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MENTAL CONTENT: MANY SEMANTICS, ONE SINGLE 
PROJECT1 

LIZA SKIDEISKY 

When we talk about intenti.onal states, the waters are divided into two 
major groups: there are philosophers who think it is worthwhile to de
velop a semaoti.c for mental content and there are those who think oth
erwise.2 The former hold this positi.on because, among other reasons, 
they consider the constituents of mental content to be interna! repre
sentati.oos, so the task should be to explain how our mental representa
tions obtain their meaniog. In additi.on, they believe that the relati.on be
tween representations and the world must be a natural one. Therefore, 
they think that the intencional properti.es of mental states must b e 
linked to something in the natural world, otherwise they are eliminated 
or we are left with dualism. By intentional propertie.r we mean a kiod of 
mental property, that consists in an organism being in a certain state of 
belief, desire, etc., which is 'about' something. For these philosophers, 
the natural world meaos the world of the natural sciences, which is w h y 
it is better to call this project .rcienti.rtic naturali.rm.3 This project con-

1 
Previous versioos were presented at the round table: "Naturalism and Philoso

phy" at the Coloquio de Filosofía Teórica, Sadaf, Argentina, November 19th to 20th, 
1999, and the Conference on Language, Mind and World, Tlaxcala, México, Marcb 
14th 1h 
. . to 17 , 2001 . The paper was improved thanks to the helpful comments of the par-

tlctpants of these events, specially Emie Lepore, Rob Stainton, Daniel Stoljar, and 
-r:11n Kenyoo. Although they did not agree with me oo any point of the WN, they con
tnbuted to focusing my thougbts on these issues. 1 thank Eduardo Rabossi, Pablo Ry
chtcr, and Julia Vergara for reading a previous versioo. 1 am indebted to Diana Pérez 
wbosc detailed comments oo various versions and helpful discussions of these issues 
are reflected in most of tbe article. 

2 
1 will use the terms 'mental' and 'intencional' interchangeably. I will do the 

saine for the terms 'inteotional' and 'semaotic'. 
3 

1 follow Philip Pettit (1992) io the utilization of this expression. 

31 



3 2 LIZA SKIDELSKY 

sists in formulating a semantic theory of mental content in which mental 

terms should not appear, but rather terms for properties should appear 
that the natural sciences are willing to accept. 

In this paper, I will fu:st propose what I consider to be the principal 
theses of the Scientistic Naturalistic Project (SNP). The theses are based 

on two of the more elaborate semantics of mental content that repre
sent the two most significant tendencies within the scientistic project of 
mental content naturalization: J. Fodor,s 'Informational Semantics> (IS) 
and R. Millikan,s 'Biosemantics' (BS). It is not my maio purpose to de

scribe these theories but rather to make explicit the theses involved in 

the SNP. In order to do so, and for the objections to be as clear as pos
sible, I will have to enlarge upon the formulacion of the theses. In the 

second part of the paper, I will present four strategies for objecting to 
SNP: the a priori arguments, the internal objeccions, the theses discus

sion, and the alternative conception of naturalism. I will argue against the 
first two and cpt for the second two, which are closely related. I will dis

cuss the theses of the SNP within the scope of the third and fourth 

strategies with the objective of showing that one does not have to accept 
the SNP in order for intentionality to be in the natural world. 

l. Scie n tis tic N a tura l istic Project 

In what follows I will try to make explicit what I consider the princi

pal theses of the SNP.4 Naturalism about mental content consists in the 
following thesis: 

(1) Naturalism: the sufficient conditions for a mental state to have con

tent are specified in non-semantic or non-intencional terms.5 

The intencional realists maintain that there are mental states with a 

conteot that can be semantically evaluated (that is, it has semantic p rop
erties, such as truth cooditions and refereoce) and that it causes the be
havior of iodividuals by virtue of those semantic properties. If, in addi
tion to being an intencional realist, one is a physicalist, that is, if one be
lieves that the basic properties are the physical ones, then the pro blem 
to solve is how to include iO.tentional properties in a world whose pro p-

4 The theses appear all together at the beginoing of the second part of this pa-
per. 

5 For some philosophers, sufficieot and oecessary conditions. I follow Fodor 
(1994, p. 5). 
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. are physical. Naturalism is no more than a methodological conse
erues that leads basically, to naturalize those properties that, in prin-
quence ' 
. l do not seem to form part per se of the natural world. Both Fodor 

cspd eMmncan offer natural sufficient conditions for something physical to 

an intencional, which implies that the intentional is reduced to (in the 

~e that it 'is explained by') the physical. 

According to Fodor, those conditions are a set of (causal) laws that 

connect, in a reliable way, tokens of representations in the organism 
witb tokens o f p roperties in the world, in such a way that represeota

tions carry information about those properties. For instance, when one 
thioks COW, this concept meaos cow because there is a law that con

nects this represen tation and the cow in the world and supports coun
tcrfactuals. In that way, the content arises aod is determinate by couoter
&ctual oomic relations. However, the scope of semantic contents is 
much oarrower than that of the causal relations. Fodor adds the 

'Asymmetric D ependeoce Theory' (ADT) to the IS as an attempt to re
solve the tradicional problem of the covariational/ causal theories con
sisting in that not a1l that causes a representational token is semantically 
rclevant for its content. Thus the natural conditions for the content to 
arise are a set of nomic relations among properties that maintain an 

asymmetric dependency upon one another, and they are formulated in 
non-intentional terms.6 

According to Millikao, the sufficient natural conditions are a set o f 
Normal conditions (together with mapping principles) that connect the 

rcpresentatio ns with what is represented. The key notion of BS is that o f 
'biological functioo> and it is understood in terms of natural selection, 

which acts upon the species to produce adaptations to the environment. 

6 "X" ( . meaos or has a content) X tf. 

1- 'Xs cause "X"s' is a law. 

2- Some "X "s are actually caused by Xs. 

3- For all Y oot =X, if Ys qua Ys actually cause "X"s, theo Ys ca11sing "X,,s is 
ll)'mmetrically depen deot on Xs r"'llSt"n•o "X"s. (Fod 1990b p 121) vu 6 oc, , . . 

Thus, for example, COW has the conteot cow and not horse in a darle. night be
cauac the fact that there are tokens of COW causcd by horses in a dark night depends 
:!c~e beiog tokens of COW caused by cows, in such a way that the law tbat the 
bu tn a dark oight causes COWS depends oo the law that the cows cause COWS 
.,..:;ot the inverse. (Note that Fodor (1994) rejected clause 2 and retumed to the 

199-,{_ ~ounterfactual_ nomic covariati~n. that was introdu~ed. ~ his 1987. Cf. Aydede, 
ereafter 1 will use the abbreviattoos IS and ADT llldisttnctly. 
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The appearance of new traits that are favorable to reproduction are 
transmitted and the funccion of those traits consist in the performance 
of the capacity they carry out. Thus ali organic structure has a 'proper> 
function that is related to its history, and not to its causal powers or its 
physical conscitucion, because it is the ancestors that determine if a sys
tem has a determinate funccion (since its performance leads to its pres
ervation) independently of whether the funccion is currently performed. 
Llke the organic structures, mental states are members of biological 
categories and those are defined by their proper functions. The per
formance of a funccion depends on what a system should, or is sup
posed to, or is designed to, do and on the Normal (proper or optima!) 
condirions for a successful performance. The Normal conditions are 
those that are historically optimized under which the funccion was per
formed. This meaos that a condicion is proper for the performance of a 
function not because it is the actual (or possible) condirion under which 
a system performs its funccion, but because it is the one that allowed this 
system to reproduce a capacity with that funccion.7 

So, IS laws, as much as the BS Normal condicions, are formulated in 
non-intencional terms. In addicion, both theories are scienciscic in the 
sense that they maintain the following thesis: 

(2) Scientistic naturalism: the non-intencional terms used in (1) are terms 
that refer to propercies (events, processes, relacions, etc.) that the natu
ral sciences accept as part of its theories. 

It is sciencistic naturalism, strictly speaking, which gives its name to 
the entire project owing to its guiding iofluence. In both IS aod BS, the 
sufficient condicions for a mental state to be intencional are formulated 
in terms accepted by the natural sciences, although both appeal to dif
ferent sciences as the paradigms that account for the natural world. 
Fodor is physicalist, he accepts that ali encicies are, or 'supervene on,, o r 
are 'realized in,' physical enticies, so that the intencional relation, outlioed 
in terms of the connection between representacioos and the world, is 
reduced to a legal physical relation. Physicalism is a narrower ontological 
thesis than oaturalism (thesis (1)). One might hold (1) and nevertheless 
accept that conditions are formulated in non-physical terms, for in-

7 That is why Normal is written with a capital 'N'. 'Normal' does oot allude to the 
actual, frequent or average character of the conditions, but to its normative, histori
cal cbaracter (related to tbe history of a functioo). I address the notion of mapping 
principies in the consideration of thesis (8). 

t'003) 
M EN1'AL CONTENT: M.ANY SEMANTICS, ÜNE SINGLE PROJECT 

35 

all d to natural properties of aoother science. That is 
th t they u e f h · 

lttnce, a .. an who considers psychology to be a branch. o p ys~-
the case of ~ fi part of biology and thus the latter 1s the sc1-

that 111 ts-rne, orms 
o}ogy ,h ontology we should appeal.s 

to w ose . 1 h d. ence . . (2) should be understood simp y as t e para ig-
So ~e differhence 10 to which the inteotiooality pheoomenon shall b e 
· c1ence c osen · · th f l 

aiauc 5 f planation) Thus the thesis is spec1fied 10 e o -
fC('luced (in terms o ex . 

lowing way: 
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entities) from Phystcs. 

· (1) are terms that refer to properties (or other 
(2.M) The terms ~sed 10 

entities) from Btology. 

Theses (1) and (2) endorse a metap.hilosophical 
about the philosophical enterprise that is concerned 

betweeo the mental aod the physical: 

naturalistic thesis 
with the relations 

(3) Metaphilosophical naturalism: philosophy o~. mind develops . in coo-

fi 
ity with and makes use of, or makes explic1t, the me.taphys1cal _de-

om>. ' · th · d 10to the scten-
vice of current science in a way that 10tegrates e m10 

tific-oatural world. 

In IS aod BS there are empirical data that eoter int~ ar~ents t~at 
are no longer the tradicional a priori ones, such that .philosophical act1v
ity is not conceived as a purely a priori argumentative task, but rather 
one that iocorporates the data, terminology, examples, and ontolo~ of 
the natural sciences. Thesis (3) is implicated by theses (1) and (2) since, 
u they are fo rmulated, I cannot imagine someone who holds (1 ~ ~d (2), 
that is someone who carries out a reductionist enterprise withio the 
philos~phy of mind, not accepcing (3), that is, holding that the task 0 f 

philosophy of m1nd is exclusively a conceptual one.9 

The motivation to adhere to theses (1) and (2) is based in the con
juncti.on of two theses related to the nature of the intencional states. Both 
Fodor aod Millikan are intencional realists, they hold that there really are 

8 Millikao (1984, Intr.) says that though her program is naturalist it is not physi

calist (in a strict sense). 
9 Thesis (3) does not rule out a conceptual task for the philosophy of mind, but 

•<>meone who holds (1) and (2) as they are formulated, at Jeast commits herself to 
(3). 



34 LIZA SKIDEI.SKY D82 

The appearance of new traits that are favorable to reproduction are 
transmitted and the function of those traits consist in the performance 
of the capacity they carry out. Thus ali organic structure has a 'proper' 
function that is related to its history, and not to its causal powers or its 
physical constitution, because it is the ancestors that determine if a sys
tem has a determinate function (since its performance leads to its pres
ervation) independently of whether the function is currently performed. 
Like the organic structures, mental states are members of biological 
categories and those are defined by their proper functions. The p er
formance of a function depends on what a system should, or is sup
posed to, or is designed to, do and on the Normal (proper or optima!) 
conditions for a successful performance. The Normal conditions are 
those that are historically optimized under which the function was per
formed. This meaos that a condition is proper for the performance of a 
function not because it is the actual (or possible) condition under which 
a system performs its function, but because it is the one that allowed this 
system to reproduce a capacity with that function. 7 

So, IS laws, as much as the BS Normal conditions, are formulated in 
non-intentional terms. In addition, both theories are scientistic in the 
sense that they maintain the following thesis: 

(2) Scientistic naturalism: the non-intentional terms used in (1) are terms 
that refer to properties (events, processes, relations, etc.) that the natu
ral sciences accept as part of its theories. 

It is scientistic naturalism, strictly speaking, which gives its name to 
the entire project owing to its guiding influence. In both IS and BS, the 
sufficient conditions for a mental state to be intentional are formulated 
in terms accepted by the natural sciences, although both appeal to dif
ferent sciences as the paradigms that account for the natural world. 
Fodor is physicalist, he accepts that ali entities are, or 'supervene on,' o r 
are 'realized in,' physical entities, so that the intencional relation, outlined 
in terms of the connection between representations and the world, is 
reduced to a legal physical relation. Physicalism is a narrower ontological 
thesis than naturalism (thesis (1)). One might hold (1) and nevertheless 
accept that conditions are formulated in non-physical terms, for in-

7 That is why Normal is written with a capital 'N'. 'Normal' does not allude to the 
actual, frequent or average character of the conditions, but to its normative, histori
cal character (related to the history of a functioo). I address the notioo of mappíng 
princíples in the consideratíon of thesis (8). 
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stance, that they allude to natural properties of another science. That is 
the case of Millikan who considers psychology to be a branch of physi
ology that, in time, forms part of biology and thus the latter is the sci
ence to whose ontology we should appeal.8 

So the difference in (2) should be understood simply as the paradig
matic science chosen to which the intentionality phenomenon shali b e 
reduced (in terms of explanation). Thus the thesis is specified in the fol

lowing way: 

(2.F) The terms used in (1) are terms that refer to properties (or other 
entities) from Physics. 

(2.M) The terms used in (1) are terms that refer to properties (or other 
entities) from Biology. 

Theses (1) and (2) endorse a metaphilosophical naturalistic thesis 
about the philosophical enterprise that is concerned with the relations 
between the mental and the physical: 

(3) Metaphi/osophical naturalism: philosophy of mind develops in con
formity with, and makes use of, or makes explicit, the metaphysical de
vice of current science in a way that integrates the mind into the scien
tific-natural world. 

In IS and BS there are empirical data that enter into arguments that 
are no longer the tradicional a priori ones, such that philosophical activ
ity is not conceived as a purely a priori argumentative task, but rather 
one that incorporates the data, terminology, examples, and ontology of 
the natural sciences. Thesis (3) is implicated by theses (1) and (2) since, 
as they are formulated, I cannot imagine someone who holds (1) and (2), 
that is, someone who carries out a reductionist enterprise within the 
philosophy of mind, not accepting (3), that is, holding that the task of 
philosophy of mind is exclusively a conceptual one.9 

The motivation to adhere to theses (1) and (2) is based in the con
junction of two theses related to the nature of the intentional states. Both 
Fodor and Millikan are intencional realists, they hold that there really are 

8 Millikan (1984, Intr.) says that though her program is naturalist it is not physi
calist (in a strict sense). 

9 Thesis (3) does oot rule out a conceptual task for the philosophy of roind, but 
someone who bolds (1) and (2) as tbey are formulated, at least commits herself to 
(3) . 
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interna! states with content and that those states are composed of repre
sentacions. If one begins with an ontology such as this (in which one of 
the elements of the intencional relacion is representations and, of course, 
it is assumed that one is not dualistic) then, one will seek to relate the 
representations with something of the natural world.10 Both theses can 
be formulated in the following way: 

(4) Intentional Realism: there are interna! states with intencional content 
that is causally explicative of an organism's behavior and that can be se
mantically evaluated. 

(5) Representationalism: the intencional content is constituted by inter
na! representations. 

As mentioned above, intencional realists maintain that there are states 
with a content that can be semantically evaluated and that it causes an or
ganism's behavior by virtue of those semantic properties. Sorne phi
losophers think that only a representational system can accomplish 
both constraints. Therefore, intencional realists are committed to the 
idea that there are interna! representations that possess intentional 
properties that cause behavior. According to Fodor this representa
cional system has syntaccic (or formal) and semancic properties, such as 
natural language (though it is not any of the natural languages). The coo
tent has the form of proposicions, such that it can be semantically evalu
ated aod its syntaccic properties carry a causal role. In IS, (5) takes the 
specific form of the language of thought hypothesis.11 

Mi11ikan (1993) rejects this hypothesis for ali the species other than 
human beings, and fluctuates between accepting or rejecting it for hu
man beings. The fluctuacion seems to rest upon the way that Millikan un
derstands Fodor's hypothesis. She holds that such a hypothesis is not 
only unnecessary, but also contains a technical problem that shows up in 
any formal logic language.12 However, she maintains that only humans 

lO Because this is an important poiot for uoderstanding why sorne philosophers 
believe it is necessary to develop a semaotics for mental contcot and, moreover, a 
naturalistic onc, 1 will leave the exploration of the sort of rclation that there is be
tweeo theses (4)-(5) and theses (1)-(2) for when 1 discuss the SNP. 

11 See in particular, fo'odor (1975) aod (1987). 
12 It is unnecessary for reasons that have to do with her projection tbcory be

tween maps or mental models aod structures in the world. The technical pro blem 
arises because the language of thought would require symbols that are put together in 
types in order to apply formal rules that determine the validity of thc infercoces, aod 
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have representations, strictly speaking, and those are defined as ele
meots tbat eoter into inferencial processes. Aod for entering into infer
eotial processes, it is required that there be represeotations with a sen
tencia! structure. Thus she holds that human representations can adopt 
the form of mental sentences and that only they have proposicional con

tent, so they can be semancically evaluated.13 

In both theories, the content of the representations are determined 
by the (covariational or projection) relacions that the representation 
maintains wíth what is represented. That meaos that the content of a 
person's mental state depends on bis relations to the world. This is the 
externalist thesis that is opposed to the internalist thesis that claim.s that 
the content of our beliefs does not depend on the person's relacions to 
the world.14 Thus both perspectives share the following thesis: 

(6) Externalism: the content of a person's intencional states depends o n 

his relacions to the world. 

Thesis (6) is not associated with any of the theses mentioned previ
ously, that is to say, one can be externalist without maintaining the natu
ralism specified in theses (1)-(3) and without adhering to the representa

cional intencional realism (theses (4) and (5)).15 

Oo tbe other hand, if the objective is to provide natural conditions 
for a mental state to have content, this is because it is believed that a 
'determínate content' of a particular mental state can be identified by 

these conditions, so, both theories hold: 

since there is no criterion for putting them together in a particular type, there is no 

way that such a language works. 

13 But even if there do not happeo to be mental scntences, the conteots ex
pressed in tbe public language could be implicit (in the sense of bcing implicated 
by) in the mental representations, in the same way that the sentences of the public 
language express the representational content of frogs or bees. Cf. Millikan (1993). 

14 There are different ways of formuJating the externalist and ioternalist theses. 
The one I chose is in the spirit of Peacocke (1994). In tcrms of supervenieoce, the 
extemalist thesis holds that the content of a mental state supervenes on relational o r 
extrinsic physical properties of the person, whereas the internalist thesis affirms that 
the content supervenes on iotriosic physical propertics of the person, see Kim 
(1994). 

15 Ooe can be instrumeotalist, that is, support the idea tbat ascribing beliefs 
forms part of adoptiog an attitude toward certain systems so as to treat them as in
teotiooal without postulatiog that they have intentional interna! states. And one is 
externalist because, wheo ascribiog desires and beliefs to accouot for the behavior of 
those systems, one takes into account the environment. 



3 8 LIZA SKIDELSKY D82 

(7) Determina/ion of content: there is always a fact of the matter as to 
what is the content of a certain mental state. 

The idea is that a belief content cannot consist in more than one o p
tion because if that were the case, then the natural conditions would no t 
be sufficieot for determining it. According to the ADT, the cooteot is 
fixed by counterfactuals. According to BS, the content is fixed by the 
Normal conditioos and mapping principles. Thus, thesis (7) is formu
lated in these two ways: 

(7F) Content is fixed by nomic relations between represeotational to
kens and tokens of properties in the world. 

(7M) Content is fixed by mapping relations between 
and its referents in Normal conditions. 

Thesis (7) seems to be closely related to: 

• represen ta ti o os 

(8) Content atomism: the associate beliefs that a person holds are not 
coostitutive of the content of a certain intencional state.16 

This thesis is opposed to semantic holism, which holds that a belief 
content is constituted by the contents of our entire belief system (or, at 
least, by a subset of beliefs, if one is molecularist). Such a holism has ter
rible consequences for the SNP. First, it threatens the determination of 
content (thesis (7)) because if any non-denotative element is introduced, 
such as the agent's conceptions, then a belief content would depend o n 
the entire (or part of the) system of beliefs. And this not only renders it 
very difficult to individuate a certain belief but, second, it would also b e 
difficult for two persons to share the same belief (or even for one per
son to have the same belief at different moments). And if it can not be 
established that at least two persons share beliefs, then intencional la ws 
(or generalizations) would not exist, and then a Scientific Psychology (SP) 
(thesis (10)) would not obtain. Third, if thesis (7) <loes not obtain, then, 
as I said before, the natural conditions for a mental state to have content 
would not be sufficient and if in addition an epistemic element is io
volved for the determination of content, then it would no longer be an 

16 
There are differeot ways of formulating the 'content atomism or localism' in 

addition to the way I formulated it. It can be expressed appealing to the inferential 
connections that a belief has (see Guttenplan, 1994) or as in Fodor & Lepore (1992). 
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explanation of intentionality in non-semantic terms. Thus theses (1) and 

(2) fall. 
In IS, content only depends on denotation, which is why no con ten t 

depends on any other. In BS, although content does not only depend o n 
denotation but also depends on a semantic mapping fu.nction toward 
the world, the determination of content does not depend on the con
tent of other representations either.17 In Millikan's isomorphism theory, 
representations are pictures (in an abstract sense) and are articulated so 
that they represeot ''states of affairs''18 by meaos of mapping relations 
according to priociples that operate transformations in represeotatioos 
and in what is represented. These principles are biunivocal correspon
deoce rules (understood in terms of mathematical functions of projec
tioo). The theory accepts that there is an inftnite number of projectioo 
relatioos, but this does not lead to the indeterminacion of conteot be
cause the only thing that this aff1Ims is that ''it is supposed'' that belief s 
are projected in states of affairs in the world according to certain projec
tions. This ''it is supposed'' is explained in terms of Normality, such that 
only beliefs that are true are indeed true by virtue of a certain actual cor
respoodence having beeo established. 

On the other hand, the idea that the behavior of individuals is a prod
uct of their beliefs and desires is what it is called Folk Psychology (FP). 
Almost all philosophers of mind endorse FP. Fodor goes far beyond and 
believes that FP not only has to be the startiog point of psychology, but 
also that cognitive psychology is no more than the scientific formulation 
of FP. Based on FP we make intencional generalizatioos to account for 
individual behavior. If those generalizations could become laws, then FP 
would have the laws (in this case, intentional) that are necessary for every 
theory that aspires to be scientific. If the intencional laws were not pos
sible, then psychology could not be included within the scientific view 
of the world. The enterprise of a SP in Fodor covers two related aspects. 
One aspect is the elaboration of intentional causal laws that relate con
tents to one another and these are the law-like generalizations that every 
theory needs in order to be scientific. The other aspect is the elabora
tion of psychophysical /aws that determine the wide cootent that ap
pears in the intentional laws (that is, a semantics for mental content). 

17 Cf. Gomila (1995, p. 108) who says that BS is clearly atomistic in the seose that 
"a mental state cootent does oot depend oo the cooteot of other mental states." 

18 In the sense of Wittgeostein's Traclalus. Cf. Millikao (1990), pp. 158-9. 

• 
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Thus, the semantics of mental content plays a fundamental role in the 
shaping of the content that figures into the intentional causal laws. 

MiJJikan (1986) main tains that only if FP were understood in terms 0 f 
a theory that aspires to explain organism behavior positing interna! 
states with proper functions (and not entities that obey laws), then it 
could be the starting point for cognitive science. Regarding a SP, she 
holds that to have a fuoction does not confer causal power. A system 
<loes not do something because it has a function. Therefore, there will 
be no causal laws in a future cognitive science. In any case, there would 
be explanations of how a cognitive system Normally performs the func
tions and, those explanations would not be law-like (making reference to 
initial conditions and laws), but would be like the historical explanations, 
that is, retrospective, attempting to explain how an episode happened 
alluding to the steps of a sequence. Since the explanation of how a cogni
tive system performs a function calls for the contents of the system's 
states (determined by the Normal conditions and a correspondence re
latioo between the representations and what it is represented) it is oec
essary to develop a semantics for mental content. 

Beyond the disagreement about how to understand FP and the struc
ture of SP, both consider that it is possible to convert FP into science 
and, accordingly, to have a SP; therefore, both agree on: 

(9) Folk psychology: the starting point of cognitive psychology is folk 
psychology. 

(10) Scientific p.rychology: one of the (implicit or explicit) objectives for 
the development of a semantic of mental content is to obtain a scientific 
psychology. 

Up to now, we have seen that the SNP of the content of mental states 
is committed to the ten aforementioned theses.19 What remains for us to 
examine is an issue that seems to break the ideological unity outlined 
thus far, which is the issue of the place of normativity. Intencional states 
seem to have oormative properties: beliefs are correct or incorrect, a p-

19 r th · · b . am aware at tt ts argua le wbether sorne of the theses (1)-(10) must neces-
sarily be part of a SNP (othcr scientistic naturalistic theories that I did not consider 
might not endorse sorne of them). In any case, on one hand, a theory cannot be 
considered within a SNP if it rejects sorne of what anyooc would consider its core 
theses ((1 )-(8)), and, on the other hand concerning the remaining theses, these are 
the ones that can be found in the semantics on which I based my proposal. 
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propriate or inappropriate, acceptable or unacceptable, true or false. 
The question is if in a naturalistic project of content, with the characteris
tics that we have seen, there is room for normativity. The normative is
sue is a complicated one and would require a detailed examination which 
exceeds the purposes of this paper. Here my intention is only to pres
ent the sense of normativity that seems to be compatible with this kind 
of project and the one that does not. 

The notion of normativity can be understood in at least two ways: 1-
intentionality is a normative property in the sense that the instantiation 

of contents incorporates conditions of correctness. Thus representa
tions have a normative element, something like what ''is meant to do''; 

and 2- there are standards of rationality that govern the attribution of 
beliefs. Thus principles of rationality are constitutive of content.2º Nei
ther Fodor (1990b, 1992) nor Millikan (1993) thinks that normativity is 
constitutive of content in sense 2. This sense is obviously incompatible 
with the main objective of offering natural sufficient conditions for a 
mental state to have content. Regarding sense 1, BS conserves a norma
tive aspect. Appealing to evolutionary biology and, in particular, to the 
notion of function, is what permits evaluations regarding whether an or
ganism works adequately or not. Since the function is identified inde
pendeotly of what the organism curreotly does, there is an aspect re
lated to 'what the function was designed to do' that would act as a norma
tive standard upon which to evaluate whether or not the system is doing 
what it was designed to do. So for a system to perform correctly its 
funct:ion has to possess a correct content and the correction of the con
tent is evaluated with respect to its function. That does not prejudice 
content naturalizat:ion because content is not determined by function, 
but rather by natural (Normal) conditions.21 Thus representations have a 
natural aspect that fixes content and inherits normativity from the design 
of the systems in which they take part.22 

20 An example of this is the charity principie that affurns that an individual 
should attribute truth to his interlocutor's beliefs. 

21 Because tbe cootent is determined by what is represeoted and the correspon
dence relation, content is not identified with the functioo. Bringing up Millikan 's 
most cited example, the f11nction of the bee dance is to stirnulate the bees' nervous 
systems so that they see the dance and fly in a certain direction to gather tbe nectar; 
the content of the dance is the localization of tbe oectar. Cf. Millikao (1999). 

22 Papineau (1999) objects that thcse kinds of biological norms are not norma
tive if by that one understands prescriptive norms, sioce frorn 'biological norms' like 
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In IS, there does not seem to be a place for any normative aspect in
trinsic to intentionality because nomic relations are those which d eter
mine content so that content is fixed in an objective way. Fodor (1990b) 
thinks that one could follow a route that is opposite to BS and derive a 
belief function from the belief content. Fodor tests the possibility that 
once mental states have their contents, we can talk about normativity as 
long as the mental states accomplish functions according to their con
tent. Thus the function of a belief that P is representing the wotld as P 

when it is the case that P, such that the belief has to be true in order to 

accomplish its function. 

11. Towards a Wide Naturalism 

These are all the theses of the SNP on content (I have chosen the or
der of the theses for expositive purposes in the first part of this paper, 
although it may be noted that the fust three are on naturalism, the next 
four are on the nature of intencional states, and the last two are on SP): 

(1) Naturalism: the sufficient conditions for a mental state to have con
tent are specified in non-semancic or non-intencional terms. 

(2) Scientistic naturalism: the non-intencional terms used in (1) are terms 
that refer to propercies (events, processes, relacions, etc.) that the natu
ral sciences accept as part of its theories. 

(3) Metaphilosophical naturalism: philosophy of mind develops in con
formity with and makes use of or makes explicit the metaphysical device 
of current science in a way that integrates the mind into the scientific
natural world. 

(4) Intentional Realism: there are ioternal states with intencional con tent 
that is causally explicacive of an organism's behavior and that can be se

mantically evaluated. 

(5) Representationalism: the intencional content is conscituted by inter

na! representations. 

(6) Externalism: the conteot of a person's intencional states depends o n 

his relations to the wotld. 

X has been biologically designed to Y, one cannot infer that X ought to Y. As 1 said 
before, I cannot go further here 011 this issue so 1 assume that BS incorporates a 
normative approach. 
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(l) Determina/ion of content: there is always a fact of the matter as to 
what is the content of a certaio mental state. 

(8) Content atomism: the associate beliefs that a person holds are not 
constitutive of the content of a certain intencional state. 

(9) Folk psychology: the starting point of cognitive psychology is folk 

p sychology. 

(10) Scientific psychology: one of the (implicit or explicit) objectives for 
the development of a semantic of mental content is to obtain a scientific 

psychology. 

If one wanted to oppose the SNP, and yet remain naturalist, in a 
broader sense, one could adopt a variety of different strategies. One of 
them would consist in giving a priori arguments with the intention that 
they be conclusive and devastating as to why such a project is not viable. 
Nevertheless, since the SNP is proposed as an empirical challenge 
(because it is empírica! science that has to discover which sufficient 
conditions are at work), the strategy would be to reject metaphysical 
impossibility because this is an empirical matter. 23 

A second strategy would be to formulate criticisms of Fodor's and 
Millikan's theories, so as to show that they do not successfully connect 
mental states to somethiog in the wotld and, therefore, that the project 
has not worked so far. (fhe difference from the first strategy should be 
noted. Here, it is not a question about the metaphysical impossibility of 
the project, but rather about the problems - which could be of a meta
physical o r other nature - that the theories have). Both theories have re
ceived criticisms and, in particular, have difficulties with the determina
tion of content issue. Of course, that <loes not mean that the project 
could not succeed in the future, but a significant accumulation of anoma
lies (in Kuhn's terms) woulq be a strong reason to abandon it. On the 
other hand, interna! criticism, as 'criticism' alone, is limited to negative 
aspects without offeri.ng a concrete proposal for a non-SNP, and, as 
'interna!,' it does not usually undermine the basic assumptions of a the-

23 An a pn·ori argument tbat can be used vtr1111 the possibility of mental con ten t 
naturalization is that of the impossibility of there being psychopbysical laws 
{Davidson, 1970). As Fodor (1987) says, the only thing that one needs to prove in 
order to win over whoever considers that there is an a priori metaphysical reason t o 
hold that semantics cannot be naturalized, is that there are sufficient naturalistic 
conditioos for "P" to mean p. 
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ory but rather takes it for granted. It is something like a family dispute 
when it is just a question of discussing the bases of the project.24 

A third strategy would be to opt for discussing its basic theses and 
evaluate which of them we are willing to accept and which we reject, and 
see what kind of naturalistic project remains. A fourth strategy would b e 
to directly oppose another conception of the relation between individu
als and the world, so as to show that a project of mental content seman
tics is superfluous. I thiok that these two latter strategies are supportive. 
In what follows I will present some lines for a naturalistic opcion, unlike 
the SNP, within the scope of the third and fourth strategies, which I will 
call 'Wide Naturalism' (WN).25 

In my opinion, what is at stake is the peculiar concepcion of natural
ism (theses (1)-(3)) within which the SNP is centered. But this concep
tion seems to be the consequence of the thesis on the nature of inten
cional states (thesis (4)), and more precisely, on content (thesis (5)). Due 
to limited space I will not be able to explain the reasons why I consider 
these theses inappropriate, so I will confine myself to showing that it is 
possible to conceive intencional states in another way .26 If this is so, 
then, there is no need for this kind of scientiscic naturalism. In other 
words, what I propose to show is that this kind of ontology about men
tal states ((4) and (5)) is one which leads to the developmeot of not only 
a semantics of mental states but of a scientistic naturalistic one. 

24 For whoever is interested in those criticisms, for objections to ADT see Put
nam (1992), Adams and Aizawa (1994), Papineau (1994) and Millikan (1991 ), and for 
objection s to BS, see l'odor (1990a, 1991), Gomila Benejam (1995), and Peacocke 
(1992). 

25 Tbe theses of the WN appcar ali together at the end of tbe discussion of the 
SNP. 

26 The basic reasons lie, briefly, in three kinds of confusions, and an e rroneous 
conception of the goal of psycbology. The confusions are the following: the deliber
are one between the propertics of the linguistic expressions and those of mental 
states (to assimilate 10111 cou rl the syntactic and semantic properties of the natural 
language into the content of mental states), the also deliberate one between inten
cional states and representatiooal states (not distinguisbing between states with inten
cional content and states that carry information); and the confusion between psycho
Iogical and epistemological questions (to mbc the question about how it is possible 
that a representation represents wbat it does with questions about truth or falsehood 
of representations). The erroneous objective that is attributed to SP is to believe that 
1t must account for the complexity of ali human behavior. 1 address sorne of these 
issues below. 
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If one starts from an anti-dualiscic view, that is, that there are mental 
states that depend somehow (supervenience, realization, etc.) on the 
natural world, two options are open about what elements are involved in 
the connection, which depend oo what ontological concepcion of the 
mental states ooe has. The advocates of the SNP think that there are in
temal states in ao individual that possess a content, constituted by repre
sentations (instaotiated somehow in the braio) that can be true or false 
and that cause the individual's behavior. Thus intentionality is a matter o f 
]inking representacions with somethiog in the world. However if one 
maintains that, from an ontological point of view, ao individual possesses 
intencional states (nobody denies that we have beliefs, desires, etc.), that 
is, one is realistic in some sense, but those states are not conceived as a 
relation with representacions that possess intencional properties, then 
the task of a semantic for content is not necessary and much less neces
sary is the task of naturalizing it. 

If one thinks that intentionality is a matter of lioking representations 
with something in the world, the mental content semancics arises whose 
task is to explaio how interna! representations obtain their meaoing and, 
sioce the defenders of the project in question are anti-dualistic, what has 
to be oaturalized is that 'mental' which is inside the individual. And this is 
so because having a cootent is not a physical property and the ontology 
of the world is physical, or the ontology that the natural sciences estab
lish, and so this property must be explained in non-mental terms in or
der to form part of the world ontology. Thus thesis (4) oo iotentional 
realism, and (5) on representacionalism lead to the peculiar conception 
of naturalism specified in theses (1)-(3), which, as a group, maintain that 
there is something like a content of the intencional states composed o f 
representations that are connected with what the natural sciences say is 
the natural world (and, as I said before (1) and (2) involved (3)). Heoce, 
the scientistic oaturalistic semaocic project for intencional states. 

I should like to add a few qualifi.cations regarding what has already 
been said. I do not support the strong thesis that a cooception of mental 
states, such as the ooe outlioed, is a sufficient and necessary condition 
for a development of a naturalized semantics, though I think it is a oec
essary one. Even though I think that it is possible to formulate an argu
meot that shows that it is also a sufficient condition, here I am content 
with somethiog much weaker that coosists in exhibiting the dichotomy 
'represeotations - naturalized semantics' / 'non-represeotatioos - non
naturalized semantics'. This dichotomy is based on philosophical theo-
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ries available today regarding intentional states. It can be perceived from 
them that every theory claimiog that content is conformed by represen
tations with intencional properties develops a semantics in order to ac
count for how they obtain their content. Ooe might think that there 
could be a non-naturalized semantics since one thing is to connect re p
resentations with the world and another is for that connection to have to 
be done in non-semantical terms. Nevertheless, this is not the case since 

we are talking of anti-dualistic theories, that is, if one believes that the last 
touchstone of the mental lies in mental representations, one would not 

want to leave them disconnected from the natural world beca use to do 
that would inevitably lead to dualism. Now, given a naturalized semantics, 

one might tbink that there is no oeed for that naturalization to be scieo
tistic, in the sense that the utilized terms should be those of the natural 

sciences. This is true because one might make use of the terminology o f 

a noo-basic science, but those sciences have the same status as psychol

ogy and, hence, it does oot seem to be another anti-dualistic option 
rather than a scientistic oaturalism for mental representations.27 In other 

words, the path that can be observed is the ooe that leads from the pos

tulation of mental representations to a semantic of mental cootent, 

which leads to naturalism, which in turn leads to a scientistic naturalism. 

However, if ooe maintains that, from an ontological point of view, an 

individual possesses intencional states, that is, ooe is realistic, but those 
states are not conceived as a relatioo with represeotations that convey 

intencional properties, then the task of a semantic for cootent is not 

necessary and much less necessary is the task of naturalizing it. One can 

hold that what we thin.k, be.Jieve, etc. is oot a question of what instanti
ated representations we have in our brains and with what things in the 

world they are connected, but rather the content of our beliefs are ex
pressed in our belief attributions (our linguistic expressioos) that are 

connected with the world through our interests, points of views, aod, in 
general, our practices. Thus the field in which intentionality is fully ex
plained is not that of representation but instead that of communication 

(or the field of performance, in general). I will expand this idea through 
the discussion of the remaining theses. Since theses (9) and (10) on psy-

27 Cf. Fodor ((1994), p. 5), who considers that the problem of the conoectioo be
tweeo physical and ooo-physical properties affects any special scieoce, that is, all 
scieoces except physics. 
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chology will eoable me to develop the notions I need in order to discuss 
the remaining theses, I will contioue with them. 

Regarding the idea that FP is the startiog point for SP (thesis (9)), and 
the idea that a SP requires a scientistic naturalistic mental content seman
tics (thesis (10)), I do oot think this is a fruitful way to conceive the task 

and goal of psychology. Many philosophers of psychology and cognitive 
scientists have argued that as physics does not have to incorporate o r 

depart from folk physics, neither does psychology have to do so with 
respect to FP since there is no reason why a science should have to in
corporate commonsense notions.28 The attempt to convert FP into SP 

leads to the view that the full phenomena of human behavior should b e 
explained by cognitive psychology and I think this is an objective be -
yond the scope of that science. In other words, since one of the reasons 

for postulating representations is to account for the behavior of peo ple, 

sorne philosophers of miad and psychology think that since the scieoce 

that has that goal is psychology, it is within its scope to account for the 

full complex pheoomenon of intentionality. 

Ooe might accept the idea of a SP, but one which <loes not attemp to 

account for ali the complexity of human behavior. Rather, its concero 
would be with the internal processes that account for the hl1man capaci

ties and, for that, there is no need to postulate interna! states that are re

lated to the world in the way that the SNP requires. As Chomsky (1994, 

p. 162) says: 

In the philosophical literature, cognitive scieoce is often construed as the 
study of how behaviour is caused by a complex of beliefs, desires, and so 
on. The approach to the study of mind just outlined [Chomsky's internalist 
methodological naturalism] has nothing to say about these topics. I'm not 
sure that is a defect, since cognitive science in this sense does not exist, and 
may not even be a reasonable goal. No principies are known, or even imag
ined, that go beyond low-level descriptive observations of limited credibility 
and scope. 

In that sense, SP might be a set of internalist theories in the sense of 
Chomsky (1995, p . 27) whose goal is to "understand the internal states o f 
an organism''. In addition to this Chomskyan approach, those theories 
will have a functional or semantic level of description of what the sys tem 
does. On this level it is possible to describe the content of internal states 

28 The paradigmatic cases, though for completely differeot reasons, are in pbi
losophy, Churcblaod (1981) and in cognitive science, Chomsky (1995). 



48 LIZA SKIDELSKY D82 

in semancic terms but the assignment of content is just an 'interpretacion 
funccion' that assigns content to formally described computational 
states, in the sense of Cummins (1989) and Egan (1995). The 
'interpretacion function' depends on the relacions that the scientist pos
tulates there to be between the interna! states and the cognicive behavior 
embedded in physical and social environment. The pretheorecic expla
nanda sets the terms of the ascripcion of content to those interna! states, 
and in order to specify this pretheorecic explananda cognicive science 
would need the aid of other disciplines. Since what is at stake are com
plex behaviors which are the performances of complex and intricate 
interaccions of different capacities, those behaviors could not be de
scribed without the aid of disciplines such as pragmatics, sociolinguis
tics, anthropology, etc., aod in that sense they contribute to the specifi
cation of the content of the interna! computacional states.29 30 

I will now discuss the remaioiog theses about the nature of the con
tent of intentional states (theses (6), (!) and (8)). In order to do that, I 
need to develop further specificacions regarding thesis (5). I have said 
that if one <loes not conceive intencional states as states constituted by 
mental representacions with semancic (and syntaccic) propercies, there is 
no point in seeking a scienciscic naturaliscic semaocics. According to the 
advocates of this project the representacions are the bearers of inten

cional properties, so the interna! states have an intencional descripcion in 
an essencial or intrinsic way. Whereas in the approach just outlined 
computacional states do not have an intencional description in an essen
cial way since the interpretation function supplies an extrinsic descrip

tion. This concurs with a view of interna! states as states that carry sorne 
kind of informacion that one can describe in semantic terms. It is this 
minimalist concepcion of representation to which I adhere. This doe s 
not mean that this information is carried or constituted by represen ta-

29 That is why the phenomenon of intentionality falls into the field of perform
ance. Note that this view goes beyond that of Cummins and Egan. 

30 Regarding the laws of the SP, one can opt between a psycbology that would oot 
rcquire special laws (see Schiffer, 1991) or one that would not require 'causal' laws (in 
the spirit of BS developed in the first part of this paper or the 'functional explaoa
tion' of Cummins (1983)). The development of this point goes beyond the scope of 
this paper. I was concemed with this issue in Skidelsky (unpublisbed manuscript). 
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cions, as the intencional realists posit, that is, encicies with paramount in

u insic sernantic properties.31 

To illustrate the point, one can think of an interna! state as sorne kind 
of (neural) discriminative pattern (or, in more abstract terms, as a com
putacional state) that carries some kind of information that is interpreted 
(by an interpretation funccion) in semantic terms as the content of this 
state. The interpretations can ascribe wide or narrow content depending 
on the pretheoretic explananda which is at stake. In the case of vision, 
sometimes it will be necessary to ascribe wide content (interpreting 
those states as representing distal properties) and in other cases, like 
eatly vision, to ascribe narrow content to interna! states (interpreting 
them as representing features of the images) . The same with language in 
which in the course of processing there will be states that do not repre
sent distal objects but rather carry information interna! to the system of 
language, as in syntaccic and phonological processing. In the case of be -
liefs, somecimes there will be contents based on relations between the 
person's mental state and things of the physical or social wotld, and 
other times contents will be based on the agent's perspeccives. Thus the 
dicho tomy externalism-internalisrn is not a fruitful way to approach this 
issu e.32 Therefore, thesis (6) wi11 require a modification providing that in 
sorne cases the semantic interpretation of interna! computacional states 
will allude to wide content and in other cases to narrow content, de

pending on the explananda. 

With respect to thesis (!) on determinacion of content, there is not 
always a need for a fact of the matter as to what is the content of a certain 
mental state. There always seem to be cases where the content of so me 
interna! state will be indeterminate. The issue can be illustrated in terms 
of the disjunction problem for the SNP: there are cases in which the 
content of a mental state seems to be the disjunction of many contents, 
be it because there are severa! properties in the wotld that could cause 
the same representation or severa! Normal conditions by virtue o f 
which a system would perform its function.33 This problem is a lethal 

31 As Cummins (1989, p. 129) says: " ... when tbeorists assign an in terpretation to 
R [a representation], tbey do not thereby tndow R with semantic properties; they 
merely state a hypothesis that might or might not be true, viz.., that S [a system] actu
ally does simulate /[the cognitive functioo] under tbat interpretation." 

32 Oo this point I aro drawing upon the coosequeoces of Egan's (1995) view, I a m 
not sure she would endorse this conclusion. 

33 Sorne of the articles mentioned in note 24 <leal with this problem. 
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threat to the SNP of content, for if there is no determined content, the 

natural conditions for a mental state to have content will not be sufficient 
and, if they are not sufficient, then the whole project of a naturalized 
semantics collapses. 

Whereas from the perspective of computational psychology, as it 
was characterized above, this is not a dreadful problem because this ap

proach <loes not fall within the project of a naturalized semantics.34 The 
states of the computational systems do not have an intended interpreta

tion which yields to the non-unique assignments of contents. Different 
interpretations can be compatible with what the system is doing. That 

<loes not mean that one can assign whatever interpretation one wants, 
there are ways of r11ling out unintended interpretations but there will al

ways be room for indetermination in sorne cases.35 This goes along well 

with the indetermination that poses the idea introduced above that ooe 

can appeal to internal aspects of the agent (like other beliefs) in order to 
attribute content to a certain agent's belief. This amounts to saying that 

there would be cases in which we can oot pick out a determioed content 

because of the molecularism that this epistemic element supposes. 
Since in sorne cases the semaotic description of an interoal state will al
lude to information that is in the cognitive system, like other beliefs, the 
antagonism holism-atomism is not fruitful in this conception. Heoce 

thesis (8) will require a modification providing that the semantic inter
pretation of an internal computacional state sometimes will make use of 

associate beliefs that a person holds and other times will oot, depeodiog 
on the explananda which is at stake. 

Regarding thesis (3) of metaphilosophical naturalism, as mentioned 
before, although it is supposed by thesis (1) oo naturalism aod (2) 0 n 

scientistic naturalism, it does not entail (1) and (2). I do oot see a princi
pled objection to claiming that philosophy may make use of the data of 

scientific disciplines as long ,as science is conceived in the broader sense 
of covering disciplines such as the humanistic sciences, or that sorne of 

. 34 
I ~o not mean that from the indetermination of cooteot problems do oot 

artse (wh1ch I caooot pursue here), rather 1 mean that iodetermination by itself does 
not undermine the project of WN as it does for SNP. 

35 F h . d . . th · or t e in eterminattoo at anses from the computatiooal view of miad see 
Cumm~s (1989, chap. 8), Homstein (1991), aod Egan (1995). There are various pro
posal~ .in order . to rule out uniotended interpretatioos, see the 'directness require
ment tn CummLOs (1989, chap. 8) and the 'pretheoretic explanaoda restriction' i o 
Egao (1995). 1 have used a kind of derivative of this latter. 
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its theses could be empirical. One can have this naturalist attitude with
out committing oneself to the reductionist claim involved in theses (1) 

and (2). On the other hand, as (3) is formulated, it initially assumes the 
perspective that the mind is not inserted in the natural world whereas 
WN initially assumes that minds are part of the natural world, so the m o -
tivation for the philosopby of miod will not be how to connect the 

mental with the physical but instead to figure out (together with the rest 
of the human disciplines) how hl1man beings manage to interact with 

their environment and other human beings. 

Tbe world is not now the restrictive physical world and neither is it 

only the world of the natural sciences. We must understand the 'world' 
in a different way from that of the scientistic theories of mental content. 

The world contains both the physical object world and our practices 

which are anchored in our 'forms of life' which in turo are anchored in 

our sensory-perceptive systems and in certain physical regularities. In 
that sense, since intentionality is a matter of interpretation of a person's 

internal states and this practice, as well as the capacities and perform
ances of people, are anchored in the natural world, there is no need for 
scientistic naturalism (theses (1)-(2)).36 

The remaining point is about normativity. WN makes room for 

normativity but not in the senses we dealt with before. Tbe first sense is 

tied to a particular conception of mental states that I rejected as part o f 
the SNP. Regarding the second sense, I am not sure that 'rationality prin

ciples' figure in ascription of content. Nevertheless, I think there is a 

normative element in language and linguistic thought, that is, that there 
are patteros of correction that enable us to explain what happens wheo 
a speaker makes a mistake using language or a misioformed individual 
has a false belief but is not incoherent or irrational in having this belief. I 
am not sure where these parteros líe (maybe in the grammar of our lao

guage -using Wittgensteinian terms- as different from rationality princi
ples) and it is beyood the scope of this paper to pursue this issue. I only 
want to point out that since the content is an extrinsic description of an 

interna! state and is expressed in our linguistic utterances and since the 
latter are normative, WN makes room for normativity. 

36 This argument is aoother way of stating the same point as that of the previous 
argumeot that showed that it is the ontological oature of the intencional states pos
ited by represeotational ioteotional realism that leads to theses (1) and (2). 
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So the WN about content that remains would be something like the 
following (the original numbers of the scienciscic naturalism theses will 
appear beside the theses numbers, so as to note the changes): 

1-(1 /2) Nat11ralism: what we think, believe, etc. forms part of the natural 
world because it is anchored in 'forms of life' or in sensory-perceptive 
systems or certaio physical regularicies (or wherever it is considered 
natural). 

2-(3) Metaphilosophical naturalism: philosophy of mind develops in 
conformity with, and makes use of, current science in order to con trib
ute to the explanacion of the different aspects of the human sphere. 

3-(4/5) Intentional Realism: there are interna! states that are sorne kind of 
(neural) discriminacive patterns (or in more abstract terms computa
cional states) that carry sorne kind of information that is interpreted (by 
an 'interpretation funccion') in semancic terms as the content of those 
states. 

4-(6) Externalism/ Internalism: the content of a person's intencional states 
depends somecimes on his relacions to the world and, at other times, o n 
factors interna! to the person depending on the pretheoretic expla
nanda which is at stake. 

5-(7) Indetermination of contenr. there are cases in which there is no fact 
of the matter as to what is the content of a certain mental state. 

6-(8) Content holism/ atomism: the content of a person's intentional 
states will somecimes allude to associate beliefs that the person holds 
and, at other times, will not, depending on the pretheorecic explananda 
which is at stake. 

7-(9/1 O) Scienti.ftc psychology: a sciencific psychology can be obtained. 

Now I would like to make sorne final observacions about the way a 
view like the one outlined above may still be considered naturaliscic. In a 
paradoxical way, the SNP seems to assume that the mind is not some
thing natural per se. Hence the idea of explaining mental propercies (like 
intencionality) in terms of physical propercies. This is so because, on one 
hand, naturalism and sciencicism are conflated, and, on the other hand, 
the demands on (natural) science are greater than what it can provide. 
This leads to a sort of tension between a methodological d11alism and the 
incorporacion into the (natural) science of elements foreign to them. On 
one hand, the miad is treated as something discinct from a natural o b-
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· t and on the other hand attempts are made to insert this pole of du-
1ec , ' . ' . . . 
alism into science so that 1t explams, complet~ly, ~henomena ~e 1~t.en-
tiooality. If we abandon the idea that naturalism 1s equal to sc1ent1c1sm 
aod that there is a content to be naturalized, then we can hold that what 
we think, believe, etc. forms part of the natural world aod we can leave it 
to psychology to be concerned with intern~ cognitiv~ processes .ªºd 
a eal to the rest of the disciplines for help 10 accounting for questlons 
PP . . . b h · 37 like intentlonality and, 10 general, human e avior. 

Universidad de Buenos Aires 
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