Memory and Time

1. Introduction

Memories, like other mental states such as beliefs or perceptual experiences, are intentional states. Memories have content in the minimal sense that if a subject seems to remember something, then the state in which she is can be evaluated as correct or incorrect. The aim of this essay is to determine how we should construe the content of memories. I will concentrate on those memories that we express as being about events in the outside world. That is, memories that we express by uttering sentences such as ‘I remember that there was a book on this table an hour ago’ or ‘I remember that you were at the party on Saturday.’ Are those memories really about events in the outside world? Are they about our past perceptions of those events? Could those memories be about some combination of the two elements? These are the issues I will be concerned with in this essay.

This discussion is organized in two parts. The purpose of the first part, which comprises sections 2-4, is to establish the limits of the discussion and to introduce the methodology used in it. The purpose of the second part, which comprises sections 5-8, is to evaluate several views about mnemonic content and, eventually, put forward a positive view. I shall proceed as follows.

In section 2, I will first need to distinguish two kinds of memory for events, since we will only be concerned with memories that belong to one of those two kinds. Then, I will highlight a phenomenological feature of memories of that kind. The feature in question seems to involve a certain form of temporal awareness, or time consciousness, which I will refer to as the ‘feeling of pastness’. I will propose that any theory of mnemonic content should be consistent with the fact that memories have that phenomenological feature and, ideally, it should shed some light on the reason why they do. In section 3, I will specify the notion of content that we will be using in the discussion. Finally, in section 4, I will put forward a test that will help us evaluate different theories of mnemonic content. I call this test the ‘right kind of information’ test. 

In section 5, I will discuss a certain view of memory according to which, when one seems to remember a certain event, the event in question is presented to one as having a temporal position that is independent from the time of remembrance. In section 6, I will discuss a different view of memory. According to it, when one seems to remember a certain event, the event in question is presented to one as having a temporal position relative to the time of remembrance. In section 7, I will discuss a view of memory according to which, when one seems to remember a certain event, the event in question is presented to one as being at the causal origin of the memory experience that one is having. I will argue that none of these views passes the right kind of information test, even though some of them have good prospects of illuminating the feeling of pastness.

In section 9, I will offer a positive proposal about the content of memories. The main tenet of the view that I will advocate is that, when one seems to remember a certain event, the event in question is presented to one as the truth-maker of a perceptual experience that caused the very memory experience that one is having.

A note on terminology: In what follows, I shall use expressions of the form ‘S remembers that p’ and ‘S has a memory that p’ to refer to a subject being in a state wherein she veridically remembers a certain fact. With the locutions ‘S apparently remembers that p’, ‘S has an apparent memory that p’ and ‘S has a memory experience that p’, I will refer to a subject being in a state wherein she either veridically remembers or misremembers a certain event.
 

2. Two forms of memory

There are two varieties of memory for events that we need to distinguish, since we will only be concerned with one of them. An example may be useful to tell them apart. 

Suppose that, when I was a child, my parents took me to the local zoo and I saw an albino gorilla playing there. There are two senses in which, later, I could remember that there was an albino gorilla playing at the zoo. In the first sense, I remember it because I am now having a quasi-perceptual experience wherein I am presented with an albino gorilla playing at the zoo. Typically, the intentional state in which I am when I remember something in this sense involves some imagery of the past event and it elicits some awareness of my being in that state. In this sense of ‘remember’, I can remember that there was an albino gorilla playing at the zoo even if I did not form the belief that there was one at the time that I perceived it. Imagine, for instance, that I did not have the concept gorilla at the time I visited the zoo, or that I did not pay attention to the gorilla because I was fascinated by the elephant in the background. In this sense of ‘remember’, it is still possible for me to remember, at a later time, that there was an albino gorilla playing at the zoo.

There is a different sense in which I may remember that there was an albino gorilla playing at the zoo some time after my visit. In this other sense of ‘remember’, I remember that there was an albino gorilla playing at the zoo if, in the past, I formed the belief that there is such an animal playing at the zoo, I now believe that it was playing there, and the reason why I believe it now is that my past belief has been preserved up to the present time. In this sense, I can remember that there was an albino gorilla playing at the zoo even if, at the current time, I am not having a quasi-perceptual experience wherein the albino gorilla is presented to me. Imagine, for instance, that someone asks me some questions about the details of the scene and it turns out that I cannot answer any question about any detail that I did not notice at the time I perceived the gorilla. In this sense of ‘remember’, it is still possible for me to remember that there was an albino gorilla playing at the zoo. 

Let us call the first kind of cognitive achievement ‘episodically remembering’ and the second kind ‘semantically remembering’.
 Similarly, if a subject remembers a certain event episodically, we may call the experience that she has an ‘episodic memory’ of the event. If she remembers it semantically, we can call her belief that the event happened a ‘semantic memory’ of it. In this discussion, I shall concentrate on episodic memory. Thus, when I speak of remembering an event, I shall mean episodically remembering unless otherwise specified. The issue that will concern us, then, is how to construe the content of episodic memories. 

Episodic memories have some interesting phenomenological features. For the purposes of this discussion, I shall focus on the following one.
 When a subject apparently remembers a certain event, the way in which the event is presented to her does not seem to be neutral on the temporal position of that event. The event seems to be presented to the subject as happening in the past. Thus, when I apparently remember my apartment being on fire, the fire does not appear to me as taking place now (as it would if I were perceiving it). It does not appear to me as taking place at no particular time either (as it would if I were imagining it). The fire seems to appear to me as taking place in the past. The phenomenology of memory seems to involve, then, a certain form of temporal awareness. We can try to formulate this idea in the following ‘feeling of pastness’ principle (or ‘PAST’ for short):


PAST
Feeling of pastness


For any subject S and proposition p:



If S apparently remembers that p, then the fact that p is presented to S as

happening in the past. 

The feeling of pastness is one of the reasons why we can tell that a certain experience that we are having seems to be a memory as opposed to an episode of imagination. Of course, we are often wrong when we judge that some experience that we are having is in fact a memory as opposed to an episode of imagination. But the very fact that we make judgements of that kind reveals that there are some phenomenological clues on the basis of which we make them. One of those clues seems to be that, when we apparently remember some event, that event is presented to us as taking place in the past.

PAST should play a constraining role in our theorizing about the intentionality of memory. It will be an important virtue of any theory about the nature of mnemonic content that it sits easily with the fact that episodically remembered events are presented to us as happening in the past. For methodological purposes, this means that we are entitled to require from any proposal about the content of episodic memories that it is consistent with PAST. Furthermore, we can arbitrate between different proposals about the content of episodic memories based on which have some prospects of accounting for PAST, and which do not. 

Notice that there is a question I am begging by approaching the feeling of pastness thus. The question is whether one should look for an explanation of the feeling of pastness in the content of memories or not. One can try to account for the feeling of pastness that we experience when we have memories in terms of the content that those memories have. Alternatively, one can try to shed some light on it in terms of some non-intentional properties of those memories. One could draw on at least three different lines of research within the psychology of memory to pursue the second kind of approach.

Certain psychological theories of memory that try to explain why we place remembered events in the past appeal to the vivacity of memories. Call them ‘strength theories’ of memory.
 Strength theorists claim that we place remembered events in the past due to the degree of vivacity of the relevant memories.
 According to other psychological theories, a subject takes a certain experience that she is having to be a memory due to a characteristic feeling of familiarity that accompanies the remembered event. And, importantly, it is claimed that such a feeling of familiarity is due to the ease with which the event comes to mind, or the relative fluency of accomplishing a task that requires identifying the event in question.
 Call these ‘attributional theories’ of memory. Attributional theories are not really concerned with PAST. Nonetheless, one could use some of their resources to try to explain the feeling of pastness. One might claim that the subject who remembers an event typically needs to make an effort in order to occupy the state that constitutes a memory but the subject who perceives it does not typically need to make an effort to occupy the state that constitutes a perception. And this is why perceptions present events as taking place in the present whereas memories present them as happening in the past. Finally, a certain view in the psychology of memory tries to use the notion of context overlap, or matching, to explain the likelihood that a particular item will be recalled in a free recall task.
 The basic idea within this ‘context overlap’ theory is that the amount of contextual overlap between the time of recall and the time of presentation is proportional to the likelihood that a particular item will be recalled. This view is not concerned with PAST either. But, once again, there is no reason why we could not pursue a similar idea to explain PAST. One could suggest that the reason why an event is presented to a subject as having happened in the past when she remembers it is the fact that there is not much overlap between the context in which the event was perceived and the context in which it is now remembered. 

For the purposes of this discussion, I will set aside these views and, more generally, the second, ‘non-intentional’ kind of approach to the feeling of pastness.
 Thus, in this essay, I will assume that the intentional properties of memories can account for PAST. In other words, I will assume that the correct proposal about the content of memories can illuminate the feeling of pastness.

3. On content  

Let me now be more precise about what I mean by ‘a proposal about the content’ of episodic memories. The basic intuition about memory experiences having content is that they can be evaluated as correct or incorrect. For each memory experience, there are conditions under which it is correct and conditions under which it is incorrect (for short, ‘truth-conditions’ of it). Thus, it is natural to think that if you want to know what the content of a given memory experience is, you should ask yourself what it would take for it to be correct. This, however, is just an approximation. For the expression ‘what it would take for the experience to be correct’ is actually ambiguous.
 

There are two kinds of conditions that the world can meet in order for an intentional state such as a belief, a perceptual experience or a memory experience to be correct. Thus, there are two things that we may mean by ‘what it would take for the memory experience to be correct’ and, correspondingly, two different things which we could be after when we seek a ‘proposal about the content of memories.’ For the purposes of capturing this distinction, it will be convenient to represent the truth-conditions of memory experiences by means of certain abstract objects, namely, propositions. In what follows, I will construe propositions as sets of possible worlds.
 Let me now introduce the distinction between two kinds of truth-conditions by means of an example that involves perception rather than memory.

Let us return to the situation where I am in the zoo looking at an albino gorilla who is playing there. Suppose that my visual apparatus is working correctly and the environmental conditions for perception are normal. Let us call this situation A. In situation A, by looking at the gorilla, I come to have a perceptual experience with certain phenomenal properties. Let us call that experience E. We can ask ourselves ‘what would it take for E to be correct?’ In one sense (call it the ‘of-sense’), what it would take is that an albino gorilla is playing at the zoo. We can individuate this kind of truth-conditions by reference to the proposition that only contains those possible worlds where an albino gorilla is playing at the zoo, which we can call the ‘of-proposition.’ In a different sense (call it the ‘in-sense’), what it would take for E to be correct is that E is caused by an event of the type that normally causes experiences of E’s phenomenal type. We can individuate this kind of truth-conditions by reference to the proposition that only contains those possible worlds where E is caused by an event of that type. Let us call this proposition the ‘in-proposition.’ 

As it happens, what it takes for E to be correct obtains in situation A in both the in-sense and the of-sense. (Thus, A belongs to both the of-proposition and the in-proposition associated to E.) However, we can appreciate the difference between the two kinds of truth-conditions when we try to evaluate E with respect to other possible situations. Imagine a possible situation B that is identical to A except for the fact that, in B, white things tend to elicit perceptual experiences of the type caused by black objects in situation A, and vice versa. Let us now focus on E happening in situation A. Consider whether it correctly describes situation B, where I am looking at an albino gorilla playing at the zoo and I thereby come to have E. Clearly, what it takes for E to be correct, in the of-sense, obtains in B. In that sense, then, E in situation A accurately describes situation B. However, what it takes for E to be correct, in the in-sense, does not obtain in B. In that sense, then, E does not accurately describe situation B. This is simply meant to illustrate that the two propositions that we have used to capture the two senses of ‘what it takes for E to be true’ are different. (Possible situation B belongs to the ‘of-proposition’ associated to E but it does not belong to the ‘in-proposition’.) Thus, the two corresponding kinds of truth-conditions for E are different.

This means that there are two different kinds of content for perceptual experiences.
 One of them is captured by the of-proposition associated to the experience whereas the other one is captured by the in-proposition. What notion of content we should concentrate on depends on what we expect from a theory of content for perceptual experiences. Let me explain.

The in-proposition and the of-proposition associated to E correspond to two different ways in which we can evaluate E.
 When we consider a certain possible situation and evaluate E with respect to it, we can do one of two things. We may hold fixed the facts that are relevant for the intentionality of perceptual experiences in situation A and ask ourselves whether, given those facts, E correctly represents the possible situation that we are considering. In that case, we are asking ourselves whether E, in the actual situation A, is true of that possible situation. Alternatively, we can entertain the occurrence of E in the possible situation that we are considering, and ask ourselves whether E, occurring in that possible situation (where the facts that are relevant for the intentionality of perceptual experiences may differ from the actual facts), represents it correctly. In that case, we are asking ourselves whether E is true in the possible situation that we are considering.

When we seek a theory of content for a kind of intentional state, such as perceptual experiences, there are two different issues that we may be concerned with. We may be concerned with the issue of what kinds of entities are the truth-makers of perceptual experiences. Then, we are seeking a theory of content for perceptual experiences in the following sense: We are trying to determine whether the truth-makers of perceptual experiences are events, out there, in the world, or they are mental events involving mental particulars of some kind, or perhaps some combination of those two elements. Alternatively, we may be interested in the facts in virtue of which the truth-makers of perceptual experiences are certain events as opposed to others. That is, we may be wondering ‘what are the facts in virtue of which this particular event is the truth-maker of that perceptual experience?’ In that case, we are seeking a theory of content for perceptual experiences in the following sense: We are trying to determine whether the facts that make certain events the truth-makers of perceptual experiences are causal facts, teleological facts, facts about functional roles or facts of some other kind. 

Now, the important point for our purposes is that the way in which you should evaluate experiences depends on which of these two projects you are engaged in. Suppose that we decide to engage in the first project. And imagine that we are using certain thought-experiments involving certain perceptual experiences in order to check our intuitions about their veridicality. Then, it seems that we should evaluate those experiences ‘of’ other possible situations. Why is that? Imagine that we take perceptual experience E in situation A and ask ourselves what kind of entity its truth-maker is. Checking our intuitions about how we would evaluate E with respect to a different possible situation may help us with that question. Our intuition that the experience is true when it is evaluated with respect to other possible situations may give us a guide to what kind of event its truth-maker is. (We can inspect those possible situations and see what they have in common.) But in order for this strategy to work, we need to consider the facts that, in A, constrain the possible truth-makers of E and hold those facts fixed.
 That is, the question that we need to ask about some possible situation is: Is this situation accurately represented by E given that E actually occurs in a situation where such-and-such facts take place? And this is, basically, what evaluating E ‘of’ some possible situation comes down to. 

Alternatively, suppose that we decide to engage in the second project. Suppose that we want to find out what facts determine that certain events, and not others, are the truth-makers of perceptual experiences such as E. Then, it seems that we should evaluate E ‘in’ other possible situations. The reason is that we are trying to specify the facts in virtue of which a certain event is the truth-maker of E. So it makes sense to imagine a different possible situation, which differs from the actual situation with respect to some candidate facts (such as causal or teleological facts), and ask ourselves whether E would be true if it occurred in that possible situation.
 And this is essentially what we do if we evaluate E ‘in’ that possible situation.
In this essay, I am concerned with the issue of the content of memories in the sense of ‘content’ that corresponds to the truth-makers of memories. Thus, in what follows, when I enquire about the content of a given memory experience, I will be enquiring about its truth-conditions in the of-sense. I will represent the content of a memory experience M occurring in the actual world W0 as a set of possible worlds that meet a certain condition C, where C is such that W0 must meet C if M is correct. I shall refer to such sets with expressions of the form ‘{W: C is met in W}.’ Accordingly, when the question of whether I correctly represent a possible situation W by having M in W0 arises, I will be enquiring whether what it takes for M to be correct, in the of-sense, obtains in W. That is, I will be enquiring whether a certain condition C, which is such that W0 must meet C if M is correct, is met in W. A theory of mnemonic content, in this sense of ‘content’, is basically a proposal about how to determine the relevant condition C for each memory experience. 

4. The right kind of information 

Any proposal about the content of a memory experience should attribute the right kind of information to it. That is, it should draw the line separating those possible situations well represented by the experience from those that are not well represented at the right point in logical space. A certain test can guide us while deciding whether a proposal about mnemonic content meets this requirement or not. We can call it the ‘right kind of information’ test, or RKI. Let me elaborate on what RKI requires exactly. 

If, according to our pre-theoretic intuitions about memory, a given memory experience is accurately representing a certain possible situation, then the content that our theory attributes to the memory experience should contain that situation. Thus, if the content of a given memory experience is a certain set {W: W meets C1} according to some proposal about mnemonic content and, intuitively, that experience is representing a certain possible situation correctly, then C1 should be met that situation. Otherwise, we can conclude that the content that the proposal attributes to the experience is not accurate. This type of inaccuracy is precisely what happens in those cases where the proposal attributes too much information to the experience. If the proposal is making it too difficult for possible situations to count as being well represented by a memory experience, then there will be a possible situation that, intuitively, is well represented by that experience even though the situation does not meet the condition posited by the proposal.
 

Conversely, if it is the case that, according to our pre-theoretic intuitions about memory, a certain memory experience does not accurately represent a given possible situation, then that situation should not belong to the content that our theory attributes to that memory experience. Thus, if the content of some memory experience is the set {W: W meets C2} according to a certain proposal about mnemonic content and, intuitively, that experience is not representing a possible situation correctly, then C2 should not be met in that situation. Otherwise, we can once again conclude that the content that the proposal in question attributes to the experience is not accurate. This type of inaccuracy is what we can expect in those cases where the proposal attributes too little information to the experience. If the proposal is making it too easy for possible situations to count as being well represented by the memory experience, then there will be a possible situation that, intuitively, is not well represented by the experience even though the situation meets the condition posited by the proposal.

Basically, this means that, when we evaluate a given proposal about the content of episodic memories, there is another consideration that we need to attend to in addition to how well that proposal fits with PAST. The proposal should attribute the right kind of information to episodic memories and, therefore, it should pass RKI. 

5. Absolute temporal positions



              
If one is interested in clarifying the notion of mnemonic content in such a way that one can shed some light on PAST, then an option that suggests itself rather naturally is the following: We can try to build a reference to the temporal position of an apparently remembered event into the condition that determines the content of the relevant memory experience. The main idea in this approach is that, when we have a certain memory experience that we would express with an utterance of the form ‘I remember that p’, the event that p is presented to us as happening within a certain period of time in the past. Roughly, the proposal is to construe its content as the proposition that contains those possible worlds where the event that p happens within that period of time. Let us call this general approach to mnemonic content, the ‘temporal approach.’

The temporal approach comes in two main varieties, depending on how we think of the relevant period of time. A distinction in the psychology of memory can be useful to differentiate them. This is William Friedman’s distinction between temporal ‘distances’ and temporal ‘locations.’ Basically, a temporal distance is the amount of time between some event and the present whereas a temporal location is a point on a conventional or natural time pattern.
  We may use this distinction to separate two main groups of views that fall within the temporal approach. I will refer to them as the ‘experience-independent’ views of memory and the ‘experience-dependent’ views of memory. As a first approximation, we can say that experience-independent views use, in Friedman’s terminology, temporal locations in order to specify the condition that determines the content of an episodic memory. By contrast, experience-dependent views use temporal distances for that purpose. I shall address the former group of views in what remains of this section. The latter will be the object of the next section. 

According to experience-independent views, when a subject seems to remember a given event, the event in question is presented to her as taking place at a certain point in time independently of the time at which the subject has her memory experience.
 More precisely, according to the experience-independent theorist, what determines the content of a memory experience that one would express by saying that one seems to remember a certain event is a particular condition about the time of occurrence of that event. The condition is that the event must occur within a certain period of time that, as a matter of fact, is earlier than the time of remembrance. The view can then be formulated as follows.

IND
Experience-independent view

For any subject S, memory experience M and event p:

If S has M and she would express it by saying that she remembers that p, then there is a period of time T earlier than M such that the content of M is 

{W: It is the case that p within T in W}

Notice that, according to IND, the requirement that the period of time T involved in the condition associated to a memory experience M must be earlier than the time at which M happens is not part of the condition that determines the content of M. Nonetheless, it is necessary that T is earlier than the time of remembrance in order for T to be involved in that condition. The basic idea here is that a memory experience represents a certain event as taking place at such-and-such time, no matter what the instant of remembrance is. According to IND, events may be represented in episodic memory as occurring, for instance, at noon (as opposed to an hour ago), on Monday (as opposed to yesterday), or in 1986 (as opposed to twenty years ago). 

The IND view, as characterized here, has several gaps. So the advocate of IND will be presented with some questions immediately. It is not clear, for instance, whether all the periods of time involved in the contents of each of our memory experiences must have the same length or not. In addition, it is unclear how precise the boundaries of a period of time involved in the content of a memory experience should be. Finally, it is not clear whether the period of time involved in the content of a memory experience whereby we claim to remember a certain event can be determined by the temporal position of other apparently remembered events or not. It therefore seems that further work needs to be done within IND. However, I propose to set aside these gaps for the sake of the argument. This will allow us to appreciate that IND faces some important difficulties that are independent of how exactly the just-mentioned gaps are filled.   

The main difficulty for IND is that it seems to attribute the wrong kind of information to memory experiences. There seem to be memory experiences and possible situations such that, intuitively, we would not count those situations as being accurately represented by those experiences and, yet, the IND theorist should claim that they are. 

Consider, first of all, situation W1 where I visit the zoo, I look at an albino gorilla who is playing there and I have a perceptual experience P, which I would express by saying that I perceive an albino gorilla playing at the zoo. Years later, I have a memory experience M, which I would express by saying that I remember that there was an albino gorilla playing at the zoo. Let us stipulate that, in W1, P occurs on 7/2/1980 and M occurs on 7/2/2006. Next, consider a possible situation W2 where the gorilla is playing at the zoo on 7/2/1980 exactly as he was playing in W1. However, in W2, I am not there to see him because I do not exist. The question is now: Does M represent W2 correctly or not?

It is clear that M represents W1 correctly. After all, things were, in W1, the way they seem to have been to me when I have M. But it seems equally clear that M does not accurately represent W2. Why not? The reason is that no fact in W2 corresponds to a certain piece of information that, intuitively enough, M is carrying. This is the information that the apparently remembered event happened in the past. Admittedly, in W2, the gorilla is playing at the zoo on 7/2/1980. And that day is certainly in the past in W1. But why should that day count as being in the past in W2? Clearly, no fact about 7/2/1980 makes that day (as opposed to a day, let us say, ninety years later) a past day in a possible world where I do not exist. Any day, in any possible situation, counts as a past day only relative to the current time in that situation, which is the time at which I exist there. If I do not exist in W2, then there seems to be no point of reference relative to which 7/2/1980 counts as a past day. It therefore seems that nothing in W2 corresponds to a salient piece of information that M is carrying, namely, that the event that I seem to remember happened in the past. 

The trouble for IND is that the content that it attributes to M is such that W2 belongs to that content if W1 does. There are a variety of propositions that may count as the content of M consistently with IND. Thus, the IND theorist may put forward, as the content of M, propositions such as {W: an albino gorilla plays at the zoo on 7/2/1980 in W}, {W: an albino gorilla plays at the zoo during 1980 in W} or, perhaps, {W: an albino gorilla plays at the zoo some time in the eighties in W}. For the purposes of the current objection, it does not really matter how exactly the IND theorist chooses to construe the period of time that determines the content of M. The point is simply that, since the gorilla is playing at the same time in W1 and W2, whatever period of time the IND theorist chooses to build the condition that determines the content of M, that content cannot contain W1 without containing W2 as well. But W2 is not a possible situation that, intuitively, M represents correctly. Therefore, IND fails to pass RKI.

This is why, in addition, IND does not have good prospects of accounting for PAST. What the intuition raised by the W2 case suggests is that there is more to representing an event as happening in the past than representing its temporal position absolutely, that is, independently of the time of remembrance. There seems to be a relational aspect to the temporal phenomenology of memory. This is precisely the aspect that the experience-independent view does not seem to capture appropriately. The natural alternative to turn to is the experience-dependent view. This kind of temporal theory builds the time of remembrance into the condition that determines the content of a memory experience. It seems reasonable, then, to expect that such a theory may allow us to sidestep the difficulties that threaten IND. Perhaps, one might think, it will also allow us to pass RKI and shed some light on PAST. Let us therefore explore this avenue next. 
6. Relative temporal positions



              
According to experience-dependent views, when a subject seems to remember a given event, the event in question is presented to her as taking place at a certain point in time relative to her own.
 More specifically, according to the experience-dependent theorist, what determines the content of a memory experience that one would express by saying that one seems to remember some event is a condition about the time of occurrence of that event. The condition in question is that the event must occur a certain amount of time earlier than the time of remembrance. The view can then be formulated as follows.

DEP
Experience-dependent view

For any subject S, memory experience M and event p:

If S has M and she would express it by saying that she remembers that p, then there is a period of time T such that the content of M is the proposition 

{W: It is the case that p T-earlier than M in W}

Notice that, according to DEP, it is part of the condition that determines the content of a memory experience M that the time at which the apparently remembered event happens is earlier than the time at which M occurs. The basic idea here is that a memory experience represents a certain event as being separated from the instant of remembrance by a certain amount of time. Basically, the experience represents that the event takes place this much or that much time ago, or earlier than now. Thus, according to DEP, remembered events may be represented to occur, for instance, an hour ago (as opposed to at noon), yesterday (as opposed to on Monday), or twenty years ago (as opposed to in 1986). 

The advocate of DEP has analogous gaps to fill to those in IND. The DEP theorist will need to specify, for instance, whether the periods of time involved in the contents of memory experiences must be precisely delimited or their limits can be vague. Similarly, the DEP theorist will need to specify whether those periods of time may be determined by the temporal position of other apparently remembered events or not. It is then quite clear that DEP is, at best, incomplete as it stands. Nonetheless, let us once again set aside these gaps for the sake of the argument. We will then be able to appreciate other difficulties that DEP must face. Interestingly, those difficulties are independent of how exactly the just-mentioned gaps are filled. 

Before we proceed, though, notice that DEP constitutes genuine progress over IND in two respects. First of all, DEP can avoid the difficulties that the W2 thought-experiment raised for IND. Notice that, according to DEP, M correctly represents W2 just in case the albino gorilla is playing at the zoo before I have M in W2. But, by assumption, I do not have M in W2. So the albino gorilla is not playing at the zoo before that happens. Therefore, if DEP is correct, M does not accurately represent W2, which is consistent with the intuitions that conflicted with IND. A related advantage of DEP over IND is that, unlike IND, DEP seems to have reasonable prospects of accounting for PAST. If a given memory experience is representing that a certain event happens within a certain period of time earlier than now, then it does not seem surprising that the event is presented to us, in virtue of having that experience, as happening in the past. It seems natural to think that the temporal region that counts as the past for a subject who has a certain memory experience is the temporal region earlier than the time of remembrance. Thus, if the content of her memory experience is, as the DEP theorist suggests, that a certain event happens earlier than that time (no matter how much earlier), then the event in question is represented to occur in the temporal region that qualifies as the past. So PAST seems to emerge as a quite natural phenomenon if the content of episodic memories is the content that DEP attributes to them. 

It therefore seems that DEP enjoys considerable advantages over IND. Unfortunately, DEP fails to pass RKI, for opposite reasons to those why IND failed: There seem to be memory experiences and possible situations such that, intuitively, we would count those situations as being accurately represented by those experiences and, yet, the DEP theorist should claim that they are not.

Recall situation W1 where I visit the zoo on 7/2/1980, I look at an albino gorilla who is playing there, and I have a perceptual experience P that I would express by saying that I perceive an albino gorilla playing at the zoo. Later, on 7/2/2006, I have a memory experience M that I would express by saying that I remember that there was an albino gorilla playing at the zoo. Imagine a different possible situation W3 now. In W3, an albino gorilla is playing at the zoo on 7/2/1980, I am looking at him and I come to have P. Some time later, I travel back in time. In fact, I travel to some time before 1980. And, at some time earlier than 7/2/1980, I have M.
 Now, consider me having M in W1. Am I representing W3 correctly when I have that experience or not? 

Intuitively enough, when I have M in W1, W3 is one of the possible situations that I represent accurately. After all, in W3, the episode where I perceive the albino gorilla playing is part of my life. It has certainly not become a figment of my imagination just because I traveled back in time.
 In that sense, I seem to represent W3 accurately when I have M in W1. However, W3 does not belong to the content that DEP attributes to M in W1. There are a number of propositions that may count as the content of M consistently with DEP. The DEP theorist could offer propositions such as {W: an albino gorilla plays at the zoo 26 years earlier than M in W}, {W: an albino gorilla plays at the zoo more than 20 years earlier than M in W} or simply {W: an albino gorilla plays at the zoo earlier than M in W}. The current objection does not rely on the exact period of time that the DEP theorist chooses to determine the content of M. The point is that, in W3, the gorilla is not playing at the zoo before the time that counts as now, that is, the time at which I have M. The gorilla is playing at the zoo on 7/2/1980, which is, by assumption, later than the time at which I have M. Thus, the advocate of DEP is committed to the claim that I do not represent the W3 situation accurately when I have M in W1, which seems quite counter-intuitive. This case suggests that the experience-dependent view attributes the wrong kind of truth-conditions to episodic memories. Therefore, the DEP view fails to pass the RKI test.

Where does this leave us? We seem to have exhausted the temporal approach. It seems that neither the experience-dependent view nor the experience-independent view can offer good candidates for mnemonic content, since both views fail to pass RKI. The question that naturally arises at this point is whether we might be able to design a view that incorporates those features of the experience-dependent view that allowed it to illuminate PAST while, at the same time, we meet the demands of RKI.

7. Beyond Time
Let us take stock and reflect on what our discussion of the temporal approach has taught us. Both IND and DEP failed vis à vis RKI. However, one of the outcomes of section 6 was that there seems to be a relational aspect to our awareness of time in memory. Recall that DEP did a better job than IND offering a candidate for mnemonic content that can capture this aspect of memory. In section 6, we saw how the DEP theorist accomplished this. She managed to get the occurrences of memory experiences involved in those conditions that determine their contents. This is what gave DEP some advantage over IND with regards to explaining PAST. 

Now, since DEP is a temporal view, it was natural for the DEP theorist to think of the relevant kind of ‘involvement’ as a certain relativization of temporal positions. The DEP theorist thought of the temporal position that, in memory, a past event is represented to occupy as being relative to the time of remembrance. Ultimately, it turned out that such a relativization was not a satisfactory move. But the general strategy of connecting the condition that determines the content of a certain memory experience to its own occurrence may still be an idea worth pursuing. 

The following variation of approach might be a step in the right direction. We are taking the content of a given memory experience to be a proposition that contains those possible worlds where a certain condition is met. Temporal theories have put forward very specific candidates for that condition. Both DEP and IND hypothesized that it consists in the fact that the event that we claim to remember when we express the relevant memory experience must have a certain temporal position. Moving away from the temporal approach, let us now consider a candidate for the condition that determines the content of a memory experience that does not concern the idea of a temporal position. 

According to what we may call the ‘causally self-referential’ view of memory (hereafter CSR), when a subject has a memory experience that she would express by saying that she remembers a certain event, the event in question is presented to her as being in the causal origin of that experience. More precisely, the content of the memory experience is the proposition that contains those worlds where it has been caused by a certain perceptual experience that, in turn, has been caused by the event that one claims to remember when one expresses that memory experience. Thus, the view can be formulated as follows:

CSR
Causally self-referential view

For any subject S, memory experience M and proposition q: 

If S has M and she would express it by saying that she remembers that q, then there is a perceptual experience P that S would express by saying that she perceives that q, such that the content of M is the proposition

{W: In W, M is caused by P, which is caused by q being the case}

The basic idea put forward in CSR is that memory experiences wear, so to speak, their causal histories on their sleeves. The thought is that the causal chain that originates in a certain event and terminates in a certain memory experience should not simply be part of an explanation of why someone has that memory experience. It is, according to CSR, what that memory experience is representing. Strictly speaking, it is what one remembers when one has that experience.
 

CSR has the resources to overcome much of the trouble that both IND and DEP had with the RKI test. Consider the W2 case once again. According to CSR, M accurately represents W2 just in case, in W2, the albino gorilla playing at the zoo causes me to have P, which causes me to have M. By assumption, I do not have M in W2. Thus, if CSR is correct, W2 is not one of the possible situations that I accurately represent when I have M in W1. This outcome is consistent with the intuitions that conflicted with IND. Consider the W3 case now. In W3, I have P before I start my temporal journey, and I have M some time between the end of that journey and the time at which the gorilla plays at the zoo. Thus, M occurs before I have P. Nonetheless, it is the case that M is caused by P, which is caused by the presence of the gorilla playing at the zoo. Thus, if CSR is correct, W3 is one of the possible situations that I represent correctly when I have M in W1. This outcome is consistent with those intuitions that conflicted with DEP.

Furthermore, CSR squares with PAST. CSR captures the intuition that the aspect of the phenomenology of memory that seems to involve time is, in some sense, relational. According to CSR, when I have a memory experience, I represent that a certain event is at the origin of that experience’s causal history. Thus, the advocate of CSR can construe the feeling of pastness that we associate to an event when that event is presented to us in memory as the experience of a certain property of it. The property in question is not a temporal property of that event. It is the property of being at the end of a certain causal chain, namely, the causal chain that produces the memory experience whereby that event is presented to us. As this is an extrinsic property of the event, CSR can accommodate the intuition that the feeling of pastness is somehow relational. After all, if CSR is correct, then that phenomenological feature of memories is the experience of certain relational properties of remembered events.

Notice that this way of approaching the feeling of pastness is quite different from the way in which temporal theories approach it. There is a sense in which temporal theories take the feeling of pastness more seriously than CSR. Temporal theorists take it at face value, as the experience of a property that essentially involves time, namely, the property of occupying a certain position in time. By contrast, the CSR theorist takes the feeling of pastness to be the experience of a very different kind of property. According to the advocate of CSR, when we have a certain memory experience and a given event is thereby presented to us, the associated feeling of pastness is the way in which something else is also presented to us in that experience. That is the causal origin of the very experience that we are having. Ultimately, then, the advocate of CSR does not take the aspect of the phenomenology of memory that we have been referring to as the ‘feeling of pastness’ to be about pastness at all. As a matter of fact, the CSR theorist does not even take that phenomenological feature of episodic memories to be about time. (She takes it to be about causal origin.) Nonetheless, it is true that CSR can shed some light on PAST and, therefore, it respects one of the constraints that we imposed on theories of mnemonic content.

Have we then found a satisfactory candidate for mnemonic content in CSR? Promising as CSR is, it seems that it ultimately conflicts with RKI as well. To illustrate this point, let us re-visit the possibility of ‘inverted’ perceptual experiences that we entertained in section 3.

Imagine the following situation W4. In W4, black objects normally cause in us perceptual experiences of the phenomenal type to which experiences elicited by white objects in W1 belong. Conversely, in W4, white objects normally cause in us perceptual experiences of the phenomenal type to which experiences elicited by black objects in W1 belong. Imagine, now, that I visit the local zoo in W4 and I look at an albino gorilla that is playing there. We can stipulate that I am standing at the same place as I am in W1 and the gorilla is performing the same bodily movements. Suppose that, as it happens, my looking at the gorilla does not cause me to have a perceptual experience of the phenomenal type that, in W4, is normally elicited by white objects. Instead, due to some temporary malfunction in my visual apparatus, my looking at the albino gorilla causes me to have P. (Situation B in section 3 was a situation of this kind.) Finally, suppose that, some time later in W4, I come to have M as a result of my having had P. Thus, in both W1 and W4, I look at an albino gorilla, my looking at the gorilla causes me to have P, and that in turn causes me to have M. The contrast between both situations is just that, in W1, P is a perceptual experience of the phenomenal type normally elicited by white objects whereas, in W4, it is not. 

The question is now: Do I represent W4 accurately when I have M in W1? In other words, is W4 one of the possible situations that I am correctly representing when, in W1, I have M? Clearly, according to CSR, I accurately represent W4 when I have M in W1. What it takes for any situation to be accurately represented by my memory experience in W1 is, according to CSR, that M has a certain causal history in that situation. And, in W4, my memory experience has the required kind of causal history. Thus, W4 turns out to be accurately represented by the memory experience that I have in W1 if CSR is correct. On reflection, though, this result is quite puzzling. 

At first glance, there does not seem to be anything problematic about building a certain perceptual experience into the condition that determines the content of a memory experience. After all, when I have a memory experience that I would express by saying that I remember a certain event, I thereby seem to have perceived the event in question.
 However, the way in which a perceptual experience of a past event is presented to us in virtue of having a memory that we would express by saying that we remember that event is not neutral on whether that event happened or not. In memory, that perceptual experience is presented to us as having been correct (whether or not it actually was).  A different way of getting at the same point is the following. Surely it is impossible for us to distinguish past episodes of misperception from past episodes of veridical perception by simply recalling what being in the relevant state was like. Whether I veridically perceived an albino gorilla or I misperceived it in the past, the memory states that I will come to occupy when I apparently remember what being in each perceptual state was like are phenomenologically indistinguishable. Now, this is not because the veridical perception is presented to me as nothing more than a perceptual experience that may or may not have been veridical. It is because the past episode of misperception is presented to me as having been veridical. If I cannot tell a past misperception of an albino gorilla from a past perception of one by trying to remember what being in each state was like is not because neither state is presented to me as having been veridical. It is because both of them are. 

What does this have to do with W4? If past perceptual experiences are presented to us in memory as having been veridical, then I can only represent W4 correctly when I have M in W1 if P is true in W4. Thus, we should ask ourselves whether P is true in W4. Admittedly, in W4, the albino gorilla is playing at the zoo when I have P. But that is not sufficient for P to be correct in W4. Neither is the fact that the presence of the albino gorilla caused P. Intuitively enough, given that perceptual experiences of P’s phenomenal type are not normally caused by white objects in W4, P is an episode of misperception in that situation. Thus, in W4, the perceptual experience that gives rise to my memory experience is not true, which means that W4 is not one of the possible situations that I am representing correctly when I have M in W1.

The last step in this line of reasoning may benefit from some elaboration. For one might resist the inference from the claim that, in W4, P is not veridical to the conclusion that I am not correctly representing W4 when I have M in W1 on the following grounds:
 We cannot fault a subject’s memory if an episodic memory was based on an illusory experience. Insofar as the memory is matching the perceptual experience wherein it originates, there is an intuitive sense in which the content of the memory is right.
 Now, I do not dispute that the memory experience that I am having in W1 is faithful to the perceptual experience that I have in W4. But that does not mean that I correctly represent W4 when I have M in W1. The reason for this is the same as the reason why M in W4 being faithful to P in W4 does not entail that M in W4 correctly represents W4. The faculty of memory does not need to malfunction in order for a memory experience to misrepresent some situation.  In other words, the faculty of memory need not be at fault for a memory to be false. In that respect, memory is similar to testimony: When someone believes something and she tries to pass that information to me, I can end up with a false belief of my own for either of two reasons. The process of communication may have worked well, but my interlocutor might have had a false belief to begin with, in which case the belief that I form on the basis of our communication will inherit its truth-value. Alternatively, my interlocutor’s belief may have been true but the process of communication might have malfunctioned, in which case I can form a belief that differs in content from hers and, thus, it can differ in truth-value as well. The W4 scenario is a case of the first kind. It is, so to speak, a case of inheritance of a mistake, not a case of a mistake in inheritance.

To sum up, we have seen that CSR entails that, when I have M in W1, I am representing W4 correctly even though, intuitively, W4 is not only of the situations that I am representing correctly in W1. In that sense, the truth-conditions that CSR attributes to memory experiences do not seem to be of the right kind. The upshot is that, despite the fact that CSR succeeds in some of the tasks where both DEP and IND failed, it does not succeed in passing the RKI test after all. 

8. The veridical view


              

We are seeking a theory of mnemonic content that can pass RKI while accommodating the feeling of pastness in memory. Our discussion so far suggests that the following might be a promising strategy: In order to deal with the W2 and W3 scenarios as well as accommodating PAST, it may be a good idea to get the property of being caused by a certain perceptual experience involved in the condition that determines the content of a memory experience. After all, CSR enjoyed this feature and it seemed to give it a certain advantage over IND and DEP. At the same time, though, we want to preserve the basic intuition that memory puts us in cognitive contact with the world. That is, we want to hang on to the idea that memory allows us to be aware of events out there, in the world. Otherwise, skeptical worries about the past are bound to arise for our theory of mnemonic content. 

Thus, not only do we need to get, for each memory experience, the property of being caused by a certain perceptual experience involved in the condition that determines its content. It would also be good to get a further element involved in that condition, namely, a link between that perceptual experience and the event that we claim to remember when we express the memory experience. Now, the moral of our discussion of CSR and the W4 thought experiment is precisely that such a link cannot be causation. We have seen that building that kind of link into the content of a memory experience would make it true of certain possible situations which, intuitively, it is false of. So what else could play that role for us? I suggest that veridicality can play that role. Consider the following ‘veridical view’ of memory, or VM: 

VM
Veridical view

For any subject S, memory experience M and proposition q: 

If S has M and she would express it by saying that she remembers that q, then there is a perceptual experience P that S would express by saying that she perceives that q, such that the content of M is the proposition

{W: M is caused by P and P is veridical in W}

This view has two main virtues. First of all, the difficulties that CSR, DEP and IND had with RKI do not apply to VM. So it offers a candidate for mnemonic content that seems to pass the RKI test. Furthermore, VM seems to have enough resources to shed some light on the feeling of pastness associated to memory. Let us consider these two virtues in order.

Compare VM to CSR. VM squares with the intuition that I represent the situation that took place in W4 inaccurately when I have M in W1. What VM requires from a possible situation W in order for W to be correctly represented by M in W1 is that, in W, M is caused by a veridical perceptual experience of an albino gorilla playing at the zoo. In W4, I do not have such a perceptual experience. So VM can accommodate the intuition that M, in W1, does not correctly represent W4. 

Also, VM builds part of the causal history of a memory experience into the condition that determines its content, namely, the causal history of that experience up to the perceptual experience of the event that is reported as being remembered. This allows VM to accommodate the intuition that time-travel does not falsify the traveler’s memory experiences. Thus, VM can accommodate the intuition that one is correctly representing W3 when one has M in W1. As I have just mentioned, what VM requires from a possible situation W in order for W to be correctly represented by M in W1 is that, in W, M is caused by a veridical perceptual experience of an albino gorilla playing at the zoo. And, in W3, M is indeed caused by a veridical perceptual experience of an albino gorilla playing at the zoo. Thus, according to VM, I am correctly representing W3 when I have M in W1.

Finally, since VM builds the occurrence of a memory experience into the condition that determines its content, VM can accommodate the intuition that I am not representing W2 correctly when I have M in W1. In W2, M does not occur and, therefore, it is not caused by a veridical perception of anything. Thus, VM delivers the result that I do not correctly represent W2 when I have M in W1, which is consistent with our intuitions about the W2 case. 

Does VM pass the RKI test then? Here is a scenario that could be raised to suggest that VM has problems of its own trying to pass RKI.
 In W5, an evil demon temporarily creates in me an experience wherein I seem to perceive an albino gorilla playing at the zoo. In fact, we can stipulate that the demon makes me have perceptual experience P. Now, as it happens, the gorilla is playing at the zoo in W5 simultaneously with my having P. Later, I have memory experience M, which causally originates in P. The concern that can be raised against VM goes as follows: Isn’t P veridical in W5? And, if so, should not the advocate of VM claim that W5 is one of the possible situations that I correctly represent when I have M in W1? Intuitively, though, I am not representing W5 correctly when I have M in W1. So it seems that W5 raises a difficulty for VM vis à vis RKI.

I am inclined to challenge the suggestion that P is veridical in W5. As a matter of fact, we have already come across the reason why claiming that P is veridical in W5 seems counter-intuitive. Recall our discussion of W4. I then pointed out that P is not veridical in W4 even though, in W4, the albino gorilla is playing at the zoo and my looking at it causes me to have P. The reason was that, in W4, perceptual experiences of P’s phenomenal type were not normally caused by the type of event that happened to produce P in the particular instance we were considering. This is what seemed to pull our intuitions towards the idea that P is an episode of misperception in W4. Now, this line of reasoning applies to W5 as well. In W5, perceptual experiences of P’s phenomenal type are not normally caused by the type of event that produced P in the instance that we are considering, namely, the demon’s action. For that reason, P does not seem to be veridical in W5. Thus, W5 does not qualify as one of the possible situations that, according to VM, I correctly represent when I have memory experience M in W1.

There is a difficulty with this line of response, which applies to both the W4 and W5 cases. It concerns the individuation of types of events and the meaning of expressions such as ‘normally causes’ and ‘tends to cause.’ In order for P to be true in (let us say) W5, we may require there to be some type of event T such that the evil demon’s action belongs to T and events of type T normally produce experiences of E’s type. If we proceed thus, we will make E trivially true. (We could specify the type of event so narrowly that it only has one token event, namely, the demon’s action that caused E on this occasion.) Alternatively, we may require E to be caused by an event of the type that normally produces experiences of E’s type. But one might be concerned that there is no such thing. There may be two different types of events whose instantiation normally causes experiences of a single type. For instance, seeing a straight stick partly submerged in water will tend to produce in me the visual experience of a bent stick. Likewise, seeing a bent stick will also tend to produce in me visual experiences of the same type. 

I acknowledge that, in so far as I avail myself of causal considerations in support of VM, this dilemma is indeed a prima facie difficulty for VM. More generally, it applies to causal-informational accounts of intentionality and, interestingly, causal accounts of knowledge as well. (Basically, it comes down to the ‘generality problem’ for reliabilism.) I think that we need to take the latter route in order to allow for error in perception. My suggestion would be to read ‘normally produces’ and ‘tends to produce’ as ‘often produces’. The idea is that even if it is true that the straight stick submerged in water would produce the visual experience of a bent stick, our environment contains, as a matter of fact, more bent objects than straight objects submerged in water. In that (very weak) sense, there is such a thing as the type of event that normally produces a perceptual experience: It is the type of event that most often produces it.

The upshot is then that VM does seem to pass the RKI test after all. Now, what about the feeling of pastness? Does VM throw any light on the issue of why episodic memories enjoy that phenomenological feature? The veridical view is similar to CSR in its approach to the feeling of pastness. Like CSR, VM does not explain the feeling of pastness as much as it explains it away. Like CSR, VM does not take the feeling of pastness associated to a given episodic memory to be the experience of a temporal property of the event that we claim to remember when we have that memory. VM construes the feeling of pastness as the experience of a different property of that event. This is the property of making true a perceptual experience that caused the relevant memory. If VM is correct, then, we do not experience temporal properties of past events when those events are presented to us in memory. However, according to VM, we do experience certain properties of past events that, as it were, track their property of occurring in the past when those events are presented to us in memory. Thus, VM can offer a diagnosis of why it may seem to us as if, in memory, we experienced temporal properties of past events even though we do not actually experience such properties. 

The diagnosis goes as follows. Suppose that an event is, in memory, presented to one as making true a certain perceptual experience that caused the very memory experience that one is having. Arguably, it is nomologically necessary that causes precede their effects. In other words, laws of nature guarantee that the time at which a cause happens will be earlier than the time at which its effect happens.
 If this is correct, then having played a certain role in the causal history of an episodic memory that one is having goes hand in hand with having a certain position in time, namely, being in the past. Hence, the advocate of VM can argue, our inclination to take the feeling of pastness to be the experience of being past. Basically, VM tells us that a given episodic memory represents a certain event as making true a perceptual experience that caused that memory. But there is a strong correlation between this property and the property of happening in the past. So it is not surprising that we take the feeling of pastness associated to that episodic memory to be the experience of the latter property even though, when we have that memory, we are actually experiencing the former. Thus, VM can shed some light on the reasons why episodic memories enjoy the phenomenological feature that we have been calling the ‘feeling of pastness.’ It can do it by re-constructing what that feature is really a feeling of. 
The moral that we can draw from this discussion is twofold. First of all, VM can illuminate why memory experiences enjoy the feeling of pastness. In addition, VM can offer a candidate for mnemonic content that passes the RKI test. In the first respect, it seems to fare better than the IND view. In the second respect, it seems to fare better than both the DEP and CSR views. Thus, it seems that we have found a successful theory of mnemonic content in the veridical view. 
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� Similarly for ‘S perceives that p’ and ‘S has a perception that p’, as opposed to ‘S apparently perceives that p’, ‘S has an apparent perception that p’ and ‘S has a perceptual experience that p’.


� I borrow these terms from Endel Tulving (1972).


� I discuss two other aspects of the phenomenology of episodic memory in [deleted 1].


� I am taking this term from Bertrand Russell (1961).


� For strength explanations of our tendency to locate remembered events in the past, see Hinrichs (1970), and Morton (1968).


� See Brown et al. (1985) for details.


� See Baddeley (1982) and Jacoby & Dallas (1981) for details.


� See Glenberg et al. (1983), and Glenberg et al. (1980).


� I am not suggesting that this approach is not worth pursuing. I explore it in [deleted 2].


� The idea that there are different kinds of truth-conditions is not new. It can be found in the literature on indexicals. See, for instance, John Perry (1999). The (in my view, corresponding) idea that there are different kinds of content for mental states is not new either. It can be found in the two-dimensionalism literature. See David Chalmers (2002), for instance. 


� Since I will be assuming this view on the nature of propositions, I will occasionally speak of possible worlds belonging to propositions, or propositions containing possible worlds. Also, I will be somewhat loose in my use of the expressions ‘possible situation’ and ‘possible world’, which I will use interchangeably. Strictly speaking, talk of a possible situation should be understood as referring to a possible world where the situation is the case. Hopefully this will cause no confusion.  


� To my knowledge, the best case for the view that perceptual experiences have different kinds of content can be found in Chalmers (2006).


� I take it that this is roughly the same distinction as Robert Stalnaker’s distinction between two ways of evaluating utterances that involve indexicals in (1999a) and (1999b). 


� Otherwise, our intuition about the veridicality of E may not tell us much about which kind of entity its truth-maker is. Instead, it may provide us with information about what the truth-maker of E would have been under different circumstances.


� Our intuition that E is false in B, for instance, is informative for these purposes: It suggests that causal facts are relevant for the selection of E’s truth-maker in the situation where it occurs.


� The converse is not true: The fact that there is such a memory experience and possible situation does not show that the proposal is making it too difficult for possible situations to count as being accurately represented by the experience. It only shows that the proposal is drawing the line that separates those possible situations that are well represented by the experience from those that are not at the wrong place in logical space. I am thankful to an anonymous referee for correcting me on this point.


� The converse is not true: The fact that there is such a memory experience and possible situation does not show that the proposal is making it too easy for possible situations to count as being accurately represented by the experience. I am thankful to an anonymous referee for correcting me on this point as well.


� See Friedman (2001) for this distinction.


� This seems to have been the guiding idea behind the so-called ‘time-tagging theories’ of memory in psychology. Thus, in Tzeng (1976), it was hypothesized that the outputs of some organic pacemaker might be associated with perceived events, which could encode temporal information for later retrieval in memory. On time-tagging, see Glenberg and Swanson (1986) as well.


� There are some intimations of this view in Edmund Husserl’s writings on memory. Thus, in (1964, 82), he writes (my emphasis): “I remember the lighted theatre of yesterday […]. Accordingly, the theatre hovers before me in the representation as something actually present. I mean this, but at the same time I apprehend this present as lying back in reference to the actual present of perceptions now extant. […] What is remembered appears as having been present, that is, immediately and intuitively. And it appears in such a way that a present intuitively appears which is at an interval from the present of the actual now.” 


� It is sometimes argued that time travel is not logically possible (in which case, there is no such world as W3). The prima facie challenge for the logical possibility of time travel concerns the paradoxes of time travel. These paradoxes are sometimes taken to show that the very notion of time travel is incoherent. Chief among these paradoxes are the following two. If you could travel in time, you could kill your father before you were conceived. But if you killed him, you would not be born and, therefore, you would not be there to kill him in the first place. Thus, it seems that you could only succeed in the killing if you failed, which is absurd. Also, if you could travel in time, you could meet yourself at some earlier time of your life. But if you found yourself at some earlier time of your life, then you would be wholly in two places at the same time, which is equally absurd. 


Whether or not these paradoxes indeed reveal that time travel is logically impossible, it seems that the difficulties they raise can be largely avoided by considering a slightly modified time travel scenario, which we may call ‘recurrence.’ Suppose that, in W3*, I am given the option to re-live a portion of my life starting some time before 1980. I can make it the case that the current time becomes, let us say, 1/1/1979. However, it will not be up to me to change anything in my life. I can only, so to speak, ‘rewind’ time. So I just get to re-experience the past events of my life all over again. In the recurrence scenario, I cannot meet myself in the past. Similarly, I cannot exist before I was born. This allows us to sidestep the two time travel paradoxes above. Nonetheless, it seems conceivable that, when I start to re-live my childhood days before 1980, I could have experiences such as M. This is all we really need in order to make the point that W3 is meant to illustrate. For the sake of simplicity, though, I will ignore these complications and keep using the traditional variety of time travel presented in W3 (as opposed to the ‘recurrence’ variety presented in W3*). 


� In the terminology from David Lewis (1976), my perception of the gorilla is in my ‘personal past’ even though it is not in the ‘objective past’.


� John Searle seems to have had this view in mind when he claimed that memory is causally self-referential. Searle introduces causal self-referentiality as a feature of the intentionality of perception in (1983, 48). Commenting on the extension of that idea to the intentionality of memory, he adds: “The memory of seeing the flower represents both the visual experience and the flower and is self-referential in the sense that, unless the memory was caused by the visual experience which in turn was caused by the presence of (and features of) the flower, I didn’t really remember seeing the flower.” (1983, 85)


� If someone claimed that she seems to remember something but she does not have any views on whether she seems to have perceived it or she seems to have imagined it, then we would be inclined to attribute a semantic memory of that event to her, as opposed to an episodic memory of it. Once you seem to remember a certain event (in the episodic sense of ‘remember’), the question of whether you seem to have perceived it or not is no longer open to you.


� I am grateful to an anonymous referee for suggesting this objection.


� In Michael Martin’s terminology from (1992), the memory is ‘faithful’ even if it is not ‘correct’. (Basically, correct memories accurately represent past events whereas faithful memories match the perceptual experiences they are based upon.)  


� Recently, Michael Martin has argued for a stronger position than the position sketched in this objection. In Martin (2001, 278), he seems to suggest that there is a single dimension of evaluation for memories, and matching the relevant original perceptual experience is all it takes for a memory experience to be correct. This proposal was originally put forward by Wolfgang Von Leyden in (1961). It does not really speak to the issue of the feeling of pastness and, for that reason, it is outside the scope of this essay. However, it seems to me that cases like W4 can be used, together with the analogy with testimony, to illustrate that our intuitions about the truth-conditions of memories do not fit with that proposal. I discuss Von Leyden and Martin’s views in [deleted 1].


� I am grateful to an anonymous referee for suggesting this interesting case.


� This seems highly plausible to me but, in any case, the advocate of VM does not need to endorse this claim. Even if it turned out to be nomologically possible that some effect precedes its cause, it seems that, as a matter of fact (if not as a matter of law), causes precede their effects. For the purposes of explaining our inclination to treat the feeling of pastness as the experience of temporal properties, this is all the advocate of VM really needs.
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