I

L

CANADIAN THESES ON MICROFICHE

THESES CANADIENNES SUR MICROFICHE
(. . ]

l * National Library of Canada
Collections Deveiopment Branch

Canadian Theses on

Microfiche Service sur microfiche

Ottawa, Canada
K1A ON4

NOTICE
The quality of this microfiche is heavily dependent
upon the quality of the ogriginal thesis submitted for

microfilming. Every effort has beégn made to ensure
the highest quality of reproduction pypssible.

If pages are missing, contact the\university which

granted the degree.

Some pages may have indistinct print especially

if the original pages were typed with a poor typewriter
ribbon or if the university sent us a poor photecopy.

Previously copyrighted materials (journal articles,

. published tests, etc.} are not filmed.

Reproduction in full or in part of this film is gov-
erned-by the Canadian Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970,
c. C-30. Please read the authgrization forms which
accompany this thesis. . .

THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS REGEIVED

NL-339 (r. BZ/08)

1+

I.S.B.N.

Bibliothegque naticnale du Canada
Direction du développement des collections

Service des théses canadiennes

AVIS

ta qualité de cette microfiche dépend grandement de
la qualité de la' thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous
avons tout fait pour assurer une qualité supérieure
-de reproduction. i

S'il manque des pages, “veuillez communiquer
avec l'université qui a conféré le grade. ’

La -gualité d'impression de certaines pages peut
~laisser & désirer, surtout si les pages originales ont été
dactylographiées 4 1'aide d'un ruban usé ou si l'univer-
sité nous a fait parvenir une photocopie de mauvaise
qgualité.

Les documents qui font déja |'objet d'un droit
d’auteur (articles de revue, examens publiés, etc.) ne
sont pas microfilmés.

-”La reproduction, méme partielie, de ce microfilm
est soumise 8 la Loi canadienne sur le droit d'auteur,
SRC 1970, c. C-30. Veuillez prendre connaissance des
formules d’autorisation qui accompagnent cette these.

LA THESE A ETE .
‘MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L'AVONS REGUE

- Canad'z'i —



r - -

~ . bY

Stanley Myers Browne

A Discsertaticn Submitted to the
. : School of Graduate Studies
’ in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
for the Degree of

-

By, s

4

- ' Doctor of Philosophy

-~

The Univefsity of Ottawa
Ottawa, Ontario -
July, 1983

Sea

- /
KE;) Stanley M. Browne, Ottawa, Canada, 1983.



. Preface

When 1 initiiﬁ;y bégan to investigate the toﬁic of the
'trustworthiness‘of_memofy, my iﬁteresﬂ in this topic was
stimuiated by a desire to find o;t why philosophers have
tended to give less attention to memory than to perception.
It' 6ccurred to me that the phiIoéophers' rather incurious
Freatment of memory was,.%o say the le%st, surprising,'sinCe
most ofithe things we claim to know pre;u%pose Memory.
Furthermore; on the persoﬁal side, the phenomenon dfimemory.
~held a:sﬁecial:interest for me. On many océasioﬁS'Ifhéd |
observed that fhe‘VEracity of one man's mémory claims was
often rejected, because a group of people all said that the
man'’s memofy-wasn't £TUStwg}thy. This sugéested to me that
"the justificapioh-of,a person's memory cléim was not neces-
sarily éependent upon thé,ﬁestimony of others.
| I decided, therefore, to make a detailed examination

+

of the philosophical literature on memory. But I had no

fdea when I began my examination that the successful com- .

pletion of my dissgrtgtion would require that I digest a
vast amount of the psychological'liygrature as well.  As a
resulf of my dive&se readings, I somehow feel that no
philqsopher can even remotely attempt to provide.an analysis
of what happens when we remember withbuékan understanding

i
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of Fhe underiying %Sychology. What I have learned from my
inVestigatiqﬁs into the phenoménon of memory is‘that there
needs to be much more work done on thls ,topic by phlloso-
phers. Our knowledge of the world is based upon both memory
 hnd.perception. ) |
The wtiting of this d;ssertatidn has been aided by the

ﬁnd frlend

.

. patient and thoughtful CIlthlsmS of my adv;sor
Professor Andrew Lugg. Without a doubt, 1f it had not been
‘for his unfailing support, the completion of this disser-
- tation would have been difficult ;o'achieve.

Finally, I extend a special acknéwiedgement of
indebtedness to my wife, Joy, for hér encouragement and
faith in my ability to see this dissertation through to

completion. Words cannot express the total input which

" she Has given to me while writing this dissertation.
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Some dues may be just a bad memory; but you can't
ieally take that for granted unless -you can trust your memory.

‘ James Baldwin, Just Above My Head



CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
. k * .

. \
Thi; thesis investigates the important problem of
the nature and justification of memory claims. I argue for
-~ .
. . ‘ >
the following contentions: (1) that memory should be

A

analyzed as.a constructive process, the recall of stored
’ v
» ’
only after an elaborate process of

.information'oEcurriﬁg
reconstruction; (2} that we shogld refuse to enteriain‘thé
skeptical claim that our confidentq in the'truétworfh}neés
df memory in gehergl is.ihvalid; and (3) ‘that a contextual-
ist view of juStificaticn is the most promising approach

to justifyingT;ur particular memory tlaims. Finally, as

a corollary of the preceeding contentions, I argue that

" b .
certain considerations which bear upon the problem of

validating our ‘trust in the reliability of memory show that

foundationalism must be rejecfeg as offering a coherent
view of the nature of‘justification. ) 3

In ‘this cﬁapfer my concern is (a) to provide a brief
historical perSpectivé on the philosophifal treatment of
memory with a view toward explaiﬁing why Fhe study of mgmory
should be one of the main concerns of epistemologists and
(b) to describe the various issues which relate to the
problem of the analysis of memory, skepticism and memory,

and the justificatioh of memory.

-1
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Section 1: The Philosophical Treatment of Memor}

Nearly two hundred years ago Thomas Reid asserted that
philosophers give less attention to memory than to the
senses.1 Similar observations about the common omission ;f
memory £from epistémologic;} studies. can be_?ound in the
philoiébhical literatute up to the present. In 1886,

_Alexius Meinong assertedlthat hardly anyone has assumed that
memory could be of basic interest for epistemological
investigations;z-in 1946 C. I. Lewis asserted that epistemO*;
logical studies have generally avoided‘memOry;S'and in 1977
Joseph Margoiis stated that the literature on the epistémic’\\
status of memory is noticeably short '

It would be no exaggeration to say that both Reid and
Meinong are correct in their assessments of the attentien
given to memor} by epistemolo%ists. In Reid's case, the
literature available to him on memory from the modern world

was quite scant: there wasqhumé‘s classic but brief discus-

sion of memory in his work A Treatise Of Human Nature,

and Locke s equally brlef discussion of memory in-his book

An Essay Concerning Human Understanding \ From the ancient

world there was Plate's comparison of memory to a_wax
tablet and to an aviary in hisf“Theaetetus!7 aﬁd there was
Aristotle's analysis of memory images as mnehonic tokens
of past pérceptual experiences in his discussion of

2
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'"Memory and Reminiscence'. And we could say the same
thing about Meinong that we have said about Rei&% save that
Meinong had Reid's work on memory available to him,

If we peruse thé literature written on memory between
1886, when Meinong made his point about the lack of concern
for the study of memory by epistemologists, and 1946, when
Lewis made his point_that "epistemological studies have
quite generally avoided"{tde problem of the validity of
memory, we find that there are but a héndful of works on

e

memory. But would we not be hard pressed to make a similar

assessment of Margolis's assertion? Isn't Margolis "o~

exaggerating when he claims that the literature on memory

is'noticéibly short? The literature now available, unlike
N :

that avai}able to Lewis, Meinong and Reid, seems sufficieﬁ?}r

plentiful to doubt the credibility of Margoilis’s assertion.

However, there is a sense in which Margolis's asser-

. tion is warranted. If we compare quantitatively the amount

of literature writ%en on memory to that written on perception,
then we must surél; agree that Margolis's assertion tends to
be corrett. Moreover, if the motion of the epistemic i
status of memory refﬁ%i te the claim tﬂat memory is a

premise of knowledge, then it would be correct to say that

the literature on this subject is noticqq?ly sggft. And if

we interpret the notion of the epistemic status of me€mory
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te refer to thé claim that memory is a'source of knowledge,
‘then the literature about this claim is 'uantitatively
miﬁi§cu1e in comparison to what is written about perception.
Undoubtedly philoSOphéré have given much less attention to
memory than to perceptlon
~What 1is 1nterest1ng about thlS phenomenon is whether we

should interpret- the ph11050phers incurious treatment of
memory to mean that the study of memory is philosophically
unimportant. If we were to attempt to answer this question
by exaﬁining.the philosoﬁhical 1itéfature written on memory,
we would discover fhat no o;e has said that memory is "
unowrthy of sgfious epistemologicaf&consideration._ On the
contrary, we would discover that there are some philosophers
(Lewis, for ekample) who feel embarrassed by the common
omission of memory from epistemdlogicél studies. And others
.like Meinong who believe that someone should plant the flag
of eplstemology into an area Gmemory) in which 1t has more
than a valid clalm. Thus, it seems that there are :some
philosophers who believe that memory is worthy of serious
epistemological consideration, bécauSe memofy is supposed to
'be both a premise of knowledge apd a source of knowledge.

Let us consider these“two claims, cone ét a time,

The basic idea behind the claim that memory is a pre-

mise of knoﬁiedge is that we cannot avoid appealing to memory
in arriving at our knowledge of the world. This idea has -

" been variously formulated. For example, Russell claims
]



5 .
that memory\is a premise of human knowledge b:iause mést of
the facts which scientific laws ‘are based on are admitted
soiely‘because they are rememberéd.9 Similarly, Richard
‘Brandt claims that if we discount memoTy we woﬁld have no
evidence at all that certain observations were made or that
certain experimental arrangements were of a particular kind.10
And C.I. Lewis asserts that it is doubtful thatvaﬁy‘theory
could ever be plausible which is not based on inferences from
11

past experience. In the view of these philosophers, then,

memory is epistemologically impertant, because our scientific
}aws and theories are arrived at on the basis of inferences o
from p?st experience. However, we need to elaborate upon the
idea that memory is -a premise of knowledge because we need to 4
Ihave a clearer view of exactly what this involves. And we will
need to show in more detail why the study of memory should be
one-of-the main concerns of epistemology.
Let us agree that scientific laws are inferred induc-

tively from past particular facts. For example, if we

believe the law that whenever salt is dissolved. in a liquid,
then the freezing point of the liquid is lowered, We may

ask ourselves ‘how we came to believe this law. The answer

is that we Temember that on a number of past occasions that
when salt was dissolved in a liquid the freezing point

of the liquid was lowered. It is from facts such as

;hege thaf we infer the law that whenever salt is dissolved

in a liquid the freezing point of the liquid is lowered.

Thus, our law is inferred from past examined cases.
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The important point about this discussion does not
concern the validity of inductive inference from past to

future; it rather has to do with the fact that this inference

-

rests on premises about the past. In other words, we a55§me
.now that certain past events'aid in fact occur 

As 1 nofednabcve, Russell argued fhat the premises
about the past are admitted solely because they are remem-
bered. - But why do we admit remembered bremises about the
past? Upon aﬁalysis we find that we do this because we
assume that-én event remembered probably.did take place.
In other words,, we are confident that the general though not
invariable trustworthiness of meméry is veridical; we
assume that memdry'is, as a rule, generally correlated with
a past event. In Russell's words, it is-this (i.e., the
hypothesis that an event remembered probably did fake place)

that is the memory premise of knowledge.12

'Thus, we may say
that the hYpothesis of the general trustworthiness of memory
serves as a premise of knowledge.

But even if we agree that memory is a premise of
knowledge, why should this fact alone warrant the claim that
memory should be one of the main concerns of epistemologists?
By way of answering this, consider Lewis's asserfion that if

we cannot account for what everyone must assume is true --

the general trustworthiness of memory -- then our theories

r~
i
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would be inadequate.%3 Although Lewis did not explain what
he meant by this assertion in any great'detail, he does say
that the validity of empirical knowledge depends on inferences
based on past ex eriencel® What this means with respect to
”our.present discussion is that the unaccountability of our (
confidence in the gehéral trustworthidess of memory would
cast doubt upon our acceptance of any memory claim about
the occurrence of a past event. For we asSﬁme:thét ﬁemory
is generally reliable when we "accept any particular memory
claim as verid%ii;)* This particular issue will be dis- |
cussed later in}this chapter and in detail in Chapter Four.
But the question I want to bring out at present 1s whether

there is any reason to believe that we cannot Account for
our confidence in the general trustworthines%-of memory?

The answer to this yuestion }f.affirmative; Indeed,
even for those philosophers who.Believe that our acceptance
' of the hypothesis of the general trustworthiness of memory
is necessary if science is to be accepted as maiﬁly'true,
believe that there are serious problems in justifying the
hypot;esis. For example, Lewis argues that the problem of
the validity of memory "constqiutes a Gordian knot",15
because any attempt to validate our trust in memory must
assume thét some q@morii: afe trustworfhy. And Russell

argues that the general trustworthiness of memory "is not

/\
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capable @& being made even probable by arguments whichhdo not

assume memory".16

Thus, it is argued that no non-tcincular
justification 9f memoTy is possible.
Now I believe that.the reason why philosophers like
Lewis, Meinong and Matgolis seem concerned about the faét
that philosophers have ;raditionall; paid sé little attention '

[

to memory is that they understand that.memory is & premise
of knowledge. But they also understand that the pfoblem
of the .validity, of memory constitutes, in the words of
Lewis, a Gordian knot. Thus, they feel that philosophg;s
should give more attention to memory than they have heré?o—
for given it. Therefore we may say that one area of concern
of the phengmena of memory concerns the justification of
memory . |

But as I noted earlier it is also c}aimed{&ha{ memory

t,

is a source of knowledge concerning the occurrence of ﬁast
events. Now this claim is different from the&claim thgt, *
memory is a premise of knowledge. We may agree that memory
is a premise of knowledge, even as -- along with some
philosophers -~ we reject it, as a source of knoﬁledge. ‘In
other words, although it may be correct for ds to say that
tﬂe netion of.the epistemological status, oﬁ‘memory entails
the view that memory is a premise of knowledge, iE may or'

may not entail the view that it is a source of knowledge.

Clearly, memory gives us information about the past.
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41\\:2;“2fs {eferred to it as '"this secondary«Perceptlon".llﬁﬁ,wa-.\
. 1

- . ‘ N 9 .

,But does it yive us information about the past, becausél{;'is

a .source of knowledge° Perhaps we say that memory gives us
N

“~

knowledge about the past because we, have’%etalned 1nforma-

L
tion apout the occurrence of past events. Thus we may say-

that another affea of concérn, with rTéspect to ﬁemory
concerns the analysis of'memory. o ' T
?efore’f progeed to describe.how philosophers have -
SOUght to ansﬁer the various questions which deal withithe
nature and justification of memory, I con51der why memory
¢ has been given so 112t1e attentlon, even though there are
good reasons for c0n51der1ng it, as we ha&g\jusf seen. 'Thp‘
flrst thing I wish to pocint out is thag there is no’ discussion
of this %ssue in the philosophical literature. Thefe are,
of course, assertions about the,lack of attention given to
memory in cqntrest to the attention given to perceptionu But
feh have attemp}ed.to-eXplain this phenomenon. The following
. ‘ : .. ~——
i$ a brief, but plausible explanationm.
AL D. Woozley, a contemporaTy memoTy theorist, has claimed
'that some philosophers have assumeds that memory should play
iecond qudle to percepPiOn.l7 Why this should be the case
cng can only conjecturef For example, Locke has asserted '
‘that "memory...is...in the next degree to Perception",18 and

seems a rather odd thing for him to say, especially

when we coneider that he also asserts that "where it

“
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[mémory] is wanting, all "the rest of our Faculties are in

.

A great measure useless: and‘ug..:would ngt p?eceed beyond
presen; objects, were* it not for the assistanceé of our
memories.”zo_ But»fﬁerefseems to be no good reason why
memory should be any less importarnt than perception. Nonethe-

less, I think that one possible explanation for the gerieral
P . .

. % -
Assumption that memory should play second fiddle to “

perception is that philosophers have traditionally treated

)

memory as though it were analogous to 'perception. 'Thus,

they have thought that memory introduces no new problems.

The séme issues cTop up in memory as do in bercgption. But
if this is the correct explanation for thes rather curious
.trgatmentlof memory, then it is mistaken. For, 'as we shall
‘See, it maybe seriously questioned whether memory is in
fact analoegous to perception. “Therefore, in the absence of
ény clear. consensus about whether memory is analogous to
perception,.we shauld refrain from assuming that memory

L
‘introduceg no new questions for epistemologists.

But whatever the correct explanation may be, I believe

that there is sufficiemt evidénce 1in the entire corpus
N v . .
subject of memory to show that there

.

of LZEerature or~ the
are serious problems with both the analysis and the justifi-
cation of memory. Thus, let us consider in more detail

exactly‘how philosophers have treated the problems of the
>

analysis and justification of memory .



Sectioﬁ 2: The Analysis of Memory

The problem of the analysis of memory is primafiiy
concerned witH'the.question of what happens when we remember
and when we forget. Traditionally philosqphers have
analyzed memory in a variety of ways. They have assumed that
{t should be analyzed as a mental occurrence in the sense
-that images are present in each act of remémbering.21 Or,
they have assumed that the immediate object of a memory
experience is the-actual even? remembered. 22 _Alternatively,
they have assumed that memory should be analyzed as the
retention of knowledge on the grounds that when we remember
we do not discover anything which we did not already know.23
Finally, some have argued that memory should be analyzed as
a constructive proc‘:ess.24 On thié view, the recall of stored
information only occurs after.an elaborate process of
reconstruction. s

As far as the issue of what and when we forget is
concerned, the memory theorists of the image school of thought
have Virtuaily nothing to say. By cohtrast, some memory
thecrists of thelretained knowledge view have tacitly
assumed that forgetting occurs when'the memory tface---_the
internal ;epresenfation of the specific inforﬁﬁfion stored-~

begins te decay. But the most informative explanations of

the processes which occur when we forget are discussed by

. ; ,
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proponents of the constructive analyéis of memory. Thus,
most of the data upon which we base our diséassion of
memory will come from this school of thought.

Let us now take a brief look at these various analyses
of memory. As.I noted in the above paragraph, philosophers
have traditionally assumed that memo;y should be analyzed
either as a mental occurrence or in terms of direct eiper-
ience of the actual event remembered. = In other words, there
are two.classical theories of memory.agplysis: realisq
and repreéentationalism. On the realist view, the immediate
object of a. memory experience is the actual evqné remembered,
while on the representationalist view ‘the immediate object
of a memory exéefience is an image which represents the
event remembered.

(a) Realism

The realist view of memory may appean to be a rather
odd ﬁosition for someone to maintain. For how éould
someone argﬁe that a past Zvent is actually before the
mind when we remember? As Sidney Shoemaker has remarked,
"not many philosophers: have explicitly endorsed this view,?2S

Thus, this would suggest that there are a few philosophers

who-have argued for a realist analysis of memory. For

example, A. D. Woozley claims that "an act of memory has for

26

its cognitive object the actual event remembered"; and

<
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Samuel Alexander claims that the pastness of an object is
directly abprehended.27 Simply stat;d the central igea of
a realist view of memory is that acts of }emembering dé not
require any mediat%on between the rememberer and the event
remembered. In Alexander's words, "I may see a man and
remember that I heard his conversation yesterday. There I .
have the actual man before me".28 As this example makes
clear, a realist will assume that an analysis of memory will
show that the immediate object of our memory experience is
the "actual event remembered.

I will evaluate this extraordinary view of memory in
Chapfer Two. - For now we will proceed to descriﬁe the
representational view of memory.

(b) Repfesentationalism

‘Unlike the realist view of memory which assumes that no

mediation occurs between the rememberer and the event

remembered, representationalism assumes that our memory of

e

) 29
past is mediated by images which are copies of past events,

On this view of memory, when we remember we remember via
images which represent the event remembered. Thus the
representational view of MEmOTy assumes that memory should
be analyzed in terms of images which are c0piés of past
events. According to this view of memory, when someone

remembers a past event, his memory of that event consists at

Jeast partly, in his viewing of something that is not past
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- at the tife at which the person has the memory. In other

words, what a person sees or has in view when he remembers

is an image which éxigts'at the moment of the memory

experience. But the image is something that existg Rgﬁ,

so it is something that is ndt past at the time of remembering.
Hdowever, according to the proponents of this view‘the

image'is a copy or picture of the event remembered. For

example, Locke argued that we have '"the Power to revive

again in our minds those ideas [images], which after imprint-

ing have disappeared, or have been as it were, laid aside

out: of Sight.”30 Ideas for Locke are images or in his words,

"pictures' of past perceptions. Likewise, Hume argued

that '"when we remember any past event the idea of it flows

31 And Russell

in upon the mind in a forcible manner™.
argued that "memory of past sensations seems bnly wmossible
by means of present images”.32 Thus, on the representatignal
view of memo;y the immediate object of a memory ekperiencé
is an "image" of past remembered events. .
Now there are various objections to both the represen- ¢
tational and realist analyses of memory. I would, thérefﬁre,
like to briefly describe what arguments I will’bring to
bear against the traditional analyses of memory.
(c) Objections to Traditional Analyses of Memory

As I noted earlier, the realist view of memory assumes

that the actual event remembered is before the mind when
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we remember. But this view seems-unintelligible to many
L .

people. If the eveﬁt remembered belongs tc the past, how
can part of the remembering of it beloﬁg to the present?
In other words, when an event is past, it ceages to existy
therefore the object of memory cannot be identical with the
event remembered. For the sake of simplicity, let us refer
to this argument as the argument from time.

Although this may seem to be a powerfUl objection to
the realist view of memory, there are certain rejoinders
to this objection. For example, C. D. Broad and
A. D. Woozley have claimed that the argument from time is
baseless because there is no a priori reason why past
events cannot enter into a cognitive relation with a
present mental event (i.e., the remembering).33

However, I argue that the realist view of memory must
be rejected¢despite Broad and Woozley. Their position 1is
seriously flawed, even incoherent. If realism were true,
it would mean that the same event could be both contem-
poraneous.with certain other events, and also succeed these
events. Moreover, I will argue that there is a systematic
difference between the memory of a past event and the event
remembered. That is, we cannot identify the past experience
with the present memory, because the past experience is

-different in_many respects from the present memoTy.

k.
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Likewise, the_represenfational analysis of memory as
formulated by Hume and Russell must be rejected because
neither:of their analyses can be corrobofated by their
hypotheses.

It should be pointed out, however, that my rejection
of the representational analysis of memory is a rejection
of only a speéific type of representational theory. When
I come to consider the cons;ructive view of memory analysis
I will coﬁsider the view which asserts that memory traces:
are internal representations of stored information. Thus,
we must not conclude thaty simply becguse we reject the
representational analysis of memory how_undér discussion,
that all other sorts of representational theories must
be rejected.

(d) Retained Knowledge View

The vigws considered up to now assume that memory is
analogous to perception.34 The claim that memory is analogous
to perception is usually interpreteé to mean that memory 1is
a source of knowledge just as perception is a source of know-
ledge.

But in contrast to 'this view there are some philosophers
who believe that it a mistake to treat memory as though it
were analbgous to perceﬁtiii; They argue that memory should

be analyzed as the retention ‘of knowledge rather than the

acquisition of knowledge, since memory is not a source of
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knowledge. According to the retained knowledge view when
we say that someone remembers something, what we mean is

that hé has learned something and not forgotten it. As

. TF

Gilbert Ryle has note@< 'a person may recall a particular

- episode twenty times a da@?xbut no one would say that he

. . - 3
twenty times discovered what hapnened'. Therefore, memory

does not resemble‘perception because memory is not a source

“of knowlnge.
I will argue in Chapter Three that the retained know-
ledge view of memory should be réjécted because {F is
the case that memory is in all. crucial respects analogous
N

to perception. The view which I shall argue for assumes that

r

memery is a constructive process just.as perception %i;?

constructive process. To éxplaiﬁ*what this means, let me \

(g}iefly consider the constructive thecory of memory analysis.

(e) Cgnstructive View of Memory.

In contrast to the retaiped knowledge view of memory,

~ -
*y ~

the constructive view of memary asserts that memory is
analogous to perception. On this view the npole which stored

infoimation‘&lays in recall like the role which stimulus
&

information plays in percept n. - As Ulric Neisser 'has.noted,

perception is constructive be e one does not see objects

simply because. they are there/ rather we see objects after

an elaborate process of construction which makes use of

6

relevant stimulus information. Likewise, we do ndt recall
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objects simply because, traces of them exist in our ‘mind;

rather we recall them after an elaborate prdcesé of recon-

struction which usually makes use of relevant stored

s

information.
ot

Theléonst}uctive view of memory is diametrically opposed
to the rétained knowledge'vigﬁ of mémdry.in the sense that
it does not try to avoid appeal-to~méntaliétic descriptions
of memory acts as does the retained kndéwledge view. On
the contrary, as Zenon~Pleshyn has noted, the constructive
view of memory tacitly assumes thaf 1‘e:véplrfw:tations'o.‘c"
ca\sltlve phenomena will have to anveal to [mentallstlc
termg].. .because it aﬁpears that certaln renularltles in
humén behavior can'only-be captured in such terms.“§7 Thus,
4 maintain that the coﬁstrucfiveltheory of memory anﬁly%is
is, the most plausible candidate for explaining what hapﬁens
when we reTembér. )
'The conclusion which I will dedﬁce from the above
’argument is that there is nothing wrong in saying that memory
is a source of knowledge,cbn;erning the occurrenﬁe of past ,
events. .If it is true.that in each act of remembering there
is the creétion of something new, then it would seem f&
follow that Memory.can"be a source of knowledge.
I also argué that the notion of a memory trace cannot

‘be excluded from any analysis of memory. Contrary to what

philosophers like Norman Malcolm and Carl Ginet have claimed,
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I argue that Neisser's view of memory traces‘dhght to be
aécepted._ In Neisser's words, "Today's experience must
leaye some sort of trace behind if it is to influence
tomorrow's construction".39 On this view, the information
upon which we reconstruct the past consists of traces of
prioer processes of construction.

Finally it should be noted that the constructive view
of memory is closely modelled on recent developments in
cognitive science. That is, it §§§Pmes that mental events
like remembering are computational in the sense thét infor-
mation énters tﬁe organism through the sense organs to be
transformed, stored; reorganized and later retrigved and *
used. On this view of memory, we assume that the way a

program works inside a computer provides a good analogue to

the way the mind wprks inside the brain, since both are

descriptions of the vicissitudes of the input of information.

Thus, memory theorists who accept the constructive aspects

of remembering are concerned with the internal processes that

occur during acts of remembering.

Before 1 complete my description of the constructive
theory of memory, I should.say a few words ahbout the causes
of forgetting. Basically, there are two theories of
forgetting: trace decay and interference. According to the
trace theory forgetting occurs when the memory trace -- the

internal representative of the information stored in memory
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fades or grows weaker over time. Thus, trace decay is a
passive process similar to the decay of radioactive material.
In contrast to the trace theory, the interference theory
posits the view that we forget because our retention of
any given item is interfered with by othér items we have
learned that resemble it in some way.' This may happen in
one or two ways. Either we forget as a result of what
psychologists céll retroactive interference fdr retroactive
inhibition): forget;ing occurs as a result of interﬁerence
from something we have learned after the initial learning
experience. Or, we forget because of the effects of pro-
active inhibition: interference from material that has been

learned before.

-

In'Chapter Three we will consider arguments which
maintain that the interference thecry seems to be the ﬁost
important theory of forgetting. 3ut for now we should
proceed to describe the various issues concerning the
justification of memory, since this is another area of

concern among memory theorists.

Section 3: The Justification of Memory

In the precegding settion I have briefly described certain
issues which pertain to the analysis of memory. In this

section I will briefly describe issues involved in the
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justification of memory. However, before I describe these
issues I would 1like to point out thaf the analysis of memory
is not identical to the justification o% memory. It is
. primarily concerned with giving a narrative of the factors --
i.e., the structure and mechanics of memory -- that lead us
to adopt\EEE-memor§ belief we do in fact posse&s. On the
other hand, the justification of memory is concerned with
the reasons that logically justify our memory beliefs. For
example, what we learn need not be correct: We learn bad
habits as well as good Snes. Thus, the question of how we
learned what we did is distinct from.the question of the
justification for relying on memory.

Ig is true that certain philosophers have claimed that
the problem of the justification of memory is not a proBlem
about the hatuge of memory because the problem of the |

: i

justification ofvmemory is how to give awnon-circular
justification of our memory claims. But I believe that }t_
might be a mistake to assume that the‘justification of
memory will never need to make use of our .analysis of
memory. For one thing, if we are concerned with the justi-
fication of someL}articuIar memory, then it would surely

be reasonable to take into account any empirical data
relevant to the justification in question. If we know that

there is a high degree of probability that a certain amount

of interference has occurred between an initial learning

T
b Y
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experience and the m mory recall, we may be inclined to
either withhold judgement about the credibility ﬁf theé -
judgement, or we may reject it altogether. My point is
that the entire problem about the trustworthiness of memory
must be explicable in terms of both the nature and justi-
f’cat%on of memory, although neither is dependemt on the
o:ier in the sense explained above:‘

With this bit éf introduction we may now proceed to
consider what the problem of the justification of memory
consists of. Briefly, the problem of the justification of
memory consists of two sub-problems: The first deals with
our justification for relying on the hypothesis of the
general trustworthiness of memory. The second deals with
the justification of particular memories. As we shall see
in the follgﬁing subsections the reason for treating the
problem of the justification of memory in two parts is
based on the assumption that we can test our memory judge-
ments only on the assumption of the general trustworthiness
of meﬁory.ﬁo The problem, at least one of them,, is whether
we can justify our confidence in the general trustworthiness

of memory.. I will, therefore, discuss the problem of

skepticism and the general trustworthiness of memory.
' v
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(g) Skepticism and the General Trustworthiness of Memory

The skeptical challenge to the probiem of the
justification ‘of memory in general is that no non-circular
justgfication of memory is possible.41 Briefly, the skeptical
argument proceeds as fol%ows. Suppose that we‘wanf to prove
that the general trustwor}hihess of memory is true, that is,
thét memory is in the main a reliable indication of the event
of which it purports to be a memory of. e would have to
cite cases in which paét rememberings héve been veridical.

Bu% these past-cases can only be known th}ough memory. Thus,
there is no way of arriving at things we know through
memory by any attempt which does not assume memory. ‘

I am in general agreement with the view of those
phiiOSOpEEIS who hola_that view. We do not réally need 'to
answey the skeptic because on analysis we can show that the
skeptical challenge is a'bogus cﬁallenge. In other words,

I believe that we ghould accept Michael Wiiligms\s claim

»

Fhat we should refu;e to entertain the skeptiéﬁl qUestien,
"What justifies our total system of beliefs?”.42 For, if .
the "contextualization of the notion of justification brings
with it contextualization of the notion of doubt”;43 then the
skeptical claim that hemory in general may be unreliable

. 4

makes no sense independent of any concrete evistemic

Situation. In Chapter Five I will develop this line pf
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argumert in greater detail. B&t/for now I want to describe

what-sorts of proposals aée glven to exPlaln how we should
proceed in 3ust1fy1ng particular memory beliefs.

(b) The Justification of Particular Memories

Various proposals are put forth tc explain how we
should proceed to‘justify our particular memory cla;ms.
Briefly stated, these propcsals are the original justifi-
cation view, the independent evidence view and the

coherence view of justification. .

According to the original justification view of memory

ﬁ%at'originaliy justified one's belief continues to justify

it at prasent in the sense that one's Justlflcatlon for

knowing that sometHlng happened is the very same Justlflcatlon

which one had at the time of the original incident. As
David B. Annis has asserted, "if no part of the original
justifiéétion is involved in justifying S's belief that h
at tl,‘then it is not a case of memory" 44

I will argue that this view of memory should be
rejected because I believe that there are cases of memory
which the original justification vieﬁ of memory will have

a difficult time accounting for, And I will argue that

the proponents of this view of memory ascribe to a mistaken

_view about the nature of unlearning.

In contrast to the original justification view, there

is. the indepen&ent'evidence view which asserts that a good

.
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reason for believing that a past event occurred is that there

is ingdependent evidence that it was so.*3

For example,
suppose that a person claims to remember putting an iﬁsurancg
policy in a safe deposit box. To check the correctness of
his memory, all we need to do is look in the box to see if
the insurance policy is there. If it is, then his mehory
claim is veridical; if it is not, then it was delusive. The
point -of this example is that the person's memory was
supported by something better than another memory. It
was supported by the observation of the insurance policy
in the box, giving actual corroboration that the person's
MemoTy was reliable.

I will argue in Chapter Four that the independent
evidence Qiew of memory should be rejected. I argue,
contrary to philosophers such as A. J. Ayer and R. F. Holland,
that it is false to claim that "it is only because there is
independent evidence that when someone says that he remem-
bers something the_chances are that it was so”.‘rg I will
- argue that there are cases in which we would be willing
to allow it to stand that someone remembers something,
even when there is no independent evidence to corroborate
the belief in question.

In contrast®to both the original justification view
and the independent evidence view, there is the coherence

s

view of memory justification. On this'view, a person's
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memory beliefs are justified on their coherence with other
mémory beliefs and any indépendent evidence there may happen
to be. The basic idea of.this view of memory is form&iated
by Lewis: "If a sufficient number of such seemingfrecdl—
lections hang together sufficiently well and are not
incongrueht with any other evidence, then it may beccme
highly probable that what Jone] recollects is fact."t
-We may restate the coherence view of memory justification'és ¢

follows: p is justified for S if and only if p coher€s with

the rest of S's beliéfs; ) (/_“
' I maintain that this view of memory justification is \/
esséntially correct. It clearly avdids the objectioﬁs which
are put forth against the independent evidence view. It ‘
allows that a person's memory beliefs can be justified in

the absence of any independent e;idence to corroborgte the.
belief in question. And it avoids the pitfalls of the origi-
nal justification view of memgory by not éetting bogged down

in an untenable view of memory recall.

The coherence theory also stands up against certain
objections which are brought against i?. It is not true that
a coherence theory of justification will make it poséible to
helieve anything whatever; it does not in itself cut

jﬁstification off from the world. Furthermore, it would he

a mistake to claim that we must accept a foundationalist
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view of justification in place of a coherence view, if we
want to avoid being caught in an infinite regress of
justification. |
On the contrary,l will argue that we should accept a

conte§£ualist view of justification which assumes that it

is a mistake to assume that justification must have an
essence, that it must conform to one pattern of justification
in all contextS\of inquiry. This is not true. For we
should refuse to séy what justification consists in
independently of any concrete episteﬁfc situations. "What.
this means is that we should accept a radical contextual-
ization of the notion of justification, thus making
justification dependent on the context of inquiry. To
“paraphrase Michaei Williams, it might be better to describe
the approach to justification which I am suggesting as a
contextualist view of justification, since this view of
justification would not be a theory of justificatieon iq
the usual sense of the wﬁrd. A contextualist view of
justification will involve coherence, but it 1s not a
theory in the sense that the coherence view is a theory.
/ There is no universal pattern of justificatidn independent

of all contexts of inquiry>58
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Section 4: Foundatidnalism and Memory Beliefs
: , -

There is an interesting consequence which follows
from the contenmtion that traditional epistemological théofiésf. 
cannot be regarded as giving a plausible conception of éhe
nature of justificétién. For example, traditional theoristé
have assumed that the traditional conceptioﬁ of justifica-
tion cannot be extended to cover the justificatioﬁ of
memory claims because the assumption of certainty for
memory 1s contradicted by the fact that we remember remem-
bering things and later finding them false. However, they
have failed to carry this argument to its logical conclu-
sion. They have overlookedlthe fact that there are certain
considerations which bear upon the problem of validating
our trust in the reliability of memory which show that
foundationalism must be rejected. In other words, it is
implausible to claim that empirical knowledge rests on a
foundation of epistemologically basic beliefs which are
intrinsically credible. Knowledge does not rest on a
foundation of perceptual knowledge because considerations
which bear upon the problem of validating our trust in the
reliability of memory show‘that foundationalism must be.
rejected as offering a coherent view of the nature of justi-
fication. I will develop this line of argument of Chapter

Seven when I consider the implication of the problem of the

justification of memory beliefs for foundationalism in general.
28



CHAPTER II

THE TRADITIOMAL ANALYSIS OF MEMORY

The traditional analyses of memory are generally thought
to be unacceptable descriptions of what happens when we
remember. The realist view of memory is said to be
""'completely worthless™, because it offers no more than the
semblance of an explanation of our ability to remember. 1
And the representational view of memory is supposed to’ 3
suffer from‘crippling disabilities, because the theory
makes it impossible for us to know if we are actually
remembering as opposec to merely thinking that we rTemember
the past occurrence of some event. Moreover, it is s-c)_me-C
times argued that both the realist and representééional
analyses are "misguided", because they imply that the same
memory can disappear and reappear over and over again.3
Thus there seems to ke no gooﬁ reason why we should encdorse

*

either the realist or the representational analyses of what
happens when we rememb;r.

My objective, therefore, in this chapter is to provide
a detailed account oiﬁ&he rYeasons ﬁhich warrant the rejection
of these two traditional analyses of memory. My strategy
for dealing with this issue is és follows. First, I
compare realism and representationalism. Second, I explain

why we should not endorse their analyses of what happens

when we remember the occurrence of a past event.
t29
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Sg§tion 1: Realism and Representationalism
As I noted in the first chapter of this thesis the
realist view of memory assumes that the immediate object
before the mind when we remember is the actual event
remembered. And the representational view assunes that
when we remember we remember via images which represent the
. -
event remembered. Consider the following descriptions
of realism as formulated by Samuel Alexander, Richard Taylor
and A. D. Woozley. .According to Alexander,
The pastness of the object is a datum of
experience, directly apprehended. The
object is compresent with me as past...
For example, I may see a man and remember
that I heard his conversation yesterday.
Here I have the -actual man before me; but
my memory of his conversation is not first
taken by itself and then referred to him as
I heard him yesterday. The memory-object 1is
itself the object, and the only one I have,”
of the consciousness that I heard him
yesterday.
Similarly, Taylor claims that "the epistemological object of
a normal memory is a past event in propria persona, and
not some subjective image or other surrogate thereof."”
And Woozley claims that !"the immediate object of remembering
. 6
is the event remembered."”
As the above citations make clear, realists believe that
the immediate object of our memory experiences is the actual

event remembered. Alexander clearly supports this view of

realism as evidenced by his claim that when he Temembers
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seeing a certain man, it is "the actual man" who is the
object of his memory experience. Likewise, Tayloris'use of

¢ .
the phrase "in propria persona" suggests that he, too, would

agree that the actual event remembered is the‘immediate'
object of a ﬁemory experience. Thus we may say that
according to a realist view of memory "S remembers anléfent
Pponly if the immediate object of S's remembefiﬂg is the
actual event remembered". ‘
Now compare tﬁe above description of realism with the
following descriptions of representationalism as formulated

by Hume and Russell. On Hume's view,
[ - \

— LT

We find by experiehce, that when any impression
has been ptresent th the mind, it again
~makes its appearance there as an idea, and

/ this it may do after two different ways:
either when in its new appearance it retains
a considerable degree of "its first vivacity
and is somewhat intermediate betwixt an .
impression and an idea; or when it entirely
loses that vivacity, and is a perfect idea.
The faculty, which we repeat our impressions
in the first manner is called the MEMORY, and
the other the IMAGINATION.’ :

And on Russell's view, "memory 6f past sensaﬁions seems only:
possible by means of present images" which are recognized
as c0pieg of past sensible experience.g

As is reasonaBly clear both Hdme‘and ﬁusseil believe
that a person's memory of past events is mediated by the

’ - . . H
presence of “an image which is alleged to be a copy of some

past’ experience. - Russell explicitly asserts that the
+

>,
-~
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péchanism which puts us_iﬂ contact with past events\is the
meﬁory-imagg which is a copy-of our past expériences. - And
Hume assert§_é similar view as eﬁﬁdenced\by his claim that
;emembering involves the occurrence of an idea (or imagei
";;;th repeaté'our,gast.impressions.

Thus, representationalism assumes that remembering is

L

always mediated by the,gppearance of images.which represent
the cccurrence of pas{-events, while realism assumes that
no mediation occurs between the rememberer ahd thé\Event
remembered. Images, which are a necessary component of a
representational analysis of memory, have no significant
role to;play in the realist analysis of memory. As we will
see in the sections below, both the realist andlthe represen-
tationalist Have cérta%n particular reasons why_thez/éitﬁer
accept the inclusion of memory - images in an analysis of what
Happens when we remember, or why they exclude them from
analyses of memory. MHowever, the point I want to emphasize
.ﬂow is that the difference between realism and representa-

-

tionalism is that the representationalist assymes that
: \ .

.

‘Temembering is always accompanied by the presence of images
- which are copies of past events.
Realism and representationalism both assume that

remembering is a.mental occurrence which takes place in the

present. Both realism and representationalism assume tha
. . }q .
all memory occurrences are analyzable into present contents,
e

[
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For example, Russell quite emphatically believes that
"everything constituting a memery-belief is happening now”;9

[

and Woozley also believes that "remembering is a cognitive

act of the mind which occurs now".10

~But the realist and the
representationalist will part company on the question of
what counts as the bresent contents of memory. ﬁrrealist
would argue that the ﬁresgnt'tontent of a memory experiencé
is the actual event remembered, whereas a representational-
ist would argue that the preéent contént of a .memory

" experience is an image which represents or copies the event
remembered. Thus, aithough both classical théoriés of
memory will assume that remembering is a mental occurrence,
and is analyzable into present contents, they‘differ about
what the présent contents of memory are.

I should also point out here that the fealist and
representatlonallst both believe that memory is a source of
knowledge because memory is, in certain fundamental respects
analogous to perception. However{ I shall not discuss this
issue in. this chapter because it seems more appropriate to
discuss it in the next chapter when I consider the question
whether memory- is or is.not analogoué to perception.

Having contrasted realism and representationalism, it
is now time to make a detailed analysis of the classical

theories of memory analysis.
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{(a) Realism

As 1is reésonably Clear from the preceeding descriptions
of realism, all of the aforementioned philosophers believe
that the immediate objeét of a memor§ experience is the
actual event remembered. Hdwevgf, their particular
formulations of realism require some elaboration, because
it may not be quite clear to the reader what Alexander
means when 'he asserts that the pastness of an object is
directly apprehended. Or, what Wooiley means by the notion
of a "cognitive object",

For example,-when Alexander claims that the pastness of
an object is directly apprehended, he ﬁeans that thé
immediate object of our memory experience is the actual
past event. In his oﬁn words, "I may see a man and remember
that I heard his conversation yesterday. There I have the
actual man before me". As this example makes clear, |
Alexander believes that an analysis of memory will show that
the immediate object of our memory experience is thé actual
event remembered. -

Now Wodzley and Taylor also believe that the actual
event is the immediate)object of a memory experience.
However, we need to clarify what Woozlev means when he
asserts that én act’ of memory has for its cognitive object

the actual event remembered. This notion of a cognitive
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object refers to what we remd‘her, namely the actual past

event which is the immediate object of a memory experience:
-

. Thus, we may say that the central idea of a realist view of
&;Eﬁgé;zis that acts of remembering do not require any
mediation between the }ememberer and the event‘remembered.
In Alexander's words; the pastness of an ;bject is directly
apprehended. )

There are not many ﬁhilosopﬁers who have explicitly
endorsed a realist view of ﬁemory. This is understandable
because it seems rather odd to assert that an event can be
present to our minds which occurred and ended years ago.

Can we say of someone now that he can remember the death

of Socrates? The realist answer to this question is that

wé shouldlistinguish between different-sénses of memory.

It .is -argued first that. the philosophically important sense .
of heﬁory is memory of events, rather than, habit memory

and memory of facts. For exaﬁple, although I can claim to
remember the fact that Socratei died in 399 B. C. or that the
American Civil War-ended in 1865, my memory of these

events does not depend upon my having expérienced them.
Indeed, it cannot because the death of Socrates and the
termination of the Civil War are events which did not occur

during my lifetime. I cannot have any conscious recollection

of these events because I did not witness them. Likewise

8
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 with the habit memory of how to do something like ridipg

a bicycle, fixing a broken window or swimming. My memory

of how to ride a bicycle or how to swim need not involve

my having any recollectigg{ﬁf the occasion on which I
learhed to do these thinés. The evidence that I do remémber
-how to swim consists in my ability to swim rather than in

my ability to recollect the occasion on which I learned to
swim,

In contrast-there is the memory of events which is
supposed to “con#titute the essence of memory”.11 That 1s,
when I claim to remember seeing Martin Luther King speak
at Howard Univérsity, my memory of this event falls.within_
my own lifetime; and i1t is an event &Pich I actually wit-
nessed. There is also a derivative sense of the remembering
of events in which the event remembered is ome in which the
rememberer remembers witnessing some of the effects of an
event which occurred within his own lifetime. For example,
a ugh I was not present at the time Idi Amin overthrew

LY

the governmentlof Milton Obote I can say that I have
<A
memory of this event because I heard about the coup over the

Voice of Kenya, read news reports about the coup in the local
newspaper, saw Milton Obote in exile in Dar-es-Salaam. In
other words, the experiences which I claim to remember were

12
*"roughly contemporaneous with the event remembered."”
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According to the traditional view it i\s memory of events
that is philosopﬂically'interesping,-because it is only
through memory of events that we can come to know that past
events actuallf occurred. As Stanley Shoemaker has remarked,
philosophers have tended to ignore or rule out of consider-
ation cases in which the fact remembered is about the remote
past (e.g., fhat Socrates died by drinking hemlock).13
This suggests that membfy of facts and habit memoTy ''cannot
'be reduced to memory of events experienced or witnessed by
tha rememberer”fl4

Thus traditional memory theorists will assume that
unless we analyze what happens in memory of events, we have
‘not succeeded 'in understanding memory.

The distinction between memory of events and memory
of facts is closely allied to the psychologist's distinction
between episodic and semantic memory. Episodic memory 1is
similar to memory of events, and semantic memory is similar
to memory of facts. Episodic memory is basically auto-
bidgraphical, and it contains information about where and
‘when an episode occurred. Semantic memory, on the other
hand, contains our general knowledge about thelworld, it
is honautobiographical and it contains no learning tags in

conjunction with the facts we know. If I remember that my

daughter ate cream of wheat for breakfast this morning or

—
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that my wife cooked eggplént for dinner last night, then
these rememberings would be examples of episodic memory.
But if I remember thgt the square of the hypotenuse of a
right triangle equals the sum of the sguare of the other
two sides, then this type of remembering would be an
example of semantic memory. Unlike episodic memory, semantic
memory does not contain any references.to specific experiences
of learning.

Tradition holds that the two types of memory are dif-
ferent, but psychology casts doubt on this. Episodic (memory
of‘events) and semantic (memory of facfs) meﬁory are not
totally independent of each other. Psychologists tell us
that semantic memory does 'influence episodic memory: we
need knowledge of semantic memory to perceive and categorize
stimuli (e.g., how does your episodic memoTy know what a
cat is?). Moreover, they believe that entry of information
into semantic memory may be throuyh stored, antobiographical
codings in episodic memory. Thus, if memory of events is
episodic memory and'mémory of facts semantic mémory, then
we should not assume that the distinction between memory of
events and-memory of facts is as sharp as it is usually nade
‘out to be. There may be, as the psychologists tell us, much

more interaction between semantic and episodic memory than

we may have previously thought there was.lﬁ'
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But in spite of these findings concerning the iﬁteraction
between episodic and semantic memory, it would]seem con-
venient to posit one kind of memory for facts and anothel
kind for events. As a matter of historical emphasis,
neither philosophers nor psycﬁologists have devoted much
attention to memory of facts or to semantic memory. More-
over, it would seem intuitively necessary to posit one kind

-
of memory for facts and another for events, since a view
that presupposed one unitary memory‘would have a difficult
time reconciling some new eXpe}imental findings in

17 Hence, . the

psychology with a unitary view of memory.
primary type of memory which we will deal with in this
thesis is memory of events. .

The discussdion of the different senses of.femembering,
it will be recalled, is prompted by our attempt to show how
the realist tries to answer the question of whether we have
the bower to remember any past event whatever, ‘The realist's
answer is that we can only remember what has been a sensible
experience in our own lifetime. But if it is true that we
can only remember what has been a sensible experience in
our own lifetime, does it follow that the realist view of
memory 1is correct? - ;

As noted, the Tealist view of memory assumes that the

agiual event remembered is before the mind when we rememberT.

\
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But this view seems unintelligible. If the event remé%bered

belongs to the past how can part of the remembering of it

3

belong to_the present? .In other words; when an event is
.past, it ceases to exist; pherefore, the ohject of memory
cannot be identical with the event remembered.

The realist answer to this objectign is that once an
event has happened, it does not cease to exist, it exists
eternally in the sense that‘as more and more events take-
their places in the temporal order of things, it retreats"
more and more into the distant pa;t. Broad, for example,
makes the following argument.’ He claims that‘it is a
mistake to assume thatAsimply because the remembering of a
past event exists in the présent.as_does the "objective
constituent' -- the immediate object of a memory experience --
of the situation, then it follows that the objective
constituent of the memory situation cannot be identical
with the event remembered.18 According to Broad, if an
event ceased to exist as soon as it ceased to be present,
then it plainly could net stand in ;ny relation to anything.
But wheh we say that an event is past, we imply that it
stands in the relation of temporal precedence to the present.
Moreover, we also say that one event preceeds a second

event and follows a thigd. But if all events ceaszed to

exist when they ceased to be present, then all statements



41 : -
which denote that- an'event is\past, or that one event
preceeds another would.be nonsensical. Thus, Broad argues,
past events are always ''there" waiting to be remembered,
and therefore, there is no general metaphysicﬁl objeétion
why certain past events cannot become objects of direct

acquaintance.19 .
What Broad's argument amounts to is a rejection of
the argument from time which claiﬁs that once an 'event has
happened it ceases to exist; ang therefofe, cannot be a
direct object of anyone's memory. I believe thét BrQQd‘s
argumgnt is basically sound when he asserts that there is
no general metaphysical objection to a naively realistfb
view of memory. If we accept the view that'pasf events
form a contiauum in the ever lengthening temporal order
or things, then there seems to be no good reason why we
should not say that past events exist eternally. Past
events do not cease to exist; rather, they retreat more and
more intoc the distant past. However, it is one thing to
say that past events exist eternally, and ancther to say
that they can become the direct object of our memory
experiences. It may be the case, as Broad claims, that
past events are '"there' waiting to be remembergd, but it I

surely does not follow that what is "thexre' can be the

direct object of our memory experience. If we could
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directly, apprehend past events we woul& have to he& there
and lere. But we cannot travel.back in time. The idea of
being at different times at different times is nonsensical.
We could, of course, imagine being projected back in tinme,
in the sense that from a given moment Qe would have only
such experiences.as would be appropriate to that period
in history. 3ut these ex1 riences would not constitute a
literal recapture of thg%Ziperiences that anyone had '
actually had before. If they succeed our nresent experiences
they could not also precede them. It is self-contradictory
2 :

to aséign one and the same event,two different places in}
~the same time order. Thus, if observing a past event
requires that we have an experience which is earlier tpaﬁ-
any experience we are actually having, Fhen it 1s a

- 20 y

necessary fact that we cannot observe a rast event.,
‘ A L

Therefore we may accept the realist premise that ohcegan
i

event has happened it continues to exist eternélly,'but

~

nust reject his conclusion fhat the past event can be the
direct object of our memory experience. | ;

The argument from time has also been' rejected on
"eﬁpirical grounds. Woozley has claimed that the argument
from time.is "worthless' because it "does not consist of
citing cases where the immediate object of remembering is

21
clearly not the object remembexed". 3ut Woozley's
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objection is also problematic. It does not follow froﬁ the
fact that we have yet to produce any empirical evidepﬁe to
show that the immediate object of remembering ig not the
actual event remembered; that the direct object of our remem-
bering.is the actual event remembered. But if this is how
Woozley is arguing he commits the fallacy of argumentum
ad ignoratiam.

Perhaps all he is arguing is that there never could be
any sort of empirical evidence which could be cited tb show
that the immediate object of one's memoTy is not the actual
event remembered. Woozley fﬁfmulatéé.his objectidn to the
argument from time as follows:

Now, what empirical evidence, acquired from

the nature of one's experience of the present,

could show that what seemed to be an

experience of the past in the way that memory*

seems was not in fact an experience of the

,past at all, exceBE in an indirect and

. elliptical sense?
What Woozley's claim amounts to is this., On his view of
memory, when someone has a memory experience ''one thinks
of it as retrogognitive" in the sense that "part of the
actual experience of remembering 1is to date the eyent
remembered somewhere in the past'. So, 1if the nature of
a present memoTy experience is to date it as past, then

any empirical evidence from the nature of one's own experi-

ence of the present must be retrocognitive. In other words,
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what Woozley means 1is fhat there could never be any empirical’
evidence to show that the immediate object of a memor; -
experience is not the actual event remembered. According
to Woozley's way of thinking, it is part of the nature of
a memory experience to think of the immediate object of
our memofy as éelonging to the past. Thus, if we were to
look at our own memory experience in an attempt to show
that the immediate object is not the actual event remembered,
then this would be an exercise in futility. When we -
remember, we think of the immediate object of our memory
as belonging to the past. Therefore, we will never be able
to show that the immediate object of our memory experience
is not the actual event remembered.

I do not believe that Woozley's argument is acceptable.
Although it may be the case that when someone has a memory
experience he thinks of it as past, it surely does not
follow tha* the object of his experience is the actual
event remembered. Thinking that something is a past event
does not make it the actual past event. What Yoozley
has done is to constriie remembering in such a way that it
is simply a restatement of the realist view of memory. The
reader may recall the following objection of Wopzley‘s
rejection of the argument from time. ''What empirical

evidence, acquired from the nature of one's experience of
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the present, could show that what seemed to be an
experience of the past in the way that memory seems was not

23 Now the

in fact‘an experience of the past at all".
phrase ''in phe.way that memory seems'" is nothing more than
a restatement of the realist view: Even if it i$ the case
that we cannot bring forth. any empirical evidence to show
that the iﬁmediate object of a memory experience is not the
actual event remembered, then it is also the case that we
cannot bring forth any émpirical evidence to show that'the
immediate object is the actual event remeﬁbered. Therefore,
I *maintain that Woozley has not'given us any convincing
argqéggz—;; warrant our acceptance of a realist view of
memory.

Another important argument against realism is that
events are fixed in time and, therefore, cannot be literally

24 por if it

identical with succeeding memories of them.
could, ghe same event could be contemporaneous with a

certain other event, énd yet also succeed it. Fo; example,
suppose that Ted Kennedy saw the President 'sign the Voting

Rights Act of 1965, and at the time of the enactment Ted

"Kennedy had a toothache. Further, ,suppose that he later

remembers the President signing the Act, but this time he

does not have a toothache, but an earache. Now if the

realist view of memory were correct, we would have to say
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that the original event can be both'contéﬁporéry.with the
toothache and can succeed it in time and become contemporary
with the earéche. But this cannot happen if events are

-fixed in time.

The realist answer to this contention is that a distinc-

tion should be drawn between an event which is Erésent-and
an event which is presented to us on various occasions.
That is; the realist argues that although it is true théf
an event can be present to us but once, it does not follow
that it cannot be presented to us more than{gonce. Broad
explains this point as follows. Acczéding to Broad the
realist will concede the point that events are fixed in
time in the sense that the same event ‘cannot be present
more than once. But there is no a prﬁori reason why it
might not be presented fo acquaintance dozens of times.
Indeed, it’%s the essence of a realist Yheory of memory to
maintain that this actually happens.’ Thus, the realist

may argue that a certain past event can be presented to
acquaintance many times, althouéh it is »resent only once.
To explain, let ué suppose that an astronomer in East
Africa is able to observe all thirty-six orbits of a
certain sﬁaceship whenever the spaceship travels over the
eastern coast of Africa. On each orbit over, thetcoast,

the spaceship’ is present to the astronomer but once; however,

4
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it is presented to him on several occasions. fherefore,
the realist argues that there is no good reason why one and
the same event cannot be presented to us on different
occasions. | o ’ ™

But even if we'q}low it to stand that one and the lame
event may be presented to us at different times, this does
not vindicate the realist point of view. It is possiblé
forlour memorf of a'past event to differ from the event
remembered; and because of this diﬁcrepancy between the
memory and the event remembered, the realist cannot support
his claim that ourEmemory of a past event is idenfical to
the event remembered. For if the memory has a different
determinate characteristic than the original event, then
we must reject the reaiist view of memory. ~

Let us suppose that when I have a memory experience
my memory signifies to me that I heard the jingling of bells
and felt the chill of winter. And suppose further that I
am asked whether the jingle sounded loud or soft. On the
realist view, it follows that I should be able to say
whether 'the jingle was loud or soft. ‘But when I attend to
my memory I am unable to tell whether the jingling was
soft of*iéud. 1f the realist view of memory is correct, 1
'should be in direct contact with the origihal experience,
and therefore be able to tell by direct inspection exactly

how the jinglihg sounded. Here there is a systematic
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difference between the memory and the remembered event.
But if the realist view of memory is true there shpuld "
not be any difference in detail between the memory and the
event remembered, |

Richard Brandt has argued that'if’an original event was
really presented to us when we remember, then we should be.
able to make some determlnate judgements about certaln
characteristics of tThe past event. For example, Brandt
asserts that Jif we are looking at a garden gate, we can
tell how many vertical bars it has; but we are unlikely

to be able to tell this from memory. Why not, if the

original 1is presented?"26

'Thus, Brandt argues that a
realist theory of memory cannot be takeh seriously.

In response to these cbjections the realist méy argue
that we should distinguish between the claim that memory
provides us with direct experience of the event femembered
from the claim that memory pfovides us with immediate
knowledge of past events. wﬁat this means is that the |
realist wants to distingﬁish between the claim that the
ﬂgferials of remembering are always original events, and
the claim that the original events_are always the ones we
think they are. For example, Voozley provides the following

example to illustrate the point of the distinction presently

discussed.2’ He asks us to suppose that he remembers an
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umpire being hit on the ank;e, and that the umpire was
wearing gray flannel troﬁsers, when in fact he was not.
According to Woozley,what has happened is that he has
confused two differént original evernts: the umpire énd some
other man who waélwearing gray flannel trousers on the
same day that the umpire was hit on the ankle. Thus,
Woozley argues that original events are alway;_thé immeg_
diate object of our rememberings, but they may not be the
original events we think they are.

But is it.enough to claim that the immediate object
of any memory is an actual past event? I think not. We
must also know ppat that which we are acquainted with is the
object of our memory claims. But the realist can only
answer that we sometimes remembe?/EE??gctly and other times
incorrectly. But there is nothiﬁg in tme realist view of
memory to assist us in detefmining when’ our memories ére_
veridical. Moreover, if meméry provides us with iﬁmediate
“knowledge of past events by putting us into direct cdntgct
with the past, then it seems that we should have no dif-
ficulty remembering details. But as we have seen; this
does preéent difficulties, as evidenced'by our inability
to determine whether the jingle of the bell was soft of
loud. | ‘ |

[l

The realist reply to this objection is that the same
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event can have different characteristics depending upon
whether it is the object of a meméry experience or a

perceptual experience.z8

But I-can see no good reason for
holding this view. If we accept this claim, how are we -
to determine what characteristics an object does or does not

\/*\$;ave? For examplé, let us suppose that I ﬁerceive that a '

| certain object x has the property f at time t. Let us also
suppose that at time t; I remember that x has the pr0pefty
Y. But x cannot be both § and Y. But if realism weré true,
we would be in the untenable position of mgintainiﬁg that
i i; both ¢ and ¥. Thus, on the realist vi;w of memory we
would be unable to determine what characteristics an object
does or does not have.

I maintain, therefore, that in light of the objeétioﬂs
which I have adduced against a realist theory of memory,

that we should reject realism in favor of some other theory

of what happens when we Tremember.

(b) Representative Theory of Memory

It would be no exaggeration to say that ﬁntil.fairly
recently the dominant theory of memory has been the
°r€presentative theory.29 As noted earlier, this view of

memory asserts that when we remember we remember via images
o

\\\\\\—:fiiig/represent the event remembered.‘ On this view of memory

r



5T

a person's memory of a paéﬁ event is mediated by the
occurrence of images which represent the event remembered.
The memory image is treated very much like a sense-datum;
just as sense-data appear to link us with physical objects,
then so memory images appear to link us with the past. It
is therefore assumed by the proponents of the representative
view of memory that remehbering is a present occurrence
in some way resembling what is remembered. In other ‘words,
since everything which constitutes a memory belief is
happening now and not at a past time to which the Eelief is
said to refer, it is argued that all memory occurrences are
analyzable into present contents. Thus, we must look to |
our own memory experiences to discover the evidénce that
would confirm our memory claims.

g£xactly what the precise nature of this evidence is
Eupposed to be is variously described by the proponents éf
the representative theory. I shall begin my discussion of
this view of memory by considering Humé}s classi;al I
exposition of the theory, then I will consider Russell's
exposition. The rationale for treating Hume's and Russell's
view of memory in the order just described is that Russell's
analysis of memory is intended to be an improvement upon
certain defects of Hume's a;élysiségb

When Hume attempted to find out what h?&gens when we
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remember, he looked to his own memory experiences as the-
Easis upon whiéh to carry out his ﬁnalysis. This.producéd
the foliowing results. He believed that experience'has
shown ,him that both remembering and imagining are done via
images. He also believed that the'difference between
remembering something and imagining something could be
determined py the greater force and vivacity of memory-
images as opposed to "faint and languid" iméginings. Or,'
he added, it could be determined because memory preserves
the original form of the event remembered, whereas imagina-
‘tion is not tied down to the same.ordgr and form of the
original impression.

3ut Hume;s analysis of what happens when we remember
must be rejected. Pirgt, theré is no way that we can tell
by introspection whether a string of images preserves the‘
order of the griginal event which they are supposed tb‘ |
représent. /ﬁp example, the American poet Sterling Brown
gives a‘de{éription of a cése in which a person claims to
remember how Jcertain events came about when in fact the
person wag.-only imagining how the event came to be. In-
Brown's poémxgﬁgﬂghbering ﬁat Turner' he writes that,

An oldjwhite woman recalled exactly

How Nat crept down the steps, axe in his hand,
After murdering a woman and child in bed,

"Right in this here house at the head of these stairs"

(In a house built long after Nat was dead),

'(\
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She pointed to a brick store where Mat was captured,

(Nat was taken in the swamp, three miles away)

With his men around him, shooting from the windows

{She wds thinking of Harper's Ferry and old John Brown).
She cackled as she told how they riddled Nat with bullets
(Nat was tried and hanged at Courtland, ten miles away).
She wanted to know why folks would come miles

Just to ask about an old nigger fool.31 ‘

In the above example, the rememberer gives every
indication that her memory of Nat Turner's activities 1is
vivid and forceful. But how, og Hume's principles, could
she ever discover that the information which is recalled,

preserves the original order of the event remembered?

'Aéﬁording to Hume she would find by experience that her

memory\?f Nat Turner's activities follows the original order
of the event remembered. But Hume cannot without pain of
self-contradiction maintain this position. Thomas Reid

was the first philosopher to'notice fhis difficuity in Hume's
theorys when he claimed -that when Hume asserts that we find

by experience that there is a relationship between impressions

" and subsequent ideas he can only mean that we remember that

our impressions are frequently followed by ideas which

resemble them.32

And this would involve having an immediate
knowledge of thé past whicﬁ 1s jncompatible with Hume's
claim that remembering is done via iimages which represent
the event remembered. ‘

In addition to the difficulties which Hume's theory

of memory has, there are serious difficulties with any -
- Ay
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project which posits the view that memory preserves the
original order of the event remembered. According to the
cognitive psychologist Ulric Neisser, our memory of pést
events is constructive in the sense that the rememberer
recreates the original stimulus material at the time of recall
in terms of his own conception of the world, and the recall
of information may only Eoincidentally match the original
stimulus material,33 For example, consider the case of
Salo Finkelstein, "the lightning calculator", who always
imagéﬁed the numbers he worked with aévwritten with chalk

on a blackboard in his own handwriting, regardless cf how
34

they had been presented tc him. In this example,
Finkelstein's im;gery possesses all of the clarity and vivid-
ness which anyone could hope to have in a memory experience.
But in spite of the apparent clarity and vividness of
 Finkelstein's memory imagéry it does not copy the originally
_perceived material. Regardless of how the numbers had been
presented to Finkelstein, he always imagined them as written
with chalk on the blackboard in his own handwriting.
Fhrthermore, Neisser has noted that there are certain
psychological studies which might be regarded as the
defiriitive refutation of the hypothesis that the order of
idgas [images] repeats the order of the original evenf;

Neisser cites a case in which "subjects were asked to

2

/
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memorize a list in which all the words belong to certain
categories -- animals, cities, weapons, or the like --
but are presented in a randomized sequence”.35 The order
of recall is left to the subject's own discretion, with
the result that the typical subject would recall first a
clustef of wdrds frbm one cq&egory, then some from a éecond
group and so on. Thus, the results of this study showed that
the order of recall does not repeat the order of the original
event, as Hume had supposed. I conclude therefore that the
hypothesis that memory preserves the original order of
the event remembered is untenable.

But even if memory doés not preserve the-order of the
original event, might it not be the case that the vivacity
of a memory 'image is a good distinguishing mark between
memoTy images and imagination images? We know that Hume
believed that the ViVEEEtY and liveliness of an image was a
sure indication thét the image belonged to memory rather than

imagination. But Hume's test for distinguishing memory

images from imagination images must be rejected because some

imagination images can be just as vivid and lively as a}e
some memory images. For example persons who suffer from
delusions of grandeur mighty very weli imagine that they are
emineptlf“gifted with”"respect to a certain skill, and thé

images which they conjure up in their minds may be as vivid
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and clear as aré those -that accompany their memory of.
éome pasf event.
) :Furtﬁermore, it would be'a mistake- to suppose that
simplylbecause someone is a good visualizer, his memory must
be more accurate than those who lack this talent. Neisser
has cited examples of certain psychologlcal experlments which
show that "visualizers are often more confident than other
subjects in describing a picture they have seen earlier, but
ﬁot more accurate.”36 The explanation for this phenomenon
is that "many details of the image may be importations and
additions".>’ For example, in Brown's poem '"Remembering
Nat Turner", the rememberer certéinly seems quite cénfident
that her recollections of Nat Turner's activities are
correct, but in spite of her confidence, her recollections
are inaccurate. The details of her memory images are the
result of biased importations and additiong. Thus, it
seems safe to say that the vivacity of images should not
be regarded as distinguishing marks of genuine rémemberings.

The insufficiency of Hume's analysis of memory has led
philosophers to search for other conditions which might
afford us a means to distinguisﬁ memory images from
imagination‘imageg. For example, Pussell follows Hume insofar

as he believes that memory is a form of "mirror knowledge"

in the sense that memory of past events is only possible



by means of present images which are copies of the event
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remembered. But he alse believes that the mere occurrence
of an image weﬁld not suggest any connection with anything‘
that has happened before, because we sometimes imagine
things that have never happened 39 The mere presence of an
image of a golden mountain would not in itself afford us

any reason to believe that we. have seen a golden mountain at
any time in our past lifetime. Therefere, Russell, like
Hume, was led to search for some distinguishing mark between
memory images.and imagination images.

On Russell's view the distinction between meﬁory images
and imagination images can be made in terae of the feeling
of familiarity and the feeling of belief that accompanies
memory images. The feeling of familiarity leads us to
trust our memories and the feeling of belief confers meaning
upon them, a meaning that may be exbressed‘in sucﬁ words as
"this happened". Russell's clain that memoTry images are P
distinguished from imagination images by the feeling of
familiarity is however different from Hume's view. A
person may have.somelvery vivid images without having any
feelings of familiarity with the image. An LSD user may
have a vivid image of somethlng, yet there is no reason to

assume that the LSD user has ever been acqualnted with the

prototype of the image. The having of a vivid image does



58

not in itself imply that we musf Be familiar with the event
-the image is a copy of. Therefore, I maintain that we should
not say~that Hume's use of vividness is similar to Russell's
use of familiarity. |

Should we accepi.Russell's analysis of memory? I
think not. On the one hand, familiarity 1s not a sufficient
mark of one's having a genuine memory experience. Experi-
ences of familiarity may be misleading; we may fail to
recognize a man we know, or misrecognize a stranger. For
instance, if someone were to ask me whether I remember the
name of a certain philosopher who teaches a% a particular
university in the mid-west I might be convinced by the
familiarity test that his name is Jones. Jones might be
the name of another man who is closely associated with:
Smith, the philosopher, and when I am asked the name of the
_philosopher in the mid-west I mistakenly say Jones rather
than Smith. Likewise, it would be a mistake to think that
familiarity is a suf#¥cient characteristic to distinguish
memory images from imaginatiQn images, for we can think of
cases in which our images do not have familiar feelings

about them, yet what we claim to .remember actually happened.

]

Therefore, familiarity 1s not a sufficient mark of one's
having a genuine memory experience.

In a similar vein, we must reject Russell's claim thz‘&\
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images without belief are insufficient to constitute memory,

because the mere occurrence of images would not suggest

4

. . 0
that they had any connection with a real past experience.4

According to Russell: the memofy belief confers meaning
upon the memory, it makes us feel.thatlthe fmagé points to
an object which existed in the past.41' For example, suppose
that we bring to mind an image of a spaceship orbiting the
earth. When we attend to the image we may have a feeling
which may be expressed in the words 'this will happen',

OoT We may have a feeling whlch may be expressed in the words

4z In the latter case it is the

"this-has happened".
feeling of belief which makes us refer the imagé to some-
thing which has happened, and without this feeling of belief
the mere occurrence of imagesjwould constitute imaginatién
rather than memory. Therefore, inimemdry,.the pastness lies,
not in thg content of what is believed, but in the nature

of the belief-feeling. | .

But Russell's claim that belief is a necessary condi-
"tion in the analysis of memory is a dlsputed issue byqsome
philosophers. They malntaln that ‘there might be casés in
which we are prepared to say that someone remembers some-
thing, but he does not beliéve that he remembers. For
example, C. B. Martin and Max Deutscher cite a case in

L _ . . . 43
which someone asks a painter to palnt an 1maglnary SCeEne.
) .

1\ -
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The painter agrees to do this, but the scene which the
painter thinks is a purely imaginary scene is recognized by

his parents as béing' a very accurate representation of a

L]

scene which the painter saw just once in his childhood. As

3gu1in“&nd.Deutscher conclude,

Although the painter sincerely believes
that his work is purely imaginary, and
represents no real scene, the amazed \
observers have all the evidence needed to
establish that in fact he is remembering
a scene from childhood. What other
explanation could there be for his
painting being so like-what he has §Sen?

Martin's and Deutscher's criticism of the postulate that"”f_—**i\

remembering something requires that we believe that it J

44

‘happened is motivated bzra desire to cast doubt ﬁpon the
‘traditiégéﬂ view of memory. TFor example, Hume and Russell
assume that we'musjlfind the difference between'réal and
delusory rememberings from within our own experience. As
we have seen, que argues that it is the greater force and
vi&acity-of memory images which distinguish them from.
imagination.’ Furthermore, they assume that we must at
“least believe that a memory image is a copy of a past

event if we can be said to remember it.

In the example wh\ych Martiniand'Deutscher give it seems

correct to affirm their claim that the painter does remember
althougﬁ he does not believe that he is remembering the

'scen€ which he paints. What other explanation could there



-

61
- be for the accurate represenfation of the painter's picture?
. We could say that the painter has played a bad joke on
everyone, and that he really does believe that he remembers

Rl .
the scene which he paints. Or, we could say that his

parents are mistaken in their judgement that the picture

. . - ¢ .
is an accurate representation of a scene which the pa¥nter
: L
&
saw only once in his life. But if we assume (as we certainly

may) that both the painter and his parents dre sincere
in their respective judgements, then the painter does
actually remember although he does not believe that he has

ever seen the scene which he paints. Thus, if we cannot

.show that the painter does not remember, then belief as a

"component of memory has to be excluded from an analysis

-

' of knowledge.

‘\ ——
In sum; Russell's analysfis ‘of what happens when we
« remember must be rejected because (a) familiarity is not a
°
sufficient mark of one's having a genuine memory experience . -
and (b) it is doubtful that we can show that belief is
a necessary component of remembering the occurrence of
© past events. : N
2 *
7/\ .
: - ) ' 2
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Section 2: Objections to the Traditional Analysis

"In this section I present two very general objections
to the trad®tional analyses of memory. First. I argue that

J . ~e
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images are not necessarily required in an analysis‘of what
happens when we remember; Second, I argue that.bofh the
realist and repfesentationalist views of memory must-be.
rejected because>they mistakenly assume that the same
memory can disappear aﬁd reapepﬁr over anﬁ over again. I
"shall not, in this chapter, consider the objeétion that the
traditional analyses of memory mistakenly asEPme that memory
is analogods.to perception. This objection will be dis-
cussed in the next chapter, since it seems more appropriate
to discuss it in conjunction with the. retained knowledge
view of memory. Therefore, let us proceéd to discuss the
role of images'in an analysis of memory.

Thé_image is supposed to explain how we come into
contact ﬁith cettain past events. It is, as it were, a
picturelor COpY 03 past events.‘.This view, moréqyer, can be
;ﬁparated fromthe view just criticized. Perhaps, tradi-
tional representative analyses of memory are inco;rect,'but
is it so obviaus that memory (gt fe;st of events'j is not
a matter of having images? ' | |

Why should imaées seem- S0 necessary to any analysis of
memory?” The answer to this question, I believe, is that .
there seems tofbé little doubt that in some cases nemoty

images carry practical information which the remembereT

~needs for the recall of information. In other wqﬁds, we
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may say that images are mnemonic devices which assist the
rememberer in recalling some bité of information from memory.
One fairly common mnemonic device is the "method of loci",
which dates from the time of the Greeks.45 For example,
when a whole series of items is to be remembered, the method
of loci may be used.as an aide-memoire. What the rememberer
does is to imagine a well knowﬁ building such as his home,

and picture(zﬁch item at some particular place in the

building. He can then mentally "walk" through the building,

retrieving one item from the living room sofa, another from
the kitchen sink, another from the dining table, and so

) T . L.
forth. Another mnemonic device which is useful in'acquiring

L .
the vocabulary of a second language, is the "keyword"

device. his deviceNconsists of two stages. In the first

stage, the rememberer |{forms an association between the
vocabular\ word and a similar sounding English word, For .

example, the ish word for duck is pato, and as a keyword

.
The second stage consists of forming

"pot" might be use
an image of the keyword interacting with the translation of
the vocabulary word. Thus, an image of a duck with a pot on

its head might be formed.

Consider the following illustration of how, imagery

might be used to associate the Spanish word for '"duck”

with_its English translation.*®

<R
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PAT Y cor UK

In all of the precedihg examples of mnemonic devices the
.image carries practical information which the rememberer
needs for the recall of information.

Yowever, the fung¢tion of‘imagery shpuld not be over-

estimated. As Neisser has noted, "the image hardly seems

to be a step 1in the recall process at.all, but rather a

kind of cognitive 'luxury‘, like an illustration in a novel".47

For example, a person may try to recall the name of the
first American to fly in space. He may have an image of a
spaceship as he recalls the name of John Glenn. 3ut the

) s . : . .
spaceship itself does not provide the answer: the name 1s not
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part of that image. The image is simply an aide-memoire:;
it does not constitute the MemnoTy .

Furthermore, the postulation of images is dispensible,
because there are cases in which some people claim that when
they remember, their memories are never accompanied by
images. Indeed, Neisser has reported that it is possible
to be a "lightning calculator" Qithout any imagery at all,
The fact thét some people are good visualizers does not in
itéelf show that images are ﬁecessarily required in an
analysis of what happens when we remember. Nor does the
fact that some people are poor visualjzers show that théy
are not remembering when they claim to remember the past
occurrence of some event. Therefore, I maintain that the
postulation of images is not required to explain what happens
when we remember. “'Indeed, it seems to be the case that the
more readily one's ﬁeﬁory functions tﬁe'leés'likely it uses
images.

The analyses of memo;y'which we have considered in this
chapter all assume that the same Memofy can disappear -and
reappearibver and over again.a'_8 And they assume that memorf?
does not'have any "power of variation”; it "preserwsf the
original form'" of the actuafreveni remembered. However,

I will argue that both of these assumptions are mistaken.

First consider the claim that memory does not have any

power of variation. - I argue that adaptive variation is
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very much a characteristic of memory. We have ai;eady
had occasion to considgr certain aspects of this claim when
I argued that the details of memory images are often the
results of biased importations and additions. 3ut a more
importént objection rests on the observation that'memory is
a constructive process. As noted edrlier the constructive
view of memory assumes that when we remember the rememberer
recreates the actual event remembered’in terms of his own
conception of the world. from a psychological point of
view, there seems to be general agreement tha£ reorganizatibn
take$ place in line with the interests and values of the
rememberer. In a series of experiments on remembefing

F. C. Bartlett has shown that verbatim recall of any story
' I

occurs very rarely.50 For example, in the story qf "The
Wwar of the Ghosts', wheﬁdgié\}n&ian is dying and the "black
thing" comes-out of his mouth (repreéenting his soul to the
Indians), British subjects soﬁetimes'fecall this as blood
étreaming from the Indian's mouth or as escaping breath,
Furthermore, Bartlett f%un? that the phraseology of" the
rgmemﬁered version of the story was different -- more
ﬁodern ~-.than the original;51 proper names and.'titles
disappeared along with.all mentions 6f supernatural elements.

Thus, it is a mistake to assume, as Hume does, that memory

"does not have any power of variation. As Bartlett's

S
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experiments on remembering have shown, a person will
assimilate the origlnal information -- the original event --
to mirror his own experiences, culture or vocabulary. There-.
fore it would be a mistake to assume that memory‘will

always preserve the original order of the event remembered.

Furthermore, it would be a mistake to_claim, as .
Locke did, that the mind has the perr to revive again
those ideas which it was'f0£;:}1 acquainted with. .It is
not the case that the same memory can disappear and reappear
over and over again.

Now some peoplg'ma§ feel that our rejection of the
Teappearance hypoth%bis is counter-intuitive. If someone
remembers the lines from a certain poem and recites these
lines over and over ‘again, then sdrely.he has the same ///La
memory on each occasion when he recites the poem. " But this .
assumption would not™be correct. According to Neisser,

jsition does occur, as in dramatic acting...we
ascribe it either to long, highly motivated practice or to
neurotic defensivenqgs”.sz In other words, variation *is
the rule rather than the exception when we remember. There-
fore,‘we must conclude that the traditional assumption that

the same memory can disappear and reappear over and over
_/-- °

again is*mistakgyr\
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Section 3: Concluding Remark

.

In this chapter I have argued‘that we should reject
both the realist and representationalist analyses of what
happeés when we remember.- But this does not mean that
there may be no other representative theories of remembering.
Iﬁdeed; as we will see in Chapter Eour,‘tﬁe constructive ‘
view of memory assumes that memory traces are one of the
‘mechanisms which puts us into contact with past events.
According to one interpretation, traces are mental represen-
tations of past events. Thus, our Tejection of the
traditional representational analysis of memory does not
warra;t the inference that all representational theories
of memory are unacceptable. We have not yet proven this

claim. But it should be clear that all of the traditional

analyses of memory are beset by serious difficulties,

‘e



Chapter III
MEMORY AND PERCEPTION

The theories ofpmemory considered thusfar are modelled
on perception. They all assume that memory is analogous
to perception. If our perceptions aré a source of knowlédge
concerning the occurrence of events in our present environ-
ment, then remembering is a source of knowledge about the
occurrences of past events. And, if perceptions are mental
occurren;es; then so too are rememberings.1 But these

assumptions are rejected by many contemporary memoTry

theorists.2 Sidney Shoemaker for example, argues that memery

is not analogous to perception,'because memory is not a
source of knowledgé. According to Shoemaker, memory is the-
fetention of knowledge rather than the acquisition of )
knowledge. Furthermore, he argues‘fhat there is no justifi-
cation fdr the view that remembering.is a mental cccurrence
in thé'present as is perception.3 .

However, I will argue that what happens when we
remember the occurrence of a past'eVént is similar to what
happens when we perceive something in our present envirsnment.
The analogy which I offer asserts that the role which
stored information plays in recall is like the role which
stimulus information plays in pé?ception. We do not see

objects simply because they are there, but oq?y after an

69 -
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elaborate pfocess of construction which makes use of relevant
stxmulus‘ianrmation. Likewise, we do not recall past
events simply because traces of fhem exist in our minds, but
only after an elaborate process of reconstructioﬁ which

makes use of relevant stored informatibn.4

On my view,
then meémory, like perception, should be analyzed as a
constructive process. ‘

This is not to say that the constructive approach to
memory is simply a version of the tradg%ional approach. The
traditional analyses of ﬁemory assume that we can discover
what happens when we remembeT by simply introspectihg the
contents of our minds when we remember. But the consfructive
approach to the analysis of memory assumes that the way
the mind works 1s analogous to the way a program works inside
a computer. Information enters the organism through the ’
sense organs to be transformed, stored, retrieved and used.
Secondly, unlike the tradition analyses'of)memory, which
assume that people are passive sterers of information, the
constructiVeﬂapproach assumes that they actively search,
reorganize and create information. .

In order to eétablish these conclusions I hegin by
éritically examiniﬁg the claim that memory and pgrqeption\\

are analogous, because they are both sources of knowledge.

Then I consider the claim that they are analogous because

|
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they are mentgl occurrences. This is followed by a
discussion of the computational view of mind. Finally,
I re-examine the dispositional argument of memory analysis.

Section 1: Remembering as a Source of Knowledge

As I noted in the introduction to this chapter, all of
?the classical theories of memory assume that memory is
analogous to perception. If perception is a source of
knowledge concerning the occurrence of events in our present
environment, then remembering is a source og'knowledge con-:i
cerning the occurrence of nast events. To many contempqrary‘—j
memory theorists this an#logy is inadequate in certain
fundamental resﬁects. Gilberf Ryle,.}or-example, argues €§'-
that it is a mistake to assume that memory is analogous to
perception.S And éhoemaker asserts a similar point in his
discussion of memory.6 According to these philosophers,
memory should not be analyzed as.a source of knowledge,
Instead, memory is the retention of knowledge rather than
the acquisition of knowledge. .In this section; I will
argue that memory is analogous to.perception in certain
fundamental respects. However, my reasons for maintaining
this position are in no way similar to thﬁge given by the

classical memory theorists. The hypothesis which I argue

for is this: both perception and memory are constructive
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processes. In perception we do not see objects simply
because they are there, Sut only after an elaborate process
of construction which makes use of relevant stimulus informar-
tion. Similarly, we do not recall objects simply becéuse.
traces of them.eﬂgst in ogz’Bjnds, but only after an
elaborate process of reconstruction which makes use of
relevant stored informaticn. Finally, I argue that the
retained knowledge view of memory should be rejected, becipgé
it .entails the reappearance hypothesis; ' L

Tféditionally, the classical memory theorists were
inclined to treat memory as though it were analogous to

perception. When they considered the fact that what is

‘ ! '
femembered is past while the remembering takes place in the

present, they assumed that there must be some present
content of a memory experience which affords us some grounds
for asserting the existence of something outside of our own
mental eXperiénées. This present content was commonly
thought of as a memory image and it wasxtreatedllike a-
sense-datum. For‘example, just as philosophers have debated
the question whether the sense-datum is a mentél rep£esén~
tS{ion of an external object, or whether it is a‘constituent
of the.object, they have asked whether the memory imége is

a présent symbol of a past: event, or whether it is the past

event itself, Likewise, just as they have debated the
\ .

)

~ N —
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question whether our perception of externalzoﬁﬁedts is .
immediate or infqrfed, they have asked whether menory is
direct awareness of objects or an inferential procedure.

It is indeed just this inclination to treat memory as though

it were analogous to perception that has led some philoso-

-

phers to look to their own present memory experience as
the,groﬁ%ds far explaining what happeﬁs when we remember.
._?hé-explahation given by the classical memory theorists
for éreating memory as though it were analogous to perception
must be rejected. In the first place, as we havelalreédy

seen, images are not necessary in.,order to recall a past

. event, The reader may recall our account of Neisser's

hypothesis that the image hardly seems to be a step in the

recall process at all, bput rather a kind of cognitive

1uxufy, like an illustrition in a.novpl; Furthermore, the

traditional inclination to\use introspectist psychology has
already been shqwnltdlﬁe'é untggablg-method for determining
what happens when we remember. Thereforé,'neither the |

explanation for treéting-memoiy as,thoggh.it ﬁefe analogous

to perception, nor the assumed psychology of the traditional
analysis éupport the pérceptuél analogy. ‘
~ Ipdeéd, according to many contemporary memory-theorists
the'eﬁtire enterprise of assuming that memory is ahalogous

:
- : L}

to perception is a big mistake. .Gilﬂggg%ﬁygg asserts that
: - ) R = .

4

an
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S it is a "mistake” to assume that memory is analogous to
perception, becuase memory is neither a cognitive process
nor a source of knowledge.8 .Charles iaﬁdesman asserts that

there is a central difference bétﬁeen memory and perception
which throws doubt upon the traditional assumption about ﬁ
the analogy; naﬁely that "perception is an acquisition of
new knowiedge", while "remembering is an QXpression oT
manifesta?ion of knowledge alféady attained”.9 And
Shoemaker expresses similar reservations about the cogency
of the analogy between memory? and perception.lo' Since we
will-discuss the claim whether memory is a cognitive process
i; the next section, we may proceed to examine the explana-
tions which are given to show that memory 1is not a source
of knowledge. "

_Historically, the tgaditional assuﬁption.that memory 1is

analogous to perception first came under attack with the

publication of Ryle's book The Concept of Mind. Since most

K

of the other criticisms of the analdgy are simply reiteratiphs

of RYle's argument, we may focus our attention upon his

explanation of this analogy. Acqording togRyle, "remembering
...means having learned something and not forgotten if”.ll'
Remgmberiﬁz is the retention, not the acquisition of know-

ledge. 1In Ryle's words, 'a person may reca a particular

episode-twenty times a day, but no one would say that he
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12 ror example, a

twenty times discovered what happened."
person may recall many times a day what it felt 1like to

. ~ %
lose his innocence, but. to paraphrase Rvle, no one would say

that he discovered many times a day what it felt.like to

lose hi§ innocence. Likewise, a speluﬁker may recall
several times a day what it felt like to see a colony of —~
bats hanging'from the ceiling of an unexplored cave which {
no one else has seen. But_ﬁd one would say that the 5peiunker
discovered several times a day what if was like to see a
®olony of bats hanging from the céiling of 5ﬁ unexplored.

cave.

According to Ryle, thén, yhen we say that someone
remembers something, this means that he has learned some-
thing and not forgotten it. When a person who has retained
something in memory recalls it, he is, as it were, exporting
something from his memory. Alternatively, peréédving some-
thing as opposed to remembering something may be a ''source
of knowledge' in the sénse thatlperceiviﬁg is a way of
abquiring knowledge. In Ryle's words, remembering does not
belong to the "Stages of manufacture and ai?kmbly” as does:
perceiving but it belongs to the "stage of export”.13 So
.%emory is the retention of knowlédge rather than the
-acquisition of knowledge.

Ryle believes that when a iﬁgfon perceives something, it ¢

. - :
: ' ‘ : 1 _

| v | -
\_ . ’
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implies in some cases that he is constructing something.
To manufacture~and assemble something Tequires the use-of
some materials which are put together in such a way that one
creates som!&hing that did not exist befoke. But Ryle
seems;to think that when we remember, we are only recalling
something that already exists.. Thefefore, perception is
, constrﬁctive; it i; the creation of sdmething_néw. 3t

. o P

remembering is only the exportation of something which

-

already exists. .
"(' However, this point of Ryle's is mistaken. Remembering
is”"as much a constructive process as 1s perceptiom. Let us
first consider the constructive processes which are involvgd
in perception, then let us consider how the same construc-
tive processes are involved in memory.

Our perception of objects is constructive in the seQEE\H\
that ﬁe make use of stimulus informa;ion to constructﬂthe b
objects we claim to see.l4 The constructive processes consist
of two stages: thé preattentive mechanisms form segregated
objects of analysis and help to direct further processing,
and the act of focal attention makes sophisticated analyses
of the chosen object. In order to explain what this means
I will provide a brief explanéﬁion of the way humans
process ihformation.b Then.Inwill.compare memory and percep-
tion with a view toward showiﬁg how ;he Eonstructive

e

A4, —
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processes of perception are analogous to the constructive
processes of memory.
gnitive psychologists tell us that information

enters,the organism im{o the sensory information store.14 .

is store is assumed to be of large capacity and contains
more information than can be reported. It is assumed that
information is represented in this stofe in a more or less
literal form. It is also assumed to Be visual im néture.
Hence, the hame iconic information. While in this'store
the information undergoes a crude analysis fbr phyéiéal i>
features such as sensory modai}ty,_loudness, spatial. loca-
tion and shape. The mechanisms which perform this analysis
are the preattentive mechanisms which segregate the objects
which are to receive further protijsing. Tﬁe objects which

are segregated for further analysis are segregated in a crude

and holistic fashion. As a result of this preattentive
analysis, some of the iconic information is recoded into
short term meméry. The information which is recoded into °

short term memory mdy be verbal in nature or visual in

"nature.‘This recoding process may @r may not be subject to

attentional control. However, once‘information'has entered
into short term memory, voluntary control of the information

comes into play. That is, the act.of focal attention comes - -

~

%pto play. It is at this stage that the organism makes a

4
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analfsis of the objects éhosen by the preattentive mechanisms.
It is only at this secogd stage‘of analys that the person 4
makes a deliberate and detailed analysis of the chosen ‘
object.

Now let us compare memory and perception with a view
toward showing that the construz;ﬁ?ikprocesses of perception
are analogous to the constructi é processes of memory.

Consider the following examples. At every moment there

are hundreds of sensory signals impinging on us from both

" external and internal sources. However, we can selectively

Ve
process certain signals to the exclusion of others. A .

classic example of this ability is the phenomenon that occurs
at gatherings such as cocktail parties: in the midst of a

noisy crowd where a number of conversations are going on,

one can selectively list to one conversation and exclude
the others. -}n order to d{ this one migh;;uéedbertain
physical features“Pf the audi messages ‘one is receiving
to select the conversation one wants to lisfen to. One

I - . .
might use such features as th'pitch of the speaker's VoiTe:E>
or the spatial location of th% voice as a means for cueing
in on the conver§ation.‘ When Bnehdoes this, it is a result
of the preatfentive mechanism. - No analysis has as yet been
made of the meaning of the converigfion, or the value of

what is being said. . But after the preattentive mechanisms

- .
. -
.~
.. s
N - h ’ .



/—-\—.-’

:)is that the appearance of a part depends on the whole in
: : N

79
have segregated the chosen conversation from the others,
then the act of focal attention comes into play. The -~

person may now center his attention on -that one conversation

¢

so that he can perceive or understand it from as many sides
as possible. The important point about this example is that
the processes of focal attention cannot come into piay until

thE preattentive meclanisms have segregated,the object to

be analyzed.15 . o

-

The preattentive processes involved here are global and

16

holistic. This means that each figure or object must be

separated from others in its entirety as a potential frame-

%y . ~ o . ’
work for the detailed analyses of attention. The processes

[

C s . ~
.of focal attention will operate on the objects segregated

n

’ r

by the preattentive processes. At thisftage of analysis
it is determined that an object is oblo

g or round, an

§¥emy, a long Iostiiovez and 50 on.

The idea which underlies the distinction between the

, ~7
preattentive processes and the processes of focal attention
which it is embedded. For example, the contour which

divides figure from g@%und "belongs' to the figure only

andﬁchaﬁfes its shape if a figure-ground réversal occurs.

Consider the following figure, Rubin's ambiguous "Peter-

Paul G_oblet”.17



N

N

. . . -
3 . :
. Rubin’sy amlbuguous figure, the “PFeter-1'aul Goblet.”

.

- “hat -the above explanation of the difference between
the Ereattentivé processés and the procesées of focal atten-
tion means is that the detailed,pfoperties and features we
see in an attended figure ére, in a.sense, optimal, A
person‘does'not see objects simply because they are there,
but only after a process of construction. Indeed, to use an
example from Neisser, we may compare "the perceiver with a
paleontdlogist, who carefully exﬁracts a few fragments of
what might be bones from a mass of irrelevant rubble and
'reconstructs’' the dinosaur that will eventually stand in
-the Museum of Natural History".'.l8

4 By the same token, remembering is constructive. It,

like percention; belongs to the stage of manufacture and
.
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assembly. The model of the paleontologist which was applied -

to perception in the above paragraph also applies to memoTry.
We do not recall objects simply because traces of them

ex1st in our minds, ‘but we recall them after a orocess of

reconstructlon which makes use of relevant stored information.

Nhen someone trles»to recall what 1ife was.like on his first
" day in the military, he recalls certain episodes or events,

and on the basis of these events he will reconstruct a
memory. That is, reconstruction refers to the process by
whlch a person recreates that which he claims to remember in
terms of his own conception of the world. What a person

«

says that he ‘rgmembers may only coincidentally match the

original stimulusfformatlon, because he may be actively
constructing'a memory fro ‘
In the next chapter I will provide.a erther discussion
of the notion of reconstruction, and the notiop of memory
traces which is the information upon which reconsfruotion
is based. But the point which I want to .emphasize at |
present is that Ryle's argument against the analogy between
perception and memory must be rejected. Indeed, when Ryle
claims that remembering belongs fo the stage of export, this
seems to be another way of saying that remembering is the

arousal of something that already exists. But the reappear-

ance hypothesie has already been shown to be unsatisfactory.

*

a few stored pieces of information.
Y
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Memory traces.-are not_simply aroused, - they are used to
construct ou£ memories of past events.

What I argue is that remembering, like perceiving,
requires the use of a two stage mechanism. First, the
primary processes (i:é., preattentive mechanism) make arrays
or crudély defined "objects'; the informafion in memory.
Then the secondary processes (i.e., focal attention) will
devélop and further elaborate upon the materials made
available by the primary processes. This being the case,
Ryle and all others are mistakén when they claim that
memory is not analogous to pergeption Indeed, when
Shoemaker claims that the retained knowledge view of memory

. 1y
is the most acceptable view, he believes that it is the
only alternative to the "fantastic view", namely the view
which asserts that we are cénstantly re-acquiring on the
basis of a continuous suppiy of fresh evidence, everything
we remember.19 But there is nothing\ fantastic about this
view, if we accept the fact that ;Emem eTing is gonstructive.
The information in memory is used to construct our memoTies
of thinés past. S!'ely there is nothing fgntastic about

~

this view of memoTy. ) . e

, then, a source of knowledge? Remembering
have all fhe earmarks of "finding", "solying",
or "getting to something'. The reconstructive nature of

E
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Memory Seems to'piovide support for'the vie; that memory is

a source of know%edge. Thié shows that Ryle's example of
the person who recalls a particular episodé twénty times

in a day does not ;eally show that meﬁpry is not analogous
to perception. , As certain cognitive psychologists' have
\npted, adaptive variation‘rather than precise repetition is
éhe governing principle of mental life. A person may recall
7én epiéode many time% a day, but in each recéil.there may
be only a superficial fesemblance to what was earlier remem-
bered. The reader may recall our discussion of the
reappearance hypothesis when we discussed Bartlett's memory
experiments which showed that the precise repetition of any

event is extremely difficult to achieve.20

Rather, reorgani-
zation of information in line with the interest of the
subject is ts be-expected: S8
I maintain, therefore; that the entire question about
whether memory is or is not a source of knowledge should be
rephrased in'térms of whetﬁer memory is a source of
information. Such a reformation of the problem is more
compatible with the computatiohal view of mind (i.e., the
viéw.whzzb asserts that the waz;kﬁe mind works in analogous

to the way a computer works]. On this view we may say that ,

the idea of data processing refers to the converting of

L]
-a;\ . - \
N . \
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raw data into useful information.. e word "data' refers
to any unprocessed facts, which have to be processed to
become useful. BY analogy, sensdry stimuli are unprocessed
facts (1n older philosophical language -- impressions ot
sense- data), and information consists of collections of
stored data which may be used dependlng upon the required
- ! .

task.* ' \

The important point is that we can speak of storedr
information without implying that what is stored is errog-

: i » : '
free. Errors sometihes get into a computerized data prodess-
ing system, perhaps because the imput data are not correct.
Vevertheless, the information is used by the computer to
preform an Operation. Likewise, -a persen may store-incorrect

information bécause the imput .data were not correct (one

may remember seeing a man when there-'was no mamn, only a

~mannequin). However, we can surely say that the person has

_stored certain bits of information without’ implying that

what is stored is knowledge and therefore error-free.- What
is stored may or may not be knowledge, but it is st;;l

4 :
information. Therefore, I would argue~that both memory and

perception may both be regagéed as sources of information

~la-

rather than of Khowledge.

L

o2 ) 7

*=We will discuss this view .in‘'Section three below,
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.Thereﬁore, in light of the discussion of the‘analogy‘

+

between memory and perception in. this section, I maintain

T . L 4
thgt memory is analogous to perception.
1.5.‘ - o .

Sectién 2: Remembering as a Mental Occurrence

Qﬁhln the last section we argued that memory and perception

are analogous ‘because both of them are constructive processes.

In this section we will .examine the claim that Jemory and .
perception are analogous because both of them should .be

analyzed as mental occurrences. That is, according to’
. /-b )

classical theor1%§, remembering is a mental occurrence taking

placeLin the presernt. As Wéqfley has noted, memory is a
.cognitive act of the mind directed toward past events.21
‘Similérly,'Russell claims that an act of remembering is.
p;esent, that it is a present occurrence somehow related'tp
. what is remembered.?? On this view when we say that someone
remembers something, we assume that he is éxperiencing some
sort of mental;cvent sﬂgﬁ‘as a'feeling of familiarity or a -
feeling of vivacity. However,‘it is sometimes argued ﬁhat
there is no justification for the view that remembering’is

a mental occurrence in the™sresent. .o -

Sidney Shoemaker argues that the ciéssiéai mémory

theorlsts mlstakegﬁy suppose that occurrent uses of the o
WOXg remember' are, primary; whereas nonoccurrent or dls—

'positlonal uses are to be analyzed in terms of the” occurrent

L

g
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ones.” For example, when the word remember is used in the

resent tense it d ’ '
P ense it does not normally TepoTt an occurrepce. s

If we say ''Muhammad Ali remembers throwing his Olympic gold
medal over the side of a bridge", we are nbt saying anything
about what is presently occurring in Ali's mind. This
statement could be true even if Ali is currently asleep, or,
thinking abqut some present business venture. However,
classical memory thedrists often suppose that this present
tense use of the word 'remember' .is sécohdary. When we say
that someone remembers in this sense what we mean is that

if certain conditions were satisfied -- if he were asked
certain questions or thought about the matter -- then he
wdhld remember in the primary sense of the word 'remember’
which is used to report a méﬁtal,occurreﬁce. Now $h0emaker-
claims that it is true that to remember something in the
nonoccurrent sense of remember is to have a disﬁosition, but
this is not-primarily or exclusively. a disposition to |
remember in the occurrent sense of the wofd 'remember’.

~ox

According to Shoemaker, when someone remembers something in

- the nonoccurrent sense, he will be disposed to give correct

“« N . . .
answers and to behave in ‘certain ways. -For example, if

someone gemembers putting‘ﬁis cigarette lighter on the dining
table, then he wiil be disposed to look on the dining table

when he wants his lighter. But Shoemaker argues -that doing

-

.
1 ) . . W
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these various things is not remembering. When a pérson has
answered a question corréctly and without effort, thereby
showing that he remembers someihing in the nonoccurrent

.

sense, it would be absurd to say that he nonoccurrently
remembers something only whilé answering the question, and
ceases to remember it nonoccurrently as soon as he hag
finished answering the question.

It is true that we do sometimes grope for an answer to
a queétibn oT we try to remember something by searching our
memory. When this happens, memory images and experiences
of remembering often occur of the kind to which the classical
memory theorists have attached so much importance. 3ut
Shoemaker argues that 'cases of tfying to remembér and coming
to'réﬁember can hardly serve as paradigms of the operation
of memqry”.24 These ''occur only when there has been a
breakdown in the operation of rhemory,”25 i.e., when some-
vthing has beén forgotteh. |

Wha; Shoemaker’'s argument amounts to is a p;oposal for
a behavioral construal of remembering as opposed to a men-
téligtic construal éf remembering. That is, he wants to
eliminate the subjecti&ism of'introspectioniSt pﬁychology
(which is used by the classical memory theorists to analyie

what happens when we remember) in favor of a behavioral

v analysis of what happens when we remember. However, it is
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doubtful that Shoemaker's pfdposal will'prove successful:

This does not mean that we must accept introspectionism:
.1ntrospect10n is qglte 1nsuff101ent as & reszérch strategy
for studying the hlgher mental‘proc;sses llke-rememberlng.
We can think of each observer as hav1ng his own prlvate
research laboratory (i.e., mind) w;th the redult that the .
findings of different observers differ even under.unlform

- testing conditions. Our rejection ofIShoémaker's pt0pos;l
rather means that we should accept a mentalistic construal
of temembering as opp&sed to a behavioral one.

What is wrong with a behavioral analysis of remembering

FO

in particular, and mental life in general, is that "there
is mo moncircular way to specify the relevant dispositions"
As Gilbert Harman has argued, the relevant diSposition§ are
dispositions to act in certain ways given certain situations,
but these situations include beliefs about the situation |
and desires concerning it.. What a personﬂwill do if he
bites his lip will depend on whom he believes is watching
and what desires he has about his relationship to the
watchers. However, beliefs are dispositions to act in'
certain ways given certain desires, and desires are.di5posi-
tions to act in certain ways given certain beliefs. A
belief that the temperature will drop to zero degrees will

be manifested in the wearing of an overcoat only in the

\ :



presefice of a desire not to get cold; .and a desire to stop”

-

smoking will manifest itself in acts that lead to a ces-

sation of smoking only if one believes that threse acts will

—

thelp one to -'stop smoKing, . Therefore, it is argued that

there is no noncirEular.#éy to specify the relevant diSpO-‘
sitions;in.behavioral ;qrﬁsg “

. In a similar vein, Jerry Fodor argues éﬁgé'it is
"highly unlikely ‘that mental causes can be identified with
behavioral dispositions, since thé antecedents”of many
ﬁufative;y'behavioral hypotheticals turp ?ut to contain_
mentalistic vocabulary ineliminably.”27'AccorQing to Fodor
mental causes have their overt effects in virtue of their .
}nteraction with one another, and'behaviorism cannot provide
a satisfdctory analysis of the interaction among mental

states. For example, a disposition to take an antihistamine

wili only become manifest Qhen one has a'cold éf i% is r

accompanied by~many other mental states: thE'dégir; td-get -
. . iy

+id of a cold, the belief that a cold exists, the belief

that the antihistamine Qill lead to & reduction of the cold,

the belief that it is not immoral to take antihistamines when e

one has a cold, and so on. quor argues that such beliefs

must be operative as causal agents contributing to the

production of the behavioral effect. Behaviorism in other

words, cannot provide a satisfactory analysig of mental etiol-
. ) 0y o

ogies which arejoperative in producing a certain behavioral effect.
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There is one final argument which bears -directly upon_'
Shoemaker"$\yiew about the occurrent aﬁd nonoccurrent uses
of the word 'remember'. If éhe distinction between these
two uses of the word 'remember' merely reflects the difference
between remembering and the ability té reme@berdﬂfhen there i
-~are certain considerations which would s@ggest that we
should not accept a behavioral analysis of remembering. As
C. B. Martin and Max Deutscher claim, an understanding of
the ability to remember is immediately dépendqnt upon an
understanding of the a;tual occurrences of remembefing.
There are two reasons for thinﬁing that this argument is
‘basiQ§lly sound. First, if Shoemaker's claim were correct,
then it follows that it would be extremelf_diffecult'(if not *
impossible) to acquire an understanding of the retrieval
processes iﬁvolved in remembering something. We know that
there are various mnemonic techniques which some people use
to retrieve information from menory. And we alsc know that
memory often'involves the use of agtive, reconstructive
processes to retrievg‘information. But if, as Shecemaker
ﬁciaims, we were to concentrate our attention on dispositions
to remember, we forgo any opportunity to study the retrieval
processes, because the<retriéva1 of information from memory

is a mental process. That is, these processes cannot be

mére dispositions to behave in certain ways. Second, if
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we interpret the notion—of ""actual occurrences of

rememberlng"rto 1nclude(;he entire memory process, we would

’

be in a position to study the processes that occur at the -
time of the encoding of ‘information. That is, we would be
in a position to itudy the vgrious-forms.of information

elaboratjon which are uked in the transfer of information

. -

L -
from short term memory to long terﬂ?mgmory. But if we were

to accepf,a behavioral analysis of remembering, then we

_ . AN
. PR 4
would not be in a position to study the processes that occur

at the time of encoding of information. We know, for
-1

example, that information is often maintained and transferred

from short term.memory to long term memory by variolus control
b 28

processes llke rehearsal and the use of mnemonic technlques

Therefore, I, malntaln that we should reject Shoemaker s

proposal for a Qﬁhavioral‘cons rual of remembering, because

- it is.not a helpful fesearch tool for studying the complex
processes inﬁolved in remembering the occurrence of certain
past events. Furthermore, I maintain that it is correct to
assert that memory and perception are analogous, because
both are analyzable as mental processes. |

Let us now turn ‘our attentlon to the type of psychelo-

gical theory which has been implicitly assumed throughout
this discuss*ion ;X\

mental procegsses, namely the cognitive )

approach‘to the psychological aspects of remembering.,

~
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Sgﬁ$ion 3: The Computational View of Mental Processes
M )

. “ - In the preihgégng section I argued that a behavioral -

analysis of_rememberiqggis unsat?sfactory because, it fails
to provide an adequate analysis of the mental processes

which are operative in préducing behévio:al effects, I,

suggested that weishqg;d instead accept a mentalistic ana- °

lysis of remembering. ~In this section I explain what is »

meant by a mentalistic aﬁa1y5i§hdf remembering by providing

‘21 account of the underlying psycholoéy which characterizes -

this type of énalysis. That is, I consider the assumptions

of a cognifive apﬁroach to questions pertaining to the
psychology of rememberiné the occurrence of a past evénm.

. ’ Oné‘of‘the first things to be noted about cognitive
psychology is that remembering is only one among many .
cognitive processes.‘.Actording to cognitive psychologists
percep;ion, problem-solving, retention,'recall, etc., are
processes by whicb seﬁgory information is transformed,
elabbrated; séore&, recovered and used. Remembering, like
any other cognitive phenomenen, referg to various stgges

~
of cognition. Unlike behaviorism which assumes that a
human‘being's behavior should be expléined only iﬁ'terms of
observable variablég, the cdﬁtemporary éognifive psychologist
embraces mentalism. As\some psychelogists have noted,

previbusly forbidden mentalistic _toR}cs like imagery, thought,

. .29
and consciousness are now respectable-topics of conversation.
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.In order to get a clearter ﬁicture of the géheral

characteristics of cognitive psychology and its relationship

to remembering, let us consider the question of the Telation .

between a human being and a computer. An understandtfg of

this relation proves fruitful, because--- as we shall see --

.

cognitive processes like remembering and percelving are very
much like the programé which control computer function.

According to Fodor mental processes are computational;

t

that is, the mind is assumed to be a kind of computer.
- .

There is a working memory Corresponding to a tape, and there

are capacities for scanning and altering the contents of the

memory cbrresponding to the operations of reading and writing

.on tape. We might say that the way a program works inside

a computer is analogous to the way the mind works inside the
brain. hdt, we must be careful in ouf'interp;%iation of this
analogy. .That is, the analogy\zéhld either be intefpreted

n "hardwa}e” te{ms or "software'" terms. Thus, when we

claim that there is'an analogy between %uman beings and
‘computers, does this mean that the cognitive psychologist

ig interested in the hardware*aqucts of the analogy or the
software aspects? According to Neisser the psychologist

who wants to understand humaﬁ/;ognltlon is 1nterested in

“how a computer has, been programmed % 'If the program stores

and reuses information, the cognitive psychologist wants to

-

Y

{
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know by what routines‘br procedures this.was done. Just
as the computer theorist ignores questions about the
"hardware" of the computef, e.g., whefhe{ his partucuiér
computer stores information in magnetic cones or in thin
film, the cognitive psycho;ogigt ignores que;tions about
how information might be‘pﬂ&sicairy embodied in phe brain.
In computer science, it is irrelevant what physical pro-
cesses -- eleﬁtromagnetic, electronic or whatever --
‘accomplish the manipulation of the program; the sar
program can be run on almost anx.computer regarddless. of
differences iﬂ physical structure. And likewis;vin cogniti&e
psychology, it would not help the psychologist toc know that
memory is carried by DNA rather than some other medium. It
would, therefore, be more correct to interpret the analogy
between human beings and computers as an analggykwﬁich
‘ 1

holds at the program level rather than the hardware level.
Thus, when we claim that the way a program works inside a
computer is similar to the way the mind works inside the
brain, we assume no similarity between computer and brain
at the "hardware" level, only similarity in their capa-
cities for executiﬁg and organizing information processing.

Now if we agfee that cognitive processes are analogous
toc programs which opefate computers, then it should be clear

that the program is not a‘machine. It is a series of
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instructions for dealing with symbols. Hence, the “
cognitive- psychologist will accept a "computational view
of mind". |
The computational view of mind asserts that mental

précesses are comput_ational.32 They aregjormed dpeqations
defined on‘mental'reﬁ?e;entation( In order to explain what
this'means, I will @escribe what is meant by tﬁe noticn of
a mentél répresentatioﬁ, Then I will point out some
impértant consequences which follow froﬁ the computational

-

view, .
According to Zenon W. P}lysh}n mental representaFions
can be underst&od in terms of the way .situations are
.represeﬁtéd in the mind-.33 That 1is, what human beings
. think, believe, want, }nfer and se¢ on. For éxample, to think
that Mary is depressed is to represent Mary in a Certain
way -- as being depressed rather than being happy, moody
or sad. But as Fodor has argued, we cannot represent Mary
as beiﬁg depressed .except as we arg\in sorie relation to a
representation of Mary.34 Not just any r;;resentatidn of
Mary, byt a representation which expreﬁses the proposition
that Mary is depressed. Thus, the typical feature of
mental processes as cognitive psychology studies them is

that all mental processes are operations defined on repre-

sentation.

e
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For example, thinking that Mary is depressea would be
a mental process insofar as thinking is mental. And the
assbciqtedvrepresentation of this - process is the proposition
that Mary is depressed.35 .
I believe that it is interesting to note-that when
~cognitive psychologists study mental processeé, they do not
assume that the subjects of their inve;tiggtions have any
understandiﬁg about the nature of ‘the mental processes under
study. The reason for this assumption, as Fodor has Abted,
is.that’%computational processes are both szmbolichand -
for‘mall”.:r"6 That is to say, "formal operations are the ones
that are Specified‘witﬁout reference to such semantic
properties of representations as...truth, reference and
.‘meanin;:g'”.37 :According to Fodor, the notion of formalify
will have to reﬁ%in intuitive and metaphoric. That is,
we may say that formal operations apply in terms of the
shapes of obéects in their domains. For example, we could
Build a machine that answers questions coﬁcerning football
in the sense that if we typed in "Which national foo£b311
league team wén the most footbali games since the Green
Bay Packers?", it will type out, let us say, ''the Dailas
Cowboys', But we delude ourselves if we'thipk that the

machine is.answering questions about football, or that the

machine is referring to the Dallas Cowboys. The

—
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programmers ﬁay, of course, interpret the machine's output
as a[statement about thé Dallas Cowboys. ‘éut the machine
has no accéss‘to any sort of interpreﬁation. The machine's

functioning is independent of-how its statements are inter-
L]

.preted. It has no idea whether the work it is doing is

-useful or useless, good or bad: It has no opinioné and no
intuitions about the work it is doing. Therefore, tﬁe -
machine (i.e., computer) does not know what it is talking
about; it never understands what it is doing.

We may agree that the computer does not unde;stand what
it is doing, but,would‘it be correct to say Fhat huﬁén beings
do noé have any understanding about the things they do?
Surely, Fodor would agree that he understands what he is
doing when he explicates the computational viéw of mental
processes., Thus, what is.meant by the claim-that cognitive
psychologists” do not assume that people have any under-

standing about what they are doing? The answer to this

question is that semantic notions like truth, reference,

. - . 38
knowledge, etc., are not ;egarded as psychological categories.

Why? Because the formalist view of mental processes as
computational stipulates that the computer (i.e., the mind)
will have no access to any interpretations. In other
words; the cognitive psychologist accepts the computational

view of mind as a research strategy to assist him in

~

Vo]
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studying how the human mind works. ' For example, if my
friend who is always honest, tqlls'me that ﬂe has just been
promoted to vice:president'of a certain bank, then I can
claiﬁ'to remember that my friend has received a promotion.
But if far some,reason my friend has lied to me, then my
memory claim_woﬁld‘not be correct. But ;kis is in no way a
fault ?f my memory. The mechanlsms ‘of nemory have not been
in error, even though my memory claim is ‘not true. Thus,.a
psychologist could study the opérations of my memory without
taklng into account the truth condltlons whlch warrant my
memory cla;;s. Therefore, I contend that the computatlonal
view of mind is the most plau51b1e description of the mature -
of mental processes.. e ;

We may sum up this discussion of mental processes as
follows. According to cognitive psychologists, mental
processes‘a?é defined as fcfmal operations on mental repre-
sentations. These processes have access only to thctformai
propenties of’these representations. They have no ‘access to

; r
the semantic properties of such representations, e.g., the

. property of being true, of having referents or beinge
representations of the environment. Th'e evidence from
cognitive psychology thus provides strong support for the

view thiat remembering should be analyzed .as a mental process.
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Section 4: The Dispositional Analysis of Memory Reconsidered

" The preceeding discuésion of the computatiocnal view of
mind provides us with a framework from which we may proceed
ﬁd.show.the peverty zi dispositional analyses of remembering.
The3prob1em with the claim of philosopherg like Shoemaker
that there is no justification for the view that remembering
is a mental occurrence in the present is that it ignores
the fact that remembering is a complex att1v1ty _Memoyy :
processes are involved in the maintenance‘of inférmatioﬁ,‘
the transfer of information and the retrieval of 1nformat10n.
The d15p051t10na1 analysis of remembering simply fails ;%\
adequately explain the complexity of the human memory

process. Consider the following conceptualization of the

38
human memory system.
»
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One advantage of the comput;tigﬁal view of remembering
as bppoied to the dispositional éna{yszs ié that it provides
us with an 6pportunity‘;o focus our attention upon the com-
plex system of memory processing. We are in a position to
study rnot only the retrieval of infbrmation from memory, but
also the encoding of information into memory. Any analysis
of‘@hat happens when we fémemher should be able to say '
something about how information is transformed iﬁto memoTy,
as well as how information is retrieved from memory. But
this 1is exaétly whatia dispositiépal analysis of memory
cannot do. Consider the followiné ys in which information
is transformed from short term/fé/ziig term memory. And how
it may be retrieved from memory.

}4rst, information in short term memory is assume;\:;

d.40 Rehearsal is a

decay rapidly unless it is reheatse
control process which is used to maintain'inforhatidn in
short term memory and io transfer it to long term memoty.
For example, we know that oncé info}matiqn is in short
term memory it is largely under an individualls control.
Wé can choose w }thef to actively manipulate the informa-
tion to some endibr to discard the information, Consider
the following example, Let-us say a pérson?éeeds to
place a phone call to a certain airliﬁé to find out

\

when the next plane leaves for Montyeal.' He will probably

-
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look up the number in the telephone book, and retain it
~only long enough to'dial the numberf. But suppose that he
meets someone who attracts him very much at a concert. He
asks her for her phone number. " When he reaches into his
-\pocket for a pen teo wrlte down the ~number, he discovers:

he doesn't have one. ‘He w111 undoubtedly do everythlno'
within his power to permanently store the number in memery.
This might involve saying the number over and over again

to himself’(rehearsal),lér he might try tc impose some

organization on the number to jnclude it into some pre-exist-
L]

ing org?hization.

Rehearsalkplays a major role in the maintenance of
information in short term memory; but if may or may not
result in transfer to long term memory. Sometimes we may
ﬂeed to use some otﬂer sorts of information elaboration
techniques. The farious_mnemonic techniques which were
discussed in Chapter Two are relevant here.

When information finally enters into long term membry,
it stays there until the subject needs to retrieve it.

Information may be retrieved from long term memory by

appeal to certaindretrieval cues, or it may involve a
complex search precess. For instance, it has been argued
that we should concelve of retrieval as an 1nteract10n

betweenrprocesses operating at input- and output time, s0
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that the recall process has the same information>that_was
available at leartning or encoding time.»41 In other words,
the retrieval of a memory trace is better the more cues

present at input time are present at retrieval time. This

42

is known as the principle of encoding specificity. For

example, suppose that someone is presented with a list of

L

words hé knows he will later have to recall, and that at

" input time, the words to be recalled are presented with a

semantic associate. Thus, if the word 'chair' is to be
recalled it might be presented with the word 'table'. At
recall .time when. the person sees the word 'table' he remem-
bers the word 'chair'. In such ways the recall of stored

& . .
information may be aided by retrieval cues which are presented ’

" at encoding and recall time.

Often, however, the retrieval of information will

.

involve the use of active, reconstructive processes which
often have the earmarks of finding a solution to a problem.
Consider the follow1ng questlon "Where were you at

2:00 p. m. on the first Uednesday of December, six years
ago?" The person might respond as follows:

1. Well, six years ago, I was a graduate student
in college.
2. This was the fall semester. -
3. Was I in school? Of course, the semester
didn't end until mid-December.
4. Did I have any classes at 2:00 p.m.? No,
All of my classes were elther in the morning
or late afternoon.
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: -, 5. So I might have been in the library.' Wait
a minute. I always went swimming on Wednesday
afternoons before class. »
As in this example, much of our memory for past
personal events is the product of a very elaborate recon-
struction process. We use stored information in an attempt
to reconstruct that which we want to remember. We will
have more to say about the.reconstructive nature of remember-
ing.in the section ﬁelow. But the point which I want to
emphasize at gresent is that remembering is a highly |
complex’ phenomenon, which the dispositional analysis of
remembering cannot capture. An énalysis of what happens
when ﬁe remenber cannot be sufficiently explained Ey an
appeal only to the output of what we claim to remember. The
human memory system is too_eomplei to be adequately described
in purely dispositional terms.
I have argued in this chapter that we should reject
Ryle's claim that it is a mistake to assume that memory is
_analogous to perception. I have also argued that both memory
and pérception should behanalyzéd as sources of information
rather than of knowledge. But there is quite a lot of
discuésion which is needed before we are able to pass from
an analysis of remembering to questions about the justifi-
cation of memory. When we claim thaé we feconstruct our

memories on the basis of memory traces, something needs to

”~
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be said by way of answer to the question, "What are traces?".
Do traces continuously exist in bur‘ﬁinds like a flow of
electricity in wire? Do traces haye a one-to-one corre-
spondence to the event remembered? Are traces-the |

mechanism which link past events to subsequent rememberings?

«

. 1
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CHAPTER IV
~ THE RETENTION OF ‘KNOWLEDGE

-

L]
In the previous chapters I have tried to provide an e

aﬁalysis of what happens when we remember. I have rejected’
the traditional analysis of memory as well as the view
which seeks to show that memory and perception are disanalo-
gous. In }his chapter I will discuss the view that memory
“should be analyzed as the retention of knowledge. Ve
briefiy referred to this analysis in the last chapte{ in

the discussion of Ryle's criticism of the perceptual analogy.
But our discussion of Ryle's c#iticism dealt primarily

with the perceptual analogy rather than the notion of
retained knowledge. It is now time for us to consider this
view in detail to complete our analysis df what happens

when we remember,

~ Section 1: Memory and Retention

A result of my discussion of the human memory system
in the;}ast chapter was that the processing of‘memory
information is a complex phenomenon. There are processes
involved in the maintenance pf information, the trgnsfer
of information and the retrieval of information. But

there are many problems about the retention of information
105

o2
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that need further considgration;‘ When information is
stored over time, does it decay as a function of time alone,
or is the loss-of information a result of interference:by
othef'material and other actifities? What exactly is meant
by the idea of a memory trace? Does the trace have a one-
to-one relation to the original stimulus material? 1In
other words, what are the mechanisms involved in the remem-

brance of some past ev//Ej,/Howeyer, before we can begin to

answer these questions), we must prepare the way by rejecting

the view which asserts that memory thfld be analyzed as the

retention of knowledge.

We have already réjected certain aspects of this. Ve
showed that remembering invoives the operation of mental
processes and that memory and perception are analogous in
certain fundamental respécts.' In other words, since memory
is analogous to perception, it follows that memory, like
perception, is a source of information concerning the occur-
rence of past events. fhat is, since one of the reasons’
which motivate philosophers to accept the retained knowledge
view of memory is based on the assumption that memory is
not analogous to perception, our discussion of this issue
in the preéeding chapter shows that it is a mistake to deny’
that 'memory and perception are analogous. Tkerefore, our

discussion of the perceptual analogy dealt prlmarlly with
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_the reasons ‘'which motivate philosophers to accept the
retained knowledge view of memory'as opposed to én explica-
tion of the notion of retained knowledge itself.

What, then, is meant by the notion of the retention of
knowledge? Briefiy, to séy that remembering inwvelves retain-
ing knowledge is to say that it involves learning something
and not forgetting it. -In other words, the proponents of
tﬁe Tetained knowledge view of memOfifpléue that a person
remembers something if and only if he retains knowledge

previously aéquired. For example,' Norman Malcolm claims that

A person, B, remembers that p if and on}y if
B knows that p because he knew that p.

And David Annis claims that

A person S remembers that h at tj if and only

if there is a prior time,t such that S knaws

that h at t; because he know that h at t.
As the above examples make clear, Ma%colm and Annis believe
that a pérson remembérslsomefhing only if he previously
knew, it. Khowlgdge is a necessary element in their analysis
. of remembering. However, there are some phiIOSOpHers who
object to a use of the notion of knbwledge in the analysis
of memory. Martin and Deutscher have'drgued that soﬁeone
can.remember sbmething without believing that it happene&,

. : . 3
so that present knowledge is not always required.. Moreover,

previous knowledge is not required because someone can be

t
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said. to remember something without having previous khowledge
of-what/he-saw.4 For example, Martin and Deutscher cite
the following case to support their contention:
- Suppose that someone sees something, but thinks
that .he is suffering a hallucination. The
person sees something, but since he does not
accept -that he is seeing it, he fails to gain
the knowledge that it is there in front of
him. Some time later he learns that there had
been nothing at all the matter with him at the
time, and that he had really seen what he thought
he had hallucinated. He is able to give a .
detailed faithful account of what he saw. It
is incorrect to insist that he cannot be
remembering what he saw simply becaus% at
the time he had not beieved his eyes.
On Martin's and Deutscher's view if someone can give a
"detailed and faithful account of what he saw, then he remem-
bers even if he did not have previous knowledge of what he
Saw.
‘ . .

However, Martin's and Deutscher's argument is sometimes
criticized on the grounds that a person can know something
about an incident which he believes not to be occurring or
believes not to.have occurred. Alan Holland provides us
with an example in which someone sees the Loch Ness monster,
but believes that he is suffering from an hallucination
because the situation is so incredible. Holland argues that
although the rememberer believes that it is false that he

is seeing the monster of Loch Ness, it does not follow that

.he does not know what the thing.he experienced was like}6

P’Q.“
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For example, the rememberer could describe the shape of the
monster's head, that it was nobbly and hé could describe
the qolor of its skin or the shape'of its feet. This shbws
that the rememberer can know sometﬁing about an incident
which he believes did not happen. Thus, Holland believes
that we should'reject Martin's and Deutscher's claim that
previoﬁs knowledge is ﬁot a necessary condition of reméﬁbering.

'But I am not convigced that Holland has ptoven his
point. In the above example, I would argue that the remem-
berer cannot descfibelthe shapeé of "the mdnster's_head”,
simgiy because he did not know that the "thing" in front
of him was a monster. He may be able to describe certain
aspects of the "thing", but this is not the same as describing
aspects of the '"monster's head'". Either he knows or he
doesn't'know that the thing in front of him is the Loch Ness . ~
monster's head. And ex hypothesis if previcus knowledge is
required in order to r&member something, then the rememberer
in Holland's example does not rememberrthat the monster's
head was nobbly. Therefore, if'previéus knowledge is
required in corder for us to say that someone remembers some-
thing, then we would have to exclude some obvious cases
of reﬁembering.

I maintain that if we analyze memcry as the retention

of information rather than the retention of knowledge,
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'we will be able to account for a greafer variety of cases
of remembering. For example, if a person sees a wax dummy
and mistakénly believes that hé/segs a living man, then when
he remembers seeing a man we could countenance this as a
case of remembering but not knowledge. It is false that he
saw a man, since what he saw was a wax dummy. But it does

not follow that he is not remembering what he thought he
saw. .
As noted in the last section - of the last chapter, if we N
analyze memory as a source of informatiocn rather than know-
ledge, then we will be able to account for cases of
remembering which have often caused philosophers trouble.
The information which is stored in memory ma& or may ngL be
correct. But knowledge cannot be both correct and incorrect.
Therefore, if previéus knowledge is a necessary con@ition
for remembering, then some very obvious cases of remembering
would remain unaccounted for on a retained knowledge view
of memory.

What, then, is the relationship between memory as a
sou%ce of information, and memory as the retentioh of infor-
mation? When we say that someone has retained some information
in memory, we imply that Be has learned something and not
forgottén it. 1In other words, he has not relearned that '

which he claims to remember. And if we ask what is the
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source'of his information, the obvious answer is his memory.
To put the matter another way, information may be obtained
from a va;iety of sources: newspapers, books, acquaintancés,
articles, and by'word of mouth. And it may also be-ébtained
from memory -- especially information pertaining to évents
from our own personal history. Moreover, 1f we have
retained spme‘inforﬁation in memory, ‘then this implieélthat
we have_nof just relearned that which we claim to remember.
In a word, the information which is retained in memory has
remained stored there until we Tecall it.

But what is the rglation between the étorage (i.?.,
retention) of information and the retrieval of information?

- L}
This will be the main topic of the next section.

o

Section 2: Causation and Memory

How 1is it poséible for us to remember an event which
occurred days or even years ago’ Intuitively, it might seem
plausible to claim that the past event is the cause of our
remembrance of it. For we can remember only what has been a
se;siblq experience in our own lifetime. But if this claim

is intended as an explanation of the mechanisms by which we

remember, then it would not be a plausible explanation. Ve

-~

may agree that past events are causazl agents in the production
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of subsquept rememberings, but di;agree about, the précise
nature of the céusality involved in remembering. Some of
us may believe that past events cause subsequent rememberings
because there is a continuous causal connection_between the
event remembered and the memory of it. Others may believe
that there need be no continuous causal connection between
the past event and the memory of it on the grounds that™sast
events can cause subsequent rememberings without the inter-
vention of a continuous causal mediator,

In this section I argue that traces are the causal
agents by which past . events are linked to the subsequent
rememberings. I also argue that the prevailing arguments
against the postulation of traces arise from certain concep-
tual blunders about the type of entities which may be
accepted as explanatory concepts.

' According to the trace theory of memory we are able to
remember the occurrence of a past event‘because our experience
of the event produces a trace.of it in our brains. The
trace is a structural analogue of the perceived event, and
it persists in us for some time after the termination of the
experience. Upon the occurrence of the tight sort of |
stimulation the trace is activated, and thereby produces a

. . 7
memory response (see the illustration below).

“
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The conception of traces as structural analogue§.3?~the

\\\\\Qvent remembered has a long history in philo§0phica1 writings
about memory. According to Deborah Rosen, "thé‘sttuctural'
concept of the trace originated with Plato”,8 who likened
memoTy to a print of a coin in wax.' It continues in the
British emﬁiricist tradition of Locke and Hume who variously

describe the trace Qi%;&iépy’ an imprint or impression of a

sensory experience. it finds one contemporary manis-

festation in Martin and Deutscher's reference to memory as.

-
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énalogous to the grooves in a phonograph record. However,
in tecent psychological theories,lthe memory process 1is
conceived as analogous'to information pf%cessing machinés
like computers, rézﬁexmthan to wax tablets. But in spite of
the differences between zﬁégeﬁtwo modejps. of memory traces,.
all trace theories assume the notion of an internal repre-
sentation of the event.

The.contemporary debate about the adequacy of postulating
traces takes place on two main fronts. On_thé first front
there are some philosophers wholafgue that fhevpostulation of
traces is "purely gratuitouﬁ“\i\b cause they have not been
shown to exist. For them,-a continuous causal link between
the initial experience and the memoTy of'it is not required
to explain how past eéents caﬁicau§e subsequent remembexings.
On the.setond front, there are those who believe that the

notion of traces as structhral analogues is dispensable.l0

of traces can be vindicated without

ces are structural analogues of past

For them, the postulatio

having to explain why tr
) \

events. Let us, therefo e, direct our attention tc the

quesg}pn‘of the adequ of postulating traces as the
continuous causal lin etween the event remembered and our
memory of it.

Accor&ing to contefporary trace theorists like Martin

and Deutscher and Deborah Rosen, traces are an indispensabte

Vs
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element of memory. It is reqﬁired by the "principle of
spatio-temporal continuity"_,11 which holds ‘that there can be
no direct causes remQte in space or tdme.. The assﬁmpfion
which underlies this,hxpothesis is that the postﬁlation of
memory traces is the only way that werdan exblaih how a -past
experience can cause us tb‘have a.memory of it. How, it is
asked, can a past eXperience'of éométhing'cause us to have a
ﬁ%mofy of it_if there is no causal link between the original
experience and the memory of it? If there is no continuous
causal link betwegn an experience aﬁg the memor& of‘it,.then}ﬂ
lue would be in a position of having to affirm that action at'
a distance is feasible.. A whisper in Atlinta cannot cause
tﬁe collapse of the Eiffel Tower. Nor can a fist:blow to a
giant redwood tree foday.cause it to fall a year from now:
In a similar spirit, we posit a memory trace to span the gap
between ‘an experience and its subsequently being iemembe;ed.
Sﬁch_traces provide for the continuous causal link between an
experience and the ﬁémory of it.

,One objection that is raised against'the postulationwf
traces is that siﬁbé'ﬁemory traces are neurophysiological
phenomena,.neither.phi1050pher5 nor psychologists are especially
qualified to discuss ;he idea.- , But Martin and'Deﬁtscher
justifiabiy counter this objection by noting that we can

understand the general requirements of a memory trace, even

S
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though'we have no specific knowledge of the neurophysiological

characteristics of the trace.12

On their view, the‘idea of

a memory trace can be described by comparing a memory to a

print of a coin in wax or the grooves in a phonograph

record. But although Martin's and Deutscher's reply is

reasonable,>it is somewhat,misleéding. For, as we will see

in the following passages, traces are not structural ana-

logues. They need not be isomorphic with remembered events.
We can strengthen Martin and Deutscher's counter to the

claim that an understanding of neurophysiology ié required

. to talk about the role of traees in our remembrance of things

past by noting a line of argument used by Neisser. Acebrding

to Neisser, . |

...no one woﬁld dispute that]human beings store

a great deal of information about their past

experiences, and it seems obvious that this

information must be physically embodied .
somewhere in the brain. '

But even if it is true, as Neisser has noted, fhat the
complex molecules of the DNA and RNA are the substrate of
meﬁory, this hypothesis is onl#\marginally relevant to the
psychological question. Neither psychologists nor philoso-
phers are concerned about whether memory is carried'by the
DNA és opposed to some other medium. The philosopher and
the psychologist‘want to "understand its utilization; not

14

its incarnation.” Therefore, even if it is correct to
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conceive of traces as neural processes whkch link past
events to subsequent rememberings, it does not follow that
an appeal to traces as explanatory constructs in philosophy
or psychology requires a specific understanding of thé complex
neural activity invélved in remembering. Therefore, I
maintain that we can understand the requirements of a memory
trace (at least for our purposes) without an understanding
of neurophysiology. |

But even if we agree that the requirements of a memory
trace can be understood without recourse to an understanding
of neurophysiology, there are still other arguments which
are put forth to cast doubt upon the postulation of traces.
Norman Malcolm, for example, has argued that our everyday
verification of wEether some ‘person does or does not remenm-
ber are not bound up with any questions about what is or is
not going on in his brain.15 Yowever, although it may be
true that the justification of a person's tlgim to remember
‘does not involve a reference to any causal chain of events
pfeceding the remembering, it does not follow that thF postﬁ-
lation of traces is not required in an analysis of remembering.
These are two different issues. It is possible that memory
traces are causally necessary for remembering although the
justification'of a person's memory claim may not involve

a reference to what is going on inside his brain. People
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may, for example, understand that'dialing a telephone makes
the telephone ring at the other end because there is some
process linking their action with the ringing of the phone,
but they have little or no idea of what that process is.
Likewise, people may be ableAto determine whether a person’s
. memory claim is veridical without having any detailed
knowledge about what goes on inside the person's brain.
Therefore, any attempt to link the justification of memory
claims to the inadequacy of postulating traces in the
analysis of what happens when we remember is mistaken.

When Malcolm argues that memorf has nothing to do'with
continuous processes of retention, he-may well be.right
about the justification of memory, but he is surely wrong
about its analysis. Psychologists like Ulric Neisser
assert that the proponents of the postulation of memory
traces isgcorrect because nc one can diépute the fact that
information about the past is somehow stored and preserved
for subsequéﬁ§ use. In Neiséer‘s words, 'today's experience
must leave some sort of trace behind if it is to influence
tomorrow's construction".16 But the opponents of the
trace theory of memo;y-have serious reservations about the

validity of the claim that today's experience ''must" leave

some sort of trace behind, Bertrand Pussell and John Heil

N
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believe that the postulatioﬁ of traces is ”gratuitous",lT
and Malcolm’believes that the trace theory is incof;;erent.18
I, however, do not accept their arguments.

When Russell and Heil claim that memory tréces are
'gratuitous entities, what they mean is that there is no
empirical evidence to support their existence. &races ére
‘not entities or processes that 'neural surgeons have encoun-
tered in their 0perétions on the brain in the way that
dentists encounter cavities. The trace is a "theoretical
construct™; in Pussell's words, "it is...invoked for
theoretical uses, and not an outcome of direct observation.”19
Similarly, Heil asserts that "if traces exist, they must be
shown to exist and not siﬁply postulated to shore up some
philosophical theory of causality" 20

Russell’s reluctance to accept traces is a result of his
belief that the then ”present state of physiology" 21 does
not warrant the postulation of traces. He believes that
it is quite likely that traces of some form will be discovered
once we know more about the brain. But he feels that the
preseﬁt state of knowledge does not support the belief in
the existence éf traces. However, I do not share Russell's
reluctance in affirming belief in the existence of traces.

The postulation of traces is no more gratuitous than the

postulation of atoms, electrons and neutrons which are \
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‘postulated to account for physical phenomena, Pof example,
the physical sciences have a long history of invénting
theories which are designed to ekplain a systen df uni-
formities by construing the phenomena in question aé
ma;ifestations_of entities and processes thathlie béhind or
‘beneath them. The corpuscular and wave theories of light
offer accounts of the nature of light in terms of certain
underlying processes. (For instance, the corpuscular

* 1

theory asserts that light consists of transverse wave propa-
gated in an elastic medium, the Ether, while the wave theor;
‘asserts that light consists of extemely small particles
travelling at high velocity.) The kinetic theory of gases
offers explanations for a wiée variety of empirically
estabiished regularities by construing them as macroscopic
manifestations of statistical regularities in the underlying
molecular and atémic phenomeﬁ;. These two examples show
that hypothetic%i entities are postulated because they are
powerful and fruitful for organizing empirical uniformities.
Wwe should not conclude that traces do not exist simply
because they are theoretical constructs. Quarks, charm
particles, etc,, are theoretical cénstructs, but we éssume
téey exist. 1In a similar vein, I believe that the ﬁostulation

of traces is perfectly appropriate on scientific grounds.

If the postulation of unobserved entities is legitinate

N

.
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in the physical scienées, t@en why not in psychology or
philosophy? Why deny that theories of humaﬁ memory --
like informafion pfocessing theories -- may employ unobserved
ehtities (symbols) and unobserved proceéses -- element;;y
information processes in order to account for our ability
to reﬁember past events? |

Equally we should reject the view that the type of
causation involved in memory is mnenic cagsation, i.e.,
causation across a spatio-temporal gap. This is the view
held b;‘Malcomm, Russell and David Annis. Malcolm has

asserted that "mnemic causation...is the kiné of causation

. . 22 )
that is present in memory"; Russell asserts that '"mnemic

.

causation maybe the ultimate explanation of mnemic phenomena' .~

~

And Annis claims that "mnemic causation allows for causation

across a spatio-temporal gaﬁ”.z4 In order for me to vindicate

myfgontention that we should not accept the hypothesis of

mnemic causaticn, I explain what is meant by the notion of

a mnemic phenomenon, then I consider mﬂemic causation, and

finally I show why this view of memory should be rejected.
Russell provides a good example of mnemic phenomena in

cﬁis book The Analysis of Mind:25

...you smell peat-smoke, and you recall some
occasion when you smelt it before. The cause
of your recollection, so far as hitherto
observable phenomena are concerned, consists
both of the peat-smoke (present stimulus)
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and of the former occasion (past experience).
"The same stimulus will not produce the same
recollection in another man who did not share
your former experience although the former
experience left no observable traces in the
structure of the brain. According to the maxim
"same cause, same effect'', we cannot therefore
regard the peat-smoke alone as the cause of
your recollection, since it does not have the
> same effect in other cases. The cause of your
recollection must be both the peat-smoke and
the past occurrence. Accordingly your recol-
lection is an instance of what we are calling
"mnemic phenomena'.
In the preceding example, a person's recollection of a past
event is said to be a mnemic phenomenons The phenomenon--
that is, the recollection -- is\tjjsed by the present

“ stimulus and the past occurrence¥’ Annis and Malcolm'alsé'
provide simfiar examples. Annis asks us to supﬁose that a
man has a fight with.his wife and an hour later when he
asks for the newpaper, she speaks sharply to him. The
argument they had caused her to speak sﬁarply tb him. It

is what explains her behavior.27

Malcolm provides a similar
example. He asks us to suppose that someone stoops to pick
up a rock from his lawn and sees a nearby dog rush away at
top speed with his tail betwéen his legs. Undoubtedly,
someone had previoﬁsly thrown rocks at the dog and this is
what caused him to run in fright when the person.stooped to
pick‘up a rock.28 According to Annis and Malcolm, in

* ! -
neither of these cases are traces appealed to in order to

explain a person's behavior.
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I belie&e that the explicationiof mnemic.phenomena as ;
recollection which is caused'by-a present stimulus and a
past occurrence is prima facie sound. If we smell barbecue
it'may remind us of .a prior occasion in which we tasted
barbecue, The present stimulus (smelling q ‘ecué) causes
‘us to remember eating barbecue on some prionNoccasion. If
we had never eaten dr smelled barbeﬁue before, then it 1is
doubtful that the present stimulus: will produce a recollection
of smelling barbecue. But this cannot be the total explana-
tion for the occurrence of the recollection.. Nor does it
show the tracé theory to be mistaken.

There is evidence from neurophysiology which corroborates
the belief in the existence of traces. Thé nature of this
evidence is derived from certain experimenfs concerned with
the consolidation of an experience. For example, our ability
to remember past events when suitably stimulated depends not
only on the present stimulus and the past event, but also
uponAthe consolidation of an experience.29 The idea of
consolidation refers to a sequence of solidifying events
which occur during the formation of a permanent memory. This
idea is usually refefred to as the ‘consolidation hypoébesis.
For example, just as gelatin solidifies as a result of the

chemical reactions in the solution, the memory representation

is assumed to become firmer with the occurrence of certain

-
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events within the mervoué system. The relevance of the idea
of consolidation to the issue of the causation of a memory
response is that the ﬁemory representation is assumed to be
a memory trace. The main evidence for the consolidation
theory of memory comes from studies of disturbing or trauma-
I
tizing the brain shortly after registration of an experience.
" In theory, this disruption should prevent consolidation of
neural analfgues of the memory, so no learning should take
place. Neurophysiclogical experiments have corroborated
this hypothesis. Neurophysiologists who trainea”rats_in an
avoidance task and administered electroconvulsive shock
shortly after a learning trial,foﬁnd that learniﬁg was
retarded in those rates that received ECS shortly after each
trial.>’ ' ‘ .

Irtonically, Russell was aware of the earlier results
of research involving the consclidation hypothesis. In
Russell's words, ''mo doubt physiology, especially the
disturbances of memory through lesiqns in the brain, affords
grounds for this hYpéihesis".Sl But he felt that the
current state of research did not warrant his acceptance of
the consolidation hypothesis. Howevér, it now seems reason-
able to assume thag\fhe consolidation hypothesis has been

verified, so there is 2o good reason why we should not

accept it. Our memory of a past event is mediated by traces
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which are the niechanisms which link past events to subs€quent

rememberings. In other words, if there were no traces

‘'which linked past events to present rememberings, tlien it

would be plausible to c¢laim that electroconvulsive shocks
should not result'in a loss of memory. But this is a mistake.
Electroconvulsive shocks do result in a.loss of memory,
because they interfere with the consolidation of the memory
trace. Indeed, if we do not accept the existeﬁce of traces,
there seems to be no way that we can account for the reten-
tion of experience orT learning; Therefore, I maintain that
memory traces are the mgchanisms which link past events to

subsequent rememberings.

Section 3: Representation and Memory

As noted earlier, memory traces link past events to
subsequent rememberings by being a sfructural ana;ogue oT
representation of the event remembered. Since we have just
dealt with the issue of traces as causal links between past
events and présent rememberings, we will focus our attention
in-this section on the issue of traces as representations
of past events.

It is important when discussing this issue to note that
although all trace theorists agree that traces are the

mechanisms which link past events to subsequent rememberings,



126

they disagree over whether traces ére representations.
Deborah Rosen, for exaﬁple, is a trace theorist who believes:
that ”Fhe trace theorist, while committed to certain causal
notions, is not, or least need not be, committed to the
notion of structural analogy or representation.”32 .By
contrast, Martin and Deutscher believe that the trace theorist
is cémmitted to the notion of traces as representations of
past events. In their words, ''somebody may have observed
an. event, but unless he is recounting it to himself, telling
others or in some way representing it, then, roughly speaking,
he is mot remembering that event."33 My own view about
this issue is that Martin and Deutscher are correct: Rosen
is;incorrect in her assessment of the reprﬁsgqtationalc
chardcter of memory traces. B

In my view, Rosen is mistéken when she claims that a
trace theorist can base his case for traces merely upon the
principly of spatio—iemporal contiguity which holds that
there can be no direct causes remote in space and time. In
the first place, it is highly unlikely that a trace theorist
can make a case for the postulation of traces without being
committed to the notion of traces as represgntations of
past evepté. In information processing terms, we know that

once information enters the organism, it is coded and

stored. From this point of view, the memory trace is the



127

internal representation of the specific information stored
in memory. If the information is-stored”in short term
memory, it will be represented both verbally and visually,
and if it is stored in long term memory, it will be repre-
sented either visually or semantically.;54 Posen is aware
of the fact that "in recent psychological theories, the
memory process ig conceived as'analogous...to dynamical -
informaiion-processing machines like computers”.-35 But if
she is aware of this fact, how can she argue that trace
theorisfs»can gét along without the notion of representation?

The answer to this question is that she believes that
the notion of representation is not a crucial one for the
trace theorist. On her view, the trace theorist can make
a case for the postulation of traces by considering the
fact that it is required by the principle of spatio-temporal
contiguity. That is, the principle of spatio-temporal con-
tiguity is the minimal assumption necessary to argue for
the validity of the trace theory.36

I suggest that the reason why Rosen believes this is
that she seems to accept Malcolm's criticism of the notion
of representations. She asserts that Malcolm 'has argued
against any theory in which the trace or engram is explicated

37 Therefore, she believes

as a neural representation”.
that although the notion of representation is an important

one, it is not a crucial one for the trace theorist.
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However, it seems to mé that we cannot separate the
notion of representation from‘the notion of traces. Nor
should we accept Malcglm{s‘argumenfs'against traces as
neural representations. My argumeﬁt for these contentions
is as follows. |
| First, suppose that I ﬁave a party and I askﬂm& guests
to leave behind a trace or 'token" which will enable me to
reco%lect who was at the pﬁrty. Suppose that all of my
guests leave tennis balls, behind. 1In this case I have no

way of telling which balls were left behind by which guests.

" In order to do that a '"token" must not cnly be a deposited

item, but it must be a #epresentational calling card",
something which s%éhdé £8 the person who left it behind.
Likewise, with respect to memory traces. A trace cannot -
simply be a deposited item 1Efthbehind by a particular
learning experience; we must know that tpe t:dce is a causal
product of a particular learning experience rather than any
learning experience whatsoever. The trace cannot be just

a "calling card" or a ''memento" of 2 pasd learning exper;
ience, but it must bez’"representational palling Eard", a
card which stands for a certain past 1earni?g experience.
Thus,‘a trace theorist cannot simply claim fhat'traces‘are
required only to establish a causal-liﬁk b?tween a past
experiéﬁce and our memory of it; he must alsc rgquire that

I“’r'—
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«traces represent a particular past experience so that we can

know that the trace is a resuka‘of this rather thah that
past experience. Therefore, Rosen and others who follow_her

line of reasoning are mistaken when they claim that a trace

theorist can base his case for traces merely upon the prin-.

ciple of spatio-temporal contiguity.

Turning now o Malcolm's argument, we need to note
first that Malcolm argues against the Wew that traces are
ngural representations of past events on the grounds that
we ‘cannot explain what function neural representations have:
at the phenomenological level. Malcolm's argument proceeds
as follows. He 'begins by describing the "prevailing neuro-
logical schema'" of the memory process:

Information is taken in, then stored in a

neural representation that remains in a latent

state; and later this neural reprei;%ﬁation is»

activated by a suitable stimulus.. e

occurrence of an activated .neural repre-

sentation (activated trace) would be the

final effect, at the neural level, in this

three-stage'modg% of the working of a

\ memory process. '

Then Malcolm seeks to determine what effect the activated

trace has at the phenomendlogical level. He doe’s this by
40

considering the following type of situation. He asks us

to suppose that a person named Jones -planted a dogwood tree

in his garden , and that when he finished planting the

tree, he leaned the shovel against the trunk ofanother tree.

N
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Later, Jones's wife asks her three sons, who had seen their
father lean the shovel against the tree, "Where did Daddy
put the shovel?" One son rteplied, "Daddy leaned it against
the tree by fhe dogwoéd”; the second son'pointed at the tree,

-~

and the third son ran to the tree and fetched the shovel
for his mother. . *¥

All three boys notlced what thelr father did with the
shovel, and all three retalned that 1nformat10n. Thus,
Malcolm claims that the same (stTucturally the same, numer-
ically different) neural memory trace should have been
produced in all three, namely the trace tha£ is a represen-
tation of that informatiomn. Furthermbré,'the,trace was
activatéd.By the same stimulus namely their mother's question.
But Malcolm points out that at the phenomenological level,
the effect of the same stimulus as applied to the same trace
was radically different. One boy uttered a sentenqé, ane
‘ poiﬁted, anéther ran and fetched the shovel. The conclﬁsion
which Malcolm adduces from this example is that "we are
“unable to specify the commoﬁ effect of the activatéd trace."

Malcoln does not believe that we can claim that the
activated trace caused a mental representatlon of the fact
that the boys' father leaned a shovel égainst a particular

tree. That is, he holds that the common effect of the

activated trace cannot be a mental representation. His
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primary example for explaining why he holds this is
explicated in terms of whetﬁ;} each of the three boys thought
to himsélf that their father leaned the shovel against the
tree. Accordiﬁg to ﬁalcolm we cannot say that all three
.boys must have thought that their father leaned the shovel
against the tree because we would "depart from the ordinary
criteria for the occurrence of silent tho&ght (normally; the
subject's own subsequent testimony)'.

I believe, however, that we can and should say that
the common effect was that the activated trace proéuced a
mental representation of the fact that their fatﬁer lea@ed a
shovel against a tree. I believe that this is the only:w
way that we can explain their subsequent behavior. The
reason-why one boy utteréd a sentence, and another pointed
and the third ran and fetched the shovel is because they
believed that their father leaned the shovel against the
tree. If they did not, then it would be plausible to claim
that their mother's que;tion could have caused one boy to
say that '"Daddy ate the shovel', another to point to the
sky, and the other to run to the bathhouse. But they did
not do any of these things. th not? The only rational
iexplanafion seems to be that each of them have represented_"
in their minds the fact that their father leaned the shével

against the tree. There are an infinite variety of ways of

—
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showing that one remembers something. We can utter sentences,
point to the-fhings remembered, or do éomething like fetching
a shovel. But what explains these different manifestations
of re@embering is the way situations are represented in the
mind of the remLmbérer. As Z. W. Pylyshyn has claimed,
"It seems overwhelmingly likely that explanations of cogni-

e phenomena will have to appeal to briefs, intentions,

nd the like, because it appears that certain regularities
in human behavior can only be captured in such terms and at

43 g maintain, therefore, that

that level of abstraction'.
we cannot separate the notion of representation from the
notion of traces because it is essential to a trace that it
represent whatever it is a trace of. As a result of this

fact, the trace theorist cannot ignore objections to the

'representational character of traces.

Section 4: Construction and Memory

Up to now I have been ¥rguing that traces are causally
mediating links between past events and subsequent
rememberings. knd I have also argued that traces are repre-
sentations of pasf events. The question which.we now need
to consider is‘whether traces are exact representations of

past events. This question is sometimes formulated in terms

which dépict traces as standing in a cne-to-one relaticnship
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to the event remembered. Just as it is assumed that a print
of a coin in wax stands in a one-to-one rélationship to the
actual coin, it~is often assumed that memory representations
stand in a one-to-one relationship with the event remembered.

But this assumption is incorrect. DMemory representations
need not be in cne-to-one correspondence with the ofiginal
physical stimulus. This is neither necessary nor plausible.
Why not? In the first place we know that cognition is conmn-
structive, and the processes of construction produce the
traces. When we experience some event we do not simply store
a copy of it but we actively integrate it into ouf;complex
memory system. Moreover, when weilater recall the event, we
actively reconstruct the stimulus from all the information
present, including infeormation that may hav; been perceived
after the stimulus. The process of construction can occur
without one-to-one .correspondence. %

For example, certain psycholcgical experiments have
clearly demonstrated how a person's memory of some event can
be influenced by information perceived after the initial
event. Reynolds an& Flagg have reported\fhat in one experi-
ment subjects were shown a short film of é multi-car traffic
accident.¢4 Later some of the subject§ were asked, "Did
you see a broken headlight?", while others were asked, "Did

you see the broken headlight?" which assumes that there was
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a broken headlight. But in fact there was no broken
headllght. Hewever, twice as many. pe0p1e in the '"the"
group as compared.to people in the "a" group felt there was
a broken headlight. In another experiment, to determine if
verbal labels could influence the subjecté' judgements about
the speed of the cars, one group was asked, "About how fast
were the cars going when they smashed into each other?";
while the other group was asked, ”Abéut how fast were thel
cars going when they hit each other?". The group which was
asked the ''smashed" question gave estimates 20 percent
higher than those who were asked the "hit'" question. 45
This variation shows . that some individuals did not have
a represenyation with the appropriate one-to-one corre-
spondence with the past event.

What is interesting about these experiments is that a
person's memecry actually undergoe§ a chanée as a result of
information perceived after the initial stimulus. For
example, the subjects who were asked the "smashed" and "hit"
questions were later -- a week later -- asked a new set of
questions, one of which concerned the presence of broken
glass in the film. The subjects who were asked tﬁe "smash"
questibns were twice as likely to report brdken glass as
opposed to those who were asked the "hit" questions. The

‘conclusion which is deduced from this is that presuppositions
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of the "smash" question was integrated into the subject's
memory causing an impression of a_severe crash. And since
. broken glass is more likely to occur during a severe crash,
the subjects were prone to remember the broken glass. I
maintain, therefore, that the most plausible conception ofk
traces as representations cf past events is this: traces
are representations of pfior processes of construction.’ In
other words, we store traces of earlier constructive acts
rather than traces which are exact copies of prior events.
In order to get a better understanding of the reason

why traces are not cne-to-one representations of earlier
events we need to consider the role of schemata in the
recall of original experiences. To begin, schemata may be
thought of as frames of reference in which the recall of
original experiences are organized. Bartlett has described
the notion of schemata as it relates to remembering as
follows: ! -
[R]emembering is not the re-excitdtion of
innumerable fixed, lifeless and fragmentary
traces. It is an imaginative reconstruction,
or construction, built out of the relation of
our attitude towards a whole active mass of
-Szganised past reactions or experience, and to

ittle outstanding detail which commonly '
appears in-image or in language form., It is
thus hardly ever really exact, even in the ,.
most rudimentary cases of rote recaptulation.

The phrase '"a whole active mass of organised past reactions

or experience"47 is used by Bartlett to refer to the notion
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of schemata. In other words, schemata are what may be
called "cognitive structures",48 i.e., "non-specific but_

organized representations of prior*experiencas“.49

Qur
understanding of American history, .our feel for riding a
bicycle, our grasp of the surrounding environment are all
the result of a -great number of individual experiences. But
they do not reflect these expe&iencps separately. We can
easily forget the occasions on whicﬁ we learned haw local
streets are oriented, what the Sbanish-Americqn War'was -
fought about, how gears are shifted, but these experiences
leave a.residue behind. These organized representations of
prior experiences are what we call cognitive‘structureg.‘
When we recall some past event we do so by reference

to these background structures. For example, when I try to

recall my first day as a Peace Corps volunteer, I do so by

" means of complex frames of reference and arrays of informa-

tion about that_day: the geography of the country I served
in, the hospitality of the natives, myself gs'a young man,
my understanding cf the Peace Corps, and so on. I used |
these schemata to-help facilitate my recall. In other
words, the vast arrays of information that' are used are
not simply revived; they are rather, used as information in

the construction of my memory.

It is now easy to see why traces are not one-to-one
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representations of original experiences. Since the schemata
or cognltlve structures which are ‘used in the recall of
information will consist of such things as our understanding
or feel for something, they will invariably result in a
certain degree of attentlon of the orlglnal experlence. In
short, traces are 1nterest determined. 50 For example, |
recall Barlett's story of the War of the Ghosts, in which .
the Indian is dying and a "black thing" comes out of his
mouth, seen as the Indian's soul by the Indians and as blood
by the British, Or recali?from Chapter Two Sterling Brown's
poem about an old woman who recalls ihe activities of Nat
Turner. Her version of what really happened is the result
of her own schemata which have influenced her recall of
Nat Turner's activities. The only plausible conclusion
which we may deduce from this discussion of the role of
schemata in remembering is constructive. That is, a
person recreates the event remembered at test time in terms

'
6f his or her own conception of the world.

Therefore, I maintain that traces are representatlons
of prior processes of construction which are used as sources
of 1nformat10n in the reconstructlon of past events, Our
perception of events is constructlve and we store these

processes of construction. Moreover, the recall of these

prior processes of construction is constructive also. We
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use the information -- traces -- stored in memory to

+

‘reconstruct our memories of things past. In short, memory -

should be analyzed as a constructive process.



CHAPTER V A
THE GENERAL TRUSTWORTHINESS OF MEMORY .

' In a classical paper concerning the epistemological
status of memory Richard Brandt draws a distinction between
the ep15temolog1ca1 question of the trustworthlness of
memory and tﬁe'psybhological question of the. nature of
remembering. According to Brandt the epistemological ques-
tion is about the ju\tification there is for relying on
memory, whereas the psychological qnestion is about what
happens in our minds or brains when we re‘xﬁember.1 That
there is a difference between these two questions‘can be
easily seen by considering the fact that the ;ruth_of a
memory assertion is not logically dependent upon tpe norkings
of the memory process For example, a person may be told |
something false, so naturally he cannot be said to remember
that -it was the case. But this would not suggestva failure
of memory on his part; he can be said to'%emember what he
was told, whether it was true or false. Therefore, even
tnough we have given 5 good descriptien of the memory pro-
cess, wWe must not hastily conclude that we have also given
an account of the reasons which warrant our confidence in
relying upon memory as a eource of information about the
occurrence of past events.

139
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It‘might appear that there is really no preblem abéut
justifying our claims to remember events from our past
history.. We believe that there are certain widely accepted
methods of memory verification. We may choose .to corroborate
the veracity of a memory claim by appeal‘to entries in our
diaries—or journals, the testimoy of other persons, the
cohereﬁce of one memory with others, or the existence of
independent evidence. If‘I claim to remember eating eggs
for breakfast this morning, and my wife tells me that I did
eét eggs because she cooked them for me, then this would be
taken as verification of the'véracity of my memory claim.
Likewisé, if someone claims to remember meeting a former
student at a local philosophy association meeting, records
this information in his journal, theﬁ an appéal'té the entry
in his journal might be accepted as evidence in support of
the person's memory claim.
| However, there are certain arguments in the philosophical
literature which cast doubt upon ihe legitimacy of an appeal,
to certain widely accepted methods of memory verification. )
It may be argued that an appeal to written documents like
diaries beg the question, because one must assume that ink-
marks retain a more or less constant shape for long periods

s .. . 2
of time, and this information can only come from memory.

That is, we remember that on past particular occasions that
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ink-marks have always retained their shape; therefore |
ink-marks retain a more or less constaht.shape over long ’
periods 6f time. Ltkewise,'an anﬁeal to the testimony of
other persons also begs’ the questlon because justified
acceptance of testimony depends upon the Teliability of the
menory of those whose testimony 1t=1s. Moreover, it is
essential that there be some basis on which the credibility
of another person's report can be assessed, and this will
involve a reference to past-experiences of receiving such
reports and finding them reliable, infotmation that can only
come from memory. Thus, it would seem that we cannot

appeal to the testimony. of other persons or to written

documents to corroborate our memories without assuming what

‘we are trying to prove. That is, we can only be sure that

memory is a reliable indicator of the event 1t purports to
be a memoTy of if we have already assumed that memory is
a reliable indicator of what happened in the past.

The skeptical conclusion which is sometimes deduced
from considerations of the preceding examples is that no
non-circular justification of'memory 1is possible.3 However, -
whether this is true or not is a matter which must be left
for discussion in the following sections. Now I shall simply
observe that it is generally agreed that the problem of

the validity of memoTy 1is intractably difficult to resolve.

~
-
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As E. J. fUIlong has noted, "the fallacy of petitio
principii, like a sword of Damocles,‘men'aces"4 any attempt
to support our belief in memory by argument. In other
words, the problem of valldatlng our trust in the reliability
of memory constitutes a Gordlan knot for memoTy theorists.,

Nevertheless, I believe that a solution to the problem
of the validity of memory‘is possible. I will argue that
we can give a non-circular justificatien for relying upon
memory about the occurrence of past events. In order to
prove this’ contention I malntaln that we should carefully

ulsh between two different issues which pertain to

the justification of memoTy. - The first concerns the rela-
tionship between sképtitism and the reliability of memory as-
such. Do we havg ény good reasons for relying upon memory
as a source of infdrﬁation about the cccurrence of past
_events? In qther words, ‘can we.safely assume that memory
is generally trus;worthy? .dr, as Russell has sometimes put
the point, can we assume that ﬁemory is as a rule generally
correlated w1th the occurrence of a past event‘?6 The second
- point ‘concerns the Justlflcatlon of partlcular n;morles Even
'if we agree that it 1is possible to validate the ggneral
trusywdrthinesé of mémbry, we wduld still need scme proce-
dure or method for determining whether any particular

memory\claim is veridical. Is it, for example, the
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existence of some sort of independent evidence which 1is thé
ultimate warrant for validating the veracity of a memory .
claim? Or, is it the coherence of memories with one another
which Parrants our acceptance of a memory claim as genuinely.
§ » .
indicatiﬁe of the occurrence of a past event?

I will discuss these two different issues in separate
chapters. In this chapter I shall discuss the skeptical

challenge, namely that no non-circular justification of

memory is possible. Then, in Chapter [Six I shall take up

the issue of the justification of parti memories. There-

fore, let us turn our attention{ to the skeptical challenge
about our justification for xnelying upon memoTry as a trust-
worthy informant of the occurrence of past events.

~

Sectigg.l: The General Trustwgetiiness of Memory

I have asserted that the ske%}ic is critical of any
arguments which are‘designed to show that memory claims
can be validated by an appeal to the testimony of other‘
persons or diaries or-SOme sort of independent evidence.
According to the skeptic, we can only be sure that ory
is a reliable indicator of the event it purports tétzzia
memory of if we have already assumed that memory is a reliable -

indicator of what happened in the.past. That is, we must
4

~ assume the hypbthesis of the general trustworthiness of

(.
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memory (i.e., the hypothesis'which asserts that a present
_recollection is as a rule correlated with a past event).
But if we have no way of being sure that memory is reliable,
&oes this mean that no non-circular justificationwof memory
is possible?- John Turk Sanders and 3ertrand Russell believe
56,7_whi1e C. I. Lewis and Richard Brandt deny that it does.8
My own view is that the skeptical claim that no non-circular
justification of memory is possible is fallacious because it
mistakenly assumes that the notion éf'justification Tequires
us to answer the skeptical question, "What justifies our
total system of‘beliefs?'9 I will show throughout £he course
of this chapter that once we accept a contextualist view
of justification, then there is no punch left in the skeptical
argument that we cannot justify our acceptancé of the hypo-
" thesis of the generai/;rustworthiness of memory.

'However, before we attempt to evaluate the various
proposals for justifying our acceptance of the hypothesis of
the general trustworthiness of memory, let us take a brief
detour and discuss the reasons why'we should even be con-
cerned about the hypothesis. Let us discuss why it is
assumed that the hypothesié of the general trustworthiness
.of memory is inextricably linked to any arguments purporting
to establish the trustworthiness of any particular memory.

In oth?g;words, why it ig ;ssumed that there is no test pf

.
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any particular memory without the assumption of the géneral
trustworthiness of memory. For example, let us suppcse, that
we want to justify our memory belief that we put some money
in a bex. In order to justify our memory belief we might
look inside the box to see if the money is there. If it is,
then our memory can be accepted as'a trustworthy indicator
of the event it purports to be a mgmory‘of. And if the

“money is not in the box, then our memory will be regarded as’

{able. But in spite of this quite practical method of
corrobdyating our memories, the skeptic argues that the fact
of the money's now being in the box does not in itself
constitute good evidence for our memory belief. The skeptic
argues/that a boxful of money supports our memory belief only
in conjunction with the proposition that if the money is now
in the box then it is likely that I put it there. But how,
asks the skeptic, is this proposition fo be established? We
must shéw that if money is placed in a box, then under
certain conditions, it will later be found in the’bOX. But
any. attempt to support this generalization would require that
we rely upon memory. It would require that we recall
instances of the generalization to be established, or we

may appeal to certain othér generalizations, as the general-

izatjion that if one thing contains some other things, then

under certain conditions, it continues to contain them.
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Or, we may appeal to the testimony of other persons who may.
have seen us put the money in the box. But we must have
some evidence concerning ghe reliability of the person's
testimony. Butvthe evidence can only .cone from'past instances
of finding a person's testimony reliable. And these instances

-~

wiil depend upon our memory that.such and such a person's

‘ L -
testimony is to be trusted. Thus, the skeptic argues that
"we cannot justify...our memory.hgliefs...without iﬁcluding
memcTry beliefs among our grounds."10

There is also anather reason which is sometimes put

foffﬁ to show the importance of dealing with the problem of
validating the hypothesis of the general trustworthiness of'
memory. This is that the general trustworthiness of memory
is a premise of knowledge which is necessary if science is
to be accepted as mainly trlie.11 According to Russell, who
argues this way, there are among the facts upon which
sFientific laws are baséd, facts which afe admitted éolely

because they are remembered. We cannot avoid appealing to
memd&y when we want to certify the truth of some scientific
law. For example, suppose we believe that whenever salt is
dissolved in a liquid, then the freezing point of the 1iquid
is lowered. Furthermore, suppese that this law is inferred

inductively from past instances in which the freezing point

of a liquid was lowered when salt was dissolved in it.

o
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Now these past instances in which the freezing point of a
liquid was lowered when salt was dissolved in it are known
L3

only through memory, sc that the validity of ¢his conclusion

--that whenever salt is dissolved in a liquid the freezin%

point of the liquid is lowered -- depends upon the actual

occurrence of observing those past iﬁstances which-serve as
. ) S-\ N . . ,

the data. But these past instances are known only through

memory. Therefore, memory is essential for the acceptance

of any statement of empirical science.

However, the real point which Russell wants to make
with respect to the claim that memory is a premise of know-
ledge is that omr belief in the existence of a past event
is based ultimately on the assumption that memory is generally
trustworthy, i.e., that the event remembered probably did
take place. In Russell's words:

A recollection is a present fact: I
remember now what I did yesterday. When

1 say that memory is a premise, I do not
mean that from my present recollection I
can. infer the past event recollected,

This may be in some sense true, but 1is

not the important fact in this connection.
The important fact is that the past
occurrence is itself a premise for my
knowledge. It cannot be inferred from the
present fact of my recollecting it except
by assuming the general trustworthiness of
memory, i.e., that an event remembered

probably did take place. It is thiizthat
is the memory-premise of knowledge.

Here Russell's point is that a past event cannot be

inferred from the present fact of.d recollection except
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by assuming the general trustworthiness of memory. His
argument for this view is as follows. Everything constituting
a memory belief is happening now, as opposed to the past time
which the belief is taken to refer. It is not logically
necessary for the existence of a memory Belief that the event
remembered should have occurred, or even that the past should
have eiistéd at all.  There is no logical impossibility in
the hypothe51s that the world sprang into being five minutes
ago, exactly as it then was, with a population that ""remem-
bered" a wholly unreal past. Since there is no logically
necéssary connection between events at different times,
nething ﬁhat is happening now or will happen in the future
can disprove the hypothesis that the world began five minutes
. ago. Hence the occurrences whlch are called knowledge of
the past are loglcally 1ndependent of the past; they are
wholly analyzable into present contents which might, theoreti-
cally be just what they are even if no past had existed. !’
It all goes to show that, since a past event cannot be
inferred from the present fact of my recollecting'it, our
_belief inits existence and that of the-past as a whole 1is
based ultimately on the assumption that ﬁemory is generélly

trustworthy, i.e., that the event remenbered probably did

{place . . &

Russell goes on to say that he is not suggesting that

take
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the ﬁop-existence cof the past should be gntertaiﬁed'as a
serious hypothesis. He even admits that the hypothesis is
a éilly éne. But he admits.this only because of the psycholo-
gical impossibility of doubting the past, not because a
philosophical skeptit would necessarily refuse to entertain
such a doubt. The poiﬁt of his argument is merely that the

hypothesis is logically tenable. For us, the point of

' interest of the argument is this: we may of course say that,

although the skeptical hypothesis of the non-existencedof

the ‘past cannot be logically fefuted, there is no reason for

believing it. But then we have to recognize that we believe

in the existence of the past only because we find it psycholo-

gically impossible-to doubt it. And this means that there

is nothing to prove concldsively that our belief in the

existence of the past is justified. Moreover, this belief

is bound toc remain an hypothesiﬁ. For in any attemﬁt'to

validate if we must at some stage or cother rely onlmemory

and thereby accept the proposition to be proved, néﬁET‘ hat

a past eventvis as a rule cqrrelated with a presen{ membry

belief.- & ' K:
There are various‘prbposals in the philosgapical litera-

ture for dealing with the justification of the géﬁera{

trustworthiness of memory. Most of these proposals acknowledge

the fact that the hypothesis of the general trustworthiness

et
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of memory is necessary to much of our knowledge, although it
cannot be’proved by inference from anything which does not
assume that memory is generally a reliable indicator of the
event of which it purports to be a:memory of.14 However,
since most memory theorists also acknowledge the fact thét
the general trustworthiness of memory is sdmething which‘
must be taken account of in arriving at our knowledge of
events in ouT environment, thef have felt that there must
be some argument which can be given.to support our reliance
upohrmemory as a source of_inforﬁation about the occurrence
of past evénts. Some of these arguments assume that a
demand for the justification of the general trnstwérthiness
of memory is illegitimate, because there can be no question
of -justifying memory as-a whoie.15 Instead, the actual
subject matter of concerﬁ for the eﬁistemologist interested
.
in the validatingyof memary is the- particular memories of
particular persons. For example, Alexius Meinong claims
. the followiné: _
[Tjhe practical man is not at all concerned
with proving the trustworthiness of memory in
general; he already believes in it. What
he really ‘wants to know is whether his memory,
apart from the question of its general trust-

worthiness, has ?gen deceived in this or that
particular case.
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E. J. Furlong claims that although

it is usual when discussing memory...to

talk of the validity of memory (in general),
the trustworthiness of memory (in general),
...this, though convenient, has the disadvan-
tage of obscuring the fact that our actual
subject-matter is the pgyticular memories

of particular people...

Richard Brandt believes that the problem of the trustworthi-
ness of memory is not about proving the generél trustworthiness
of memory in general, but it is about the particular memories
of particular people.  In Brandt's words,

oy Qur problem about the justification for
relying on memory...beﬁlns wlth the assumption
that we have memory beliefs, dispositions
to remember past events ostensibly...indeed,
a vast storehouse of them - and the problem
is to show how to decide which, if any, of
them are properly to be accepted aigaccurate.6
reports of a real past experience.

-

Finally, Russell argues that although the genefal .
trustworthiness of memory canmot be proved by inference from
anything which does not assume it, we must gccept it as an
"independent postulate". It is necessary to much of our
knowledgé, there being no test of any particular memory
without  the assumptién of the general trustworthiness of’
memory.

The skeptic, however, is inclined to reject the 'assertion
that .we should either accept the general trustworthiness
of memory as an independent postulate, or take it for

granted that an event remembered probably did take place.
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According to the skeptic we could all be subject-to a
systematic delusion of memory, in the sense that our memory
never has any reliable connection with the past. Tﬁerefore,
there is no good reason why we should accept the general .
trustworthiness of memory as a working hypothesis in arriving
at our knowledge of events in our environment.

»

Should we accept th€¢skeptical claim? I maintain that
we should not. To begin with;'consider'Lewis'stlaim that
the skeptical supposition that we are all subject to a
systematic delusion of memory '"must inevitably end in mon-
sense". 20 According to Lewis if we were to doubt our sense
of past experience as founded in .the actual past, "we would
lose any criterion by which either the doubt itself or what
is doubted could be corroborated”.Zl Therefore, Lewis
argues tﬁat "we have no rational alternative-but to presume
that anything sensed as past is just a little more probable
than that which is—incompatible with what is remembered, and
that with respect fo which memory is blank”.22 For example,
suppose that a certain person is subject to a systemgtic
delusion of memory concerning his experience of music.
Whenever he has heard music in-the past it has always been
accompanied by kaleidosc0pic'patterns of imagined color,

Now mu51c is promlsed Mnd the person predlcts the like. accom-

paniment on this occasion. His prediction is valldly



153

~ credible; it'is.ﬁade in the light of the best evidence apen
to him: his memory and the evidence it-pfovides justifies

his prediction that the music will be accompanied by
kaleidoscopic patterns of imagined color. The point of this
example is to show that if-we believe that our memory never
has any reliable cdhnectiah.WitH‘the past, and that we are
always sub;ect to a syétematic delusion of memory, then we
would lose any criteria bf which the doubt or *hgt is doubted
could be corroborated.

Lewis asks.us to consider the question if the person - .
will ever discover the delusive character of his memories
through the test of experience. If we say that he will,
then this would mean that the delusion will not persist. And
if it should persist, but not extend to his sense experience,
then he will fipd'each verifying experience'as'an exception
to all of his past experiences as he remembers them. Of
course, if he is reasonable he will take note of this
exception to his past experiences, as diminishing the credi-
bility of similar predictions in the future. But on any
future occasion in which he seeks to verify his past experiences
.of hearing music he will always be forgetting prior exceptions
to the hypothesis he ié trying to validate. In other words,
hé will never be able to discover Fhe delusive character of

his memories. Therefore, whenever he seeks to verify his
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past exPefiences of hearing a certain kind o€ music, he will
always remember his past experiences erroneously, and again
c}edit predictions on the basis of his delusive recollections.’

The point which Lewis wants to make about the skeptical
claim that we could all be subject to a systematic deiusion'
of memory is thi;. If we were to accept this claim; then
we would "erase the distinction betﬁeen empirical fact and
fantasy".z-3 Any beliefs which we may have on the basis of -
our delusive recollections, will have the same logical
validity as beliefs that are based on genuine recollections.
If we as;ﬁme that the general principle of induction is.
valid, then any predictions which we make on the basis of
either delusive or genuine recollections would have to be
certified as vaiidly credible. Why? Because any predic-
tions which are based on delusive fecollectipns Eéuld never
be corroborated as such. If we were trying to validate the
hypothesis that whenever we hear music that it 1s always
accompanied by kaleidoscopic patﬁerns of imagined color,
then eerptions to this hypothesis could never 5e used .as
evidence to.-diminish the_fredibility of the hypothesis.
For if it were true £hét we are always subjei} fo a systematic
delusion of memory we would always be forgetting these

exceptions. Thus, on.each occasion in which these excep-

tions would become pertinent, we would always base our



- 155

predictions on the basis of our delusive recollections. Our
predictions would be validf;\%:edible simply becaUse‘they
ére_made in light of the.best evideﬁce avaiiable to us --
our memory. We always remember thatiwhen we hear music it
is always accompanied by kaleidoscopic ﬁatterns of imagined

color. Thereforg, Lewis'argues that the suggestion of a

systematic delusion of memory must inevitably end in nonsense.

That is, we would erase any-distinction between fact and,
fantagy.

Lewis's rejection of the skeptical claim has aone a
lot to convinqé many philosophers that there is no reason to.
distrust our confidence in the general trustworthiness of
memory. However, I.believe that we can expand'ﬁpon Lewis's
rejection of the skeptical challénge by pointing out, as
Michael Williams claims, that the '"motion of justification
brings with it coﬁfextualization of the notion of‘doubt”.24

What this means is that we should refuse to take seriously

the skeptical quéstion, "What justifies the whole of memory?",

because it is a,ﬁﬁstake to consider questions of justifica-
tion in abstraction fromla concrete context of inquiry. In
other words;Awe should refuse to be lured into any attempt
to refute.the skeptic.

There are two question which need to be considered,

First, what is the difference between Lewis's reply to the

—
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skeptical question and Williams®' contextualist reply to the
skeptical question? Second, which of th§se two replies
should we accept? The answer to the first question is that
Lewis believes that we have‘no alternative but to accept the
view that the vast majority of our.memor? beiiéfs are ve?i-
dical. And Williams helieves that we should accept this

view only because there is no concrete context in whicﬂ‘th;s
view could be made plausible.  The an;wer‘to the gecond
question is that we should accept Williams' repfy to the.
,skepti;.“My reason for believing that we should accept
Wiiliams’ reply is as follows. I cbntend that if there is

no concrete situation of inquiry which would warrant our
serious considefation of tHe skeptical demand to justify our
confidence in the general Erustworthiness of memory, then -
~we should refuse to take serioﬁsly the skeptical challenge,
It is rrue, of course,.that in some situations our memory
should not be trusted. for_ekample, suppose that a group
6f‘peop1e known as the Wakamba are given a drug which alters
‘their memory of events. In this situation We'woufﬁ have every
reason to be skeptiéal about fhg veracity of their memory
6igims. ' But it would not be plausible for us to infer that ' °
all of us mighf be subject to g.systematic delusion bf'memo?y.
Why-ndt? Because there is no émpirical evideﬁ;éfto‘suggest

that all of us are in a situation similar to the Wakamba.
’ - . ’ r -

~

<
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We knéw that the Wakamba have be;n given a drug to alter
“their memory, therefore, it is reasonable to'%e skeptical
about the trus%gprthiness of any of their memory claims. But

there is no rehason why our skepticism should extend to all
’/f__EBEEEEFS of Justlflcatlon ,If we could cite some emplrlcal )
evidence which strongly suggests that ouf memories are always
deceiving us, then tﬁere would be some reason to doubt thét
_memory 1is ggnerally trustworthy. But in theabsence of any
evidence to{suggest that all of our memories are -generally
trustworthy; there is no_gbod reason why we should biyigzggél\
into ap(atteﬁpt\to refute the skeptic. |
We have acknowledged the fa;t'thét there 1s no way {o
protg\:he hypothesig of the general trustworthiness of mery
ory by inferenée from anything which does not assume it.
But is there any reason why we should accept the skeptical
clalm that we{may all be subject to a systematic de1u51on
of memory, simply because we cannot justify the whole of
membry'in a non-circular fashion? Are theré any concrete
situatidﬁs of inquiry which would wairant our accéptance'of
"the skeptical cléi&i\ I doubt it. We do not find that each
memory is a puzzling exceptlon to our recollections of past
events in our lives. We see that ‘when salt is dissolved in
a liquid, the freethg point of the liquid is lowered, and

we remember that on past occasions that when salt was

Vd

A

/



-4

158

-

diésolved in a 1iquid the freezing point of the iiquid was

lowered: We perceive that if we are now cross with our

wives, then they do not take kindly to our behavior, and

we remember that they have never taken kindly to such unagree-

question, "What justifies our entire system of memory

able behavior. We can perceive that if we prick our skin

with a sharp instrument, then we feel pain,.and we Temember

that this has ‘been so in the past. @ut why should our memory
beliefs Have this kind of congistency if they have no reliable
connection with the past? If it should ﬁ; proposed that some b

demon has deceived us into believing that most of our mem-

‘ories are veridical when in fact they are not, then this

suggestion is a fantasy which cannot be worked out inaany;
detail. Nor is there any concrete epistemic situation in
which this skeptical belief can be given any cogency. The;e- //f/F
fore, if there are no concrete episﬁfmic sdtuations which

- e .
would warrant our serious consideration of the skeptical

A
beliefs?", then there is no reason why we should seriousiy‘
en;ertain.the skepticél question.

-I maintain, therefore, that we should accept the view .
that the vast majority of ourl memory beliefs are veridical,,
because there is no context in which' the sképtical éﬁallenge
#r belief in the general trustworthiness of memery can

Al

be madesplausible.



, CHAPTER VI

THE JUSTIFICATION OF PARTICULAR MEMORIES

<
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In the last chapter I argued that we should refuse to
take seriously the skeptical questlon "What justifies the
entire system of memory/ﬁéllefs?". I argued that the
sképtical huestion does not warrant consideration independent
of concrete epistemic situations. The result of our dis-
missal of skepticism is that we are now in.a position to
determine how wep}An justify-our particular‘memory claims.
We know that we can test -the trustworthiness of our particular
memory claims, given the agsumptlon of the general trustwor-
thiness of memory. Thus, since ‘we have shown that it is
possible for us to justify our confidence in the general
tTUStworthiﬁess of memory, we may now proceed to examine the
various procequres for Just1fy1ng partlcular memory clalms

In this chapter I examine four such procedures The

first of these is the original justification v1ew, according

to which what originally Justlfled one's bellef continues

to justify it at presenp.‘ On this view, then, one's Justlfl-
cation for knowihg that-Something happened is the very same
justification which oﬁe had af the time of the original

1 -

incident. Second, I consider the independent evidence view,

~which asserts that a good reason for believing that a past

159 TJ
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event occurred is that thgré is independent evidence that it
was so.2 Third, I consider the coherence view; which
asserts that memory beliefs are justified By their coherence
with other memory belgefs and any evidence there may happen’
to be.3 Finally, I examine the.contextualist view, which
asserts that the justification of memory beliefs is a matter
of accommodating beliefs that afe being questioned to g'body
of accepted beliefs.4 I argue that the contextualist view
is the most plausible view of how we should proceed to

T

justify our particular memory claims.

Section 1: Original Justification

According ;o the original justification view of memory,
what originally justified one's belief continues to justify
it at present one's justification for knowing that something
happened is the very same Justlflcatlon which one had at the

.time of the original indident. Thus, if Smith breaks a
window at time t by throwing a ball through it, then his
justific%fion ofr believing that he broke a window is that
he saw the ball leave his hand and shétter the window. Now
if Smlth clalms to remember at t, that he broke a window at
t, then accordlng to the original Justlflcatlon view of memory
‘Smlth's justification for believing at t, that he broke a

window at t is the very same justification which he had at t,

et
v
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namely that he saw the ball leave his hand and shatter the
window. In short, what originally justified his belief that

he broke a window at t .continues to justify it at tl.
The proponents of the original justification view have

»
4

characterized this view as follows. Norman Malcolm claims
e .
)

that
A person, B, remembers that p if and oply if
B knows that p because he knew that p.

David Annis claims that !

A person S remembers that h at t. if and only

if there is a prior time t such that s kngws

that h at t; because he know that h at t.
And Alan Holland claims that

A's knowledge a% ty is the géég aé his

knowledge at t. '
In each of these quotes, the central claim is that a person's
memory belief is justified if he continues to possess the
very same justification which he h;d at the time of the
original-incident. S | ‘ e

This 1is an attractive view of memory éince it seems to

provide us with a means of accounting for the fact that some-
one can remember something but not recall how he learned‘igts
Suppose that Jones tells David that he is going to have an
operation. David visits Jones in the hospital and the doctor
tells David‘that Jones' operation was a success.ga On this

basis David comes to believe thdt Jones has had an operation.

(>
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But suppose-that several yeérs-pasa and -David still remembers
that Jones had an operation, but he no longer remembers how
he learned it. On the original justification view, a
correct answer to the question "How does David know that
Jones. had an operation?”.is that he visited him in the
hospital and that the docté} told him that Jones's operation
was successful. In other Qords, David;s justification for
believing that Jones had an operation is the very same justi-
fication which he had at the time he originally acquired the
belief. ) ' -

This conception of the justification of memory beliefs
suggests that a person's justification must hold through
time:8 the justificatory link between the original justifi-
cation and the memory belief that some event occurred must
not be broken. What this means is that the justificatory
~link betweéq the original justification.and the memory belief
holds provided that the rememberer has not relearned that
which he claims to yemember.

To explain, suppose that-someone, let_us call him
Emerson, is able to recount the details of an accideqt—:?ich
. he witnessed.  Let us further supﬁose that his recounting of
this accident stems frofi his observation of the accident. On
thé original justification view Emerson is justified in
claiming to remember the accident because his justification

- T— : -~
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is the same as it was at the time of the original incident;
namely, he witnessed it. But now suppose thét Emerson
received a sharp blow to the head some time after he witnessed
the accident and as a result lost all memory of the event. ‘
What should we say if a hypnofist hypnotizes Emerson and
tells him that he witnessed a certain accident which jusé
by coincidence resembles in every detail the accident which
Emerson witnessed before he lost his memory, and Emerson in
response to someone who had asied him if he rememberslseeing
the accident had replied "'yes™ and had given an accurate
~and detailed description of the accident? One might suppose
that Emerson is remembering the ac;ident because it is known
that he saw it happen, and his account of thé‘égcideﬁt is
'faithéﬁl to what actually happened. ﬁut Emerson cannot be
said to remémber tﬁe accident because what originally justi-
fied his belief does not:justify it at present. Emersoﬁ{s
grounds for believing thét he witnessed the accident are
based upon what the hypnotist ,told him rather than olr his
actual witneésing)of the accident. In other words, Emerson's
‘original justificatioh does'not hold through time, There-
fore, we would have to say that Emerson is not remembering
the accident.

The above-claim that the justificatory link can be

broken by relearning what we claim to remember seems to be
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a point in févcf of the original justifcaﬁién view. For it )
shows that a person's justification for claiming to remember
a pést event must stem from the time of the occurrencé of the
original event. Likewise, the following exémple seems to be
a point in favor of the original justification view because L
it shows that the link between the .original justification and
the memory belief may alsg be broken, if the justification
has been defeated by further evidence.9 Anhis.provideslthis
example of how the link between the original justification
gnd the memory belief may be broken. Let us suppose that
Mrs. Smith who is both honest and reliable informs us at time
t that her husafnd's name is Jerry. Let us also assume that-
this justifies our belief that Jerry is Mrs. Smith's husband,‘\“jg_
and that there igpno defeatiﬁg evidence éf t (e.g. Mrs. Smith \
has not been proven to be dishonest‘or‘to have remarried
another man with a different name). It is thus plausiblé for
ug to assume that we know that Mrs. Smith's husband's name
is Jerry. But suppose that five years later at time t, we
develop a bad memory for ndmes. When we become aware of our
memery problem, this informétion would defeat our justifi-
cation for believing thét.Mrs. Smith's hushand's name is
Jer}y. Thus, it‘ié possible for a pérson to know that.
Mrsw_SmiEE:jfﬁﬁggand's name”is Jerry at time t; since there

is no defeating evidence af that time. But this person
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may lose his kno&ledge at a later timle to defeating evidence.
Therefore, he cannot be said to remember that which he

claims to know.

~

Should wey-therefore, accept-the original justification
view for-justifying our particular memory claims? I contend
R that we should not. If we were to accept the original.
justification view, we would have to recogniie some clearly
unjﬁstified memory beliefs as jqétified. .Fo;, as David Annis )
has pointed:out, the important feature_cf the original justi-
fication view '"is not the cong}nuous possession of‘the
~knoﬁledge at h but not having tec relearn 23"10 In Annis’
words, '"We mighthsay that one can lose the knowledge that
h (by forgétting h) and regain the knowiedge (by remembering
it) and not have relearned that h at all".11
It seems to me that a person cannot remember"What he
has forgotten unless he has relearned it. If someone has -
.forgotxen his telephone number, how is it possible for him
to remember it unless he has relearned it? .Annis could not '
reply that the person lodkéd the numéer up in his diary, .
because this would be inconsistent with the original justifi-
cation view.,-If_he looked up the .number, his memory would
come from £he information.in the diary, ﬁot from thé original

learning of the telephone number. Therefore, I contend that

we should reject Annis's claim that someone can lose his

ws

o
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knowledge that something happened by forgetting it, and
later regain his knowledge by rememberlng what he forgot
w;th;ﬁz having to rekearn it all over again,

It mi;ht’Be argued that my rejection of Annis's claim
is mistaken, because it "often ﬂappens that one,..is unable
to remember a name and then finall& does remember it".12
According to the proppnents of the original justification
~view, it is poséible for a person to forget something, and
later remember it w1thout relearning what he clalms to '
remember. However, I argue that this reply must be rejected.

I maintain that if a person is unable to remember a name and
‘latér remembers it, then it would be a mistake to claim
“that the pefson'forgot the name in questiog. It is questibn—
able whether information is ever totally lost from memory
(long term memoxy); it may still be available but~curr;nt1y
inaccessible. From the point of view of cognitive psychology,
the unlearning hypothesis (i.e., the view’that memory traces
iiterally disappear) is probably a poor label for what
really hapgens_to information which is inaccessible to recall.
A better one mlght be the inaccessibility hypothe51s which
implies that 1nf0rmat10n may be available in memory but not
accessible to recall. 13 Accordlng to some researchers

N

everything ever stored in long term memory is still there

W. Penfield bases thls clalm in part on his work with
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epileptic patientSu For example, in differeﬁt paéients,'
various parts of the brain were stimulated with mild electric
current. When these areas were étimﬂlated, the patients
reported their recall of very vivid memories. Some reported
various childhood experiences or memories that they thought
. had been totally forgotten; Penfield's results sﬁggest that
information is never tofally‘lost from long term memory. -
I maintain, therefore, that we must réject Annis and
Malcolm's claim that -it is possible for somedne to forget
something and later remembe; it without relearning it,
because the cases they use to support their claim are not
. cases of forgetting. . Rather, they are instances in which
information is available but currently inaccessible to recall.

However, let us assume, for the sake of argﬁment, that
someone does actually fdrget something. In that case,, it is
extremely dgubtful that he can remember it unless he relearns ©
it. Therefore, if we were to accept the original justifi-
cation view, we would have to say that it is possible for
someone to forget something'and later remember it, But I
.have'argued that this is not plausible. Furthermore, if we
assume that someone does in fact forget something, then how
‘is it pogsible for the justificatory link between the
initial event and the subsequent memory to ‘remain unbroken?

If forgetting implies that a person's memory trace literally

™~ .
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disappears, phen surely the information which is contained
in the trace must also disappear. Thus, the justificatory
link does not hold through time. In short, if a person has
forgotten sopething, then it is impossible-for his justifi-
cation to hqld througﬁ_time.

I argue that we must reject the original justification
riew because the proponents ef'this view have given us an

implausible account of the way we should justify our memory

claims.

.

e

Section 2: Independent Evidence View

In this section we will seek to determine if th indepen-
dent ev1dence view of memory justification is the c;iSect
procedure for testlng whether our memory claims are gillable ’
Teports about’ the occurrence of past &vents. As I noted in

the opening paragraph of this chapter the proponents of the
1ndependent evidence view of memory assert that a good reason -
for be11ev1ng that a past event occurred is that there is
1ndependent evidence that it was so. For ‘example, suppose

that a person claims to remember putting his life insurance
policy in a safe deposit box. Now if we have any doubt

about the correctness of the person's pemory claim all we

need to de is go and look in the safe deposit box to see if
the. 1ife insurance policy is there. If it 1s, we may con-

clude that the memory claim ia veridical; if not, we may

~
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conclude that it was deluéive...The decisive point about this
examplé is that the person's memory was supported by.some-
thing better than another memory; namely, it was supported
-by our observation of the life insurance policy in-the safe
deposit box, and therefore,'wé have factually corroborated
that the pgrson's memory was teliable.l’ |

Similarly, if we suppose that there were’others who
saw the person put his life insurance policy in the safe
deposit box, weqiiE/Check for the correctness of hls memory
by asking those persons who SaW'hlm\le the policy lp the
box if they did in fact see him do so. That is, we can
appeal to the testimony of others in validating a person's
recollection that én éveﬁt took place.

* In addition, the proponents of the independent evidence
view believe that we may also check -our recollections by
either an appeal to "written evidence or the deductions
we make from Sciéntific 1aws"._15 For 'instance, 1if someone
claims fo'femember speaking before fhe histo;i%al society
of a certain college, then we canjcheck the college calendar
of events of the historical society to determine wﬁétherr
the person's memo:f claim isrferidical, or if we could read
the diaries of fhose who were present at fhe‘meeting of

the hlstorlcal soc1ety we might be willing to- alloW‘that his

S recollectlon that he. spoke’ before the soc1ety is correct
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scientific law), and it did in fact rain (an antecedent
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(given of course that thlS information is eritten in the
dlarles). One additional example of how we mlght appeal to
written ev1dence as an 1ndependent check of memory claims’
can be illustrated by the case of a person who claims to
remember attending a Certain college. If we have any doubts
about the correctness of hls'memory all we need to do is
check with the records of the school's registrar to determlné
if in fact the person did attend the college‘he clalmed to .
attend. |

Furthermore, we can appeal to the deductions we make
from scientific laws as independent evidence, "That is, we
can test memory clalms by present perceptlon. VForAexampie,
suppose that a man claims to remember taklng a- walk in the

country last week ‘and that the grass tqgned‘green when it

rained last week. |If soﬁéone_were to ask, "How do you know

that the grass turnedgreen when it rained last week?", the

rememberer could‘'not 5a .that he -remembers that the grass

.,
L

turned green, because this reply would be circular. But he

could say that érass_always turns greeh when it rains (a

condition, which can be checked independentiy by calling the

weather bureau) Therefore, the statement 'the grass turned

‘green" can be verified by* looking to see 1f in fact the

[N

,grass turns green when it rains.y this way a pergpn S
. $§%§¢

T
“a

N |
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claim to rememher is tested by inferring that one will be
likely to perceive so-and~so if the event which one claimed
to remember really happened.
As A. J. Ayer has qs;erted thé:independent évidenée
view should be accepted as the most plausible procedure for
vélijating our memory claims for the féllowing reason: !

-

If the fact that one seems to Temember an

event is a good reason for believing that

it occurred, it is only because there is

independent evidence that when someone says

that he remembers something the chances are

that it was so. It is not simply a matteT
. of one's memoried being self-consistent, or

that they remember; this counts for something,
. but so even more does written evidence, or the

- deductions that we make from scientific laws.

_ Let’ us, therefére,,ask-ourselves if this view of memory
justification is plausible. Should we accept it?. According
tg John Turk Sanders and many other philosophers, we should
not: an independent @validation of memory is unacceptable .
because the citation of any present evidence.concerning the
past occurrence of some event depends upon memory, and hence,
assumes what it.purports to show 17\V// .
' Now the reader may remember that we have gone over this
! I3
. L

argument when we discussed the problem of the general trust-
wortggness of memory. Briefly, to reiterate the precisg
nature of the kind of aigument which a skeptic like Sanders
puts forth against the independent ev¥dence view, let us

consider the following argument. LetMus suppose that 1
| ~

-9
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claim to remember atfeeding‘an Optimisf'C1ub meeting on T\\\\»

June 6, 1983, Let us furtherisuppose that I recorded this:

meeting in my diary and iet,us also suppose that there were

others present at the meeting who did the same.  Now according

to the independent evidence approé&h to the pfoblem of the
- validity of memory, I can test the correetness of my memory, -
by looking at my diary. Or, I can appeal to the testimony;
of others. If the others all agree that I attended the
meeting; then my memory claim is corroborated. But it may
be argued that an appeal to written documents like diaries.
would beg the question, because one must assume that ink-
marks retain their shape for long periods of time, and -this
information cen only come from memory. That is, we remember
that on past particular occasions that ink-marks have always
retained their shape; therefore, ink-markg retain a constant
shape over long periods of time. Likewise, an apeeal'to
the testimony of other persons would beg the question because
the acéeptance of their testimony would‘dependrupon the '
rellablllty of their memory Moreover, it is essential that
there be some basis on which the credi ility of another's .
report can bhe assessed. And this bas;s will involve a
reference to past experlences of rece1v1ng such Teports and

flndlng them reliable. But thlS information can only come

from mémory. Thus, it seem¥)to be the case that we cannot

-

-

.
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appeal toxthe testimony of other persons br to written
documents to corroborate our memories without assuming what

we areJtrying to prove. That is, we can only be sure that
memory is a reliable indicator of th;-event it ‘purports to

be a memory ‘of if we have already assumed.that memory is a
reliable'inqicator of what happened in the past.h”Therefore,
the skeptical ‘conclusion which is deduced from considerations
of the preceding example is,that'nginqnmcircular ju;%ification
of memory is possible. ‘.

This criticism of the independenf evidence view is
ineffective, however, hecause it fails to show that an inde-
pendent validation of memory can never be achieved. What
the argument amounts to is rather a réjection of the.claim
that we can justify oﬁr acceptance of the hypothesis of the
general trustworthiness of memory. But since we hav;\ETrggdy
shown Ehat,it is possible to justify our confidenge in the
general trustworthiness of memory, we may dismiss this
criticism of the independent evidence view. In other words,
the argument does not show that an dindependent validation
of memory is impossible because it mistakenly assumes that
we cannot justify the general trustworthiness of memory. But
since. we now know that wg can justify our confidence in the
general trustworthiness of memory, there is no reason why we

should accept the ckf&m that the independent evidence view

of memory I¥ circular.

Y
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For example, if I eppeal'to the information contained

in my. dlary as independent evldence that I attended a certain

meeting, then the skeptic cannot argue that my justification
circular. Although it is true that I must assume that
ink-marks retain their shape for long periods of time, and
that this information can only come from memory, it does not
fellow that my justification’is circular. That ink-marks
retain their shape for long periode of time is efidenced by
the general trustwortﬁiness of membry. But there 1s no reason
why we should be lured into an actempt to refute the sReptic.
If there is no concrete situation in which che question "What
o .
justifies the whole of memory?" 1is warranted, then there is
no reason why we should seriously entertain it. Therefore,
an appeal to independent ev'dence is not ﬁecesearily circular.
However, my reJectlon E}JEhe skeptical criticism of the‘
independent evidence View does not mean that we should accept
it as the most plausible procedure for validating our memory
claims. I do not believe that an appeal to independent, .
evidence is a sufficient cqnditfén for the validation of our
meﬁiry claims. Let us consider the following example which
is taken from Carl Hempel's d15cu551on of certain aspects
which may affect thﬁ CTedlblllty of a hypothe51s.18 (My dis-

cussion of Hempel's example will, however, differ sllghtly '

from his construal.) Let us suppose that a certain .

?
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PhYsiéiaﬁ regﬁ?ts'ébgut"aﬁ:exhumation he claimed to have
witPesséd. Accordingsto, the physf%}%n the hair and beagd
of a man who had-ﬁeen buried clean-shéven had burst the coffin
and grown through the crécks. Moreover; lét-us'assume that
the grave-digger and his assistant were also present at the
exhumation, and thatlthe ﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁi%an appeals to the- testimony
of the grave-digger and hisiassistant as verification of his
memory claim. Now none of us would accept the-phys;cian's
appeal to the testimony of the grave-digger and his assistant
as verification éf the physician's memory claim because their
test;;ony "conflicts with certain well-established: findings
about the extent to which human hair continues to grow after

death".19 What this example suggests is that an appeal to

independent evidence like the testimony of others is n

sufficient in itselfYto certify a person’'s memory claim as

reliable. In bther rds, the physigian'g report conflicts
with certain other belie¥S thdt are atcepted at the time as
well confirmed. LA

. -

Now Ayer might ﬁg?eq With us that .the physicianféhbeport_ >
should not be accepted'af-a'rgliabie indicator of the occur-,
rence of a past event. for‘he asserts that a good reasoit for
believiﬁg that sbmething'bgcurred is not simply a matter of
one's memories agreeing with what other people say that they
remember. Thi;icounts for something, pe séys. But.so does

written evidence and deductions made from séiggp@%ic laws.
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I do not” believe, however, that an‘appeal to written
evidence or the deductions we make frﬁﬁ scientific laws is
sufficient in itself to certify a person's memory claims,
For example, let us suppose that there is a group of'pgople
known as Kikuli, gnd_that these fébple walk in a vertical
and upright position. Let us suppose that one day some of
them are walking through the foregz agﬂ they come across a
group of people, the Wakuma, who walk in stooped position.
If the Kikuli have never observed people walking in a stooped
position nor séen or uéed.chairs; they might return to their
camp and report that they had seen people walking in a stboped
position. In this event, some ‘of the Kikuli might Ee skepi
tical about their fellow tribemel™s memory claims and as a
result, seek toldeterm_inne if these?claims are~accurate.
The? appeal to all of the learned scientific men in their
community.aqdfthgxrbecome convinced fﬁat their fellow tribes-
men's memory claim; are correct. Since scientists have told °°
them that peopfg:develop a stooped posture in the absence of

chairs and they know that the position of rest for the Wakuma

. . .
is that of squatting on the heels or sitting on the haunches

with knees flexqg? the Kiluli accept the memory claims of

thedr tribesmen that the Wakuma walk in a stooping posture,
E
Now if the stooped position of the Wakuma can be inferred

from the law that people develop a stooped posture in the

-~ .
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absen;e of chairs, then on the independent evﬂgbnéé view,
we would have fg_;ay that the tribesmen's memory claim is
veridical. But this is implausible. The t)ibesmen's memory
claim is supported not onlf\gy the deductionsfwe make from
the law that people develop a stooﬁing posture in tEg absence
of chairs, but their memory claim is also-supported by its
coherence with many other beliefs which we may hold. For
example, the belief that a person's diet does mnot ggfeét his
posture, or the belief that a:person's genetic make-up does
not affect his posture, or the belief thﬁt the surrounding
geogfaphy does not affect a‘ﬁerson's posture. In other
swords, aﬂ'appeél to‘independent evidence like the Qeduc;ions
we make from scientific laws is not sufficient in itself to
‘certify the trustworthiness of 'any memory claim, )

But if we grént that an appeal to independen% evidence
is not sufficient, we must grant even more readily that an /2
appeal to independént evidence need not be necessary in order
to validate a memory claim. - Someone ﬁay remember something
iﬁ the absence of any independent evidence to support his
memory claim. In other words, it is possible that we can
have good reason for believing that a past'event occurred
even though there is no independent confirmation of what we

claim to remember. For example, pne can remember seeing a

certain species of bird which no one else has seen, but
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from the fact that no one elselhésuseethhe'bird, it doe's
not follow‘thﬁt tﬁe'rémemberer is not justified in,élaiming
to remember seeing the bird. What this means iﬁ that we .
can have reasoﬁable beliefs about events we think.we remember.
Thus, an appeal to independent evidence is not a nécessary
“condition fpr.rémembering thé past'occurrence of 'some event.
Ayef is not unaware of %his&objection of course. To
take care of the difficulty he assumes that the independent
evidence view allows an gppeal to habit memory. According
~to Ayer, the arguﬁents which can be put forth against the
independent évidence view assume that it is our memory of

events ich is the primary object of our inquiries into the

2 . .
trustworthin of memory. 0 If the possession of indepen-

dent evidence is notsjecessary in order to have a good reason

. '
for believing something, then this is a ;esult of the fact
that we are dealing with our ﬁemory of events. For example,
ohe can claim to Temember seei%g a three-legged man, and in
the absence of any independent evidence to corroborate his
claim, who is to say that his memory claim is not trustworthy?
Now Ayer believes that if our memory of events is self-
consistent and our'memoriés égree with the récollections of
others, then this will count for something in their favor.
But he also helieves that our memory of évents ‘is "important\\\\\\/

but not décisive”.21 That is;'Ay§r believes that.if we
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assume that memory of events 1f primary, then we would have
to allow for some questionable cases of Justlfled rememberlngs.
,Thus, he believes that we can get along with habit memory as
opposed to memory of events. He seems to believe that our
ability to perform, let us say, certain séientific experi-
ments, without.remembering the occasion on which we learned
how to perform these experiments, or our ability to check our
writteﬂ records of certain events will suffice. That is,
-we can '"reconstitute the past"22 without any appeal to our
memory of events. As a matter of habit we can show that our
imemory claims are reliabl?.

But I disagree with Ayer's éiaim that habit memory alocne
could support our endeavors to reconstitute the past. L¥t
us suppose that we want to determine whether certain experij
mental arrangements were made,oT certaiﬁ people observed a
certain event. Let us also suppose that at the time of the
occurrence of these past eventg that no written records were
kept . Let us imagine that wé’li e at a time when there were
- Mo records or that the relevant ‘Tecords were destroyed In
such a case, ]‘w are we to determine if these events did in
fact occur if we do not appeal to our memory of even;s° I
éo ndt helieve that 1t would be fruitful tq reply that we can

'app al/fo our sciemtific theories. For the theories we

appeal to may not be able to account for the event in
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question.. For example, the phlogiston theotry could not
account for Priestiey's disoovery of oxygen, and therefore,
Priestley's dlsCOVery could not receive support from any
known scientific theory. Therefore, I argue that we should
reject Ayer's ‘claim that habit memory will suffice to recon-
stitute the past. ‘ | |

I maiﬁtain, therefofe, that the ihdependent evidehce
view of memory should be rejected as the most plausible pro-
cedure for testlhg whether our memory claims are reliable
1nd1cators of the occurrence of past events.; Instead I
believe the correct theory_of memory justification will U
assume that justification is a matter of accommodating beliefs
that are being queetioned to a body of accepted belids. 1In
order te explein what this means I proceed to discuss. the
cohereqee.view of memory end the contextualist view of memory..

> o . SYF

Section 3: Coherence and Contextualism

Our rejection of both the original justification view
of memory may sﬁggest that the only viable procedure left
for ;esting whether our memory claiﬁs are trustwor?hy is the
coherence view of memory. I will argue that coherence 1is
‘involved in the JUStlflC&t}B% of memory bellefs However .I ‘

will argue that coherence does not tell the full story about

the Justlflcatlon of memory. Instead, I argue that we

- E ) - C ! 3

&%
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* shouldAaccept a cdntextualis view of jus%ificatipn which .
involves coherence. But unlike the coherence view, contex-
| tualism does&pot assert that a person's memory belief Pt
Justlfled just because it coheres with the rest of a quson s
bellefs FlTSt however, let us consider the coherence!’
view of memoTy.-
Thelcoherence*View of‘memory asserts that memory beliefs
;ré justified by their coherénce with other memory beliefs
" and any independent evidence.there'may‘happen to be, The
basic idea of this view is formulated by Lewis as féﬁ}ows:
”If.é sufficientxgumber of'such seeming recollections Haﬁg
tbgether sufficiently well and aré not incongruent with any
ﬂother evidence, then {f may become hlghly probable that what
23

[one] recollects is fact.™
~

T . . . . .
We must take great pains in explicating the rationale
v E

for this view because there ‘are many issues associated with
it. We therefore should hegin our explicayidﬂ”by explaining
why the propoﬂents of this view maintain that the answer

to the problem of the trustworthiness of memory consists of
two parts. The reason for this pzpcedura& tactic is simply
that it affords us the szt efficacious means of explaining
why it is aggued ‘that memory beliefs-are validated by their

coherence witﬁ*q;her memory beliefs and any independent

B | . .
evidence. For example, the proponents of the coherence view

\ ' B
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recognize the fact that the justifiation of our memory

claims involves hoth the general trustworthiness of memory
oy \ T ‘e . ‘ . . :

4 @S well as the justification of our particular memory claims.

Thus, they believe that we must givé some argument to support

our confidence in appealing to the general trustworthiness
éagf-meﬁoyy.” And we must give some argument for justifying

our p;rticular memory claims.
Thus préponents like C. I. Lewis and Richard Brandt will

give the following sort of proposalé for justifying our .
trust in memory. Leﬁis asserts that the answer to the problem
of the validity of memoryiﬁs_as follows:

First,-whatever is remembered,(whether as'
expligit recollection or merely in the form
of our sense of the past, is prima facile
credible because so remembered. And second,
when the whole range of empirical beliefs is
taken into account, all of them more or less
dependent.upon memorial knowledge, we find
that -those which are most credible can be
assured by their mutual 'support, oy as we
shall put it, by their congTuence. 4

Ané Brandt fofmulqﬁgs a similar two part rule for establish-

ing the vakidity of memory:

Rule: (a) Accept as a basis for action an ’ . .
for accepting other beliefs all your clear' . Tt ]

recollections except those (but not more
than a few) ofiwhich the system, (laws,
theories, etc.) of beliefs supported by the
yast majority of your recollections requires
rejection or makes rejection convenient.

(b} gzlieve (disbelieve) any particular
partictular recollection moTre firmly and

X
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confidently corresponding to the dqgree of

support by (seriousness of conflict with)

the system which can be erected on the hase

;gggziizgggogg-ﬁge!vast‘majority‘of your .

S ~ ' e

In the view of both philosophers there are tw!ﬁgrimafy ' Ci\
featurés of their donceptions.of memory justification. -,;
First, when Lewis asserts thét whatever is remembered, whe-
ther as eiplicit recollection. ox merely in the forﬁ of our
sense of ;hé past is prima fécie_credihle because so remem-
bered, he means that memory is, in the main, a reliable
indicator of fhg event of which it purports to be a memory
of. In other words, an event remembered probably did take
place.. Sim&larly, when Bfandt-cléimg that we. should accept
all our clear recoilections, he means that almogt all our
recollections are veridical. Second, they bOtﬁ believe that
the second aspect of the probleém of‘?alidating T trust
'in the reliability of memory involves coherence. This is
evidenced by-LeQis'é assertionlthat the most credible memory
'beliefs can be assumed by their mutual support; and Brandt's
assertion that we should helieyvé any particular recollectipn_
by the degree of support it receives by'our_total‘systeﬁ of
béliefs In brlef both Lewis and Brandt contend that. the
answer to the problem: of the validity of memory depends upon .

'our,acceptance of thé general trustworthlness of memory.

Q ) ’ _— ) .
They understand that there is no way of knowing things |
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through memory by arguments which do not assume that
somégmemories are trustﬁorthyf

_ We have already discussed this argument in the last
chapter. So in this chapter we méy proceed to discuss the
reason why'Lewis and Brandt assert that we can test thé
validity of our memory judgements by their coherence with
other memory beliefs and other evidence, First I will
explain why they accept fhe coherence view. Then I will
explain why I do not agree with Lewis's rationale for accept-
ing this view.- Although I agree that the-coﬁzkence view
of méﬁory should be accepted, I shall argue that the. argument
that Lewis puts forfh in support of the coherence view is
mistaken. I also contend that Brandt's rationale for
actepflng the cohererice view is correct because it provides
the bést explanation of why we can have feasonable belief
about events we think we remember in the absence of any
cﬁiroborating indeﬁéndent evidence. But I disagree with
Lewis's explanation of the reasons wliich warrant our éccep-
tance of the coherence view of memory. Finally, I will
prbvideka defense of the coherence view of meﬁofy with a

‘view toward showing that certain objections to this ate
ineffecti{e.- .
Turning.firsf to Lewis's view, we should note that he
acceﬁts a cohﬁrence tﬁeory for the following reasons.

a
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~.Lewis contemds that the coherence view of memory is the most

"

promising way to justify our memory tlaims,-hecause he

X rejects the idea of ¥ class of epistemologically hasic

beliefs (i.e., beliefs that are intrinsically credible) which
provide the ultimate terminating point for chains of justifi-
cation. In his view the assumption of certainty for any

class of memoTy statements is mistaken. 28

According to Lewis
certainty is not characteristic of memory since nothiﬂg is
more commen than for one to mistrust E}s memory, or for one
to rémember things and later find them false.

Lewis is correct when he claims that certainty is not a
characteristic of memory and therefore, that it would be a
mistake to assume that the jusfification of a memory state-
ment requires that there be a class of epistemologically basic
beliefs which provide the ultimate termiqating paint for
chains of justification. -But‘he is mistaken when he-assumes
that perceptual beliefs are justified by looking to their
foundation in éﬁven data of sense. There is no class of
beliefs which are intrinsically crédible or whol;y certain.

I would like to make a brief digression to explain why I

‘disagree with Lewis's claim that perceptual beliefs are
< .

justified by looking to their foundation in given data of

sense. I do this to counter any suggestion that ouT motiva-’

tion for accepting coherence is linked to Lewis's general



LA}

. conception about the justification of perceptudl heliefs.

Furthermore, as I shall .show in the remainder of this thesis,

there are certain implications which our diStussion of mem-
ory justification will have on the idea of foundationalism.

Let us consider why it is argued that the justification
b

of a perceptual judgement fgquires that there be a class of

-

epistemologically basic beliefs which are wﬁgily'certain,
and then consider why this conception’of the nature of
empirical justification should be rejected. According to .

Lewis, if we are concerned with the justification of an

1 ! ' .

empirical statement of perception, then we must discover the

.

foundation of that statement (as characterized by traditional
epistemology) by looking to statements which report direct
findings of sense. The statements which report direct
findings of sense are supposed to be statements. of empiricaL

certainties, since "there cculd be no doubtxabqq} the pre-
/sented content of experience”.27 Statements vfempiricahan
p . .

“certainties are statements like "I see what looks lika a

Y

blue pen", or "I seem to‘feella heada¢he', or "this seems to
look bigger than that'", or "it seems to taste like wine".
The reason why these sorts of statements are held to be
certaipiis that they concern only what appears to one at the
. moment that one is having the,ekper%ence in question. , They

are confined to description of the content of experience
\ 4 i

EY

/

Fal
.
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at the moment it is given. Of course it is possihle to tell
lies about that which oﬁe.ﬁgkgzgj:iencing so that one ﬁﬁy-
deceive(gjhgrs, but .on the present view it is never possible
for oneself to be in any Eﬁﬁgzi:Bout thelpresented content
of expe-rience.28 » ,
R But why believe that in order to jusfify an empirical
statement of.perception we must, discover the grounds of |
that statement in direct findings of sense? For Lewis and
others, the answer to this is that unless we do, We can never
bring fhe justification of a statement of perceptioﬁ to. a
halt. In other words, if there'were no statements of empiri-
cal certainties, we can never have good reaSOnjlfor aécepting
an empirical statement of perception. Thé argument for this -
claim runs as follows: If it is the case that we justify
percepfual beliefs by others already accefted or believed;.
then those other beliefs which are used t LJjustify some
other belief must themselves be established or wé?T confirmed.
However, in fhe words of Anthony Qﬁinion, ”if‘every belief
was dependent on others for its justification, no belief
twguld‘be justified ,at all, for in this case to justify any
belief would require the justification of an infinite series
of bé&ﬁfﬁgu Sb, if any belief is to be justified, there mﬁst
be a class of basic, nizgjnferentiai bgliefs-to'bring'the

s 29 )
regress of justification to a halt." . \{g)other words,

PN
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~not all beliefs can have other beliefs as their sufficient
re®sons, but some must” he justified by the occurrenge of

an experience or:senseaimpression. Thus, the natural
terminus to any process ef eﬁpirica} verification are state-
ménts‘of\empirical*ce}tainties which are-&escriptivg'of the

present tontent of experience.  And these statements are -
- g . - * 1?-

. .

held to be'Certain because it is believed that there could
be no doubt about’ the presented centent of experience as
"-—‘&v

4
: such at the tlme when it is given. We can, in short, bring

the regress of Justlflcatlon of an emp1r1ca1 tatement ‘of
perceptlon to a halt only if statements of em::&gcal cer-
tainties do not require any other bellefs to justify them,
Now this procedure of tréd;tional\epistemoiogy is no
longer regarded-es/e plausible conception of justi%icatidn.
The assumption that there is é giveh element in our ‘observa-
tions, that there are éiven facts of experience which are,
absolutely stable and invariant is a nen-sta}ter among
most contemporafy'empiricists. It 'is no lohger believed
that. a person s perceptlons are unaffected by the beliefs
he has or the assumptlons he makes about the object he is
perceiving. Certain results .of emplrlcal psychology, such
as the duck-rabbit example, moreover, have shown that the
idea of unambigubus objects of perception is a myth. What

appears to one man as a duck may appear to another as a
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rebhit.’ Our observalions are always interpretations in
the light of our background.assumptions, so it is
highdy doubtful that there are given facts of experience such
that our perceptlons aré unaffected by the bellers we have.

'

Therefore,.we must reJecﬁ“Lew1s‘s assumptlon that there is
1

a given element in experience which is unaffected by our

beliefs, desires, or any sort of conceﬁtual mediation.

My rejection of Lewis's assumption concerning the’

existence-of so-called given facts of experience is,” however,

only one aspect of" my objective in this section, What
rémains to be explalned 15 whether the cohérence view of
memory is the ‘most plausible prqcedure for validating our

trust in the .-reliability of memqry. As I have noted else-

where in this section, Lewis and Brandt believe that the

2

coherence view is the most plausible view of memory .justifi-

cation. However, it sHould be pointed out that Brandt's
reasons for .accepting a coherence theory of memory
Justlflcatlon do not seem to be simila? to Lewis's reasons

Although he does believe that Lew1s s discussion of memory

""is the most helpful and important [discussion] .that has

30 . : '
been written'" on the sub;ect That is, Brandt does not
assert that the reason for accepting a coherence theory of
memory is based on our inability to justify memoTry beliefs

by looking to their foundations in given data of sense.
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Rather, he'believes that the coherencévtheory provides the

best expiéﬁation of how we should pr&deed td justify our,
.particylar memory c%aims. In Brandf's words: "the credibility

of onr recollections is enhanced by the support ‘they receive

from our gystem of beliefs, and reduced by conflict with‘this
_sysqaﬁ”.sl Thus, the qdestion with us atepresent is whether

a.coherence theory of‘memof& justification is epistepologi- ;m.~ "
cally acceptable. I will argué that,Lewis_andanandtuare
essentially correct in'their defense of coﬁerence. However,
I will argue that there are certain issues pértéining to the "
Jnotion of a "theory of justificagion" which will warrant.,
a cgrtain reformulation of the role of coherence in the

»

justification of memory beleifs. Therefore, let -us proceed
éo consider Fhe guestion of whetﬁer a.coherence theory of
memory justification is epistemologically ﬁnacééptable.'

In order to do this, let us ask ourselves whether the
coherence fhgbry of memdry is defensible. That is, can
we defend the clafﬁ that if a sufficient numbér'of our
memoTies hang together spfficiently well and are not incon-
sistent wiFh any other evigence, then we may say that one
is justified in_ believing that‘whaf he remembers is veridical?
For example, if Jones claims te’ remember meeting Smith for
dinner a£'7:00 p.m. last Friaay; theq‘Jones' memory claim

would noE be coherent with the rest of his beliefs if

S/ « ,
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“Jones also remembers that he was in the hospital at the

-]

same time and on the same day that he claims to remember .

meeting Smith. Furthermore, if Mary claims that John was

- present at the first annual of the Alabama Historical Society,

then Mary's memory claim would not be coherent with her
other beliefs if twelve witnesses were to testify that John
was in New York at the same time and on the same day that

Mary claims to remember seeing him. Finally, if Max claims.

to Temember that the Washington Monument was: destroyed by

fire last week, then Max's memory claim would not be coherent

with his other memoTry beliefs if the Washington Monumert

is still standing this week.
The standard reply to the above illustrations of how
memory beliefs cohere with one another and other beliefs is

that it presupposes that coherence amounts to nothing more

‘than logical consistency. What this meahs is that if justi-

fication depends on relations of coherence, then this can

only mean that there.is no contradiction which exists

between the object of justification and the sfstem of-beliefs
into which the obﬁect is to be incorporated. But if &
coherence amounts to‘nothing more than mere logical consis-
tency, then it is argued thét there can be a plurality of
in;érﬁally'coherent'systems of statements; and the me;e

relation of consistency ameng statements provides no grounds
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Whatever for believing any one of them. Thus, philoscphers
like Moritz Schlick and A. J. Ayer assert that if a coherence

theory of memory justification is taken seriously,” then cne

-

*must consider arbitrary fairy stories to be as true as histor-

ical reports. . ’ N .
For example, Schlick has argued that if coherence is

taken seriously,

...then one must consider arbitrary fairy
stories to be as true as a historical
report, or-as statements in a textbook of
chemistry, provided the story in constructed
in‘suchsﬁ way that no contradiction ever
arises. " )

And Ayer has argled that a coherence theorist must
..{admit-the-possibility of inventing
fictitious sciences and histories which
would be just as comprehensive, elegant

and free from contradictiog3as those in
which we actually believe.

- -

. Therzfore, Schlick and Ayer maintain that if we accept a
coherence view of justification, we will not be able to
distingdish between true and false systems- of beliefs.

However, I will argue that Schlick's and Ayer's objec-
tions to the coherence theory are unacceptable, because
there is no reason why the philosopher who subscribes to the
coherence theory must belieye in a grotesque world full of
bizarre adventure simply because of the possibility of‘_

inventing fictitious sciences and histories which are as free

fron contradiction as those in which we actually believe,.

4
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This could be correct only if it were true to say that

coherence .can only be explained in terms of consistency:
But this is a mistake because this’objection is quite unfair
tb_coherénCe theorists. " ‘ |

_Iﬁ the first place, as Michael Williams has claimed,
we must acknowiedge the fact that "the set of accepted
beliefs constituting the context of justification cannot be
thought to contain only 'first-order' beliefs, but must con-
tain eplsBemlc beliefs as well". 34 Such beliefs are bellefi
about beliefs, including beliefs about techniques for acquir-
ing and rejecting beliefs, dnd beliefs about the conditions
under whiéh beliefs of c;rtain kinds are likely to be true.
Thus, once we admit the need for epistemic beliefs the claim
®Fhat a coherence theory of justification would make it
plausible to believe fairy stories as well as reports about
events from our own history becomes less plausible. For
example, it would be a mistake to claim that we can consis-
tently believe any internally consistent fairy story with as
much justification as we do with”respect to our memory
claims, because the context of beliefs in which the test of
coherence is applied contains beliefs about techniques for
the acquisition of beliefs., What this means is that the
context of beliefs in which the test of coherence is applied

contains beliefs about fairy stories as well as beliefs

-
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about actual past experiences;' In other words, there is no
plausibility to the claim that the coherencé theory mﬁkes it
possible to'be;ieve with justification ﬁny consistent fairy
story. If we are reading a fairy story the question, "How
could this. happen”" is quite 1nappr0prlate because fairy
stories are not ‘meant to be cohierent in the requlred sense.
They are not meant to be reports about anyone's rTeal past
experiences. _

I believe that\ enough has been said abou;‘. Schlick's
and Ayer's rejection of coherence, to warrant the claim that

coherence per se does not make it possible .to believe with

. L4 ,‘
justification any consistent fairy story whatever. Howe&er,
I believe that there are certain issues about the nature of
memory justification which need to be addressed before we
can Eémplete our diSCUSSiOn‘Of how to justify our particular
memory claims. That is, w& have thusfar spoken about a
coherence theory of memgry justification.‘ But Michael
Williams has argued that it might be more appropriate to
describélthe'apprbach to justification which we have dis- "’
cussed so far as a "ébntextualist view of justigication",35
That is, we may agree that coherence plays a major role with
respect to the justification of memory claims, but we may-’
not agrée thét a memory belief is justified\just in virtue -

'of its cohering with all of our other beliefs, Justification
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is context dépendent; what is required for.the justification
of a memory belief will depend en tﬁe circumstances surround-
ing it. The crucial point is that we can deﬁy that there
is. a general theory of justification: the cont;itualist view
of justification ﬂo?s not require that justification conform
" to one pé;tern in all contexts oflinquiryJ

. N . _
To,appreciate the ratiOnaie'behihd a ;6ntexfua1ist view
of 5ustification, let ﬁs consider what is usually meant by-a
A"theory of justificatian”. According to Williams when
;;hilpsophersgtalk about a theéry of justification they usually
have in mind a theory which will answer the skeptical QUESF’
tion, "What reason have we for thinking that any of the
‘beliefs we hold are justified?".sﬁ' In other words, they are
concerned with the.question of how we are to avoid being R
caught in an infinite regress of justification.v Foundational-
ist philqsoﬁhers will argue that we must admit the exjstence -
of ep{stemologiggliy basic beliefs which are intrinsica&ly
credible. That is, beliefs which are justified without
requiring independent justifiéation. But an anti-foundation-
alist will argue that we can deal with the thregt of ;h
infinite regress of justification without resorting to the.
postulation of a privileged class of intrinsically credible

beliefs./ For, according to the anti-foundationalist, it 1is

a fallacy to infer from the fact that justification must come

-
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to an end somewhere that there must be some special kinds’

.

of belief with Wthh 2ll justification must necessarlly

termlnate All that follows from the need to escape the

»
regress of Justlflcatlon is that at any time, or in any

conhext of inquiry,.we must have some beliefs not open to
doubt. What fhis means is that if we Teject the idea of
knowledge having an intrinsically credible foundation, 'then’
thewa%p0551b111ty of there Belng an 1nf1n1te regress of

justification will show that we cannot go about justifying

. or doubting everything we belieVe at once. Although the

possibility of coming to doubt anything we believe will be

left open. | ‘
Williams.claims that a -coherence theory need not be a

”theor& ef justification" in the same sense as a theory

which depends on our taking seriousl} the idea of foundations

for knowledge or the problem of radical skepticism,"But he

also believes that "defenders of coherence theories have

generally...tried to produce theories which are theories of

justification in the traditional sense'\.37 That is, theories
which require that justification have an essence, that it
conforms to one pattern in all contexts of inquiry. Thus,

he argues that it would be more appropriate for us to accept
a contextualist view of justification rather than a colierence
theory of justification (as it is usually understood in the

traditional sense).
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I believe that if we replace the notion of a coherence
theory of justification with a contextualist view of justi-™
'fication’ then this may  he more appropriate. It is true
that coherence plays a méjor Tole in the justification of
memory-beliefs, but we must also consider the context ;f
jugt'fication. For example, .if we believe that our memory
ofﬂéime eventmis trustworthy because it is not incoherent
with other memory bBeliefs, then we must also take into-
account the context in which the belief is being'ipsftfiqd(//
For example, -if Smith Temembers meeting Mary for.dinner at
7:00 p.m. last Friday night, then if Smith's memory claim
is not incoherent with the rest of his beliefs or any other
evidence, then Smith's memory claim may be regarded as
veridical. But if it were known that Smith's memory ciaim
was being justified in a context in which, let us say, he
had been given some drug to alter his mémory, then we would
‘not regard his memory claim és being justified. Thus, -
coherence plays a major role in the‘justificafion of our
memory claims. 'But so does the context of justification.
Therefore, I maintgin that is wouldsbe more appropriate for
us to say that memary beliefs are justified by their coher-

ence with other beliefs and any other evidegff within a

particular context of justificatiom. - <



"CHAPTER VII
MEMORY BELIEFS‘ANDIFOUNﬁATIONALISM

There is an interesting consequénce which follqws from
the above contention thaf‘traditional epistemological
~theories cannot be regarded as giving a plausible conception
of the nature of justification. When Lewis claims that the
tggditionai epistemological conéeption of justification
cannot be extended to cover the justification of memory /
claims, 51nce the assumptlon of certalnt; for memory is

contradicted by the fact that we Temember rememberlng events

and later flnd;ggrthem f‘alse,1 then he should have carried

this argument to its logical conclusipn by assertlng that
from cbnsiderations which bear upon the problem of valida-
ting our trust in the reliability of memory, it follows that
-foundationalism mﬁst be rejected: In other words, he should
have seen that it is implausible to c¢laim that empiricai
knowledge rests on a foundation of perceptual knowledge.
Knoﬁledge does not Test on a foundation pf‘pénceptual
knowledge. Considerations which bear upon the problem of
validating our trust in the reiiability of memory show thgt

foundationalism'mu%t he rejected as offering a coherent view

of the nature of justification.

-

On the foundationalist view, the Tegress argument forces

197
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us to recognize that not all knowledge can be inférential
in the sense that it is based on further justified beliefs.
Therefore, there must be some epistemologically basic béliefs

which do not themselves require justification, since they

‘atre the basis upon which other beliefs are justified.

Epistemologicélly basic beliefs can be regarded as being

intrinsically credible because their justification must not

‘accTue to them through knowledge of any general facts about %

the world, or any further Background knowledge. They are
ultimate terminating points for chains of justifitation.2

But the foundationalist view of knowledge must be
rejected. Any actual process of-justification must terminate
after a finite number of steps, but this only shows that

at any given'time we must have some stock of beliefs which

~are not thought to be open to challenge. Although anyone

of them may subsequently come under fire. According to the
anti-foundationalist, it is fallacious to argue that since
justification mugt come‘to an end somewhere; there must be.
some ﬁpecigl kind of belief with which justification always
terminates. We néed to have a stock.of welizentrenched

beliefs which set the hounds within which correct inquiry

- proceeds, and which provide the touchstones for empirical .

justification. But there is nothing in this view to suggest

+
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that such beliefs must be intrinsicaily credihle, or that
they - must be of some special kind; say, first pefson membrx
statements.3 |
’4'1
Traditional epistemological theories have also assumed
that the touchstones of empirical justification are percep;
tual beliefs, since perception is supposed to providé the
link Setween-the kqowing mind and the external world.?
Thﬁs, beliefs havipg to do with perception have found a
- special placg in the epistemological scheme of_things as it
pertains to the explication of the structure of justifica-
tion. But this is a smitake. There is no good.reason why
Hf;erceptuél beliefs should find a special place in the schene
.0f things, since many, “f not most, of the touchstones of
empirical justificgﬁiﬁn consist of memory beliefs rather than
perceptual‘beliefs. Furthermore, since memory beliefs_do at
times provide the touéhstones of empirical justificatidn,
there is nothlng in this view which sheﬁid incline us to
say that these beliefs are 1ntr1n51ca11y credible. It =~ 7
would be a mistake to claim that they are the ultimate
terminating points of chains of justifiéation. I maintain,
therefore, that foundationalism should be rejected because
neither certainty nor incorrigibility can be claimed on
‘behalf of memory beliefs.

To explain further, there is no good reason why '
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perceptual beliefs should find 2 special place in épistemoiogy
for the reason that both memory and \perception areltouch— |
stones of emﬁirical’justification in certain contexts, Some
of the facts upon_which‘gcientific laws are based are
&admitted solely bécause they are remembered, Therefore, I
. reject the claim that memdry should play second fiddle to
ﬁerception since perception is more fundamental to episte-
mology. : This claim is based on the mistaken view that theTe
is a given datum of sense experlence which it is p0551b1e
for us to directly apprehend w1thout t%e\glnd having any s
influence upon that which we perceive. But we must reject
this claim because evidence from the psychclogy of perception
all points}jo there being no such thing as a state of
sensuous apprehension utterly unaffected by bellefs, desires,
and expectations and consequentiy no experlence of the’
given.
I contend that the proponents of a foundatignal view
of knowledge are guilty of what cogld be called "foundational
do;ble—taik". Although they have postulated the vigﬁ that
empirical knowledge rests on a foundation of perceptual .
knowledge, they understand that memoTy also functions as a
touchstone of empirical justificafion. But since the
)

v . .
assumption of certainty cannot plausibly be claimed on

behalf of memory, they ignore memoTy and thereby, focus
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thei; epistemological discussions on perceptioﬁ. Cénsider
by way of an illustration of this kind of foundational
double-~talk, Lewis's discussion of the problem of the trust-
worthiness of memofy. For Lewislthe foundation which'supports‘ N
the whole edifice of knowledge are thosé items of truth which
are diéclosed'in given experience. But he also asserts that
"the eventual foundation of our -- pyramidal structure of
- . .
empirical beliefs, is mainly no given sense eﬁperience,
availablé>to-us only as remembered”.7 Here Lewis is arguing,
on théwone hand, that . the foundationalist‘caaims thét }he
foundation stones of knowledge are items of sense which are
disclosed in given experience. On the other hand, he is
arguing that the eventual foundation‘of empirical beliefs: is
givenpnot by sense experience, but by pasf.eiﬁeriencé (which'
is available to us only as rTemembered). But if the eventual
foundation stones of empirical knowledge are not sense
experié%%e, then why should perception find a special
place in epistemology? 1 ;ontend that the foundationalist's
neglect of memory has led him to overlook certain important
eﬁistemological considerations which should have showﬁ
him the implausibility of claiming that there ate epistemo-

_dogically basic beliefs which are the ultimate terminating

points of chains of justification.

v
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ABSTRACT
THE TRUSTWORTHINESS OF MEMORY
. STANLEY MYERS BROWKE

This thesis investigates the important problem of the
-nature and justification of memory claims. I argue for the
following conteﬁtions: (1) that memory should be analyzed
as a constructive process, the recall of stored information
occurring only after an elaborate process of réconstruction;
(2) that we should refuse to entertain the skeptical claim
that our confidence in tpe trustworthiness of mehory in

general is invalid; and (3) that a contextualist view of

justification is the most promising-approach to justifying
‘our particular memory claims.'lFinally, as‘a corollary of
the preceding contentions;, I argue that certain considera-
tions which bear'upon the problem of validating our trust
in the ;eliability of memory shpﬁ that foundationalism must
be rejected as offering a coherent view of the nature’ of
:justi?ication.

The particular design of my thesis is as follows. In
chapter one I briefly outline the general.t0pics of discussion
in this thesis. In chapter two I consider the traditional
analyses of memory: realism and representationalism. Accord-

ing to realism, the immediate object of a memory experiénce
1



2
is the actual event remembered. According to
representationalism the immediate'object'of a memory -
éxperience is an image which represents the event remembered.
I argue that the traditional analyses of memory must be
rejecfed as correct descriptions of what happen? when we
remémber. Briefly, I contend that both realism and represen-
tation mistakenly assume that the Same memory can disappear
and reappear over and over again.

In chapter three I consider the analogy between memory
and perception. I argue that memory is analogous to
perception in certain fundamental respects. I contend that
memory and pefceptipn are constructive processes. On Ehis
view the role which stored information piays in- recaill is
like the T0le which stimulus informaéion plays'in perception,
That is, perception is construétive'because we do not see
objects simply because they are there; rather we see them
after an elaborate process of construction which makes use
of relebant stimulus information. Likewise, we do not
recall objects simply because traces of them exist in our
brain; rather we recall them after an elaborate process of
reconstruction which usually makes use of relevant stored

, \.
information.

In chapter four I consider the retained knowiedge View
of memory. According to this view, memory should be

analyzed as the retention of knowledge rather than the



3
acquisition of knowledge. _I argue that this view should

be rejected because it mistakenly assumes that memory is not
analogous to perception. Furthermofe, I érgue that this
view should b; rejected because it; too, mistaken1y assumes
that the same memory can disappear and reappear over and
over again.

In chapter five I consider the problem of skepticism
and the general trustworthiness of memory. I argue that |
we should refuse to be lured into an attempt to refute the
skeptic. I maintain that there is no good reason why we
should seriously entertain the skeptical question, "What
justifies the whole of,memory?". I argﬁq\fhat the skeptical
claim that memory in general may be unreliable makes no
sense independent of any concrete epistemic situation.

In chapter si; I consider various procedures for
justifying our particular memory claims. First, I examine
the original justification view which claims that what
originally justified one's belief continues to justify it
at present., Second, I examine the independent evidence view
which claims that a goéd reason for belieying that a past
event occurféd is that there is independent evidence that
it was so. Third, I examine the coherence view, which
claims that a person's memory beliefs are justified by

their coherence with other memory beliefs and any évidence

there may happen to be. Finally, I examine the contextualist



4
view of justification which claims that the justification

of a person's memory claim is context-~dependent. I argue
that the contextualisteview of memory*justification should
be accepted, and that the original justification view and
the independent evidence view‘igguld.be rejected.

Finally, in chapter seven I consider therrelationship
between foundationalism and the justification of memory
beliefs. I argue that there are certain considerations
which hear upon the problem of justifying memory which
;EEEE§TS that fou;dationalism should be rejected as giving

a plausible account of the nature of justification.
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