
Proposed structure of seminar 

 

Note: I propose to cover the material below, and in the order presented.  However, I have 

not set up a fixed weekly schedule both because there will be a concentration of sessions 

towards the end of term, when Professor Georges Rey is visiting - but also because I 

want us to have some flexibility with respect to the time we spend on the readings. 

Tentatively, I‟m aiming to cover 2-3 in three sessions, and 4-7 in 6 sessions.  But how fast 

we can cover the individuals will in part depend on the background of the seminar 

participants. (Burge‟s book should be available at Akademika, the campus bookstore.  It 

should also available online for free via Oxford Scholarship Online, through the library of 

Oslo University. I believe you can download chapters as pdf files, albeit only one chapter 

per login.) 

 

A critical issue for the seminar concerns how to understand the notion – or notions – of 

representational content.  For this reason, I‟ll probably add some material on this, over 

and above Burge‟s discussion of the matter. 

 

1 First week: Seminar Introduction – read Burge, Preface, and, if you have time, Chap 1 

(Intro) 

 

#2 Burge: Preface, Chap 1 (Intro), and Chap 2 (Terminology: What the Questions Mean), 

pp. xi-xix, 1-60. 

 

#3 Burge: Chap 3 (Anti-Individualism), pp. 61-108 

extra reading: 

-SEP, “Externalism about Mental Content”
1
 

-Burge, Foundations of Mind (2
nd

 vol. of his collected papers) 

-Introduction (an overview), “Individualism and the Mental” 

(classic paper), “Individualism and Psychology” (on Marr)  

 

#4 Burge, chap 8 (Biological and Methodological Background), pp. 291-366
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extra reading: 

-SEP, “Causal Theories of Mental Content” 

-SEP, “Teleological Theories of Mental Content” 

                                                 
1
 „SEP‟ stands for Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, a superb (refereed) on-line resource. It‟s often the 

best first stop if you‟re looking for an overview of a philosophical topic along with pointers to the 

literature. 

 
2
 I‟m proposing we skip Part II of Burge‟s book (chaps. 4-7, pp. 109-288). Here he attacks various 

philosophers for over-intellectualizing perception (and intentionality more generally) by imposing various 

cognitively sophisticated requirements on it (e.g., that the subject be able to represent the conditions on 

perception, or be capable of propositional thought, or speak a language, or be capable of introspection, or 

have “phenomenological” access to perception, etc.). The various targets here include Strawson, Evans, 

Davidson, Quine, Brandom, Husserl, Merleau-Ponty, etc. My plan is to leave this so that we can get to his 

positive views more quickly.  However, let me know if you‟d like to cover some of it, and we will try to fit 

it in. For a sense of what‟s here, see Burge, “Perceptual Objectivity,” The Philosophical Review 118, 2009, 

pp. 285-324. (Available as pdf through the University library.) 
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-Peter Godfrey-Smith, “Functions: Consensus Without Unity,” 

Philosophical Quarterly 74, 1993, pp. 196-208. 

 

#5 Burge, chap 9 (Origins), pp. 367-436 

extra reading: 

-SEP, “Internalist vs. Externalist Conceptions of Epistemic Justification” 

-Wilfrid Sellars, Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind 

-Burge, “Perceptual Entitlement,” Philosophy and Phenomenological 

Research 67, 2003, pp. 503-48 

-Brandom, “The Centrality of Sellars‟ Two-Ply Account of Observation” 

 

#6 Burge, part of chap 10 (Origins of Some Representational Concepts), pp. 437-92 

extra reading: 

-Spelke, Where perceiving ends and thinking begins: The apprehension of 

objects in infancy. In A. Yonas (Ed.), Perceptual development in infancy. 

Minnesota Symposium on Child Psychology (Vol. 20). Hillsdale, NJ: 

Lawrence Erlbaum, Assoc., 1988. 

 -Pylyshyn, Seeing and Visualizing (or, Things and Places) 

 

#7 Burge, rest of chap 10 and chap 11 (Glimpses Forward), pp. 492-551 

 

 

The last part of the seminar, when Georges Rey is visiting: 
 

Most likely, this part of the seminar will be set up as a joint Master and PhD seminar.  

These are candidate topics, not in fixed order.  Some of these come up in the book, but 

only briefly. Others, we will have covered, but will go into more deeply.  

 

-Are our best theories in vision science and in linguistics really committed to 

representations? 

 Extra reading: 

-Chomsky, “Internalist Explorations” and other papers in New Horizons 

-Burge, “Reply to Chomsky,” in Martin Hahn & B. Ramberg (2003). Reflections 

and Replies: Essays on the Philosophy of Tyler Burge. MIT Press. 

-Frances Egan, various papers 

-Rey, G. (2008) Chomsky, Intentionality, and a CRTT, in Chomsky and His 

Critics (eds. L. M. Antony and N. Hornstein), Blackwell. 

-Chomsky, “Reply to Rey” in same 

-Georges Rey, “Representational Content and a Chomskyan Linguistics”  in 

Epistemology of Language, ed. by Alex Barber,  Oxford University Press, pp. 

140-86 

-perhaps others arguing against representations in cognitive science  

 

 

-Does Burge have an adequate answer to the „disjunction problem,‟ does he answer 

Quine on indeterminacy? 
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-cf. Carey (1994). Does learning a language require the child to reconceptualize 

the world? Lingua, 92, 143-167. 

 

-more on Burge against “deflationary” accounts of representation 

-Millikan, Gallistel, etc. 

-and is Burge right that intentionality doesn‟t need to be reduced to anything else 

to be naturalistically acceptable (since, e.g., it earns its scientific keep)?  

 

-more on Burge‟s specific disagreements with Spelke and Pylyshyn 

 

-Burge on natural norms: teleology in biology and psychology 

-we could sample some recent work in philosophy of biology and elsewhere on this 

-for bibliographical pointers to less recent literature, see SEP, “Teleological Notions 

in Biology” 

 

-Perceptual consciousness is not a topic of Burge‟s book.  But we could spend a session 

on the relation between consiousness and representation, as pertaining to perception.  We 

could, for example, read Ned Block‟s “Attention and Mental Paint”, Philosophical Issues 

20, 2010, p. 23-63. It‟s on the relation of “phenomenal” (conscious) character of 

perception to its representational content, arguing that research on attention shows the 

former can‟t be reduced to the latter.  

 

-Is Burge right that the following (or, any among the following) over-intellectualize 

perception? 

-Strawson 

-Evans 

-Quine 

-Davidson 

-Sellars 

-Merleau-Ponty 

 

 

-more on Burge‟s claim that perception is constitutively associated with temporal 

representation 

 

-Are “disjunctivist” conceptions of perception incompatible with results from perceptual 

science? 

-Burge, (2005). Disjunctivism and Perceptual Psychology. Philosophical Topics 

33 (1):1-78. 

-McDowell (2010). Tyler Burge on Disjunctivism. Philosophical Explorations 13 

(3):243-255. 

-John Campbell, “Demonstrative Reference, the Relational View of Experience 

and the Proximality Principle”, in Robin Jeshion (ed.), New Essays on 

Singular Thought (Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 2010), 193-212. 

-Charles Travis, unpublished manauscript 

-SEP, “The Disjunctive Theory of Perception” 


