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Does memory only preserve epistemic justification over time, or can memory also generate it? I argue that memory can generate justification based on a certain conception of mnemonic content. According to it, our memories represent themselves as originating on past perceptions of objective facts. If this conception of mnemonic content is correct, what we may believe on the basis of memory always includes something that we were not in a position to believe before we utilised that capacity. For that reason, memory can produce justification for belief through the process of remembering. This is why a subject may be justified in believing a proposition on the basis of memory even if, in the past, she was not justified in believing it through any other source. The resulting picture of memory is a picture wherein the epistemically generative role of memory turns out to be grounded on its intentionally generative role.

1. Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to clarify the epistemological role of memory by addressing the question of whether memory only preserves epistemic justification over time or can also generate it. The received view on this issue is that memory is a source of justification, but only a preservative source. Memory, we are told, cannot produce a subject’s justification for a belief; just maintain it over time. Thus, if a subject is justified in believing some proposition on the basis of memory, it is because she has been, at some point in the past, justified in believing it through some source other than memory. Let us call this view ‘preservationism’.
 The opposing view is that a subject may be justified in believing some proposition on the basis of memory regardless of whether, in the past, she was justified in believing it through some other source or not. Memory can, in that sense, create a subject’s justification for a belief. Let us refer to this view as ‘generationism’.
 My aim in this paper is to offer a defence of generationism based on a certain account of mnemonic content. I will proceed as follows.

I will begin by distinguishing, in section 2, several varieties of preservationism and the corresponding varieties of generationism. I will then isolate the variety of generationism that will occupy us here and motivate its significance. In sections 3 and 4, I will discuss a certain defence of generationism that employs the notion of attention. I will refer to this strategy as the ‘attentional defence.’ In section 3, we will see that the attentional defence of generationism is limited in that it only establishes that the type of memory concerned is a source of belief, not justification. In section 4, I will suggest that this limitation is due to the fact that the attentional defence is built within the constraints of a certain conception of memory. According to this conception, memory records and reproduces the contents of experiences that we had in the past. Our diagnosis of the limitations of the attentional defence will point us in the direction of challenging this conception of memory. Thus, the view that memory generates, and not simply preserves, content over time will be explored at that stage. In section 5, I will put forward a ‘causally self-referential’ conception of memory according to which our memories represent their own causal histories. Specifically, the proposal will be that our memories represent themselves as originating in past perceptions of objective facts. In section 6, I will argue that if this conception of memory is correct, then what we may believe on the basis of memory always includes something that we were not in a position to believe before we utilised that capacity. The causally self-referential conception is, in that sense, a content-generating view. For that reason, it suggests that memory produces new grounds, or evidence, for belief through the process of remembering. It is on that outcome that the case for generationism will eventually rest. However, a certain concern about the type of generationism being established will arise at that point. The concern is that the type of generationism at issue might not capture the spirit of the original debate. This concern will be addressed in section 7. 
2. Varieties of preservationism

Preservationism comes in different flavours depending on how we choose to specify some of the notions involved. As a result, there are a number of possible readings of the opposing generationist view as well. It will therefore make for clarity if we begin our discussion by differentiating our project here from other projects on the generative role of memory in the literature. Preservationism has been introduced as the view that if a subject is justified in believing some proposition on the basis of memory, then she is justified because she has been, at some point in the past, justified in believing that proposition through some source other than memory. To specify the reading of this view that will concern us in the coming discussion, it will be useful to draw three distinctions regarding the notions of memory, belief and justification. 
The first distinction that may help us situate our project concerns two types of propositional memory.
 One may remember some proposition in the sense that, at some point in the past, one believed that it was the case and that belief has been preserved up to the present time by memory. We may call this type of remembering ‘semantically remembering’. One may also remember some proposition in the sense that one is having a quasi-perceptual, or imagistic, experience wherein the relevant proposition is presented to one as having been the case. We may call this type of remembering ‘episodically remembering’.
 The distinction between semantic and episodic memory yields two senses in which one may believe a proposition on the basis of memory. One may believe a proposition on the basis of memory in the sense that one remembers the proposition semantically and, therefore, believes it. (We may call this believing a proposition ‘on the basis of semantic memory’.) Alternatively, one may believe a proposition on the basis of memory in the sense that one remembers the proposition episodically and, on the basis of one’s memory experience, one forms a belief in that proposition. (We may call this believing a proposition ‘on the basis of episodic memory’.)
 In this paper, I will focus on the epistemic role of episodic memory. Thus, the type of preservationism that will concern us in this discussion is, roughly speaking, the view that if a subject is justified in believing some proposition on the basis of episodic memory, then she is justified because she has been, at some point in the past, justified in believing that proposition through some source other than episodic memory.

Notice, now, that there are two ways in which one may construe the notion of believing. Believing may be understood as an act; the act of forming a belief. It may also be understood as a state; the state of holding, or having, a belief. The distinction yields two senses in which one may read ‘justified in believing’ in the formulation of preservationism for episodic memory offered above. A subject may be justified in believing a proposition in the sense that she is justified in forming the relevant belief, whether or not she actually forms it. This is the sense in which one may wonder, for example, whether one is justified in believing someone else’s testimony, or whether one is justified in believing those things which one apparently perceives to be the case.
 A subject may also be justified in believing a proposition in the sense that she is justified in having the relevant belief, which requires her to have actually formed it. This is the sense in which one may wonder, for example, whether one is justified in believing those things which one learnt in the past, and one’s grounds for which one can no longer remember. In what follows, I will concentrate on the type of justification that applies to belief formation. Thus, I will be concerned with the variety of preservationism according to which a subject who is justified in forming a belief on the basis of episodic memory is justified because, at some point in the past, she was justified in forming that belief through some source other than episodic memory.

This characterisation of preservationism for episodic memory is more precise than its initial formulation, but it does not yet distinguish two sorts of epistemic justification. One may be justified in forming a belief in the sense that one has adequate grounds, or good evidence, for forming the belief in question. And one may be justified in forming a belief in the (stronger) sense that one has good evidence for forming the belief and, furthermore, there is no proposition, either that one believes or that one should believe, which undercuts such evidence. Let us call the two types of justification, respectively, ‘prima facie’ and ‘ultima facie’ justification.
 My main interest in this paper concerns prima facie justification. In what follows, therefore, I will focus on the issue of whether episodic memory only preserves a subject’s prima facie justification for forming beliefs over time, or it can also create such justification. More specifically, the reading of the preservationist thesis that will occupy us in this discussion can be spelled out as follows (where ‘EP’ stands for ‘epistemic preservation’):

EP
For any subject S, proposition P and time t:

If S is prima facie justified in forming the belief that P on the basis of episodic memory at t, then there is a time t* earlier than t such that: 

(i) 
S is prima facie justified in forming the belief that P at t*.

(ii) S has acquired her prima facie justification for forming the belief that P via a source other than episodic memory at t*.  
(iii) S is prima facie justified in forming the belief that P at t because (i) and (ii) are the case.
  

The distinction between prima facie and ultima facie justification and the distinction between justification for forming beliefs and justification for having them cut across each other. Thus, the considerations above suggest that, in addition to the EP variety of preservationism, there are three other varieties of preservationism for episodic memory to be distinguished. Generationism for episodic memory can in turn be conceived as the rejection of either of those four varieties of preservationism. What is, then, the significance of the particular variety of generationism which amounts to a rejection of EP? 

The significance of this variety of generationism concerns the issue of whether memory is a basic source of justification or not. A source of justification is basic if the justification that it yields for forming a belief does not depend on whether the subject possesses justification for forming beliefs through other sources. A non-basic source of justification, on the other hand, depends for its capacity to yield justification on the operation of some of the subject’s other sources of justification.
 For instance, on a reductive conception of testimonial justification, according to which a hearer is justified in forming a belief on the basis of a speaker’s report only if the hearer has positive reasons for accepting the report (reasons, that is, which are obtained independently of testimony), testimony is not a basic source of epistemic justification. By contrast, on a credulist conception of testimonial justification, according to which a hearer is justified in forming a belief on the basis of a speaker’s report so long as there is no evidence against accepting the report, testimony is a basic source of epistemic justification.
 It is important to determine which of our sources of justification are basic and which are not because basic sources can, as it were, make justification on their own whereas non-basic sources seem to be parasitic on basic sources. It seems, therefore, that work on the metaphysics of justification (including, for example, naturalizing projects on how the normative property of justification might arise from non-normative properties of the subject) should focus on those faculties which constitute basic sources of justification. That is, after all, where justification comes into being.

The thesis that episodic memory generates prima facie justification for forming beliefs tells us something interesting about the epistemic powers of episodic memory. Imagine, for a moment, that we were able to show that EP needed to be rejected. Imagine, that is, that we were able to show that, on the basis of episodic memory, we can be prima facie justified in forming certain beliefs regardless of whether or not we were prima facie justified in forming them through another source prior to remembering episodically. Such an outcome would suggest that episodic memory is capable of providing us with some grounds for belief that were not available to us before we utilised that capacity.
 After all, the fact that episodic memory makes some specific contribution in the form of evidence seems to be, in the scenario that we are contemplating, the best explanation of why, based on our episodic memories, we can be prima facie justified in forming some beliefs irrespective of whether we were prima facie justified in forming those beliefs through a different source in the past. But if it did turn out that episodic memory can provide us with some grounds for belief that were not available to us before we utilised that capacity, then that upshot would in turn suggest that episodic memory is not parasitic on other sources of justification, such as perception, introspection or intuition. The conclusion would eventually be that episodic memory is a basic source of epistemic justification. Such a conclusion would constitute a significant result in a philosophical investigation of memory. Let us turn, therefore, to the considerations that one might offer against the EP reading of preservationism.

3. Inattentive remembering
In order to evaluate preservationism, it may be helpful to revisit a certain point about the distinction between episodic and semantic memory. The point is that the two forms of memory can come apart. Episodic memory, in particular, does not need to be accompanied by semantic memory. You may, for instance, seem to perceive that your car keys are in the driver’s door while you are leaving your car parked, and not think that they are in the door. Minutes later, you may have a memory experience that originates in your past perceptual experience of the keys, and run back to your car to retrieve them. In that scenario, you episodically remember that your car keys were in the driver’s door when you left your car parked. But you do not remember it semantically, since that requires having formed the belief that they were in the door before you had your memory experience, and you did not form such a belief. Let us call cases of this sort, cases of ‘inattentive remembering.’
 

One might think that cases of inattentive remembering reveal that preservationism is wrong. Jennifer Lackey, for example, has pursued this thought in an effort to defend generationism. Lackey formulates the particular version of preservationism that constitutes her target thus:

PVM
S knows (justifiedly believes/rationally believes) that P on the basis of memory at a time T2 only if 

(i) 
S knows (justifiedly believes/rationally believes) that P at an earlier time T1, and 

(ii) 
S acquired the knowledge that P (justification with respect to P/rationality with respect to P) at T1 via a source other than memory.

As a counter-example to this version of preservationism regarding episodic memory, Lackey offers the following ‘Overloaded Driver’ case of inattentive remembering:
 


Overloaded Driver

Yesterday morning was like most others for Clifford: He spent it drinking coffee, listening to the radio, and driving in his car during his hour-and-a-half commute to work. As was typical for these commutes, Clifford’s attention was divided between the other cars on the road, the surrounding environment, the discussion and music on the radio, and his thoughts about the day’s work. Because of this perceptual and cognitive overload, Clifford found himself, as he often did on these drives, taking in more pieces of information than he actually processed at that time. 

Indeed, this was made apparent earlier this morning, when Clifford bumped into his friend, Phoebe, at the bakery and started talking about his commute. During this conversation, Phoebe asked him whether construction had begun on I55. Though this is not the way that Clifford takes to work, he does pass it every day and, moreover, it is the route that he occasionally takes to a nearby shopping center. Upon being asked this question by Phoebe, Clifford paused, called to mind passing I55 on his drive to work yesterday, and correctly remembered seeing construction work being done on this freeway. He, therefore, responded affirmatively to Phoebe’s question, adding that he will be sure to map some alternate routes so as to avoid the traffic delays inevitably brought by construction. Prior to the recollection of the visual image triggered by this question, however, Clifford would have continued taking I55 to the shopping center and wouldn’t have made even minor efforts to avoid this freeway.

How exactly is Overloaded Driver meant to refute PVM? The idea seems to be that, due to Clifford’s divided attention during his drive, he happens to take in some information which does not become the content of any of his beliefs at that time. However, during his conversation with Phoebe, Clifford’s memory allows him to form a belief with that information as its content. Assuming that Clifford’s faculties of perception and memory are reliable, then, Clifford justifiedly believes something on the basis of memory which, previous to his remembering, he did not justifiedly believe. Thus, Lackey concludes, PVM is false. In what follows, I will refer to the type of strategy that challenges preservationism by appealing to cases of inattentive remembering as the ‘attentional defence’ of generationism. 

The attentional defence succeeds to a certain extent, but the sense in which it establishes that memory functions generatively seems to be uninteresting. Lackey’s pursuit of the attentional defence illustrates this point quite well. Let us assume that, thanks to the reliability of Clifford’s faculties of perception and memory, he justifiedly believes that there was construction work on I55 on the basis of an episodic memory triggered by his conversation with Phoebe. The question that is crucial for evaluating PVM, then, is whether Clifford justifiedly believed, on the basis of some source other than memory, that construction work had begun on that freeway before he remembered it. Notice, however, that justifiedly believing requires believing. As a result, all it takes for the answer to that question to be negative is that Clifford did not believe that construction work had begun on I55 until he remembered it. Since, by assumption, this is a case of inattentive remembering, Clifford did not have that belief until he spoke to Phoebe and his memory was triggered. Thus, PVM should indeed be rejected. But in what sense does the rejection of PVM establish that memory is generative?  

Lackey’s use of the notion of justifiedly believing a proposition suggests that Lackey is interested in the kind of justification that a subject has for having beliefs, not forming them.
 It seems uncontroversial that Overloaded Driver does succeed in showing that episodic memory generates prima facie justification for having beliefs. But the reason why Overloaded Driver succeeds in showing that is simply that the case shows that episodic memory is capable of generating beliefs. What explains why Clifford satisfies the antecedent of PVM when he forms his belief about I55 after talking to Phoebe, but he does not satisfy clause (i) in its consequent, is not that Clifford’s epistemic status vis à vis the content of his belief improves after the conversation triggers Clifford’s memory. Instead, the explanation lies in the fact that Clifford has no belief about the construction work on I55 until his conversation with Phoebe takes place (together, that is, with some assumptions about the reliability of Clifford’s faculties). The lesson that can be extracted from the fact that episodic memory is a generative source of prima facie justification for having beliefs, therefore, is that episodic memory is doxastically generative. Unfortunately, the lesson is somewhat unexciting in that, once it has been noticed that a subject may form a belief on the basis of episodic memory without forming it on the basis of semantic memory, the view that episodic memory is doxastically generative should appear obvious.

What about the prima facie justification that a subject has for forming beliefs, then? Perhaps Overloaded Driver could be used to show not only that Clifford is prima facie justified in having a belief that has been formed on the basis of episodic memory; a belief that he lacked before he spoke to Phoebe. Perhaps Overloaded Driver could also be used to show that, after their conversation triggers Clifford’s memory, Clifford has prima facie justification for forming a belief which he was not prima facie justified in forming before he spoke to Phoebe. The possibility is worth considering. For if Overloaded Driver can be used in this way, then the attentional strategy may be all we need to refute EP. 

It does not seem, however, that this line of attack against preservationism will succeed. The natural way for the advocate of the attentional strategy to use Overloaded Driver as a counter-example to EP is to claim that, after talking to Phoebe, Clifford is justified in forming the belief that there is construction work on I55 on the basis of episodic memory, so he satisfies the antecedent of EP. But there is no time prior to that conversation at which Clifford is justified in forming his belief through another source, so he does not satisfy clauses (i) and (ii) in its consequent. This seems highly counter-intuitive. Notice that the advocate of the attentional defence needs to assume that, at the time of his drive, Clifford’s senses are reliable. (Otherwise, it will be challenging to establish that Clifford does satisfy the antecedent of EP.) But if Clifford’s senses are assumed to be reliable at the time of his drive, then it is hard to see why we should not grant to Clifford that the perceptual experiences that he is having when he looks at the construction work on I55 do prima facie justify him in forming the belief that construction work has begun there. Intuitively enough, Clifford was prima facie justified in forming the belief that construction work had begun on I55 when he drove past that freeway, and he acquired his justification through perception. Thus, it seems that we cannot rely on Overloaded Driver, or any similar case of inattentive remembering, to challenge EP. And yet, considering the attentional defence as a potential strategy will not turn out to be fruitless. For appreciating the reasons behind the limitations of this approach can, as we are about to see, point us in a more promising direction towards upholding generationism.
4. The recorder model of memory
Our discussion of the attentional defence of generationism brings to light an interesting aspect of the strategy. The attentional defence relies on cases that involve memory-based beliefs with contents of a particular kind. In inattentive remembering cases, the subject has a belief with a content that she had already entertained prior to her episode of remembering; just not through the attitude of belief. The content of the subject’s memory-based belief is the content of one of her past experiences. Thus, in Overloaded Driver, Clifford’s relevant belief is the belief that construction work has begun on I55, and Clifford’s relevant past experience is the perceptual experience that he undergoes when he looks at that freeway during his drive. This feature of inattentive remembering cases is the aspect of the attentional strategy which hinders its prospects of establishing the generative role of memory: The reason why we have the intuition that Overloaded Driver is a case in which, previous to the subject’s episode of remembering, he was prima facie justified in forming the belief that he later forms on the basis of memory is that, before Clifford’s memory is triggered, he had apparently perceived that which he later remembers episodically. It is precisely because we think that Clifford seems to perceive the construction work on I55 when he drives past that freeway that we are inclined to attribute to Clifford, at that point, prima facie justification for forming the belief that construction work has begun on I55. If this is correct, then there is a heuristic lesson that we can learn from our intuitions about inattentive remembering cases. The lesson is that, for a strategy to succeed in vindicating generationism, it must offer a counter-example to EP that involves a memory-based belief with a particular type of content; a content that the subject did not entertain previous to her episode of remembering. On reflection, it is easy to appreciate why such counter-examples will not come cheap. 

There is a reason why the attentional strategy relies on cases in which the subject believes, on the basis of memory, something that she had already experienced before she remembered it. According to an influential picture of memory, episodic memories store the information that, in the past, we acquired through some of our past experiences, namely, those experiences in which our memories originate.
 For that reason, the contents of our episodic memories are meant to be copied from the corresponding past experiences (with a varying degree of detail, that is, depending on the vivacity of each episodic memory). Let us refer to this picture as the ‘recorder model’ of memory. What exactly is meant by ‘copying’ and ‘storing’ within this picture? The thought is that anything present in the content of an episodic memory must be present in the content of the subject’s corresponding past experience. As a result, the content of the memory cannot exceed the content of the corresponding past experience. An episodic memory may provide her subject with less information than the experience in which it originates, but not with more. We may refer to this idea, which constitutes the main tenet of the recorder model, as the ‘content preservation constraint’. The view that memory must respect the content preservation constraint enjoys a long tradition in the philosophy of memory.
 It is subscribed, for example, by Thomas Reid when he writes:

Things remembered must be things formerly perceived or known. I remember the transit of Venus over the sun in the year 1769. I must therefore have perceived it at the time it happened, otherwise I could not now remember it. Our first acquaintance with any object of thought cannot be by remembrance.

If the recorder model of memory is correct, then the fact that, in inattentive remembering cases, the subject who is forming a belief on the basis of one of her episodic memories has entertained the content of that belief through some other experience previous to her remembering is not a peculiar feature of those cases. It is in fact an essential feature of any instance of episodic memory. When a subject forms a belief on the basis of an episodic memory, that memory must, on this picture, inherit its content from one of the subject’s past experiences, namely, the experience in which the memory originates. This requirement is supposed to apply whether the subject’s situation qualifies as a case of inattentive remembering or not. It is no wonder, then, that inattentive remembering cases always turn out to be cases in which, previous to the subject’s remembering, she had already entertained the content of her episodic memory (and, thus, the content of the belief that she forms on the basis of it) through an experience of a different kind. Quite simply, as Reid puts it, the subject could not have remembered it otherwise. 

The diagnosis of why the attentional defence of generationism is limited that emerges from these considerations is that the attentional defence is built within the constraints of the recorder model of memory. This picture restricts the possible scenarios available to the advocate of the attentional defence to those cases in which the subject forms, on the basis of an episodic memory, a belief about something that she had already experienced, typically through perception, before she remembered it. And, as we have seen, such cases are not likely to refute EP. Notice that the implications of this diagnosis reach further than the attentional defence of generationism. What this diagnosis tells us is that any defence of generationism that incorporates the view that episodic memory only preserves the contents of past experiences over time will face the same difficulties as those of the attentional defence. Thus, the moral to draw from our discussion of the attentional defence is that refuting EP is going to require abandoning some assumptions that seem deeply entrenched in our philosophical thinking about memory. Specifically, it will take a departure from the idea that the content of an episodic memory is inherited from the experience in which the memory originates. Let us turn, therefore, to the task of examining that idea more closely.
5. Mnemonic content
The issue of whether or not the content of an episodic memory is inherited from the experience in which the memory originates hinges on precisely what kind of content we attribute to episodic memories. If mnemonic content is not as rich as perceptual or introspective content, then it is appealing to think of the content of an episodic memory as a less detailed reproduction of the content of the experience in which the memory originates. By contrast, if it turns out that mnemonic content is richer than other types of mental content, then that will be a reason to expect the content of an episodic memory not to be constrained by the content of the experience in which it originates. It seems, therefore, that what we need in order to evaluate the recorder model of memory is a theory of content for episodic memory. We need, in other words, an account of the kinds of things that our memories represent; the kinds of things that our memories are about: Are those things mental entities? Are they worldly entities? Are they perhaps some combination of the two? Once we get clear on the kinds of things that, properly speaking, we episodically remember, we will be able to address the question of whether those must be, in Reid’s words, things formerly perceived or not. 
The basic intuition about memory experiences having content seems to be that those experiences can be evaluated as correct or incorrect with respect to possible situations.
 For each memory experience, there are situations with respect to which the experience is accurate or correct, and situations with respect to which it is inaccurate or incorrect. Thus, it is natural to think that if we want to know what the content of a memory experience is, we should ask ourselves which possible situations are such that the experience is correct with respect to them. It seems, therefore, that what a theory of content for episodic memory should do is to attribute to each memory experience a proposition that draws the line that separates those possible situations with respect to which the experience is correct from those with respect to which it is incorrect at the right point in logical space. Naturally, this raises the question of how the right point is to be determined. 

The following test can guide us while deciding whether a theory of mnemonic content is attributing contents to episodic memories appropriately or not. Let us assume, for the sake of convenience, that propositions are sets of possible worlds.
 If, according to our pre-theoretical intuitions, a memory experience is accurately representing some possible situation, then the proposition that our theory attributes to that experience as its content should contain the situation in question. Otherwise, we may conclude that the content attributed to the experience carries too much information, since it is making it too difficult for possible situations to qualify as being accurately represented by the experience. Conversely, if our pre-theoretical intuitions indicate that a possible situation is not accurately represented by some memory experience, then the proposition that our theory attributes to that experience as its content should not contain the situation at issue. Otherwise, we may conclude that the content attributed to the experience carries too little information, since it is making it too easy for possible situations to count as being accurately represented by the experience. In what follows, I will represent the content of an episodic memory E as a set of possible worlds that meet a condition C, where C is such that, for any possible world W, E is correct with respect to W just in case W meets C. I will refer to such sets with expressions of the form ‘{W: C takes place in W}’. The project of putting forward a theory of mnemonic content becomes, on this approach, the project of producing a template that yields the relevant condition C for each memory experience.

Consider the following example. Suppose that I am looking at a red apple in front of me, and my perceptual experience presents it to me as being red. Suppose that, years later, I have an episodic memory that originates in that perceptual experience; an episodic memory that I would express by saying that I remember the apple in front of me being red. Let us imagine that, in the meantime, I have not received any testimony about the red apple. And, finally, let us stipulate that my faculties of perception and memory are reliable. Let us call this possible situation ‘W0’, and let us refer to my past perceptual experience and my episodic memory in W0 as ‘P’ and ‘M’ respectively. How should we construe the content of M? Here are some candidates:

OBJ:
{W: In W, I was in front of a red apple}

SUBJ:
{W: In W, I seemed to perceive that I was in front of a red apple}

O&S:
{W: In W, I seemed to perceive that I was in front of a red apple, and I was}

These candidates correspond to three different positions on the issue of what I remember by having M. If the content of M is OBJ, then what I remember is something objective; something that took place independently of what my mental states were at the time. By contrast, if the content of M is SUBJ, then what I remember is something subjective; something that did not take place independently of what my mental states were at the time. Finally, if the content of M is O&S, then I remember both something objective and something subjective. In order to evaluate these propositions as candidates for the content of M, let us consider the following possible situations: 

W1:
The apple is red, and it is located exactly in the same position with respect to me as it is in W0. I, however, am blind so I do not have P, and I never have M.
W2:
The apple is green. I, however, happen to have P. A temporary malfunction of my visual apparatus has caused me to misperceive the green apple as being red. Years later, I have M as a result of having had P.


W3:
The apple is red, and it is located exactly in the same position with respect to me as it is in W0. I have P, but I quickly forget about the apple and I never have M.

The view that OBJ is the content of M is, on the face of it, quite plausible. It seems to fit with the way in which we ordinarily express our episodic memories. For example it would be quite natural for me to express M by saying that I remember being in front of a red apple. This way of speaking does suggest that our episodic memories put us in direct cognitive contact with past objective facts. The difficulty for the view that OBJ is the content of M is that the red apple does not seem to be the only thing that is presented to me when I have M in W0. To illustrate this point, consider W1. If the content of M is OBJ, then I should be representing W1 accurately when I have M in W0. After all, what matters for the accuracy of M in W0 with respect to any possible situation is just whether, in the situation concerned, the apple in front of me is red. Which, by assumption, is the case in W1. And yet, it intuitively seems that, by having M in W0, I am not representing W1 accurately. What accounts for this intuition? Notice that, once I episodically remember that I was in front of a red apple by having M, I am thereby aware of what it was like for me to seem to perceive the red apple in the past. This is a distinctive aspect of the phenomenology of episodic (as opposed to semantic) memory. It seems to be responsible for the popular idea that episodic memory involves a sort of ‘mental time travel’; the idea that, by remembering a past fact, we are able to re-experience that fact, or relive our experience of it, all over again.
 This phenomenological feature of episodic memory suggests that my memory M in W0 does not only present to me an apple which, as a matter of fact, perceptually appeared to me to be red in the past, but it also presents to me the relevant past perceptual experience. Hence the intuition that, by having M in W0, I am not representing W1 accurately. The view that OBJ is the content of M, however, does not factor any of my past perceptual experiences into the content of my episodic memory. For that reason, it seems that the sort of content that this view attributes to episodic memories carries too little information. 
The view that the content of M is SUBJ can explain why, once I episodically remember a red apple by having M, I am thereby aware of what it was like for me to seem to perceive a red apple in the past. If SUBJ is the content of M, then, for a possible situation to be accurately represented by me when I have M in W0, it must be the case that, in the situation concerned, I had a perceptual experience wherein I seemed to perceive a red apple. It is no wonder, then, that in virtue of having M, I am aware of what it was like for me to seem to perceive a red apple in the past. After all, on this view, the very fact that an apple perceptually appeared to me in that way is, strictly speaking, what I remember by having M. However, if SUBJ is the content of M, then it turns out that our episodic memories do not put us in direct cognitive contact with past objective facts after all. To illustrate this point, consider W2. The view that SUBJ is the content of M commits us to the claim that I am representing W2 accurately when I have M in W0 since, by assumption, I did seem to perceive that the apple in front of me was red in W2. And yet, M in W0 does not intuitively seem to be accurate with respect to W2. The reason why it does not seem accurate is that a certain objective fact (namely, the presence of a red apple in front of me) did not take place in W2. The view that SUBJ is the content of M, however, does not factor any objective facts into the content of my episodic memory. For that reason, it seems that the sort of content that this view attributes to episodic memories also carries too little information.
Given the difficulties that have arisen for both OBJ and SUBJ, one might think that O&S is the right candidate for the content of M. After all, if the content of M is O&S, then what is required for a possible situation to be accurately represented by me when I have M in W0 is that, in the relevant situation, the apple in front of me is red and my perceptual experience of the apple presents it to me in that way. Which means that both W1 and W2 turn out to be inaccurately represented by me when I have M in W0. Thus, the view that the content of M is O&S squares with our intuitions regarding W1 and W2. The difficulty for this view is that the red apple and my past perceptual experience of it do not seem to be the only things that are presented to me when I have M in W0. To illustrate this point, consider W3. If the content of M is O&S, then I should be representing W3 accurately when I have M in W0. After all, the apple was, and appeared to me to be, red in W3. And yet, it does not intuitively seem that I am correctly representing W3 when I have M in W0. Admittedly, I did perceive a red apple in W3. However, not just any perception of a red apple will do. It seems that part of what M presents to me in W0 is the fact that the perceptual experience that I remember having had in the past is the very experience which has given rise to M. More generally, it seems that our episodic memories appear to us to have originated in our past (typically, perceptual) experiences, as opposed to originating in instances of testimony or reasoning.
 In the case of M, for example, in virtue of having M in W0, I am thereby aware of the fact that M originates in my having perceptually experienced a red apple in the past. This fact about the causal origin of M does not take place in W3, since M itself does not take place in W3. Which explains why we have the intuition that, by having M in W0, I am not correctly representing W3. But the view that O&S is the content of M does not factor any facts about the causal history of M into its content. For that reason, it seems that the sort of content that this view attributes to episodic memories carries too little information as well.
The considerations above suggest a certain proposal about the content of episodic memories. The proposal that I wish to put forward is that episodic memories are ‘causally self-referential’ in the following sense. Episodic memories represent themselves as having a certain causal history, namely, they represent themselves as coming from past perceptions of objective facts.
 My contention, therefore, is that we should construe the content of episodic memory M in W0 as the following proposition, to which we may refer as ‘CSR’: 

CSR:
{W: In W, M causally originates in my having perceived a red apple through P}

On the proposal that memories are causally self-referential, the content of our episodic memories is very rich. First of all, if the content of M in W0 is CSR, then there is a sense in which the content of M involves M itself, since CSR only contains possible situations in which M takes place. To that extent, the content of M is ‘token reflexive’. This feature of the proposal allows it to accommodate our intuitions regarding W3. For if the content of M is CSR, then it turns out that I am not accurately representing W3 when I have M in W0. Secondly, CSR only contains possible situations in which I was in front of a red apple.
 This feature of the proposal allows it to accommodate our intuitions regarding W2. For if the content of M is CSR, then it turns out that, when I have M in W0, I am not accurately representing W2. Thirdly, CSR only contains possible situations in which P takes place. This aspect of the proposal results in the outcome that, by having M in W0, I am not accurately representing W1, thus accommodating our intuitions regarding that situation. Also, this aspect of the proposal illuminates the question of why, once I episodically remember being in front of a red apple by having M, I am thereby aware of what it was like for me to seem to perceive a red apple in the past. The explanation of this fact available to the advocate of CSR is analogous to that available to the advocate of SUBJ: If the content of M is CSR, then M puts me in direct cognitive contact with, among other things, P. It is not surprising, then, that in virtue of having M, I am aware of what it was like for me to seem to perceive a red apple in the past. After all, on this view, a perceptual experience wherein the apple appeared to me to be red is, among other things, what I remember by having M. Finally, CSR only contains possible situations in which M causally originates in P, which allows the proposal to explain why, in virtue of having M, I am aware of the fact that the perceptual experience that I remember having had in the past is the very experience which has given rise to M. The reason why I am aware of that fact is that, on this proposal, the causal relation between M and the perceptual experience in which it originates is part of what I am representing by having M. It seems, therefore, that the proposal that episodic memories are causally self-referential enjoys some of the virtues of alternative views on mnemonic content while, at the same time, sidestepping the difficulties that threatened each of those views.
6. Generationism revisited
My contention in this section will be twofold. Firstly, I will claim that if episodic memories are, as argued in section 5, causally self-referential, then there is content in our episodic memories over and above that of our corresponding past experiences; content that is specifically generated in memory. Accordingly, I will suggest that the recorder model of memory, discussed in section 4, should be rejected. Furthermore, I will argue that if our episodic memories generate content, then they put us in a position to form certain beliefs which we were not in a position to form through any other source previous to remembering episodically. For that reason, I will suggest, the EP variety of preservationism should be rejected as well. 
On the view that episodic memories are causally self-referential, it seems that our memories present to us certain facts that were not initially presented to us in our corresponding past experiences. There is, in other words, more information in the contents of our episodic memories than there was in the contents of the experiences in which those memories originate. To illustrate this point, let us return to my episodic memory M. Consider a fact about the causal history of M, namely, the fact that M causally originates in a perception of a red apple. If the content of M is CSR, then this is a fact that I represent in virtue of having M. Now, is this also a fact that, in the past, I represented in virtue of having the experience in which M originates? Surely not. It is hard to imagine why a fact that partly concerns my future mental life would be presented to me when, upon looking at the red apple, I come to have P. It seems, therefore, that the content of my episodic memory M exceeds that of my perceptual experience P, since the fact that M originates in P is part of the content of M, but not P. Analogous considerations will apply to the contents of memories with different causal histories. Thus, the upshot seems to be that our episodic memories violate the content preservation constraint, since their contents are not restricted by those of our corresponding past experiences. What does this mean for the recorder model of memory? If our episodic memories do carry information that was not included in the contents of the experiences in which those memories originate, then it seems reasonable to conclude that memory does not merely store information acquired through experiences that we had in the past. Instead, memory generates new information in each instance of remembering, which suggests that the recorder model of memory is misguided.
The view that episodic memories are causally self-referential also has damaging consequences for preservationism. According to the EP variety of preservationism, if one is prima facie justified in forming a belief on the basis of episodic memory, it is because, at some point in the past, one acquired one’s prima facie justification for forming that belief through some other source. The objection that I wish to raise against this view is built on the idea that our episodic memories generate, and not simply preserve, content over time. Rejecting the content preservation constraint opens up a new line of attack against EP, since it provides us with a type of counter-example that was not available to the advocate of the attentional defence of generationism. To specify the relevant type of counter-example, let us consider, once more, the situation in which I have episodic memory M. If M is causally self-referential, then I seem to have some grounds, or evidence, for forming the belief that my having that experience is due to my having perceived a red apple in the past. Episodic memory M itself is providing me with those grounds, since the fact that M originates in a perception of a red apple is a fact that is presented to me in virtue of having M. Assuming that my capacity for remembering episodically is reliable, then, it seems that, when that capacity delivers M, I am prima facie justified in forming, on the basis of M, the belief that that very experience originates in a perception of a red apple. Thus, at the time at which I have M, I seem to satisfy the antecedent of EP for a certain proposition; the proposition that M originates in a perception of a red apple. But it does not seem that, with regards to that proposition, I manage to satisfy the consequent of EP. For there does not seem to be any previous time at which, through a source other than episodic memory, I was prima facie justified in forming that belief about the causal history of M. Which source of epistemic justification could have allowed me to form such a belief? It is hard to make sense of the idea that M’s causal history could have been either perceived or introspected by me before M took place. It also seems that at no time before I had M could I have inferred, from any of my other beliefs, the proposition that, in the future, I would be episodically remembering the red apple by having M. Finally, by assumption, I did not receive any testimony about the red apple before having episodic memory M either, which rules out the possibility that I might have received testimony about the fact that, in the future, I would be remembering the red apple by having M. It seems, therefore, that we can conclude that, prior to my having M, I did not have any grounds for forming a belief about what the causal history of M would be. Which strongly suggests that, before I had episodic memory M, I did not enjoy prima facie justification for forming the belief that M would originate in a perception of a red apple. The conclusion, then, is that the EP variety of preservationism should be rejected and, therefore, generationism regarding prima facie justification for forming beliefs on the basis of episodic memory should be upheld.  
7. Can we preserve preservationism?
The picture of memory with which one is left at this point is an interesting one. It is a picture wherein the epistemically generative role of memory turns out to be grounded on its intentionally generative role. What we have seen is that episodic memory is epistemically generative, but the reason why it is epistemically generative is perhaps not the reason that one might have expected. The reason is that, when we remember facts that we perceived in the past episodically, memory also puts us in cognitive contact with new facts. And this, in turn, allows us to form beliefs which we were not able to form through any other source before we utilised memory. Now, a certain concern may arise about this reason for memory being epistemically generative. One may worry that, even though the conclusion of our discussion is that EP needs to be rejected, the reason why EP needs to be rejected appears to be consistent with the spirit of preservationism. And if they are indeed consistent, then we have not shown that preservationism is wrong by rejecting EP. In that case, we have simply been fighting a strawman all along.
   
Let us return, then, to the thesis that memory does not generate epistemic justification; only preserves it. Admittedly, there is a plausible reading of this thesis which does differ from EP. It is the reading according to which if a subject was in a position to form a belief through some source other than memory in the past, then her current justification for forming the same belief on the basis of memory cannot have improved with respect to the justification that she had in the past through the relevant source. This reading of the preservationist thesis could be spelled out more precisely as follows:

EP3
For any subject S, proposition P and time t:

If S is prima facie justified in forming the belief that P on the basis of episodic memory at t, and there is a time t** earlier than t such that S entertained that P at t**, then there is a time t* earlier than t such that: 

(i) S is prima facie justified in forming the belief that P at t*.
(ii) S has acquired her prima facie justification for forming the belief that P via a source other than episodic memory at t*.  
(iii) S is prima facie justified in forming the belief that P on the basis of episodic memory at t because (i) and (ii) are the case.

EP and EP3 are meant to express essentially the same idea. The only difference is that EP3 restricts the scope of the preservationist thesis to those propositions which the subject entertained in the past. For that reason, EP entails EP3. The converse does not seem to be the case though. For the view that episodic memories are causally self-referential indicates that EP is wrong, and yet it is consistent with EP3. After all, those beliefs which, as argued in section 6, falsify EP are not beliefs which we were in a position to form in the past through any other source. It does seem reasonable to wonder, then, whether the generationist’s target should have really been EP, or whether the generationist should have targeted, more ambitiously, a weaker formulation of preservationism such as EP3. 

Where has the rejection of EP taken us? The rejection of EP suggests that episodic memory provides us with grounds, or evidence, for forming beliefs for which we had no grounds previous to remembering episodically. Thus, the issue of whether targeting EP was the correct approach to take seems to come down to whether this outcome is an interesting enough result about memory. I believe it is, for two reasons. Firstly, as noted in section 2, if episodic memory provides us with grounds, or evidence, for forming beliefs for which we had no grounds previous to remembering episodically, then it seems that the type of epistemic justification that episodic memory provides us with is not reducible to the types of justification provided to us by other sources. It is not reducible in that the justification that memory provides for forming a belief does not depend on those other types of justification. What the variety of generationism which amounts to a rejection of EP teaches us, then, is that memory is a basic source of justification. Since EP3 is entailed by EP, the rejection of EP3 would also lead us to that conclusion. However, the fact remains that, for the purposes of establishing that memory is a basic source of justification, it is sufficient to challenge the stronger preservationist thesis, that is, EP. 

Furthermore, the reason why episodic memory provides us with grounds, or evidence, for forming beliefs for which we had no grounds previous to remembering episodically shows something important about the scope of memory. If memory is epistemically generative because, when we remember facts that we perceived in the past episodically, memory also puts us in cognitive contact with new facts, then it seems that the scope of episodic memory is broader than that of perception. As a matter of fact, if episodic memories are causally self-referential, then it seems that the scope of episodic memory is broader than the scope of any of the faculties the deliverances of which give rise to our episodic memories. (It is broader than the scope of introspection, proprioception, and so on.) Thus, the approach that I have pursued here to challenge EP seems to yield some interesting results about memory not only in epistemology, but also in the philosophy of mind. 
My intention has been to adopt a concessive approach by focusing on EP. One can challenge the EP variety of preservationism, and remain neutral on the truth of weaker varieties of preservationism such as EP3. Which means that, at the conclusion of our discussion, it is still open for the preservationist to retreat to one of those weaker varieties of preservationism. This is not a defeat, since it is possible for such varieties of preservationism to retain some substantial interest. EP3 seems to be an example of it. For EP3 tells us that, once we are in a position to form a belief on the basis of some source other than memory, whatever justification we have for forming it will not improve as time goes by thanks to our memory. It may be that, by giving us cognitive access to a fact to which we had no access before, memory puts us in a positive epistemic position with respect to that fact which we never enjoyed before. But memory, EP3 tells us, cannot improve our epistemic position with respect to those facts to which we have had cognitive access in the past. Surely this is a preservationist thesis that is substantial enough for it to be worth exploring. Ultimately, though, the lesson to draw from our discussion is that, even if it turns out to be correct that memory cannot improve our epistemic position with respect to those facts to which we have had cognitive access in the past, such a result will not threaten the status of memory as a basic source of epistemic justification.
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� In this context, a ‘source of justification’ is understood as a faculty the deliverances of which can provide its subject with justification for belief. Thus, by calling memory a preservative source of justification, the preservationist is granting that our memories can provide us with justification for beliefs formed on their basis. The preservationist is not denying that memory can ‘produce’ or ‘generate’ justification in that sense. Preservationism is only a claim about certain constraints that the justification in question must respect. (Many thanks to James Van Cleve for bringing this to my attention.) Preservationism with regards to epistemic justification is endorsed, for example, by Alvin Plantinga (1993, 61, fn. 22), David Owens (2000, 157) and Thomas Senor (2007). With regards to knowledge, preservationism is endorsed, for example, by Michael Dummett (1994, 262) and Robert Audi (1997, 410).


� Generationism with regards to epistemic justification is defended by Jennifer Lackey (2005) and (2007), as well as Kourken Michaelian (2011). 


� In what follows, I will concentrate on propositional memory. Accordingly, I will leave memory for objects, properties and abilities outside the scope of this discussion. 


� I am borrowing the terms ‘semantic’ and ‘episodic’ from Endel Tulving (1972). Hereafter I will refer to the capacity through which we semantically remember as ‘semantic memory’, and to the capacity through which we episodically remember as ‘episodic memory’. I will also refer to memory experiences either as ‘episodic memories’ or simply as ‘memories’. Thus, on the non-factive use that I will make of those expressions, it is possible for us to episodically remember, or to have an episodic memory of, a fact that actually never happened. (See, however, note 6 for the use that I will make of the terms ‘perceiving’ and ‘perception’.)


� This is the distinction drawn, for instance, by Matthew McGrath in (2007, 6, fn. 12). Episodic and semantic memory can come apart and, as a result, the two ways of believing a proposition on the basis of memory can come apart as well. Suppose that, while in school, I learnt that James Cook charted the eastern coast of Australia in 1770, and my memory has preserved the belief that he did until now. In this case, I now believe that James Cook charted the eastern coast of Australia in 1770 on the basis of semantic, but not episodic, memory. Conversely, suppose that my parents take me to the zoo as a child, and I witness a Tasmanian devil eating there. However, I lack the concept of a Tasmanian devil, so I do not believe that there is a Tasmanian devil eating at the zoo during my visit. Years later, however, I have a memory experience that originates in my past perception of the Tasmanian devil there and, having acquired the concept of a Tasmanian devil in the meantime, I form the belief that there was a Tasmanian devil eating at the zoo during my visit on the basis of that memory experience. In that case, I believe that there was a Tasmanian devil eating at the zoo during my visit on the basis of episodic, but not semantic, memory.


� Hereafter I will use the expressions ‘S apparently perceives that P’, ‘S seems to perceive that P’ and ‘S has a perceptual experience that P’ to refer to a subject being in a state wherein she either veridically perceives or misperceives that a proposition is the case. With the expressions ‘S perceives that P’ and ‘S has a perception that P’, I will refer, more narrowly, to a subject being in a state wherein she veridically perceives that a proposition is the case.


� For more on this distinction, see Senor (1996).


� Notice that EP is formulated under the assumption that epistemic justification is an all or nothing affair. On a framework wherein epistemic justification is conceived of as a matter of degree, preservationism will be the view that episodic memory does not generate any amount of prima facie justification for forming beliefs: If a subject has some degree of justification for forming a belief through episodic memory, it is because she had at least the same degree of justification for forming it through a different source earlier. As far as I can see, the argument against preservationism to be developed in sections 5 and 6 poses a threat for that view as well. For helpful discussion on how to formulate EP precisely, I am grateful to James Van Cleve. 


� A parallel distinction regarding the sources of knowledge (as opposed to justification) is discussed in Audi (2002).


� On the epistemology of testimony, including reductionism versus credulism, see Tony Coady (1992).


� The two varieties of generationism according to which episodic memory generates ultima facie justification for having and forming beliefs do not allow us to draw the same conclusion about the epistemic powers of episodic memory. The reason is that ultima facie justification can be created by the fact that past defeating factors are removed from the subject’s environment over time without any need for the subject’s memory to be involved in that removal. (For discussion of an analogous point on semantic memory, see Senor (2007).) The significance of the variety of generationism according to which episodic memory generates prima facie justification for having beliefs will be addressed in section 3.     


� The term ‘inattentive remembering’ is Sven Bernecker’s. See his (2010, 85).


� In Lackey (2005, 637). Lackey’s main interest concerns semantic memory, even though her attack on preservationism is meant to apply to both episodic and semantic memory.


� Lackey introduces this case in (2005, 650). She labels it ‘Overloaded Driver’ in (2007, 217).


� This reading of ‘justifiedly believing’ is debatable. For if one takes the bearers of epistemic justification to be beliefs, rather than subjects, then an alternative reading is available. According to it, a subject justifiedly believes a proposition just in case she believes it, and her belief is justified. The alternative reading, however, also requires that a subject must believe those propositions which she justifiedly believes. Thus, the reply to the attentional defence put forward in section 3 will still apply if Lackey uses ‘justifiedly believing’ in that sense. 


� This seems to be the concern raised, for example, in Bernecker (2010, 99) and Senor (2007, 199). 


� On this picture, memories store the information acquired through past experiences of various types, such as perceptual, imaginative, proprioceptive and introspective experiences. For the sake of simplicity, though, I will restrict our discussion of this approach to those memories which originate in perceptual experiences.  


� Versions of this idea can be found, for instance, in Aristotle (1972, 28-32), John Locke (1975, 149-153), David Hume (2000, 12), C. D. Broad (1937, 239-41), Norman Malcolm (1963, 208), C. B. Martin and Max Deutscher (1966, 163) and Sydney Shoemaker (1984, 19).


� Reid (1969, 326). Presumably, Reid is not distinguishing between episodic and semantic memory in this passage; hence the claim that things remembered must be formerly perceived (in the episodic case) or known (in the semantic case).


� I will use the expressions ‘possible situation’ and ‘possible world’ interchangeably. Strictly speaking, talk of a possible situation should be understood as referring to a possible world where the situation is the case. 


� The assumption that propositions are sets of possible worlds will be helpful throughout the next two sections. However, no substantial point in our discussion will hinge on the metaphysics of propositions.


� On the idea that episodic memory involves the experience of mental time travel, see Dorothea Debus (2014). 


� Notice that if this were false, we would not be able to tell apart, in the absence of collateral information, those experiences of ours which appear to be episodic memories from those which appear to originate in testimony or the imagination. This is not to say that judgements regarding which of our experiences are episodic memories are infallible. We are all familiar with the situation in which an experience that seems to be an episodic memory turns out not to have its origin in one of our past perceptual experiences, but on testimony or the imagination. Nonetheless, the fact remains that we do not need to make use of collateral information in order to decide which of our experiences appear to us, rightly or wrongly, to be episodic memories.


� The term ‘causally self-referential’ is due to John Searle. Searle defends the view that perception is causally self-referential in (1983). He briefly suggests that memory is causally self-referential in (1983, 52) and (1983, 85), though the view that Searle puts forward in those passages differs in some details from the view defended here. For discussion, see Jordi Fernández (2007).


� The reason for this is that CSR only contains possible worlds in which, not only have I seemed to perceive a red apple by having P, but I have actually perceived a red apple.


� I am grateful to an anonymous referee for raising this concern. The referee also suggests a modification of EP that is meant to capture the spirit of preservationism while accommodating the view that episodic memories are causally self-referential:


EP2	For any subject S, proposition P and time t:


(a) 	If P is not about one’s current episodic memory, then if S is prima facie justified in forming the belief that P on the basis of episodic memory at t, then there is a time t* earlier than t such that:


S is prima facie justified in forming the belief that P at t*.


S has acquired her prima facie justification for forming the belief that P via a source other than episodic memory at t*.  


S is prima facie justified in forming the belief that P on the basis of episodic memory at t because (i) and (ii) are the case.


(b) 	If P is about one’s current episodic memory, then if S is prima facie justified in forming the belief that P on the basis of episodic memory at t, then P is true, and there is a time t* earlier than t such that:


S is prima facie justified in forming the belief that the non-self-referential core of P holds at t*.


S has acquired her prima facie justification for forming the belief that the non-self-referential core of P holds via a source other than episodic memory at t*.  


S is prima facie justified in forming the belief that P on the basis of episodic memory at t because (i) and (ii) are the case.


EP2, however, seems to impose too strong a requirement on justification for beliefs about one’s own episodic memories, since it requires truth. To illustrate this point, consider the following example: Imagine that my faculty of memory tends to yield, reliably enough, episodic memories which are correct. Suppose, now, that I have an episodic memory the content of which is that it originated in a perception of a red apple. However, on this particular occasion, it so happens that my memory has failed me. My episodic memory did not originate in a perception of a red apple but, due to a rare malfunction, it originated in a perceptual experience wherein I seemed to perceive a green apple instead. Am I prima facie justified in forming the belief that my episodic memory originates in a perception of a red apple? Intuitively enough, it seems that I am. After all, the content of my episodic memory is that it originates in a perception of a red apple, and my faculty of memory is reliable. And yet, clause (b) in EP2 is not satisfied, since the proposition that constitutes the content of my belief is false.


� EP3 does not require that if S entertained that P in the past, then every time at which she did must have been a time at which she satisfied (i) and (ii). But every time in the past at which S satisfied (i) and (ii) will have been, in fact, a time at which S entertained that P.


� Versions of this paper were presented at the 2014 meeting of the European Epistemology Network in Madrid, the seminar series at the University of Melbourne, and the Work In Progress workshop at the University of Adelaide. I am grateful to all participants involved for their helpful feedback. For comments on a previous draft of this paper, I am also very grateful to the editor of, and an anonymous referee for, this journal.       
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