items are defined relatively to each other -- for example, lines and points -- cannot occur in the empirical sciences.) The principle advantage of such quasi-implicit scientific definitions over ordinary definitions seems to lie in the former’s abstractness, which yields more powerful generalization, and their relatively heavy reliance quantification, which makes possible the highly complex and precise calculations required for verification and prediction. But as we have seen, quantification and abstractness will not yield the clear-cut distinction Lonergan is trying to make between kinds of laws and kinds of conjugates.
  Perhaps implicit, “explanatory” definitions are to stand to “descriptions” as real definitions stand to nominal definitions (e.g., “locus of points equidistant from a point” versus “the shape of the full moon.”). But the distinction between real and nominal definitions is one between essential and non-essential features both of which are inherent in the item, not one between features the item has in relation to us and features which relate it to other items. (Note that strictly observer-relative nominal de-finitions -- “the shape of the item illustrated on page thirty-four of the book I am holding” – are not explanatory at all.) Historically and logically this approach lead to some form of representative realism and the doctrine of primary and secondary properties discussed below.
   So it would appear that on CDR neither relatedness to an observer’s act of sensing, nor an act of understanding, nor complexity of the relation among the items, nor explicit mathematical formulation, nor empirical verifiability, nor implicit definition, nor reliable prediction, nor cognitive validity yields the required distinction. Given CDR, the account in F yields a continuum of increasingly well-understood items and laws, linked to sense experience, and defined by increasingly complex and precisely quantified conjugates -- not items defined by two different kinds of relations, one consisting of a quantified relations among the items themselves and the other constituted by a qualitative relation among items as observed by us.
   In C–F Lonergan is advancing a two-fold distinction: One between things as related among themselves and things as related to us, and the other between things as understood and things as sensed. Unfortunately, on the CDR of B all sensible properties and their interrelations are features of the things themselves and both descriptive and pure conjugates yield correct understanding. Whether the understanding is qualitative or quantitative or both does not seem fundamental.
                                        V. Primary and Secondary Qualities
   What might more plausibly be said to be correlated in the “explanatory” concepts and laws of C-F are relatively complex relations among primary qualities –- what the scholastics referred to as “common sensibles,” including the rudimentary experiences of inertia, force, weight, and the like, mentioned by Lonergan (’92, p.102).(For example, on CDR it is colored patches which we observe to be moving or as having certain relative extensions, but we are asked to form concepts only of their observed relative motion, extension, shape, number, and the like, and to prescind from their color, texture, etc..)Thus, still assuming CDR, experiential concepts might be said to be “descriptive” because their terms refer to colors, textures, and the like, while “pure” concepts (laws) might be said to be explanatory, in part, because they refer to the extensions, positions, motions, shapes, number etc, common to objects exhibiting the secondary properties but sensible, as it were, only at one remove. 
   Lonergan resists developing the description-explanation distinction in terms of primary and secondary qualities or in terms of the conceived relations among them for several reasons. He thinks any such distinction would tend to install the primary qualities as the “really real” and to ignore the crucial role of intellectual operations performed upon them. And he thinks that doing so would fail to honor the canon of complete explanation; for on CDR, the alleged secondary qualities are real properties of extra-mental objects and are, therefore, to be explained by empirical science. (See, e.g., Lonrgan, ’79, pp. 243-4; ’92, pp.177-8.) The distinction between “things as related to us” and “things as related among each other” is Lonergan’s alternative account (`92, pp. 102 ff.) 
   But as should now be obvious with regard to secondary properties such as color and texture, this distinction won’t work when joined with CDR; and if so, it is difficult to see how it can work for motion, number, shape, ponderability, and the like, which seem to be inextricably bound to the secondary properties, as Hume and Berkeley noted and as Lonergan points out. When, with theoretical entities, such as electrons and quarks, we get a clear-cut distinction between ordinary objects and scientific objects, it is, surely, no longer possible to cling to any form of direct realism with regard to either secondary or primary properties. To paraphrase Russell: If direct realism is true, science is true; if science is true, direct realism is false: therefore, direct realism is false. 
   Theoretical entities do have certain primary properties, for example, mass and spatial orientation, but those properties must not be identified with the counterparts we perceive; for, as can be easily shown, the primary qualities we perceive vary when there is no reason to think the objects themselves vary. (Part of the puzzle of how perception relates us to the external world is to explain how science, or at least scientists, can be so successful while ignoring the puzzle.) 
  On SCRR, of course, both secondary properties (qualia) and primary properties, insofar as the latter are contents of sense perception, are viewed as events in consciousness and, as such, fall outside the scope of empirical sciences other than psychology. And psychology accounts for them in terms which seem not to be reducible to physics. 
    But SCRR is certainly not the last word. To paraphrase Russell again, when a chemist is asked to pass one the salt, she does not inquire which salt one means: the item which exists only in her mind or the item that she infers to consist of particle events “out there.” Nor does she think it necessary to explain how the extra-mental existence of space-time was inferred from the evidence available only in her mind.
   Surely, someone ought to be worrying about these puss-zles. To accept the spare theory of data (STD) is to see that the only tools available to us for this purpose are our wits, our judgment, and our experience of data whose ontological status is itself in question. 
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