Memory
1. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss some of the interesting connections that hold between time and memory. Memories are mental states with certain characteristic features. Some of them are phenomenological, some of them are intentional, and other characteristic features of memories concern their metaphysics. Memories are mental states with a certain kind of content, they feel in a particular way, and they have specific individuation conditions. What makes the relation between time and memory interesting is that time is involved in all those properties of memories. Somewhat metaphorically, one may look at the relation between time and memory as having two sides: Memory is extended in time, and time is displayed in memory. Less metaphorically, one may think of memory as being extended in time in that temporal relations are relevant for the individuation conditions of those mental states that we count as memories. And one may think of time as being displayed in memory in two senses. Firstly, time appears in memory in the sense that memories have contents that seem to be truth-sensitive to the pastness of remembered events. Secondly, time appears in memory in the sense that, when a subject remembers an event, she seems to experience both the remembered event and herself as being in the past. My project in this chapter is to pull these temporal aspects of memory apart, and to try to clarify them. My contention will be that a certain view about the individuation conditions for memories, their contents and their phenomenology best explains our intuitions about the relation between time and memory. As we will see, this is the view that memories not only causally derive from perceived events, but they also represent themselves as having such a causal origin.
The scope of this project is quite modest, since I will only be concerned with a particular kind of memory state. There are various forms of remembering. There is, at the very least, memory for events or states of affairs (remembering that), for abilities (remembering how) and for objects. Our discussion in this chapter will focus on memory for events. In fact, we will concentrate on a specific kind of memory for events, which is sometimes referred to as ‘episodic’ memory (Tulving 1972). There are two senses in which one may remember an event. In one sense, one remembers an event if, at some point in the past, one acquired the belief that the event happened, and that belief has been preserved up to the present time. Let us call this ‘semantically remembering’ the event. In a different sense, one remembers an event if one has an experience (a quasi-perceptual, or imagistic state) wherein the event is presented to one and, in virtue of having such an experience, it seems to one that the event in question has happened. Let us call this ‘episodically remembering’ the event. One may remember an event semantically without remembering it episodically. Historical facts which we learnt about in school, for example, are remembered in this way. Conversely, one may remember an event episodically without remembering it semantically. One may, for example, perceive that the coffee machine is on while one is leaving the house, and not think that it is on. Minutes later, one may have an experience wherein the coffee machine is presented to one as having been on at that time. In that case, one episodically remembers that the coffee machine was on when one left the house, but not semantically. The topic of this chapter will be the involvement of time in the metaphysics, the intentionality and the phenomenology of episodic memory. Accordingly, in what follows, when I speak of remembering an event, I will refer to episodically remembering the event. Similarly, when I speak of a memory of an event, I will refer to an episodic memory of the event. Furthermore, the terms ‘remembering’ and ‘memory’ will be used in a non-factive way. Thus, in the terminology to be used below, it is possible to remember an event incorrectly, and it is possible to have a false memory of some event.
Before we proceed, let me say a bit more about what I mean by the ‘metaphysics’, the ‘intentionality’ and the ‘phenomenology’ of memory. Consider a subject S who undergoes an experience E wherein she represents some event e that is located in the past. One may ask a number of questions about that experience. Consider, for example, the following three:

(1) What relation must hold between E and e for E to qualify as a memory of e? 
(2) If E is a memory of e, then what kind of content does E have?
(3) If E is a memory of e, then what is it like for S to remember e by having E?
The first question is a question about the metaphysics of memory. It is also a question that remains open after we have settled the second and third questions, which concern the intentionality and phenomenology of memory. It is difficult to specify the kind of content that memories carry, and the characteristic way in which it feels to remember something. But it seems clear that, whatever those aspects of memory ultimately amount to, we sometimes occupy mental states that have the kind of content and the kind of phenomenology that are characteristic of memories, and yet those states are not memories. (Otherwise, it would be hard to explain why we often make mistakes as to whether we are remembering an event or, by contrast, we are only imagining it.) For that reason, it seems that question (1) is deeper than questions (2) and (3). Finding out what kind of content memories have, and what kind of phenomenology they enjoy, will not allow us to distinguish memories from other types of mental states. 
We will therefore begin our investigation by addressing question (1) above. In section 2, we will try to specify which conditions an experience must fulfill in order to count as a memory experience. Our main interest with regards to this issue will be whether time is involved in those conditions and, if so, in what way it is involved precisely. Once we determine what it takes for an experience to qualify as a memory experience, we will turn, in section 3, to question (2) and the issue of how much to build into the content of memory experiences. Our main goal at that stage of our discussion will be to determine whether memories represent any temporal properties of remembered events and, if so, which properties exactly. Finally, in section 4, we will address question (3) by distinguishing some phenomenologically interesting features of memories. Our objective in that part of our discussion will be to determine whether any of those features can be plausibly construed as the experience of time. I will conclude that the notions of time and memory are in fact closely related. Interestingly, though, if the view that memories represent their own causal histories is correct, then the connections between the two notions turn out to be not as tight as one might have thought.
2. Time and the individuation of memories

Let us first consider question (1) above, and the idea that memory is extended in time. Essentially, what we are wondering when we ask question (1) is how we should individuate memories; where we should draw the line that separates memories from other types of mental states with similar phenomenology and content. At first glance, the relevance of time for this issue might seem straightforward. Remembered events, one might think, are surely in the past. So the relation that needs to obtain for an experience wherein one is presented with some event to qualify as a memory of that event must be a temporal relation. If the event happened in the past, then the experience is a memory of it. Otherwise, it isn’t. On closer inspection, though, it seems that things are going to be more complicated than that. For the fact that the event took place earlier than the experience seems to be neither necessary nor sufficient for the experience to qualify as a memory of it. 
One may appreciate that it is not sufficient by considering cases in which the subject never witnessed, in the past, the relevant event. Imagine that I now have an experience in virtue of which it seems to me that I remember someone on a bicycle being run over by a car a long time ago in my neighborhood. Suppose, furthermore, that someone in my neighborhood was actually run over by a car while riding his bicycle many years ago. In fact, the details of the scene that I am entertaining when I undergo my experience match the details of the actual accident. But it turns out that this is just a remarkable coincidence. I was not in the neighborhood on the day that the actual accident happened, and nobody ever told me about it. Basically, there is no connection between the actual accident and my experience. Whether or not my neighbor had been run over by a car in the way he did, I would have had the experience that I am now having. In such a scenario, surely we would think that I am not really remembering the bicycle accident in my neighborhood, even though it seems to me that I am.

Conversely, a certain possibility casts doubt on the view that it is necessary for remembered events to take place in the past. This is the possibility of time travel (Lewis 1976). Consider the time traveler who steps into her time machine in 2011 and steps out of her machine in 2001, thereby travelling to the past. Suppose that, at the end of her trip in 2001, the time traveler knows how she got there. She has an experience wherein she entertains her stepping into the time machine in 2011, and programming it to travel to 2001. Given that the beginning of her trip takes place in the future, should we say that the time traveler does not remember how she got to 2001? I am inclined to think that we should not. After all, the events that consist in the time traveler stepping into her machine and programming it to travel to 2001 have not become a figment of her imagination just because she traveled back in time. Those events are indeed part of the time traveler’s life. Thus, it seems that, to the extent that we accept the possibility of time travel, we should reject the view that it is necessary for remembered events to take place in the past, or earlier than their corresponding memories.
What do these considerations teach us about the kind of relation that must obtain between an experience E, a subject S and an event e in order for S to qualify as remembering e in virtue of having E? The moral to draw from the two thought-experiments above seems to be that the relation in question must be a relation that is in place in the time travel scenario, but it is missing in the bicycle accident scenario. The relation of causation suggests itself as a candidate quite naturally at this point. For there is no causal relation that holds, in the bicycle accident scenario, between the accident in my neighborhood and the experience that I am having when it seems to me that I remember a bicycle accident. But there is a causal relation that holds, in the time travel scenario, between the time traveler programming, in 2011, her machine to travel into the past, and the experience in virtue of which she entertains having done this when she arrives to 2001. 
The importance of causation for memory was highlighted in the so-called ‘causal theory of memory’ in the 1960s (Martin and Deutscher 1966). One might disagree with the details of the causal theory of memory but, at the heart of the original theory, one finds a basic view that remains in the background of current philosophical work on memory. This is the view that, in order for a subject S to remember an event e by having an experience E, S must have perceived or introspected e, and E must causally originate in S’s episode of perception or introspection. This view certainly seems to accommodate our intuitions regarding the two thought-experiments above. In the first thought-experiment, I never perceived the bicycle accident in my neighborhood. Given this, if the just-mentioned view about causation and memory is correct, it makes sense that we have the intuition that I am not remembering that accident. Similarly, the time traveler did experience her own actions while walking into her machine in 2011 and programming it to travel to 2001. This is why she is now having an experience wherein she entertains the beginning of her trip. So it is not surprising, if the view above is correct, that we have the intuition that she is indeed remembering how she got to 2001. Thus, it seems that we have now reached a cogent answer to our original question (1). The relation that must hold between an experience E and an event e in order for E to qualify as a memory of e seems to be a relation of mediated causation: E must be caused by an episode of perception or introspection of e by the subject who is having E.
What is the relevance of this outcome for the relation between time and memory? Let us assume that a subject’s experience does not qualify as a memory of an event unless it causally originates in a perceptual or introspective experience of that event by the same subject. If this is right, then temporal relations are important, though not essential, to the individuation of memories. What makes an experience qualify as a memory of some event, as opposed to an episode of imagination, is whether it was caused by the subject perceiving or introspecting that event. Strictly speaking, whether the event happened earlier, or later than the experience in question has no bearing on whether the experience qualifies as a memory. However, causes take place before their effects so a certain temporal relation actually obtains between memories and remembered events; remembered events happen before their corresponding memories. What is more, if causes take place before their effects as a matter of natural law, then not only do remembered events happen before their memories, but it is nomologically necessary that they happen before their memories. Still, the conceivability of time-travel scenarios of the kind depicted above suggests that the obtaining of this temporal relation is not logically necessary. It is rather a side effect, or byproduct, of the relation that is really essential to memory, namely, causation. 
3. The temporal content of memories

Let us now turn to question (2). If a subject remembers an event, then her memory experience is about something, it is an intentional state. Memory experiences are, in that sense, similar to perceptual experiences or beliefs. They have content. It seems reasonable to ask, then, how much we should build into the content of a memory experience. In particular, if we are interested in the relation between time and memory, then the significant question for us is whether time, either in the form of temporal properties or in the form of temporal relations, appears in the content of memories. The purpose of this section is to characterize the content of memories, and to try to determine whether time is somehow represented in mnemonic content. 
Let us begin by specifying what we will mean here by the ‘content’ of a memory experience. The basic thought about memories having content is that they can be evaluated as correct or incorrect. For each memory, there are conditions under which the memory is correct and conditions under which it is incorrect (for short, ‘truth-conditions’ of it). It seems, therefore, that if we want to know what the content of a memory experience is, we should ask ourselves what it would take for it to be correct. It will be convenient to represent the truth-conditions of memory experiences by means of propositions. In what follows, I will construe propositions as sets of possible worlds. Accordingly, 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 in order for M to be correct. I shall refer to such sets with expressions of the form ‘{W: C is met in W}.’ The project, then, while pursuing a theory of content for memory is to determine what the relevant condition C is for each memory experience. Our aim in this section, more specifically, is to decide whether that condition C must involve the temporal location of remembered events or not.
If the temporal location of an event is part of the content of a memory when a subject remembers the event by having that memory, then it seems that there are only two ways in which that temporal location can be represented in the memory. The first possibility is that, when the subject remembers the event, that event is represented to her as having a temporal position that is independent of the time of remembrance. The second possibility is that, when she remembers the event, that event is represented to her as having a temporal position relative to the time of remembrance. Basically, either the event is represented as taking place in the past, or it is represented as taking place earlier than the memory. It is hard to see what other properties of a remembered event could count as temporal properties of it. Thus, it seems that if the temporal locations of remembered events are represented in the contents of our memories, then the truth-conditions of our memories must be sensitive to properties of remembered events which belong to one of those two types. Let us consider the two possibilities in order. 
The first possibility is that, in memory, remembered events are represented as happening at a certain point in time (or within a certain period of time) that is independent of the time at which the relevant memory takes place.
 In other words, a memory represents the remembered event as taking place at such-and-such time; a time that, as a matter of fact, is in the past. We can formulate this view more precisely as follows: If a subject S has a memory experience M that she would express by saying that she seems to remember a certain event e, then there is a period of time T earlier than M such that the content of M is the proposition {W: e happens within T in W}. Notice a crucial feature of this view: The fact that the period of time T is earlier than the time at which memory M happens is not part of the condition that determines the content of M. Basically, this means that a memory experience represents a certain event as taking place, for instance, at noon (as opposed to an hour ago), on Monday (as opposed to yesterday), or in 1991 (as opposed to twenty years ago). 

The main difficulty for this view is that the type of content that it assigns to memories seems to be too liberal, in the following sense. There are memory experiences and possible situations such that, intuitively enough, those situations are not accurately represented by those experiences, and yet this view commits us to saying that they are being accurately represented. Let us return to the scenario in which I seem to remember a bicycle accident, and a bicycle accident happens in my neighborhood but I do not witness it. Let us tweak this scenario a little bit. Consider the following two possible situations, W1 and W2. In W1, I witness a traffic accident involving a bicycle in my neighborhood. Let us call the perceptual experience that I have when I witness it, P. Let us stipulate that, in W1, P happens on 26/5/1991. Years later, as a result of having had P, I have a memory experience M, which I would express by saying that I remember a traffic accident involving a bicycle. Let us stipulate that, in W1, M happens on 26/5/2011. Next, consider a possible situation W2 in which the accident takes place on 26/5/1991 exactly as it happens in W1. However, in W2, I am not there to witness it because I do not exist. Is W2 one of the possible situations accurately represented by me when, in W1, I have M?

It seems that W2 is not one of the situations represented by my memory M. After all, in W2, there is no fact about the bicycle accident which corresponds to a piece of information that M seems to carry, namely, that the accident in question happened in the past. In W2, the accident happens on 26/5/1991. This is a day that counts as being in the past in W1. But it is hard to see what makes that day qualify as a day in the past in a possible situation in which I do not exist. For that reason, it seems that W2 is not one of the possible situations that I accurately represent when, in W1, I have M. Now, the difficulty for the view that we are considering is that, according to it, W2 does count as being accurately represented by M in W1. The reason why it does is simply that, in W2, the accident happens on the same day as it happens in W1, namely, on 26/5/1991. As a result of this, the view under consideration yields the result that if M represents W1 correctly, then it also represents W2 correctly. In other words, any candidate proposition for the content of M that includes W1 will also include W2. Admittedly, it is difficult to specify how we should construe the period of time that determines the content of M exactly. The idea that, in memory, a remembered event is represented as occupying a temporal location independently of the time of remembrance is consistent with assigning the role of M’s content to any of the following propositions: {W: a traffic accident involving a bicycle takes place on 26/5/1991 in W}, {W: a traffic accident involving a bicycle takes place during 1991 in W}, and {W: a traffic accident involving a bicycle takes place in the nineties in W}. For the purposes of the current objection, though, it does not really matter which proposition we choose as the content of M. The point is that any of the propositions above will contain W2. And W2 is not a possible situation which, intuitively enough, M represents correctly. 
The second possibility is that, in memory, remembered events are represented as occupying a certain point in time relative to the time of remembrance. Specifically, remembered events are represented as happening earlier than their corresponding memories. We can formulate this view more precisely as follows: If a subject S has a memory experience M that she would express by saying that she seems to remember a certain event e, then there is a period of time T such that the content of M is the proposition {W: e happens T-earlier than M in W}. The difference with the earlier view is that the fact that the remembered event e takes place earlier than the memory M is now part of the condition that determines the content of M. What this means is that a memory experience represents a certain event as taking place, for instance, an hour ago (as opposed to at noon), yesterday (as opposed to on Monday), or twenty years ago (as opposed to in 1991). A virtue of this view is that it accommodates the intuition raised by the W2 thought-experiment. According to the view described above, my memory M in W1 correctly represents a possible situation W just in case the bicycle accident happens before I have M in W. Since we stipulated that I do not exist in W2, I do not have M in W2. Thus, in W2, the bicycle accident does not happen before I have in M. If the view that we are considering is correct, then, M does not accurately represent W2, which is how it intuitively should be.

The main difficulty for this view is that the type of content that it assigns to memories is too strict, in the following sense. There are memory experiences and possible situations such that, intuitively, we would think that those situations are being accurately represented by those memory experiences, and yet the view commits us to saying that they are not being accurately represented. Let us return to the time travel scenario, and let us modify that scenario slightly. Consider situation W1 again. In W1, I witness a traffic accident involving a bicycle in my neighborhood by having a perceptual experience P on 26/5/1991. Later, on 26/5/2011, I have a memory experience M that originates in P. M is an experience that I would express by saying that I seem to remember that there was a traffic accident involving a bicycle in my neighborhood. Consider a different possible situation W3 now. In W3, I witness the bicycle accident by having P on 26/5/1991. Later, I travel back in time to some period earlier than the nineties. And, at some point before 26/5/1991, I have M. Is W3 one of the possible situations accurately represented by me when, in W1, I have M?
The considerations that suggest that I accurately represent W3 when I have M in W1 will be familiar from our discussion on the metaphysics of memory in section 2. Basically, what suggests that I am accurately representing W3 when I have M in W1 is that, in W3, the episode of witnessing a traffic accident involving a bicycle has not become an imagined event just because I have travelled back in time. That episode is a real part of my life in W3. Now, the difficulty for the view that we are considering is that the content that it assigns to M does not accommodate the intuition that I am representing W3 when, in W1, I have M. Once again, there are a number of propositions which we may choose as the content of M consistently with the idea that, in memory, remembered events are represented as having a location in time relative to the time of remembrance. Some of those properties are {W: a bicycle accident involving a bicycle takes place exactly 20 years earlier than M in W}, {W: a bicycle accident involving a bicycle takes place more than 10 years earlier than M in W}, and {W: a bicycle accident involving a bicycle takes place earlier than M in W}. In this case, too, it will not matter how exactly we choose to construe the period of time that determines the content of M. The point is that, in W3, the bicycle accident does not happen earlier than M. And, for that reason, W3 does not belong to the content that the view described above assigns to M, which is counter-intuitive.
We seem to have exhausted our options for building time into the content of memories. This is a puzzling outcome. For one would think that one of the most characteristic features of memories is that they provide us with information about the past. How can memories provide us with information about the past without representing remembered events as being in the past? An answer to this question is suggested by our discussion of the individuation conditions for memories. Let us consider the following view about the contents of memories: When one has a memory experience, that experience represents its own causal history (Searle 1983). Basically, the content of one’s memory experience is that the experience in question has been caused by a perceptual experience which, in turn, has been caused by the event that one claims to remember. We can formulate this view more precisely as follows: If a subject S has a memory experience M that she would express by saying that she seems to remember a certain event e, then there is a perceptual experience P that S would express by saying that she perceives e, such that the content of M is the proposition {W: In W, M is caused by P, which is caused by e}. Essentially, the idea is that a memory represents itself in a certain way. It represents itself as being at the end of a chain of events that originates in the remembered event. 
This is a promising view.
 The kind of content that it attributes to memories seems to be strict enough for it to rule out W2 as one of the possible situations that I accurately represent when I have M in W1. But it is not so strict that it rules out W3 as well. It rules out W2 because, in W2, I have no perceptual experience of the bicycle accident, or a memory experience of it for that matter. But it does not rule out W3 because, in W3, I have a perceptual experience of the bicycle accident, and that experience has caused me to have a memory experience of the accident. Thus, this view assigns to memories a type of content that seems to contain the right amount of information. However, it does not contain the information that remembered events are in the past. What a memory represents, according to the view that we are considering, is its own causal history.  And it represents a remembered event at the origin of that history. As we saw in section 2, there is a correlation between the fact that remembered events cause their corresponding memories, and the fact that remembered events happen before we remember them. (How strong that correlation is will depend on the modal strength of the requirement that causes must precede their effects.) In virtue of that correlation, memories can provide us with information about the past by providing us with information about their own causal histories. Essentially, this means that memories can inform us of events that, as a matter of fact, are located in the past even though, strictly speaking, the temporal location of remembered events is not part of what memories represent.   
4. The temporal phenomenology of memory
Let us consider our original question (3) now. There are several interesting phenomenological properties of memory. A useful way of distinguishing them is by attending to the impact that memory has on belief. Memories elicit in us beliefs of several types. Some of those types appear in Thomas Reid’s discussion of memory in the third of his Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man. According to Reid, there are certain principles about memory that ‘appear obvious and certain to every man who will take the pains to reflect upon the operations of his own mind.’ Among them, he mentions the following two (Reid 1983, 208):

Memory implies a conception and belief of past duration; for it is impossible that a man should remember a thing distinctly without believing some interval of duration, more or less, to have passed between the time it happened and the present moment. […] 

The remembrance of a past event is necessarily accompanied with the conviction of our own existence at the time the event happened. I cannot remember a thing that happened a year ago without a conviction as strong as memory can give, that I, the same identical person who now remember that event, did then exist.

In these passages, Reid points out two interesting facts about the impact that memories have in our belief systems. Firstly, if a subject remembers something, then she will be disposed to believe of the remembered event that it happened in the past. Secondly, if a subject remembers something, then she will be disposed to believe that she existed at the time that the remembered event happened. One may add beliefs about perception to the list of beliefs elicited by memory. Notice that, when it seems to us that we are remembering a certain event, the question of whether, in the past, that event was perceived by us or not is no longer open. At that point, we are inclined to believe that the event in question was indeed perceived by us. Thus, it seems that if a subject remembers something, then not only will she believe that she existed at the time that the remembered event happened, but she will also be disposed to believe that she has perceived that event.

One possible explanation of the fact that memories produce these beliefs in us is that memories feel in a particular way and, when we form the just-mentioned beliefs about the past, we are simply taking at face value what remembering something feels like. What would the relevant phenomenological aspects of memory be then? If the reason why a subject who remembers an event is inclined to think that it happened in the past is that she is taking at face value what remembering the event feels like, then she must be experiencing that event as happening in the past. Likewise, if the reason why she is inclined to think that she existed in the past is that she is taking at face value what remembering the event feels like, then she must be experiencing herself as having existed in the past. And, finally, if the reason why she is inclined to think that she has perceived the event is that she is taking at face value what remembering the event feels like, then she must be experiencing that event as having been perceived. It seems, therefore, that this approach to the impact of memory on belief will lead us to attributing a considerably rich phenomenology to memory. In this section, however, I will only concentrate on the first of those three phenomenological aspects of memory.
On the face of it, it does seem to be part of the phenomenology of memory that remembered events are experienced as happening in the past. After all, when we undergo an experience that may be either an episode of imagination or a memory, we have no trouble deciding whether the experience in question seems to be a memory. Admittedly, we are not infallible in our judgments regarding which of our mental states are actually memories, and which are episodes 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. For example, when I seem to remember a traffic accident in my neighborhood involving a bicycle, the accident is not presented 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 accident appears to me as taking place in the past. The phenomenology of memory seems to involve, then, a certain form of temporal awareness. We may call it a ‘feeling of pastness.’
 
In section 3, a certain view about mnemonic content was challenged. This is the view that the content of a memory must make reference to the temporal location of the remembered event. At the same time, during our discussion of the intentionality of memory I tried to maintain the view that memories provide us with information about the past. The proposal that memories represent their own causal histories was offered as a way of preserving the latter view without committing ourselves to the former one. Can such a proposal accommodate the feeling of pastness now? The view that memories represent their own causal histories, and they represent remembered events at the origin of those histories, takes a sort of deflationary approach to the feeling of pastness. This ‘self-referential’ view does not explain the feeling of pastness, as much as it explains it away. For it does not take the feeling of pastness attached to a memory to be the experience of a temporal property of the remembered event. Instead, it construes the feeling of pastness as the experience of a different property of the event, that is, the property of causing the relevant memory. 

Thus, if we accept the view that memories represent their own causal histories, the outcome regarding the temporal phenomenology of memory is parallel to the outcome of our discussion on the intentionality of memory in section 3. Regarding the intentionality of memory, we concluded that we do not represent temporal properties of past events when we remember those events. But we do represent a property that correlates with their pastness, namely, the property of having caused the very memories that we are having. When it comes to the feeling of pastness, a similar point applies: In memory, we do not experience the pastness of remembered events. Instead, we experience a certain property of past events that, so to speak, tracks their property of occurring in the past when those events are presented to us in memory. The property in question is, once again, the property of being at the causal origin of the memories in virtue of which we remember the relevant events. By taking this approach to memory, one can therefore acknowledge that there is a robust phenomenological trait that, from the subject’s point of view, distinguishes memories from episodes of imagination while, at the same time, denying that the feature in question consists in an awareness of the pastness of remembered events. If the view that memories represent their own casual histories is correct, then the feeling of pastness does not concern time at all. It is an awareness of causal relations instead.
5. Conclusion

What moral about the relation between memory and time should we draw from our discussion of the intentionality, the phenomenology and the metaphysics of memory in this chapter? The picture of the relation between time and memory that emerges from our discussion throughout the last three sections is that memory is closely related to time, put perhaps that connection is not as tight as it might have seemed at first glance. Our folk psychological notion of memory seems to involve several pre-theoretical ideas about memory. These are, for example, the idea that memories come from the past, the idea that they are about the past, and the idea that they allow us to experience the past. We have seen that a strong reading of these three claims seems to make them all, strictly speaking, false. The outcome of section 2 was that it is not logically necessary for memories to originate in the past. The outcome of section 3 was that it is not logically necessary for memories to represent past events. And the outcome of section 4 was that, in memory, remembered events are not really experienced as being in the past. In spite of all this, however, there is certainly a strong connection between memory and time. As a matter of natural law, memories originate in past events, they represent past events, and they allow us to experience events that are located in the past. Memories must, to that extent, originate in the past, they must represent the past, and they must allow us to experience the past. But, interestingly enough, none of those three claims seems to be a definitional truth about memory.
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� This seemed to be the main idea in the so-called ‘time-tagging theories’ of memory in psychology. On time-tagging, see Tzeng (1976) and Glenberg (1987).


� See, however, Fernández (2006) for some concerns.


� I say that a subject who remembers an event will be ‘inclined’ or ‘disposed’ to believe certain things about the remembered event because the subject may sometimes doubt the reliability of her own memory. In that case, a subject may in fact remember some event accurately, and yet she may withdraw judgment on whether the event in question happened in the past, whether she existed at the time, and whether she perceived the event or not. 


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





PAGE  
20

