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What is the epistemological role of speech perception in comprehension? More precisely, what is its role in episodes or states of comprehension able to mediate the communication of knowledge? One answer, developed in recent work by Tyler Burge, has it that its role may be limited to triggering mobilizations of the understanding. I argue that, while there is much to be said for such a view, it should not be accepted. I present an alternative account, on which episodes of comprehension are better able to underwrite the interpersonal transmission of knowledge.





Paying attention to language per se is difficult.








—Merlau-Ponty (1973: 77)

1. Descartes makes the following observation about the role of speech perception in comprehension:

Words, as you well know, bear no resemblance to the things they signify, and yet they make us think of those things, frequently even without our paying attention to the sound of the words or to their syllables. Thus it may happen that we hear an utterance whose meaning we understand perfectly well, but afterwards we cannot say in what language it was spoken…But perhaps you will say that our ears really cause us to perceive only the sound of the words…and that it is our mind which, recollecting what the words…signify, represent their meanings to us at the same time. (Descartes, 1664/1985: 79)

Descartes’ interest in linguistic understanding is due to two apparent similarities with perceptual cognition more generally.
 First, Descartes takes the relation of the immediate deliverances of the sensorium—sensations, say—to the normal objects of perceptual cognition—ordinary objects, properties and activities—to be, like the relation between words and what they express, somewhat arbitrary. Second, and related, he takes the epistemological role of sensation in mediating perceptual cognition to be akin to the role of speech perception in mediating understanding. Since the knowledgeable comprehension of content expressed in an episode of speech can be indifferent to our attending to, cognizing, or remembering the perceptually revealed details of that episode, it is held that the perception of speech can play the role, not of supplying justificatory support for knowledgeable uptake, but rather of being a mere trigger to immediate comprehension. Similarly, since the perceptual cognition of ordinary objects, properties, and activities can be indifferent to our attending to, cognizing, or remembering the details of sensory activity, it is held that awareness of sensation does not function as an element in its justification. Both points of similarity leave open the nature of the triggered states or episodes: whether they are, as Descartes has his interlocutor say, episodes or states purely of the mind or understanding, or whether they bear the imprint of their causal pedigree, so are episodes or states partly of sensory awareness.


Descartes’ observation raises important questions about the epistemology of comprehension, in particular about the role therein of speech perception and the similarities and differences between comprehension and perceptual cognition. How should we pursue those questions? Ordinary thought about linguistic uptake is flexible. For some purposes, we require of one who comprehends an episode of speech only that they come to entertain a thought expressed in that episode, perhaps through proper and responsible exercise of a reliable capacity. For other purposes, we demand more: we sometimes require one who comprehends to have associated an entertained thought with the speech episode that provoked it. If we are to make progress, we must impose constraints. A natural way of proceeding is through appeal to central functions of speech comprehension. 


In a series of recent papers, Tyler Burge has used reflection upon one central function of understanding, as a step in the acquisition of knowledge from what others’ say, in developing an account of the epistemological role of speech perception in comprehension broadly akin to that suggested by Descartes.
 I shall begin by expounding Burge’s account and his arguments against views that would afford sensory perception more than a mere triggering role (§§2–7). I shall then argue for three claims: first, that Burge fails to consider a plausible conception of comprehension that affords speech perception a more central role (§8); second, that that conception is better able than Burge’s to capture the epistemic role of comprehension in facilitating communication (§§9–11); and, third, that his negative arguments are ineffective against that conception (§12). My aim is not narrow criticism of Burge; as will be clear, the large-scale shape of my preferred conception is close to his. Rather, my aim is to use Burge’s important work on the topic as a stepping-stone to achieving a better view of the role of speech perception in the epistemics of communication.

2. What, then, is the epistemological role of speech perception in acquiring knowledge from what others say? In seeking an answer, one might reason as follows. One can only acquire knowledge from another’s words if one understands what they say. And understanding what they say is dependent upon perceiving an episode of speech.
 Hence, one might conclude, the perception of speech supplies an essential element in the justification of, or entitlement to, knowledge acquired from what others’ say.
 

Although the initial steps of the reasoning are plausible, they fail without supplementation to sustain its conclusion. Supplementation is required at two points. First, no reason has been supplied for viewing the role of understanding an utterance to be that of supplying an essential element in an entitlement to what one comes thereby to know. For all the reasoning shows, it might be that understanding an interlocutor’s utterance that such-and-such serves, not to supply an element in an entitlement to believe that such-and-such, but rather to put one in a position to enjoy whatever entitlement the interlocutor then possessed to believe that such-and-such. Second, no reason has been supplied for viewing the role of speech perception to be that of supplying an essential element in an entitlement to one’s understanding of the interlocutor’s utterance. For all the reasoning shows, it might be that the perception of speech serves, not to supply an essential element in one’s entitlement to a cognition delivered by the understanding, but rather to causally trigger the generation of episodes of comprehension with epistemological statuses independent of their merely causal pedigree.


Although both lines of resistance rely upon a distinction amongst the epistemological functions of elements responsible for the epistemic status of a piece of cognition—between, on one hand, triggering, sustaining, preserving, or enabling conditions and, on the other, essential components in an entitlement—they are independently capable of undermining the initial line of reasoning in favour of a justificatory function for the deliverances of speech perception. One could resist the reasoning by holding that speech perception plays a justificatory role with respect to understanding, but that understanding itself plays a merely enabling role, allowing the subject of understanding to share in their interlocutor’s epistemic status. And one could resist the reasoning by holding that understanding plays a justificatory role with respect to knowledge gained from testimony, but that understanding is not reliant for its justification upon the sensory perception of episodes of speech.


A guiding theme in Burge’s work on the topic of knowledge transmission is his attempt to secure the possibility of the transmission of apriori knowledge as apriori.
 That is, Burge aims to explain, not only how someone who has apriori knowledge that such-and-such can communicate that knowledge to another, but also how the other’s knowledge can retain apriori status despite the transmission of knowledge depending upon the perception of speech. He explains his notion of apriori knowledge as follows:

I understand ‘a priori’ to apply to a person’s knowledge when that knowledge is underwritten by an a priori justification or entitlement that needs no further justification or entitlement to make it knowledge. A justification or entitlement is apriori if its justificational force is in no way constituted or enhanced by reference to or reliance on the specifics of some range of sense experiences or perceptual beliefs. (Burge, 1993a: 458)

Since Burge accepts that ordinary knowledge transmission is dependent upon speech perception, he draws a distinction, of the sort alluded to above, between two sorts of dependence. On one hand, we have dependence of a piece of cognition for its justificational force upon the specifics of what is sensorily experienced. On the other, we have dependence of a piece of cognition for its acquisition or preservation on a mere enabling or triggering condition. Having drawn the distinction, it would be open to Burge to attempt to explain the transmission of apriori knowledge by neutralising the justificatory role of speech perception in either of the two ways mentioned above. Burge chooses the second way, and seeks to argue that, while the products of comprehension play a justificatory role with respect to the knowledge got from others, speech perception has only a triggering or enabling function in underwriting the cognition of content, and the preservation of the justificatory status that content has for the interlocutor.


Burge’s account of the comprehension of speech, then, must provide that the epistemological role of episodes of comprehension can be indifferent to their sensory pedigree.
 That is, it must demonstrate, not only the possibility of forms of comprehension whose epistemological status ‘is in no way constituted or enhanced by reference to or reliance on the specifics of some range of sense experiences or perceptual beliefs’. It must show that such forms of comprehension are able to fulfil their epistemic function in furnishing justificatory support for pieces of knowledge acquired on their basis. Crucially, such forms of comprehension must not rely upon sensory perception to supply required elements in their inferential justificatory support. And, of equal importance, neither must those forms themselves be forms of sensory perception. Or, more precisely, their being forms of sensory perception must not be essential to their capacity to play their required role in mediating further epistemic statuses.


The issue dividing Burge from his opponents concerns the respective epistemic functions, in supporting the communication of knowledge, of the deliverances of two faculties: a faculty of sensory perception, marked as such by its special dependence upon the sensorium in sustaining causal and informational connections with ordinary objects, properties, and events; and a faculty of understanding, marked as such by its role in sustaining ordinary thinking capacities. The role of ancillary faculties—e.g., those responsible for deductive or inductive reasoning and, as we shall see, certain forms of memory—is taken to be neutral, except insofar as they take inputs from the other faculties.  Burge considers two conceptions of comprehension and argues that neither should be accepted. According to the first position, episodes of comprehension are outputs of the understanding, under the inferential, justificatory guidance of sensory perception of episodes of speech. According to the second, episodes of comprehension are exhaustively determined by the operations of sensory perception, so that comprehension just is a form of sensory perception. I shall expound Burge’s arguments against the two positions in order.

3. Burge’s argument against the first position has three stages. In the first stage, Burge presents a model of epistemological entitlement. In the second stage, the model is applied to communication in a way that reveals the products of speech perception to be inessential to one’s entitlement to knowledge gained from others. In the third, independent considerations are offered against the view that speech perception provides essential elements in such an entitlement.


The first stage is driven by reflection on cases where it might seem plausible that a distinction should be drawn amongst necessary conditions for knowledge.
 The aim is to motivate a distinction between those elements that must be mentioned in describing an adequate justification or warrant for belief and those elements that serve as mere enabling or triggering conditions. The operation of the latter elements may be required in acquiring or sustaining possession of the justification constituted by the former elements; but they are otherwise inessential to epistemic status. 

Consider the role of memory in sustaining one’s capacity to follow the steps of a proof—the function of what Burge calls preservative memory. Clearly the proper functioning of memory here is essential to the epistemic status of any belief formed on the basis of following through the proof. If one has forgotten or mis-remembered an earlier step, then that can affect critically the epistemic status the conclusion of one’s reasoning has for one. But it is plausible that one’s justification for belief in the conclusion need not mention the fact that one’s memory functioned properly. What is required is that the thoughts that one entertains in following the proof are suitably connected. Although that may depend on the proper functioning of one’s memory, one need not in addition entertain beliefs about the functioning of memory. Thus, we might distinguish between the justificatory role of the things one remembers in following through the proof—the propositions constituting the proof—and the enabling role of memory, in preserving one’s ability to think the propositions involved in the proof as one works through it and in preserving justificatory support from earlier to later steps despite the earlier steps no longer being before one’s mind.

Burge attempts to underpin the distinction between essential elements in a justification or entitlement and mere enabling conditions through appeal to what he calls the Acceptance Principle:

A person is apriori entitled to accept a proposition that is presented to him as true and that is intelligible to him, unless there are stronger reasons not to do so. (1993a: 469)
The Acceptance Principle is a central plank in Burge’s project of domesticating putatively Externalist determinants of epistemological status. In Burge’s view, appeal to such determinants—for instance, reliability—must be underwritten through appeal to the functional nature of the faculties, resources, and episodes that they condition. The (prima facie) entitlement constituted by the reliability of a faculty, resource, or episode cannot outstrip the genuine status that would be afforded by exercises and their products that optimally fulfil the proper function of the faculties, resources, or episodes that they involve. Although I shall not argue it here, I think that this represents a minimal fix of Externalist epistemology. I shall assume that any adequate epistemology must be subject to at least that degree of Internalist constraint. Those who find that assumption controversial should assess the remainder as conditional upon its acceptability.

The entitlement articulated through the Acceptance Principle is only pro tanto, a default but defeasible epistemic status. The apriori, default status of the principle is taken by Burge to be a regress-halting component of properly functioning justificatory practice:

A presupposition of the Acceptance Principle is that one is entitled not to bring one’s source’s sincerity or justification into question, in the absence of reasons to the contrary. This too is an epistemic default position. (1993a: 468; see also, e.g., 463)

Further support for the principle comes from reflection upon the functional nature of mental or epistemic faculties—in particular, constitutive principles of rationality and charity—and the idea that one is entitled to presume upon the proper functioning of rational systems, faculties, and, derivatively, their products.
 Such an entitlement may be defeasible through empirical information. But it is a default, in the sense that it can sustain an entitlement sufficient to convey an epistemic status on a subject without requiring additional premises to the effect that there are no defeaters in a particular case.

One’s entitlement depends, not only upon whether a proposition that is presented as true in fact derives in the right way from an earlier cognition, but also upon whether (some-) one was entitled to that earlier cognition.
 As Burge explains the latter sort of dependence, 

We would not be entitled to the belief if it were preserved from unwarranted acquisitions that we had forgotten: we cannot, I think, become warranted by forgetting the poor grounds we originally had, and then relying on the remembered belief. (1997: 39–40, Burge’s emphasis)

Correlatively, then, there are two sorts of defeat to which a piece of cognition is subject: defeat of an entitlement to enjoy the entitlement of an earlier cognition; and defeat of the entitlement to the earlier cognition.
 Moreover, the basic entitlement to a piece of cognition, and hence its epistemic classification as apriori or aposteriori, depends upon the extended entitlement that includes the entitlement to the earlier cognition:

Memory is no more intrinsically an empirical faculty than it is a rational faculty…. Even in empirical reasoning, memory has a purely preservative function that does not contribute to the force of the justification, but simply helps assure the proper working of other cognitive capacities over time. (1993a: 463–4)

If the entitlement for a piece of cognition is apriori, memory can preserve its apriori status; mutatis mutandis if the cognition is aposteriori. As Jim Edwards emphasises, the Acceptance Principle functions as a sort of defeasible rule of inference. In undefeated cases, it facilitates the transfer of warrant or justificatory status without itself playing the role of a premise (Edwards, 2000: 130). Unlike genuine elements in a justification or entitlement, which must work together to ensure the epistemic status of a piece of cognition, absence of defeat—so, for instance, proper functioning of memory—is a mere enabling condition for the status and proper linking of genuine elements of the entitlement.


Before moving on to consider the second stage in Burge’s argument, the extension of the basic account to knowledge gained from others, we should pause to note two points about his account as it applies to preservative memory. The first is that the account given thus far is neutral between the two lines of resistance to a perceptually based epistemology of comprehension outlined earlier. That is, one might view the account as treating memorial presentations-as-true as epistemologically insulated from their memorial pedigree, but as playing a justificatory role with respect to later cognitions. Or, one might view the account as requiring that memorial cognitions must be marked, or indexed, as such—that the subject’s epistemic economy must be sensitive to their status as putatively retained—in order for them to fulfil their later epistemic functions, while allowing that their memorial status itself plays no further justificatory role. 


The second point is an explanation of the first. The reason the account can afford to be neutral about whether a memorial presentation-as-true must be marked, or indexed, as such is that it’s being so-marked would have no effect on the epistemological classification of cognitions in whose entitlement it serves—that is, in determining whether they are apriori or aposteriori. Such marking would only have such an effect if it carried empirical information concerning particular subject matters—particular objects, properties, or episodes. But preservative memory carries no such information. An aspect of the Acceptance Principle is that one is apriori—though defeasibly—entitled to presume upon the proper functioning of one’s faculties. As long as the relevant features of proper functioning do not depend upon contingent features of particular exercises of a faculty, particular applications of the Principle need not import empirical elements into an entitlement that they help to constitute.
 One is therefore apriori entitled to presume upon information concerning particular subject matters that is fixed solely by completely general requirements on the proper functioning of one’s faculties. But the proper functioning of a subject’s memory with respect to any given presentation-as-true ensures, quite generally, that the presentation is preserved from an earlier cognition of the subject.
 So despite their carrying information about a particular, contingent subject matter, exercises of preservative memory can retain their epistemological neutrality because the information they carry is determined by general conditions on proper functioning of any such exercise.

4. Burge seeks to extend his basic account to knowledge acquired through communication.
 Burge outlines his account as follows:

In interlocution, perception of utterances makes possible the passage of propositional content from one mind to another rather as purely preservative memory makes possible the preservation of propositional content from one time to another. (1993a: 481)

As in his account of preservative memory, Burge exploits the distinction between enabling or triggering conditions and justificatory elements. Again, the Acceptance Principle plays a key role. But in this case the role is, not to preserve the justificatory status of cognized content intra-personally across time, but rather to preserve it inter-personally. Like preservative memory, preservative interlocution functions to facilitate the recipient’s access to whatever warrant is already possessed by their interlocutor and not to generate afresh a warrant for the recipient. As Burge puts it, 

The default entitlement to believe propositions one received in interlocution presumes a more primary epistemic warrant somewhere in the chain of interlocutors. (1997: 44, fn.2)

Hence, the epistemological classification of a piece of cognition acquired from another in accord with the Acceptance Principle is determined by the classification it had at source:

Sometimes, the epistemic status of beliefs acquired from others is not empirical. In particular, it is not empirical just by virtue of the fact that the beliefs are acquired from others. (1993a: 466, Burge’s emphasis)
It should be obvious how the Acceptance Principle can mediate vicarious justification via cognizance of a genuine presentation-as-true. But it may be less obvious how the account sustains an entitlement to comprehension of genuine presentation that is not constituted or enhanced by perception of an interlocutor’s speech. In order to bring the initial stage of knowledge transmission within the purview of his account, Burge makes explicit a strengthening of the Acceptance Principle:

We are apriori prima facie entitled to accept something that is prima facie intelligible and presented as true. For prima facie intelligible propositional contents prima facie presented as true bear an apriori prima facie conceptual relation to a rational source of true presentations-as-true… (1993a: 472; see also 1997: 45, fn.4; 1999: 243ff)

Because the proper function of the understanding, in application to speech episodes, is to deliver awareness of genuinely intelligible propositional contents together with their true force—for our purposes, their having been presented as true—one is apriori entitled to take prima facie awareness of such to be genuine.

5. We can use a simple example to make clear how an entitlement might be articulated in a particular instance. Kim believes that there is no largest prime. Her belief has an entitlement that is sufficient for it to count as knowledge and that is not constituted or enhanced by products of sensory perception. So, Kim has apriori knowledge that there is no largest prime. Within earshot of Jo, Kim utters the sentence, ‘There is no largest prime’. Jo’s auditing those words causes her understanding to produce in her a cognition of the propositional content that there is no largest prime, with what appears to her to be the force of a presentation-as-true received from without. Jo comprehends the expressed content as received and as having been presented as true, thereby accepting the immediate deliverance of her faculty of understanding. Although she makes that transition automatically, she is entitled to do so because, first, one is in general apriori, albeit defeasibly, entitled to accept as genuine an apparently received presentation-as-true and, second, there are in this case no defeating considerations.
 Crucially, as explained above, the explanation for why she is entitled to accept the deliverances of her faculty of understanding is, not an element in her entitlement or justification, but rather a sort of meta-entitlement to have elements in her first-order entitlement. Thus, the fact that making explicit the absence of defeat for Jo’s basic, apriori entitlement would involve mention of the proper operation of her sense perceptual faculty does not in itself suffice to make her entitlement empirical.

That completes the first stage in the articulation of Jo’s entitlement: the account of her entitlement to accept as having been presented as true the propositional content that there is no largest prime. The second stage articulates her entitlement to accept the propositional content itself, to believe that there is no largest prime. Here again, Jo may make the transition to acceptance automatically. Two sorts of entitlement are involved: first, one’s entitlement to accept what is presented to one as true, and so to partake in whatever extended entitlement that presentation possesses; second, the extended entitlement possessed by the presenter-as-true, one’s interlocutor. In the present case, the first sort of entitlement is one’s general, apriori, entitlement to presume on the proper epistemic functioning of one’s interlocutor; the second consists in whatever elements and meta-entitlements constitute Jo’s interlocutor’s entitlement—that is, Kim’s extended entitlement to believe that there is no largest prime. Again, both sorts of entitlement function only because they are not subject to defeat. Again, the absence of defeaters need not be mentioned in an entitlement sufficient for Jo’s belief to count as knowledge. Jo’s first-order entitlement contains no empirical elements: her knowledge, like Kim’s, is apriori.

The two features of Burge’s account of one’s entitlement to cognition gained through interlocution of most importance to the remainder are the following. First, as noted above, optimal epistemic status cannot, on Burge’s account, outstrip optimal fulfilment of proper function. Second, episodes of comprehension play an essential role, as elements with their own proprietary justificatory force, in the constitution of any extended entitlement one can gain through an interlocutor. 

6. The upshot of the first two stages of Burge’s argument is that an account can be given of the knowledge-sufficing entitlement to some cases of comprehension—crucially, cases that are able to function as mediators in the transmission of knowledge—that makes no mention of the products of speech perception. In the third stage, Burge argues that an account of the sort he presents should be preferred to one on which comprehension is the upshot of inference from—so inferentially entitled on the basis of—the perception, or perceptual cognition, of speech. Since I agree with Burge that inferential models of the role of speech perception in comprehension are unacceptable, I shall not comment in detail on the third stage of his argument.
 However, the considerations have some bearing on the credentials of the more straightforwardly perceptual models to be considered in the remainder and so deserve an airing. Aside from observing that such inferences seem, at best, sub-personal, and that ‘explicating [such inferential entitlements] is well-nigh impossible…even for philosophers’ (1999: 240)—points that Burge takes to be indecisive—he offers three main considerations.


The first consideration harks back to Descartes:

Understanding depends on perceptual awareness and implicit memory of words in something like the way that perception depends on utilization of sensations or perceptual representations in forming perceptual beliefs. But forming beliefs about the properties of words is no more the aim of understanding than forming beliefs about sensations or perceptions is the aim of perception. Understanding of speech may well precede an ability to conceptualise and form beliefs about a distinction between words and the objects they indicate or the meanings they convey. It is well known that memory of the properties of words is less reliable and more ephemeral than memory of what one understands through the words. (Burge, 1999: 241)

The consideration has two related aspects. The first is that the epistemic statuses of instances of comprehension can be greater than their supposed inferential bases. The second is that the aim—read: function—of comprehension is not the formation of beliefs about the properties of episodes of speech. I take the first consideration to weigh heavily against some inferential models of the epistemology of understanding. But the second is less compelling. It is not obvious that the function of understanding does not involve sustaining awareness of associations between speech episodes and expressed content. That depends upon the precise character of that function; for present purposes, it depends upon the role of speech perception in knowledge communication and, hence, on the probity of Burge’s positive account.


The second consideration has a more recent provenance:

When communication runs smoothly, the question of justifying one’s understanding does not seem to arise. It is no more in place to ask someone who is a perfectly competent language user to support his or her presumed understanding of someone who says “push-button telephones are more common than rotary ones” than it is to ask a normal perceiver how he or she justifies a perceptual belief that that is a brown lectern, when he or she is looking at one in good light. These questions are philosophers’ questions. Addressing them well requires giving weight to the fact that they do not arise in that form in ordinary life. (1999: 241)

This consideration has force against many substantive forms of inferential conception. However, it is compatible with conceptions according to which answering justificatory questions is too difficult for ordinary folk because the requisite inferential transitions are sustained inaccessibly, as a matter of mere entitlement.
 And it is compatible with conceptions wherein answering justificatory questions is in ordinary cases too easy to warrant response. Consider the following exchange. Kim: ‘George said that the train is delayed’. Jo: ‘How do you know? I didn’t hear him speak and even if I had, what he says sounds to me like mere noise.’ Kim: ‘I know what he said because, first, I did hear him speak and, second, I have/speak/know French, so I can understand the “mere” noises that he makes.’ Of course the need for such response is rare. But that appears to be, not because stakes or relevant alternatives have somehow been raised so that ordinary epistemic practices require supplementation, but rather because the relevant responses are ordinarily so obvious to all parties.
 However, the second consideration does carry weight against inferential conceptions according to which ordinary, personal level accounts of warrant must reconstruct a cogent inference from mere sounds, or even sentences, to claims about expressed content.  


The third consideration is a thought experiment:

Suppose that we could not perceive words others speak. Suppose that the stimulus effects of the words nevertheless affected us by some natural causal process in such a way that we reliably understand their sense…as received—rather than as initiated. Suppose that we could not directly know or even reliably guess anything about the words whose effects were thus injected. Suppose that the word sounds…called up understanding of conceptual content…by bypassing the perceptual system, but triggering the same central mechanisms by which we understand our own speech…. The words might become perceptible when but only when something in the context provides grounds to doubt the standing comprehension of what the interlocutor is saying. Understanding, however, remains as good as ever. (Burge, 1999: 244)

Again, much depends upon the function of understanding. It is at least plausible that one might reliably entertain propositional contents on causal exposure to speech episodes that express those contents, despite being wholly unaware of those episodes. It is somewhat less plausible that, absent meta-level reflection on the provenance of one’s entertaining, one would be in a position to reliably entertain content as received, rather than as [self-] initiated.
 Be that as it may. As I shall argue shortly, the function of comprehension in knowledge-transmission demands more. 

7. That completes Burge’s case against models of comprehension according to which speech perception supplies an essential element in its inferential entitlement. The second account Burge considers is one according to which episodes of comprehension are sense-perceptual due to their being the sole responsibility of exercises of the perceptual faculty. Burge objects to this account—decisively, in my view—that comprehension requires the entertaining of expressed content, so exercise of the understanding:

We do not perceive the contents of attitudes that are conveyed to us; we understand them. We perceive and have perceptual beliefs about word occurrences. We may perceive them as having a certain content and subject matter, but the content is understood, not perceived. (Burge, 1993a: 478)

8. The way in which the dialectic was established involved two key assumptions. The first assumption, made explicit above, is that the issue concerns the roles of two faculties—sense perception and the understanding—in producing episodes of comprehension. The second assumption—one that has thus far remained implicit—is that sustaining each episode is the responsibility of a single faculty. Given those assumptions, an episode of comprehension is either sense-perceptual—the product of the perceptual faculty—or a product of the understanding. If it is the latter, it can at most depend upon independent sense-perceptual episodes. Since comprehension is not purely sense-perceptual and since, according to Burge’s arguments, it need not depend for its justificational force upon sense-perceptual episodes, the only role left for speech perception to play is an enabling role. Given the starting assumptions, Burge has exhausted the options. So the cogency of Burge’s argument depends upon the virtue of those assumptions. I shall focus here upon the second assumption.

There appears to be no difficulty of principle in understanding how items of cognition can be the unified, non-decomposable upshot of the exercise of more than one faculty or cognitive resource.

Consider, for one sort of example, Jo and Kim. Jo and Kim know how to get to London by car, although neither possesses this knowledge in isolation: only Jo knows how to state directions to London; only Kim knows how to drive. We might think that, since someone might know what Jo knows without being paired with a driver and someone might know what Kim knows without being paired with a navigator, it is possible to decompose Kim and Jo’s state of communal knowledge into individualistic components. However, things are not so straightforward. In the sense in which Jo’s state of knowledge is separable, George also knows how to state directions to London. But unlike Kim and Jo, George speaks French. There is no way to recompose what Kim and Jo know by appeal only to the things we have said that they each know separately.
 

Another sort of example is provided by the range of partly perceptual episodes involved in some experiences of pictorial representations. Consider, for instance, seeing some lines as a (pictured) duck, or seeing a (pictured) duck in some lines. Awareness of the (pictured) duck can rely, not only upon sensory perception, but also upon faculties of memory and imagination. But aspects of one’s experience that register the representational features of the lines cannot be enjoyed independently of sensory presentation of the lines. And it is far from clear that the specific sort of experience of the lines one enjoys in seeing a pictured duck therein can be enjoyed without seeing the (pictured) duck.

A third sort of example, of especial interest in the present context, is the integration, in speech perception, of sub-components of the sense perceptual faculty responsible for audition and vision. The effects of this sort of integration become apparent, for instance, through the ventriloquist effect, wherein a heard voice can appear to emanate from the silent mouthing of a dummy.


There appear to be numerous examples of types of psychological states and episodes whose most fundamental nature is constituted by the operation of more than one faculty. They are not mere congeries of more fundamental types of experience or attitude. Rather, they are individuated by the combination of a single experiential or attitudinal typing—say, their typing as an episode of perception or a state of knowledge—together with a single content clause. Their distinctive feature is that their content clause marks them out—indexes them—as due to exercises of multiple faculties, each faculty responsible for only some of the aspects of their content. In short, they are fundamentally unified psychological episodes—or, as I shall sometimes say, cognitions—with more than one aspect. Without wishing to prejudge the question whether the various aspects of cognitions due to such integrated operations can be disentangled in any particular case, let us extend the use of ‘aspect’ to apply also to the products of independent operations of different faculties. It is then apparent that we can classify conceptions of episodes of comprehension along two dimensions. Along the first dimension, we can ask whether or not a conception treats episodes of comprehension as exhaustively perceptual or perceptually justified, where an affirmative answer requires that all aspects of those episodes are taken to be perceptual or perceptually justified. Along the second dimension, we can ask whether or not a conception treats all aspects of episodes of comprehension as belonging, indissolubly, to a single episode type or cognition. We can tabulate answers to the two questions as in figure 1:
	
	Are all aspects of comprehension perceptual or perceptually justified?

	
	Yes
	No

	Are all aspects involved, indissolubly, in episodes of comprehension aspects of a single episode type or cognition?
	Yes
	Pure perceptual model


	

	
	No
	Perceptual justification model
	Burge’s triggering or enabling model


Figure 1.

As figure 1 reveals, Burge fails to consider a fourth conception, according to which an episode of comprehension is a single cognition with two aspects, the co-operative output of exercises of sense perception and the understanding. For all his argument shows, episodes of comprehension might involve the operation of distinct faculties—speech perceptual faculties and the understanding—and yet fail to decompose into elements that are the sole responsibility of speech perceptual faculties and elements that are the sole responsibility of the understanding.
 And such a conception of episodes of comprehension has some independent plausibility. Consider a description of episodes of comprehension that Burge appears willing to endorse: ‘We may perceive [word occurrences] as having a certain content and subject matter.’ Prima facie, the description applies to a single episode type or cognition—a sort of perception—involving the joint exercise of two faculties: sense-perceptual registration of words together with understanding registration of content and subject matter.
 But, as we have seen, Burge must reject any such characterisation of the episodes of comprehension upon which the communication of knowledge depends. Since Burge holds that episodes of comprehension supply genuine elements in the entitlement of later cognitions, he must deny that later functions of those episodes depend upon their having perceptual aspects. 

It is as yet unclear how Burge’s positive account compares with the revealed conception, or how the latter fares in the face of his negative considerations. Over the course of the following three sections, I shall argue that the conception enjoys critical advantages over Burge’s in accounting for the communication of knowledge.

9. To reiterate: the question at issue is not whether comprehension invariably involves—or, even, must involve—aspects of cognition sustained by the faculty of sense perception. From the outset, I have allowed that episodes of some forms of comprehension can be free of perceptual taint. And it should be apparent, equally, that it is open to Burge to accept a role for sense perception in comprehension, so long as that role has no justificatory function. The question dividing Burge and me is the following: must the episodes of cognition constitutive of comprehension have perceptual aspects if they are to sub-serve the communication of knowledge? On Burge’s account, the cognitions constituted through episodes of comprehension have a justificatory function, so he is required to give a negative answer. I shall now argue for an affirmative answer: in order to fulfil their epistemic function in facilitating the transmission of knowledge from one person to another, the cognitions constitutive of comprehension must have a perceptual aspect.


We saw above that one function of comprehension of a presentation-as-true, as of preservative memory, is to furnish its subjects with access to some extant entitlements to accept the content so presented, if such entitlements are available. We also saw that not just any extant entitlements are accessible by such a route. Being told that there is no largest prime by someone whose only right to believe it is that they have found some fairly large primes cannot furnish one with access to the entitlements of those who have proved the proposition. Rather, one gains access only to the entitlements that accrue to the cognition at the source of the presentation-as-true made available to one through comprehension.


To that extent, comprehension and preservative memory are on a par. But there are differences—differences that may be obscured by focus upon cases involving a single interlocutor. Unlike memory, which enables access only to one’s own prior entitlements, properly functioning comprehension can potentially provide access to entitlements residing in any of a variety of sources. Suppose that Kim and Jo both attempt to present as true the proposition that there is no largest prime. Kim’s right to believe that proposition takes the form of a very weak induction, whilst Jo has proved it. In such a situation, the status of one’s extended entitlement to accept the proposition through comprehension of its presentation is dependent upon which particular presentation-as-true is the source of one’s comprehension. So the status of an entitlement gained through comprehension is hostage to a particular feature of the circumstance in which that comprehension is produced, the specific source to which that comprehension is responsive. Not only that, but the particular feature to which one’s entitlement is hostage is a contingent feature of one’s circumstance, the sort of feature that it is a proprietary function of perception to reveal.


We noted earlier that preservative memory also carries information for its subject concerning contingent features of particular subject matters. And we saw that its carrying such information does not affect the epistemological classification of the cognitions it preserves. The reason for this is that the general function of a subject’s memory is to provide access to only one extended entitlement, that accruing to the subject’s own earlier cognition. Hence, the proper function of an exercise of preservative memory determines, independently of features of the circumstance extrinsic to the memorial cognition or features specific to that particular cognition, the particular source of the extended entitlement to which it allows access. Since the Acceptance Principle presupposes an apriori entitlement to rely upon the proper function of cognitive resources and faculties, it sustains an apriori entitlement to presume upon its deliverances having a source in one’s own earlier cognitions. It serves, thereby, to provide a non-empirical link with one’s own extended entitlement despite the fact that, in so doing, it carries information about a particular, contingent subject matter.


By contrast, the function of the understanding in facilitating the inter-personal preservation of entitlement fails to determine which particular extended entitlement its operations preserve. The understanding may function perfectly in delivering to one cognizance of a presentation-as-true sourced either with Kim or with Jo, or indeed with anyone else. In the case of comprehension, then, the reach of apriori entitlement is limited to sustaining a right of access to whichever extended entitlement happens to reside with its source. Which source that is, and hence which extended entitlement, is beyond its purview.
 Of course, the Acceptance Principle provides an entitlement to presume upon the proper functioning, hence entitlement, of one’s interlocutor, whoever they are. The present point is only that which person the cash value of that transpersonal entitlement depends upon, hence which extended entitlement, cannot be fixed by the proper functioning of the understanding. Not only is one’s actual, as opposed to ideal, epistemic status not determined by the proper functioning of one’s faculty of understanding; the proper functioning of that faculty fails even to determine the particular range of factors upon which departures from ideality depend.

10. What, then, does determine the particular extended entitlement that one is enabled to access through an episode of comprehension? It is open to Burge to appeal at this point to sense perception. It is compatible with his account that perception is essential to the existence, and specific constitution, of an entitlement gained through comprehension. What Burge denies is only that the role of perception is to supply elements in such an entitlement. My argument targets a different point: since Burge holds that comprehension supplies essential elements in an entitlement to knowledge gained through communication, he must deny that, in order to play its role in such an entitlement, comprehension must be, in part or whole, the work of sense perception. And I am in the course of arguing that the form of cognition constitutive of comprehension must have a sense perceptual aspect if it is to play the required role. Burge is entitled, then, to appeal to episodes of perception independent from comprehension in order to underwrite fixation of source. So, can the proper functioning of perception fix the source of a presentation-as-true?


Suppose, then—as Burge’s account demands—that an episode of comprehension can be a product solely of the understanding, but that its access to a particular extended entitlement is sustained by simultaneous—though independent—perception of an episode of speech that is, in fact, the source of the episode of comprehension. The problem now is that, if episodes of comprehension and episodes of speech perception were so related, their co-occurrence would leave open for one whether one’s comprehension was associated more than just temporally with the perceived episode of speech. There would be no more reason to judge that these words and their content are integrated, so that one is the source of the other, than there would be to view the comprehended content as integrated with the objects of other concurrent experiences—say, with one’s feet pressing against the inside of one’s shoes. More generally, it is not clear that a merely temporal association of perceptual and cognitive episodes can put one in a position to judge—immediately and rationally—that their objects are more than temporally associated. But even if undergoing such episodes could put one in a better position, it would supply no reason to view the objects of the understanding as integrated with one, rather than another, of the objects one is experiencing. From the subject’s perspective, perception of what is, in fact, the immediate source of a presentation-as-true would leave entirely open the relation of source to presentation.

It might be thought that cognitive integration of—or cognizance of an expressive relationship between—words and contents could be reinstated by appeal to experienced causation. Plausibly, one’s experiencing a presentation of content as received is—or at least involves—one’s experiencing that presentation as caused from without. And it is also plausible that we can experience environmental episodes as causally operative. So an attempt might be made to explain our entitlement to view an episode of speech as expressing a particular content by appeal to our experiencing the speech episode as causally operative and our experiencing the presentation of content as caused. But if speech can be experienced as causally operative, then there appears to be nothing to stop many other environmental occurrences from also being experienced as operative. So a mere appeal to experiences of causality is inefficacious in the present context.

Perhaps, though, reconstruction might be effected via appeal to the twin Humean cues to causal relation: contiguity and constant conjunction. We can give the first cue short shrift. We have already seen than awareness of temporal contiguity is insufficiently fine-grained. And awareness of spatial contiguity is unavailable, since pure presentations of content are not experienced as located.
 Of course, our ordinary experience of comprehending expressed content does have positional aspects. But those aspects are derivative from the experienced location of the expressive medium. What about appeal to constant conjunction? At first blush, this option might appear more hopeful. Unlike other types of objects of perception, speech episodes can be expected to exhibit a high degree of correlation with the comprehension of content. So we might allow that our judgmental faculties have access to the correlation of speech episodes with contents. There is, of course, some risk that in doing so we would be reinstating an inferential conception of our cognizance of the association of speech and content.
 But perhaps we can view the experienced correlation of speech with content as having immediate impact on our experience of causality, eventuating in an experience of speech as apt to incite comprehension of content and comprehension as apt to be so incited. And such an experience might be thought adequate to sustain judgements to the effect that an episode of experienced speech is responsible for an episode of comprehension.

Appeal to constant conjunction might enable experiential differentiation of the role of an expressive medium—say, spoken words—from other perceived elements. But it will not help with the experiential differentiation of the particular speech episode responsible for a received content from other speech episodes that are experienced concurrently. The proposal faces a substantive and a structural difficulty. 

The substantive difficulty is imposed by the productivity of the speech signal and the systematicity of its expressive relation to content. It may be that we have sufficient experience of the correlation of words with content to induce an expectation of the latter being the responsibility of the former. But since many—indeed, most—of the sentences to which we are exposed are novel, a sentence-by-sentence correlation with particular contents would be impossible to construct. And appeal to word by word associations is unhelpful, since it would not enable us rationally to judge which of the following, presumably novel, enumerations of words is responsible for which presentation of content we can comprehend on exposure to both:

(1)
A man with a pumpkin watched a woman trying to tickle a cat

(2)
A woman with a cat watched a man trying to tickle a pumpkin

Even if the substantive difficulty can be overcome, the structural difficulty appears fatal. The structural difficulty is that, if the proposal is to avoid collapsing into an inferential conception, it will have to appeal to an experienced relation between particular words and particular contents. But in order to guarantee that such causal connections are the objects of unified episodes of cognition, either episodes of perception of words will have to involve the comprehension of content or episodes of comprehension will have to involve the perception of words. So we are forced back to a two-aspect conception of episodes of comprehension.

Given our assumed starting point, it is hard to see what else we have to go on. We certainly cannot compare a presentation of content that we comprehend with a content we experience some words as expressing in order to determine that the content is expressed by those words. I conclude that appeal to the proper function of perception, even conjoined with appeal to the proper function of the understanding, will not sponsor the determination of the particular source of a presentation-as-true. So the understanding is unable to fix the locus of an extended entitlement; and, perhaps more surprisingly, sense perception too is impotent. On Burge’s account, the particular extended entitlement to which one gains access through comprehension is not fixed by the proper operation of any faculty.

I draw three conclusions. First, in order to view episodes of comprehension as underwriting fixation of source autonomously, we must view them as the indissoluble products of integrated exercises of the understanding and sense perception. Second, that is anyway how normal episodes of comprehension strike us, as reflected in ordinary thought and talk about them. Third, facilitating the capacity of episodes of comprehension to underwrite selection of source is a central function of sense perceptual aspects of those episodes.

11. Two accounts of the selection of the source of an extended entitlement remain in play. The first account is enabled by the two-aspect account of comprehension as the unified cognition of an episode of speech as expressing a presented content. On this account, selection is made available to the subject through the perceptual aspect of that cognition and, so, is fixed by the proper, integrated functioning of sense perception and the understanding. The second is the only account available to Burge. According to it, the particular source of an extended entitlement is determined only causally, as whatever is in fact the source of a particular presentation-as-true. On this account, the locus of extended entitlement, upon which the particular range of defeating conditions for a piece of their cognition depends, is wholly inaccessible to the comprehending subject, however perfectly the faculties responsible for their comprehension function. It is, of course, open to Burge to allow that in circumstances where access to the specific nature of defeating conditions is required, a subject may switch to the type of comprehension made available by the first account.
 But it is important to see that this would involve a switch to a new episode of cognition, and not merely the perceptual adornment of a perception-free episode of comprehension. The perception-free episode itself provides no basis for the subject to establish its source, hence particular range of defeaters, with or without exercise of ancillary faculties.


Selection of source is clearly a requirement on episodes of comprehension able to sub-serve knowledge transmission. The two questions dividing the accounts are the following. First, is source selection also a function of such episodes? And, second, is part of their function to make potentially available to the subject—available at least in principle—the way in which that function is fulfilled and, so, the specific locus of the extended entitlement?


In assessing Burge’s account, let us begin by reverting once more to the analogy with memory. In that case, it is indifferent whether we view what fixes source as a suitable sort of causal connection or rather as the properly functioning perspective of the subject. This is because both potential determinants converge on a single source, the subject themselves. As we have seen, the case of communication is quite different. Here, each of the various presentations that the subject comprehends may have a different causal pedigree. But nothing in the subject’s own perspective discriminates the sources of those various presentations. From the subject’s perspective, it is as if each presentation has the same source. In effect, Burge’s account makes the subject’s perspective on communicated presentations an outward-facing analogue of memorial, or otherwise first-personal, presentations: for the subject, it is as if each of her presentations is either received, so communicated from without, or self-initiated. No more fine-grained discrimination is available to them.


As noted earlier, the potential divergence between perspectival and genuine, causal determination of source would not matter in a world in which interlocutors were guaranteed to function perfectly.
 In such a world, any presentation-as-true received by a subject would have the same epistemic status—would be knowledgeable—and the only epistemic differences between sources would reside in their knowledge or ignorance of particular facts. There would be no risk, for example, of conflict amongst the deliverances of comprehension and, so, of a need to privilege some of those deliverances over others. In a world like that, distinctions amongst sources would be irrelevant to the status of the various extended entitlements one gained access to via comprehension. But our world is not like that. In a world like ours, populated by interlocutors that can be faulty or capricious, responsible epistemic practice often demands sensitivity to epistemic differences amongst one’s sources. Unlike the inhabitants of a world of epistemic angels, we are in some danger of being confronted, through comprehension, by conflicting presentations. For our purposes, then, it is crucial that we should be able, at least in principle, to differentiate our sources and, where appropriate, exploit sensitivity to conditions defeating an initially global presumption of trust in order to privilege one source over another.


In order to fix ideas, consider the following over-simplified cases. First, assume normal conditions of access to the sources of presentations and consider the following situations. In situation A, one hears Jo say that there is no largest prime and one hears Kim say that there is a largest prime. One’s initial entitlement to accept what both Jo and Kim present is undermined. But one is in a position to assess one’s sources. In particular, one is in a position to see whether one’s pro tanto entitlement to accept the presentation of either source is subject to defeat and so to regain entitlement to accept the other source’s presentation. In situation B, one hears Jo say that there is no largest prime and then say that there is a largest prime. In this case one’s initial entitlement to trust Jo is undermined. But in this case, there is no question of exploiting conditions defeating one’s entitlement to trust Jo in order to win back one’s entitlement to trust Jo. Of course, that assessment is too simple; there are various ways of differentiating the statuses of different presentations stemming from the same source. But the structural point I am in the course of making survives into more realistic cases.


Second, then, assume Burgean conditions, so that the particular sources of different received presentations are inaccessible to one. It should be obvious that if one were in those conditions, then it would be for one as if one were in a situation like B whether or not one were in fact in a situation like A. There would be no way for one to exploit conditions defeating one’s entitlement to accept a presentation in order to regain entitlement to accept the other deliverances of receptive comprehension. Within the simplified conception of cases we are currently working with, the following situation is possible. One’s comprehension faculty is functioning perfectly, so that its products reveal to one genuine presentations-as-true. One comprehends a presentation-as-true by an impeccable source so that, were one in a position rationally to accept that presentation, one would thereby acquire knowledge. Yet one also comprehends a conflicting presentation and so, because one has no means of differentially assessing the two presentations, one cannot attain a position in which one is entitled to accept either. One’s own faculties are functioning perfectly and so are (one of) one’s interlocutors’. From the perspective of Burge’s account, one is in the optimal position sustained by the functions of internal and external components of an extended entitlement. In spite of this, one’s principled ignorance of source renders one unable to exploit that position.


The structural problem with Burge’s account is due to the way it decomposes an extended entitlement into internal—subject-centred—components and external—interlocutor-centred—components, so that only a causal connection holds the components together. Still assuming Burgean conditions, consider another case. Jo is perfectly functioning and knows that there is no largest prime; Kim functions imperfectly and, while believing the proposition, does so on poor inductive grounds. Both Jo and Kim attempt to present one with the proposition that there is no largest prime. One’s comprehension faculty works perfectly, and delivers to one the right presentation. As luck would have it, the causal source of one’s comprehension of the proposition that there is no largest prime is Jo’s attempt, rather than Kim’s. Hence, on Burge’s account, one is in a position to know that there is no largest prime. But compatibly with the perfect functioning of the internal component of one’s extended entitlement—one’s comprehension faculty—and the perfect functioning of what is, in fact, the external component of one’s extended entitlement—Jo’s understanding, reason, and presentational faculties—one might easily have lacked the extended entitlement one in fact possesses. For it might easily have been the case that Kim’s presentation trumped Jo’s in serving as the causal source of one’s comprehension. At the centre of Burge’s function-based epistemology, causal happenstance plays a critical role.


As it stands, then, Burge’s account is unable, unadorned, to withstand the transition from angelic to actual world. But, as Burge is keen to stress, the account of communication based around the Acceptance Principle is supposed to account, not for the full, messy details of communication in the wild, but only for the fundamental system of entitlements upon which those details are overlain.
 Such idealisation is quite permissible, and may even be necessary. But for two reasons, Burge’s overall account is indefensible even as an idealisation. The first, ad hominem, reason is that, as mentioned above, Burge wants the basic system to underwrite some actual cases of the transmission of apriori knowledge. Since, on his account, that requires episodes of comprehension to be exhaustively non-perceptual, he cannot allow perceptual intrusion into the nature of episodes of comprehension. The second reason relies upon a meta-principle: an account of fundamental features of an actual epistemic practice is adequate only if those features are preserved in the actual practice. The incapacity of Burge’s basic system to cope in the actual world be unproblematic only on condition that fitting it to serve in the actual world was a matter simply of embellishing the basic system—for instance by adding a role for perception in facilitating access to sources. Presumably, it is in order to meet this condition that Burge builds defeasibility—a feature redundant in the angelic world, but crucial to successful transposition to the actual world—into his basic system. But I have argued that Burge’s account fails the condition. Our actual epistemic practice relies upon the fact that episodes of comprehension have perceptual aspects. And I have argued that those aspects cannot simply be added to a system of perception-free cognition, but rather that providing a system able to function in the actual world would require wholesale replacement of Burge’s perception-free system with the system of comprehension that we in fact enjoy.


I conclude that Burge’s account fails to capture the most fundamental elements of the actual-world epistemics of communication. Missing from his account are episodes of the cognition of expressed content that, in their nature, have sense perceptual aspects. A central function of such episodes is to determine, and to underwrite subjects’ access to, the particular sources of the extended entitlements made available through comprehension. In their absence, as we have seen, Burge’s account is unable to forge a connection between internal and external components of such entitlements that is fixed by the subject’s perspective or the proper functioning of cognitive and perceptual elements that constitute that perspective. The first account of source-selection outlined at the beginning of this section is superior.

12. How did Burge arrive at an account that allows for the sort of fracture within a subject’s extended entitlement detailed above? A natural diagnosis would be divided attention. Burge’s overall account gives his Acceptance Principle two applications: first, in entitling one to accept as genuine putative presentations-as-true; and second, in entitling one to accept genuine presentations-as-true. Individual attention to either application does not require one to consider how they fit together. Speech-perceptual aspects of episodes of comprehension have no obvious function in either application of the Principle. The central function of the perceptual aspects, I have argued, is to integrate the applications. Hence, blinkered attention to individual applications of the Principle would not reveal the epistemological function of the perception of speech.


Consider, in this light, Burge’s four negative arguments against perception-based models of comprehension. First, it should be obvious that Burge’s argument against a pure perceptual model has no force against a joint operation model of comprehension. Second, the force of Burge’s thought experiment, based around speech-blind comprehension, depends ultimately, as noted earlier, upon whether, and in what ways, the epistemological functions of episodes of comprehension require them to involve sensory aspects. Isolated consideration of episodes of comprehension can fail to reveal such a function. Hence, from that perspective, the case Burge asks us to consider can seem genuinely possible. It is only when one considers the role of comprehension in facilitating the communication of knowledge that the functional poverty of comprehension in the case that Burge presents is revealed.

Third, there is the consideration that functional comprehension can withstand perceptual malfunction. As a version of Descartes’ observation, the consideration is ineffective because sub-serving communication requires only perceptual registration of a speech episode, not revelation of its detail. As an observation about the non-perceptual function of comprehension, the response to Burge’s thought experiment stands. Some, though not all, functions of comprehension, are indifferent to perceptual performance.

The fourth consideration, the insouciance of ordinary epistemic practice, actively supports a partly perceptual model. Suppose that one were to ask how Kim knows that George said that the train is delayed, perhaps being open to the answer: Jo told her. Then—unless one were in the grip of the idea that any perceptual episode must be exhaustively so—one might find both illuminating and satisfying the answer: She heard (or saw) him say it. 

13. I have argued that the knowledge preserving function of comprehension requires that the episodes of cognition constitutive of comprehension have a dual nature: they are products partly of the understanding and partly of sense perception. I have not argued that the function of speech perception is to supply justificatory elements in the extended entitlements to which episodes of comprehension provide access. That result is the upshot of a particular feature of Burge’s account, about whose credentials I am officially neutral. On Burge’s account, comprehension supplies essential elements in an extended entitlement. So, if Burge were to accept the conception of comprehension presented here, without amending other elements of his overall account, he would be forced to allow that sense perception is implicated, through its role in the constitution of episodes of comprehension, in supplying elements with justificatory force. He would have to accept that the transmission of apriori knowledge as apriori is not possible except, perhaps, amongst angels. Nonetheless, my basic disagreement with Burge does not concern the justificatory role of perception in communication, with respect either to episodes of comprehension or to later cognitions that gain their epistemic status through comprehension. Our basic disagreement concerns the nature of episodes of comprehension able to function in knowledge transmission: I have argued, while Burge denies, that such episodes are partly the work of sense perception. 


As noted at the outset, there may be a way of retaining much of the overall architecture of Burge’s account compatibly with a partly sense-perceptual conception of comprehension. Rather than viewing episodes of comprehension as adding to the justificatory force of an entitlement that they help to constitute, one might try for an account on which the function of those episodes is itself preservative. I have insufficient space to pursue such an account here. But I want to conclude by noting two points in its favour. 

First, we are already in the market for a distinction between access conditions—a form of enabling condition—and elements in an entitlement. With the distinction in hand, no obvious difficulty attends treating comprehension as part of an access condition. Of course, the propositional content so comprehended does form part of an entitlement, the entitlement to which one’s interlocutor has access. Hence, according to an access condition conception, the propositional content itself might be thought of as possessing a dual role, as both inlet to, and constituent of, an entitlement. But it would be a mistake to think that that duality—or better, neutrality—must impact upon the function of particular cognitions with that propositional content. In particular, an episode of comprehension may have only the access role with respect to a subject’s engagement with a particular entitlement, despite the comprehended content itself playing other roles.


Second, there are independent reasons, given Burge’s characterisation of justificatory involvement in an entitlement, for refusing to give comprehended elements such a role. According to Burge, an element forms part of an entitlement only if it plays an essential role in constituting or enhancing the justificatory force of that entitlement. But, in that case, to suppose that comprehension supplies for a subject elements that constitute or enhance the force of their entitlement—in any sense except the trivial one involved in thinking of epistemic role as a feature of propositional contents in the abstract—is to suppose either of two things. It is to suppose either, first, that in the absence of the comprehension, the entitlement was incomplete or, second, that the comprehension enhanced the force of the entitlement. The first supposition is incompatible with one’s interlocutor possessing an adequate entitlement—i.e., knowledge; the second is incompatible with comprehension putting one in an equal, or lesser, epistemic position than one’s interlocutor. Since neither consequence is acceptable, I hazard that comprehension may sometimes have a solely preservative function.
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� This is a common theme in the work of modern philosophers. See, e.g., Berkeley, 1993: IV; Reid, 1997: passim. See also Locke, 1979: bk. II, ch.ix, sect. 9. More recently, Dennett considers the view that, as he puts it, ‘seeing is rather like reading a novel at breakneck speed’ (Dennett, 1969: 139). For solid recent discussion of Descartes’ view on the role of the sensorium in perceptual cognition, see Simmons, 2003. For empirical discussion of some aspects of the sort of phenomenon to which Descartes draws attention see Coltheart, 1999.


� Henceforth, I shall for the most part drop the disjunction ‘states or episodes’ in favour of ‘episodes’, except where it is obvious that ‘episode’ is infelicitous. The main purpose of the decision is brevity. I take the distinction to be important for many purposes. For discussion, and references, see my Author 3 XXXX. Where the distinction is felt to matter, the reader is invited to reinstate the disjunction, or the disjunct they favour.


� See especially Burge, 1993a, 1997, 1999; see also Burge 1998a, 1998b. For an earlier attempt to use reflection on their role in the communication of knowledge to impose constraints on accounts of meaning and understanding see Evans, 1982. Unlike Evans—and, perhaps, Burge—I do not find it obvious that one can in general assign single basic functions to faculties or their products. Hence, I shall use the indefinite article as a determiner for ‘function’ where appropriate.


� For different lines of response to Burge’s account, see Bezuidenhout, 1998; Christensen and Kornblith, 1997; Faulkner, 2000.


� I shall use ‘speech’ and its analogues as a cover term for the expression of thoughts, etc., by articulate action, including signing so that perceiving here may be hearing or seeing.


� I follow Burge in distinguishing between entitlement and justification. Both an entitlement and a justification consist of elements essential to the epistemic status of a piece of cognition. But elements of an entitlement, unlike a justification, need not be available to the subject in order that they possess the status it constitutes. Where the distinction is unimportant, I shall sometimes use the notions interchangeably, or use ‘warrant’ to cover their disjunction.


� Moreover, it may be that linguistic understanding is not a form of cognition for which questions of justification—or, more generally, of epistemic status—arise. While I am sympathetic to the view that the most basic form of understanding is not a form of propositional cognition, the issue will not play a role in my present dispute with Burge. I discuss the issue in my Author 1 XXXX and Author 2 XXXX.


� I say ‘guiding theme’ because the aim plays no justificatory role in Burge’s arguments. Burge attempts to supply an independently well-supported account of knowledge transmission that, as a by-product, sustains the possibility of the transmission of apriori knowledge as apriori. But see Burge, 1998a: 32, fn.7 for the makings of a transcendental argument to the possible apriority of communicated mathematical knowledge.


� For purposes of this paper, I accept Burge’s account of apriority. But see fn.30 below. For further discussion of his account, and its historical roots, see Burge, 2000. I shall sometimes use ‘intellectual’ and its analogues in place of ‘apriori’. I shall classify as aposteriori, or empirical, justifications that are not apriori. It follows from Burge’s account that the involvement of apriori cognition in an entitlement is neutral as to the epistemic classification of that entitlement: it cannot switch that classification between being apriori and being empirical. By contrast, the essential involvement of empirical cognition automatically makes an entitlement aposteriori, whatever the classification of other elements in that entitlement. For the importance of ‘essential’ in the latter condition see, e.g., Burge, 1998a: 4.


� It is a nice question why Burge chooses the particular route that he does. He is not explicit, but there appear to be two central reasons. First, Burge is able to provide an account of the other sort and so, perhaps, sees no need to consider alternatives. Second, it may be that Burge thinks that any piece of genuine cognition that must be mentioned in articulating a fully sufficient justification or entitlement for knowledge counts as a justificatory element. I hesitate to commit Burge to the second reason as it sits so uncomfortably with the subtlety with which he otherwise handles the distinction between the two sorts of epistemic dependence. I discuss this issue further below: 54–56. See also Burge, 2003b: 301–2, especially fn.15.


� I should emphasise that Burge hopes to secure only the possibility of this sort of comprehension. He does not hold that entitlements to all instances of comprehension are free from sense-perceptual elements.


� Burge considers three cases: the use of diagrams in geometrical reasoning, first-personal comprehension of one’s own expressed thoughts, and the role of memory in reasoning. I shall focus here upon the case of memory. Although there are important differences between the cases, they will not matter for purposes of this discussion. I return to the case of first-person comprehension below, fn.39. For discussion of the role of sense perceptual faculties in some forms of geometrical reasoning, see Giaquinto, 1992.


� See especially Burge, 2003a: 532–37, 2003b: 307. For discussion, and defence, of this approach to a restrained Externalism, see, e.g., Dretske, 2000; Peacocke, 1999, 2002; Plantinga, 1993a, 1993b; Sosa, 1991; Williams, 2000. I discuss the issue a little more in fn.16 and fn.50.


� See fn.2 for references and see also Burge, 2003a for extended discussion of subjects’ entitlement to presume upon the proper function of their faculties.


� The Acceptance Principle is, in Burge’s hands, at the service of what has come to be known—following McDowell, 1982—as a highest common factor conception of epistemic status. According to such a conception, one’s total psychological state when in an optimal epistemic position—say, when one knows something—is compatible with one’s being in a non-optimal epistemic position—say, merely believing that thing. Burge’s conception is an impure form, since he holds that the existence of such a common factor depends constitutively upon its bearing the right relation to optimal correlates. The alternative would be to allow that the difference between optimal and non-optimal epistemic statuses might constitute a psychological difference. The highest common factor conception has come under attack in recent years from numerous directions. See especially McDowell, 1982, 1994, and Williamson, 2000. I am sympathetic to the attacks. Wherever one’s sympathies lie, it is unacceptable to take the conception for granted. But it is possible to combine rejection of the conception with principles like the Acceptance Principle. When the Principle is combined with a highest common factor conception, it functions to mediate—through negative reliance on absence of mind-external defeaters—one’s possession, on the basis of psychological factors compatible with defeat, of optimal epistemic status. The Principle is to that extent redundant in non-common factor approaches. However, it may still play a role in the articulation of the differences—now viewed as psychological differences—between those who enjoy, and those who lack, optimal epistemic status. Since my argument will focus upon optimal cases, the difference between the two conceptions will not matter here.


	As a corollary of my focus upon optimal cases, I shall ignore distinctions amongst defeating conditions that undermine a minimal entitlement—roughly, an entitlement to responsible reliance upon cognition—and those that undermine the capacity of an entitlement to underwrite optimal epistemic status, e.g. knowledge. I shall speak of both types of defeat as defeating or undermining an entitlement. For discussion of the distinction, see Burge, 2003a: 537–40, especially fn.24.


� Or, indeed, something if Burge is right about knowledge acquired from certain sorts of computer. See his 1998a.


� For discussion, see Edwards, 2000; Faulkner, 2000.


� I follow Burge in distinguishing between a subject’s full entitlement for a piece of cognition, including contributions made by their own past, or other subjects—what Burge calls the subject’s extended entitlement—and the subject’s own proprietary contribution to their possession of that entitlement. See e.g. Burge, 1998a: 5–6. My usage of ‘extended’ diverges slightly from Burge’s. In order to mark the important distinction within the full entitlement, between the subject’s autonomous contribution and the rest, I shall sometimes apply the notion of extended entitlement only to the full entitlement less the proprietary elements. Where more care is required, I shall mark the distinction as one between, respectively, external and internal elements in an extended entitlement.


� That is not yet to deny that one can have intellectually based—apriori—knowledge of particular episodes. The restriction concerns the range of features of such episodes that are accessible to intellection. Such features must be accessible through reflection upon the general function of the episodes, rather than upon the particular ways in which that function is fulfilled in a particular episode. For discussion see Burge, 1998a: 15ff.; 35, fn.23; 2000, passim.


	For discussion of the distinction between general and particular features of a piece of cognition, see Burge, 1977; 1997, e.g. fns.3, 12; Martin, 2002.


� For discussion, see Burge, 2003b; Wiggins, 1992, 2001: 198–244; Martin, 2001.


� To forestall misunderstanding, I should emphasise that memorial cognition need not carry this information in its content, but may rather carry it as a matter of its attitudinal nature and individuation conditions. Burge agrees: ‘It is doubtful that a preservative memory can be individuated independently of the warrant that it preserves.’ (Burge, 1997: 39); ‘To be any kind of memory is constitutively and necessarily to preserve a past representational state that is the rememberer’s own.’ (Burge, 2003b: 293) Burge distinguishes two ways in which a state or episode may carry information, through presumption or presupposition:





A presumption that p is associated with an individual’s being in a representational state if and only if veridical recognition that p would rationally derive from fully informed, conceptually mature reflection on the conditions that make the state possible, from the would be perspective of the individual in that state. …Being in a representational state presupposes that p, if and only if a metaphysically necessary condition on being in that state is that p and this condition can be arrived at by mature reflection on the conditions that make the state possible. Presupposition relaxes the requirement on presumption that reflection be from the individual’s perspective. (Burge, 2003b: 292–3, his emphasis)


Where I talk of a state carrying information that p, this should be understood to imply that the state is associated with a presumption that p.


� For an important, different attempt to understand the communication of knowledge through an analogy with memory, see Dummett, 1993.


� As Burge points out, we need not view what I have labelled transitions as genuine psychological acts: ‘[engaging]…commitment involved in…belief is not necessarily an act, but rather the absence of a withholding of belief.’ (Burge, 2003a: 542)


� For additional arguments against inferentialist views, see McDowell 1980, 1998a, 1998b; Recanati, 2002. For some defensive discussion, see Dummett, 1986, 1987.


� For doubts about whether an entitlement view can fit happily with an inferential conception of comprehension, see Burge, 1999. The basic point is that an entitlement view shows that the distinctive commitments of an inferential conception are redundant.


� Burge suggests that the need for justificatory explanations is typically driven by the existence, in context, of specific alternatives that are relevant and threatening. If that description fits the case offered in the text, then it is compatible with perfectly ordinary justificatory stories being suppressed due to their obviousness.


� For empirical discussion of some cases of putative comprehension without conscious awareness of signal, see Potter, 1999; Saffran and Martin, 1999.


� Burge attempts to account for the availability to the subject of this distinction through their capacity, through intellection, to tell whether they are the agent of a particular presentation. See Burge, 1998a: 18; 1998b: 262–70 and, for further discussion of the issue, O’Brien, forthcoming.


� My focus upon the second assumption should not be taken to indicate that I am entirely happy with the first. Distinctions like that between the faculty of sense perception and the faculty of the understanding—or, even, between apriori and empirical cognition—are apt, as Austin puts it, to ‘live by taking in each other’s washing’ (Austin, 1962: 4). That is, each member of such a pair is typically located through appeal to its opposite number. I do not think that that is a ground for complete scepticism about the existence or utility of such distinctions. But it suggests that one should be wary of according priority to any particular way of drawing them. I think that for various purposes, various psychological or epistemic architectures may be discerned. However, I shall assume that attention to certain paradigmatic operations will serve, for present purposes, to locate a sufficiently sharp division.


� Burge appears to acknowledge the possibility of states or episodes that are the product of joint exercise of distinct faculties, but only explicitly as evincing abnormality, or distorting interference. See Burge, 2003a: 537, 544. He does not explicitly register the possibility of states and episodes whose nature depends upon their being the co-operative product of different faculties. 


� Although I am inclined to think that a stronger claim holds—that there is no way to recompose what Kim and Jo know by appeal only to things they each know separately—the claims made here only provide support, at most, for the more modest claim made in the text. For discussion of whether knowing how should be thought of as a form of cognition, see Stanley and Williamson, 2001; Rumfitt, 2002; Snowdon, 2004.


� For discussion of this sort of experience, and the indissolubility of its aspects, see Wollheim on seeing-in, in his 1980, 1987, 2003.


� The effects are far wider than this, and appear to play a crucial role in ordinary speech perception. For detailed discussion, see Massaro, 1998.


� On another way of thinking about this conception, comprehension is viewed as due to a faculty over and above either the understanding or sense perception, one that can recruit those faculties to the service of its own proprietary functions. I shall sometimes use ‘comprehension’ as a label for such a faculty, or—more neutrally—for the conjunction of perception and the understanding. If the integrated exercise of faculties has distinctive psychological or epistemological functions then, on either understanding, a version of the Acceptance Principle will support presumption upon proper function, and so potentially mediate the optimal status of the products of such exercise.


	More generally, issues surrounding the integration of faculties, and their joint responsibility for pieces of cognition or perception, turn to a large extent on the way in which the mind or brain is to be articulated into faculties, sub-faculties, and so forth. For discussion of some of the variety of purposes, and attendant grains of articulation, see Samuels, forthcoming; Smith, 2003.


� Compare Wittgenstein on the aspect of these episodes due to the understanding:





Say a sentence and think it; say it with understanding.—And now do not say it, and just do what you accompanied it with when you said it with understanding. (Wittgenstein, 1958: §332)





Part of Wittgenstein’s point is that awareness, or imagination, of words is not—or, not obviously—a separable aspect of comprehending an expression of that thought content. For insightful discussion of the integrated phenomenology of speech comprehension, see Merlau-Ponty, 2004: 234–71. And for discussion of the role of speech perceptual faculties in comprehension, and in occurrent thinking more generally, see O’Shaughnessy, 2000: 241–53.


From a different perspective, a review of empirical work on speech perception concludes with the following:





The guiding assumption…is that humans use multiple sources of information in the perceptual recognition and understanding of spoken language. In this regard, speech recognition resembles other forms of pattern recognition and categorization because integrating multiple sources of information appears to be a natural function of human endeavour. Integration appears to occur to some extent regardless of the goals and motivations of the perceived. … People asked to name the color of the print of words that are color names printed in different colors [in the Stroop test] become tongue-tied and have difficulty naming the colours. (Massaro, 1994: 258)





Also relevant to the present issue is empirical work on pure word deafness, a rare deficit in which speech comprehension abilities are lost despite other hearing capacities being intact. A recent review of work on disorders of auditory processing suggests that, in some cases of this sort, ‘[t]he experience of word sounds appears to undergo a qualitative change, and some word deaf patients cannot judge the length of a word’ (Polster and Rose, 1998: 54). 


For more detailed discussion of some empirical issues surrounding the integration of speech perception and comprehension see Townsend and Bever, 2001. 


� I should re-emphasise that the issue dividing Burge and me does not turn on whether episodes of comprehension are de facto partly perceptual. It does not even turn on whether they are essentially, or in their nature, partly perceptual. What is at issue is whether there could be episodes, otherwise like the episodes of comprehension that we in fact enjoy but lacking perceptual aspects, and that are able to sustain the communication of knowledge. Burge’s view depends upon their possibility; mine upon its denial.


� As Burge puts it,





The point and function of the perceptual system is to put the perceiver in touch with particular situations, particular objects or events, or particular instances of properties or relations. (Burge, 2003a: 523)





For discussion of this function of perception, see Burge, 1986, 1993b; Brewer, 1999; Martin, 2002; McDowell, 1986; Soteriou, 2000.


� As noted earlier, as well as preservative memory, Burge appeals to the function, or lack thereof, of sense perception in first-person comprehension, comprehension of the content expressed by one’s own words. (1999: 236–40) As will be obvious, the differences between preservative memory and third-person comprehension are mirrored by analogous differences between first- and third-personal cases. In particular, first-personal comprehension need not have its source fixed from without the understanding.


	That said, the issues surrounding first-person comprehension are delicate and mirror, in certain respects, issues arising in the third-personal case. Burge appears to hold that our awareness of our own linguistic actions fits Anscombe’s characterisation of practical knowledge, as akin to the knowledge someone has in ‘directing a project, like the erection of a building which he cannot see and does not get reports on, purely by giving orders’ (Anscombe, 1957: 82). The issue here about involvement of sense-perceptual faculties is different from the question whether our ordinary ways of knowing what we have done—e.g., what we have said—involve self-observation. Even if knowledge of one’s own actions essentially involves sense-perceptual faculties—including proprioceptive faculties—, those faculties need not be recruited in the way they are when we (seek to) find out how things anyway are, independently of our involvement as agents in making them so. For discussion, see O’Shaughnessy, 1980: especially 30ff. But in some cases it appears that we can be aware of our linguistic actions—so to speak, from the inside—even when unaware of the specific intentions from which they issue. Butterworth, 1981, considers a range of speech errors the best explanation of which, he argues, is intervention in consciously intended speech production by unconscious intention. Since we can be aware of what we have said in such cases, seemingly without inference from perception of the sounds we have made, and absent awareness of the intentions directing what we have said, some other account of our awareness of speech-action appears to be required for these cases. It may be that different sorts of account are required of our awareness in different sorts of cases. 


The issues here are tightly bound up with the comparative merits of accounts, like Burge’s, that are based upon a highest common factor conception of epistemic status and those that reject such a conception.


� Burge attempts to provide for the possibility of intellectual access to sameness of source through appeal to a standing presumption of sameness and an intellectual sensitivity to whether a series of presentations—say, presentations that in fact constitute an argument—make sense when considered as the integrated output of a properly functioning rational source. See Burge, 1998a: 19–30. As will be clear, my objections to Burge’s account are compatible with the success of that attempt. First, my argument concerns the determination, and subjects’ in principle access to, partly empirical defeating conditions. With respect to subject’s access, the argument concerns their access to a distinction between two ways in which a presumption to view a series of cognitions as the output of a single rationally functional source may be defeated: first, defeat of entitlement to view those cognitions as the outputs of a single source; second, defeat of an entitlement to view a source as rationally functional. Second, Burge’s account is designed to work only for special cases in which a subject has, and requires, fairly extensive access to the course of an interlocutor’s reasoning. By contrast, my argument focuses upon cases of very limited access.


� There is good reason to think that our capacity to enjoy experiences of the locations of sounds is dependent upon the integrated exercise of various elements of the sensorium that are otherwise capable of working in isolation—in particular, elements able to bear independent responsibility for sight or hearing. See Nudds, 2001, for philosophical discussion.


	It is also worth noting the following. First, systems responsible for speech perceptual processing appear to be (doubly) dissociable from those responsible for other perceptual processing—e.g., recognition of sounds. Second, systems responsible for the discrimination of voices appear to be (doubly) dissociable from systems responsible for the recognition of familiar voices. Hence, it appears that these systems must work together in ordinary cases in order to produce cognition in which the elements are (or appear) unified. For a review of literature on disorders of auditory processing, see Polster and Rose, 1998.


	For discussion of some of the messy empirical issues surrounding source identification abilities, see e.g. Bull and Clifford, 1984; Johnson, 1997.


� Some may be inclined to view presentations of content to be experienced as located with the subject of comprehension. In my view, they should also view the objects of perceptual experiences to be located with the perceiver. Either way, providing presentations of content with a single experienced location will not help forge an experienced association between those presentations and a proper sub-class of the objects of perception.


� Corresponding to this, the proposal must cope with Descartes’ observation that perception of words in comprehension may be inattentive and memory of words unreliable.


� Cp. Shoemaker, 1996.


� Cp. the penultimate sentence in the quotation from Burge, 1999:  244.


� I should emphasise that the issue concerns what fixes, and makes available, a range of potential defeaters, not how the subject can, on the basis of source fixing, then answer the further question as to whether defeating conditions are met in a particular case. I am happy to allow that the classification of the latter ability, as empirical or intellectual, is irrelevant to the status, and classification, of the cognition it governs.


� The difference between the two questions corresponds with Burge’s technical distinction between a presumption and a presupposition as explained in fn.22 above. The first question concerns whether episodes of comprehension presuppose the determination of a particular source; the second, whether they presume determination.


� This claim glosses over issues surrounding Burge’s attempt to sustain intellectual access, in some cases, to sameness of source. See fn.40.


� The guarantee of proper functioning must be a genuine guarantee, and not merely a de facto feature of inhabitants. Plausibly, mere reliability will not serve either. In order to serve the needs of Burge’s basic account, it seems that the guarantee would need to at least be underwritten by the interlocutors’ natures. And—for reasons offered below: 49–50—even that may not suffice to ensure either modally, or as a matter of the natures involved, the sort of link required for knowledge sustaining entitlement.


� It would, of course, be possible to add purely Externalist—say, reliabilist—elements to the system in order to shore up the division between internal and external components. But for three reasons—in addition to guiding assumption outlined above: 12—such a manoeuvre should be made only as a last resort. First—a prima facie ad hominem point—, Burge’s deployment of the Acceptance Principle, in order to underpin rational dependence upon proper function, forms part of an attempt to domesticate such Externalist requirements, to bring them within the purview of norms fixed by the natures of psychological and epistemological kinds. See especially Burge, 2003a: 532–37; 2003b: 307. So allowing purely Externalist factors to play a fundamental role in the system would be in serious tension with Burge’s basic project. Second, the recent history of epistemology supports the view that Burge’s project is, to that extent, well motivated. It is far from obvious that epistemic goods can be reconstructed on the basis of independent, Externalist notions of reliability, safety, and their ilk. Philosophers have thus far been unable even to provide clearly acceptable reconstructions of the relevant external standards. And even partial success on that score has been marred by widespread concerns about the capacity of those external standards to reconstruct, without some form of Internalist supplementation, the genuinely epistemic goods that they condition. Third, the availability of a more Internalist account of the integration of internal and external elements based around materials made available in our ordinary comprehension of content renders the manoeuvre otiose.


� See especially Burge, 1993a, 1997.


� So Burge’s suggestion that ‘words might become perceptible when but only when something in the context provides grounds to doubt the standing comprehension of what the interlocutor is saying’ (1999: 244) will not solve the problem. As they stand, the episodes of comprehension to which Burge appeals are unable to underwrite the possibility of empirically based defeat.


� A potential difficulty for the first account—indeed, for any account that views the products of comprehension as involving cognitive association between episodes of speech and contents—concerns how to characterise the cognized association. Standard approaches would view the cognition as propositional and the association as mediated through concepts of an utterance being true in certain conditions, or meaning that such-and-such. But it is not obvious that the most basic forms of comprehension require their subjects to have the meta-representational abilities needed to cope successfully with cognition involving those concepts. There is therefore some pressure on the defender of the first account to consider alternatives to the standard approaches. For discussion, see my Author 1 XXXX and Author 2 XXXX.
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