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In his recent book, Sven Bernecker (2010) has attacked the following prominent view: (RK) S remembers that p only if S knows that p.  An attack on RK is also an attack on Timothy Williamson’s view that knowledge is the most general factive stative attitude.  In this paper, I defend RK against Bernecker’s attacks and also advance new arguments in favor of it.  In section 1, I provide some background on memory.  In section 2, I respond to Bernecker’s attacks on RK and develop a new argument for RK.  In sections 3 and 4, I develop two more new arguments for RK.
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Introduction

In his recent book, Sven Bernecker (2010) has made a full-scale attack against the following prominent view:
(RK): S remembers that p at t only if S knows that p at t.

He argues against RK by attacking the following three views:

(RN): S remembers that p at t only if S has a nonaccidentally true belief that p at t.

(RJ): S remembers that p at t only if S justifiedly believes that p at t.

(RB): S remembers that p at t only if S believes that p at t.

On most accounts of knowledge, a refutation of any of these three views is a refutation of RK.
In this paper, I both defend RK from Bernecker’s attacks and also advance new arguments in favor of it.  Before I proceed, I will first address those who might wonder what the value of engaging in such a project is.  Why care about investigating necessary conditions for remembering that p?  Here are three reasons.  First, providing a successful defense of RK helps us to answer the first of two questions traditionally asked in epistemology: ‘What do we know?’ and ‘What is knowledge?’ We can answer, ‘Any proposition that we remember is a proposition that we know.  If we remember that p, then we know that p.’ Hence, to pursue whether RK is true is to pursue the answer to a traditional question in epistemology. 
Second, Timothy Williamson (2000: 34) has argued that ‘knowing is the most general factive stative attitude, that which one has to a proposition if one has any factive stative attitude to it at all.’ According to him, factive stative attitudes such as seeing that p and remembering that p all entail knowing that p; this in turn ‘illuminates the central role of the concept of knowing in our thought’ (34).  By attacking RK, Bernecker is attacking an important component of Williamson’s view that knowledge is the central concept in our thought.  So, a defense of RK is a defense of this aspect of Williamson’s project.

Third, I find the project of understanding the natures of both memory and specifically remembering that p to be interesting in its own right.  In the mid-1900s, there was a sizable amount of literature attempting to analyze remembering that p; the number of articles published at that time is evidence of its intrinsic interest.
 Philosophers should be interested in this central operation of the human mind: our ability to remember truths.
The outline of my paper is as follows.  In section 1, I present some background on memory.  In section 2, I argue that Bernecker’s proposed counterexamples to RB, RJ, and RN fail, and I develop a new argument for RK.  In section 3, I respond to Bernecker’s criticism of an argument for RB, and I show that an easy revision of this argument can withstand Bernecker’s criticism.  I also show how these considerations give rise to new arguments for RB, RJ, and RK.  In section 4, I develop even more new arguments for RB, RJ, and RK.  Although the arguments for RK in sections 2 – 4 rest on premises and intuitions that not everyone will accept, there will be many philosophers who do accept those premises and intuitions.   Hence, I will have given many philosophers new reasons for accepting RK.
1. Types of Memory
Suppose I tell a colleague, ‘My students remembered that Plato was a student of Socrates, but they didn’t remember that Plato was Aristotle’s teacher.’ Following other philosophers of memory, Bernecker would say that I am attributing to my students propositional memory.  He writes, ‘I will take the term “propositional memory” to refer to any substituend of the schema “S remembers that p”’ (2010: 15).  He calls another type of remembering event memory, which is designated by locutions of ‘S remembers X’, where the ‘X’ ranges over events (2010: 19–20).  For example, I might remember feeling nervous before a paper presentation.
Consider a difference between propositional and event memory.  A person does not need to have been in contact with what the proposition p is about in order to remember that p.  My students were never in contact with either Plato or Socrates, but they remembered that Plato was Socrates’ student.  On the other hand, it is false that my students remembered Plato being Socrates’ student.  For that, they would have had to have been in some contact with Plato and Socrates.

Second, it will be useful to distinguish two ways the word ‘memory’ is used in ordinary English.  First, ‘memory’ is sometimes used to refer to a faculty in the same way that ‘perception’ and ‘reason’ do; these words can each refer to a power of the human mind.  When I say, ‘My memory’s not working well today’ or ‘That person has a good memory’, I am talking about the faculty of memory; I am referring to neither propositional nor event memory.  Second, ‘memory’ sometimes refers to something like a storage unit in which our beliefs and other information are stored.  It is natural for someone to say, ‘Much of what I know is stored in my memory’.  This completes my background on memory.

2. Bernecker’s Counterexamples
In this section, I will argue that Bernecker’s counterexamples to RB, RJ, and RN are unconvincing.  Three points are worth noting at the outset.  First, Fred Adams (2011) has also criticized Bernecker’s counterexamples, and Bernecker (2011) has replied to Adams’ criticisms.  I will note here that my criticisms are different from Adams’ and so Bernecker’s unanswered replies to Adams’ criticisms do not apply to mine.  My criticisms of Bernecker’s counterexamples are new.

Second, I will set some parameters for this discussion.  A convincing counterexample to a conditional of the form (x)(Fx(Gx) could be a possible scenario where it is stipulated that ~Ga, and it also seems intuitive that Fa.  The latter condition is crucial; cases in which there is merely the absence of an intuition that Fa would not be a convincing counterexample.  I will show that, at best, Bernecker’s counterexamples are like this.

Third, and most importantly, I aim to show that any persuasiveness in Bernecker’s purported counterexamples come either from a mix up in our intuitions about propositional memory with other types of memory or from the fact that he presents them in a way that does not assist the reader in fully grasping the proposition S remembers that p so that she can have a clear intuition about its truth.  In doing this, I will be undermining Bernecker’s verdicts about his cases.
2.1 Bernecker’s Counterexample to RB
Here is a reason to believe RB, the view that S remembers that p only if S believes that p.  Suppose that my students did not even believe that Plato was a student of Socrates because they had mentally tuned out during my riveting lecture.  With no belief that Plato was a student of Socrates, it seems that they do not count as remembering that Plato was a student of Socrates.  RB seems plausible.

In the face of this plausibility, Bernecker presents the following potential counterexample:

at t2, S suddenly finds himself with the thought that he has been kidnapped when he was a small boy (at t1).  The idea that he has been kidnapped just pops into his head; it seems to come ‘out of the blue’.  S can’t make sense of this idea and takes it to be merely imaginary.  After all, the likelihood of being kidnapped is low.  What is more, the idea in question is inferentially isolated from the large body of inferentially integrated beliefs to which S has access.  Nothing of what S knows or believes about his past connects with the idea that he has been kidnapped.  But now suppose that, unbeknownst to S, it is in fact the case that he has been kidnapped.  The flashbulb thought is an instance of propositional memory.  Perhaps because of the terror of the experience S can’t allow himself to even consider the possibility that he had been the victim of kidnapping but instead takes himself to be making it up (2010: 88).

I consider the fact that S takes his thought that he was kidnapped ‘to be merely imaginary’ to be sufficient for him to not believe it.
 My contention, then, will be with Bernecker’s statement that ‘the flashbulb thought is an instance of propositional memory.’ Either Bernecker is stipulating this to be a part of his example or he is appealing to our intuitions.  If he is doing the former, then Bernecker is merely stipulating what the proponent of RB already thinks is impossible.  For this to be a convincing counterexample, it must seem intuitive that the flashbulb thought really is an instance of propositional memory.  And the only way I can see Bernecker justifying this is by appealing to the intuition that S remembers that he was kidnapped.  So, we should suppose that Bernecker is appealing to our intuitions.
I have two responses.  First, I think that before baldly stating that S does not have propositional memory, it would have been better for Bernecker to ask whether it is intuitive that S remembers that he was kidnapped.  And when I fully appreciate that S does not even believe that he was kidnapped, I have no clear intuition that S remembers that he was kidnapped.  In fact, I have the intuition that he does not remember that he was kidnapped.
 On this basis, I conclude that S does not have propositional memory.

Why, then, might Bernecker be tempted to think otherwise?  Recall, first, that ‘propositional memory’ is a stipulatively defined term.  Second, S’s mental state does involve a propositional attitude because he has the flashbulb thought that he was kidnapped.  Third, it is likely that this thought was produced by the faculty of memory, and the thought was probably previously stored in memory.  Hence, S clearly has a memory-related propositional attitude.  When we are then asked whether S has propositional memory, we are tempted to say ‘yes’.  But we should resist this temptation.  Instead we should first recognize that ‘memory’ refers to many different things, and then we should focus our attention to whether it seems that S remembers that he was kidnapped.

My second response appeals to what statements seem true to say.  Consider the following dialogues.  Smith and Jones are aware of the kidnapping and are wondering, out of sheer curiosity, whether S remembers that he was kidnapped.  They spy on him and listen to his conversation with his friend J.  S says to J, ‘You know, I periodically have this thought that I was kidnapped when I was little.  I even have this vivid imagery of my being kidnapped, and it comes out of the blue.’ Upon hearing this, Smith might be justified in saying to Jones, ‘It looks like S remembers that he was kidnapped.’ However, S goes on to say, ‘But you know, this is all crazy.  I mean, what are the chances that actually happened?  I must have made it all up; it’s just my imagination.’ If Jones then said, ‘Nope, he doesn’t remember that he was kidnapped after all,’ this at least doesn’t seem false; furthermore, it seems to me that he is saying something true.
 And it seems to me that (at least part of) what is missing is belief.  Now, suppose we alter the story so that S had instead said, ‘And you know what, J?  I don’t think that I’m crazy.  I believe that this really happened!  I believe that I was kidnapped!’ Then, if Jones said, ‘He doesn’t remember that he was kidnapped,’ it no longer seems true.  Instead, it seems true for Jones to say, ‘Yes, S surely does remember that he was kidnapped!’ But this intuition is elicited only if belief is present.

So, when we distinguish different ways of using ‘memory’ and take the time to carefully examine our intuitions about whether S remembers that he was kidnapped, at least it is not intuitive that he does.  And as I said at the outset of section 2, this is enough for Bernecker’s counterexample to be unconvincing.  Furthermore, I will report that I have the intuition that S does not remember that he was kidnapped.  (Note: I say more about this case in section 4.)
2.2 Bernecker’s Counterexample to RJ
Here is a reason to believe RJ, the view that S remembers that p only if S justifiedly believes that p.  Let us return to my earlier example with Plato and Socrates.  Suppose that instead of telling my students the truth, I had told them that new archaeological findings have shown that Plato made up the story about Socrates being his teacher in order to increase his readership.  Furthermore, I tell them that very recently and as a result of this evidence, a large number of historians have come to think that Plato was not a student of Socrates.  Having shared this false information the appearance of sincerity, all of my students have gained evidence that strongly indicates that Plato was not Socrates’ student.  Yet, one student likes the idea that Plato was the student of Socrates; on that basis, and contrary to evidence he recognizes, he unjustifiedly believes that Plato was the student of Socrates.  The next day, he affirms, to the rest of the class’ disapproval, that Plato was the student of Socrates.  Intuitively, the student does not remember that Plato was the student of Socrates.  This sort of example illustrates the plausibility of RJ.
Against this plausibility, Bernecker presents the following potential counterexample:
At t1, S learned that the Colosseum was completed in AD 80.  He comes to know this fact about the Colosseum.  At t2, S’s ‘friends’ play a practical joke on him.  They tell him that the Colosseum was not completed until AD 90 and present him with plausible but misleading evidence to this effect.  Given the incompatibility of justification with the presence of undefeated defeaters, S doesn’t know at t2 that the Colosseum was completed in AD 80, despite the fact that he still remembers this fact.  This example shows that one can know at t1 that p, remember at t2 everything one knew at t1, and yet fail to know at t2 that p—even though one continues to truly believe that p—for the reason that one isn’t anymore justified in believing that p (78).
As with the earlier example, I will take Bernecker’s claim that ‘he still remembers this fact’ to be justified by intuition, not a stipulated part of the story.  And I will also say, as with the above example, that the intuition is simply not very clear.  For myself, this intuition is totally absent.  It seems false to assert, ‘S remembers that the Colosseum was completed in AD 80’ and true to assert the denial.  I surmise that what is motivating Bernecker’s position is that S’s unjustified belief was probably both sustained by the faculty of memory and recently stored in memory; but as we saw in the previous section, these considerations do not justify the claim that S has propositional memory.  My main complaint is that the story is truncated; Bernecker rushes into his statement, ‘he still remembers this fact’ without presenting the situation in a way that will elicit intuitions about the proposition that S remembers that the Colosseum was completed in AD 80.  So, I conclude that Bernecker’s case against RJ is unconvincing.
2.3 Bernecker’s Counterexample to RN
Here are two examples that provide a reason to believe RN, the view that S remembers that p only if S has a nonaccidentally true belief that p.  Suppose I am taking my students on a field trip, and one of them sees a lone sheep in a field.  Later, I ask, ‘Does anybody remember whether there were any sheep in the field that we drove by?’ A student answers, ‘Yeah, I remember that there was a sheep in the field.’ Nothing is odd in this case and what the student said seems true.

Now consider a revision of the scenario.  I take my students by a field where I know that there are no sheep, but there is a sheep-shaped rock that, from the road, looks exactly like a real sheep.  I also know that there is a lone sheep on the far side of the field, well out of sight.  I see that one of my students has caught her eye on the sheep-shaped rock, and I hear her say to herself, ‘What a happy looking sheep in that field!’ I snicker and say quietly to myself, ‘She doesn’t know that there’s a sheep in that field.’ Later, when we arrive at our destination, I ask, ‘Does anybody remember whether there were any sheep in the field we drove by?’ The same student says, ‘Yeah, I remember that there was a sheep in the field.’ I judge her and say quietly to myself, ‘She doesn’t remember that there was a sheep in the field.’ In this scenario, my final statement seems true, despite the fact that she has a justified, true belief that there was a sheep in the field.  It is by sheer accident that she has a true belief.  These examples illustrate the plausibility of RN.
Against this seeming plausibility, Bernecker presents the following potential counterexample:

At t1, you came to justifiably believe that the library’s copy of Caesar’s Commentarii de Bello Gallico is checked out by S.  The belief is false at the time.  Unbeknownst to you, S did check out Caesar’s Commentarii de Bello Gallico at t2 and holds on to it through t3.  At t3 you seem to remember, on the basis of your belief at t1, that S has borrowed Caesar’s Commentarii de Bello Gallico.  Given the fact that your belief at t1 wasn’t true, it is merely good fortune or a happy accident that you arrive at a true memory belief.  Yet despite the fact that your memory belief is veritically lucky I see no reason not to say that you can in fact remember what you seem to remember—provided, of course, the other memory conditions are met (74).

It would be uncharitable to attribute to Bernecker, on the basis of the last sentence, the following obviously faulty line of reasoning: ‘There is no reason not to think that you remember that S borrowed Caesar’s Commentarii de Bello Gallico.  Therefore, there is good reason to think that you remember that S borrowed Caesar’s Commentarii de Bello Gallico.’ Instead, let us consider whether it is intuitive that you remember that S borrowed that commentary.  I will say, once again, that there is no clear intuition.  Furthermore, it seems false to assert, ‘You remember that S borrowed Caesar’s Commentarii de Bello Gallico’ and true to assert the denial.  As before, I surmise that what may be motivating Bernecker’s position is that S’s nonaccidentally true belief was probably both sustained by the faculty of memory and recently stored in memory; but as we saw in the previous sections, these considerations do not justify the claim that S has propositional memory.  And once again, a problem with the presentation of this example is that Bernecker does not present the situation in a way that will elicit intuitions about the proposition that you remember that S borrowed Caesar’s Commentarii de Bello Gallico.  I conclude that Bernecker’s counterexample is unconvincing.


In conclusion, Bernecker’s counterexamples are not convincing because they do not elicit clear intuitions upon careful reflection.  Therefore, Bernecker’s main negative attack against RK fails.  I will end section 2 with a brief argument in favor of RK.  In the above discussion, many will have shared my intuitions.  It may have seemed to them that, in the above situations, remembering that p was absent whenever believing that p, justifiedly believing that p, and nonaccidentally truly believing that p were absent.  Such people will have gained inductive grounds in favor of RB, RJ, and RN, and thereby gained grounds for believing RK.  Hence, we have some inductive reason to believe RK.  Since I have these intuitions, I find this inductive case to be fairly persuasive, although I acknowledge that some, probably Bernecker, will not share my intuitions.  Therefore, I will not rest my case for RK solely on these grounds.
3. Bernecker’s Criticism of the Seeming Inconsistency Argument
So far, I have mostly been responding to negative attacks against RK.  In this section, I will present a positive argument for RK.  This argument will come after a discussion of Bernecker’s attacks on an argument for RB.
Bernecker both presents and attacks the following argument for RB.  Statements of the form ‘I remember that p, but I don’t believe that p’ seem inconsistent; the best explanation of this seeming inconsistency is the truth of RB; therefore, RB is true.  Call this the ‘Seeming Inconsistency Argument’.  Bernecker responds:

It is possible to explain the (alleged) pragmatic incoherence of ‘I remember that p; but I don’t believe that p’ while denying that memory implies belief.  When I claim to remember that p, I am convinced that p is the case and hence believe that p.  This is what the first part of the statement expresses.  Yet the second part of the statement denies that I believe that p.  Thus ‘I remember that p; but I don’t believe that p’ is (seemingly) incoherent not because one cannot remember that p without believing that p but because one cannot claim to remember that p while claiming to not believe that p (2010: 83).

A part of this passage might cause confusion.  Bernecker writes, ‘When I claim to remember that p, I am convinced that p is the case and hence believe that p.  This is what the first part of the statement expresses’ (emphasis mine).  Taken one way, Bernecker is saying that ‘I remember that p’ expresses the proposition I am convinced that p and hence believe that p.  Now, as I use the word ‘expresses’, ‘I remember that p’ only expresses the proposition that I remember that p and not that further proposition.  Bernecker must be using ‘expresses’ more loosely than I do.
Perhaps Bernecker is following the example of Peter Unger (1975: 260–265), Keith DeRose (1991: 597–599), and others who explain the seeming inconsistency of Moorean sentences such as ‘It’s raining, but I don’t know that it is.’ They say that although the two conjuncts of this sentence are consistent, the speaker represents himself as knowing the first conjunct when he asserts it.  When the speaker then asserts the second conjunct, what he says is inconsistent not with the first conjunct but with what the speaker represented himself as knowing when he asserted the first conjunct.  Similarly, Bernecker might be saying that when a speaker asserts, ‘I remember that p’, he is representing himself as being convinced that p and believing that p.  When the speaker then asserts, ‘but I don’t believe that p’, what he says is inconsistent not with the first conjunct but with what the speaker represented himself as believing when he asserted the first conjunct.  I take Bernecker to be using something like this strategy to explain the seeming inconsistency of the assertion, ‘I remember that p; but I don’t believe that p’ without making any commitment to RB.


I will concede that part of the seeming inconsistency is explained by Bernecker’s suggestion.  However, the Seeming Inconsistency Argument is easily revised.  Suppose I switch to third-person cases and assert sentences such as the following:

‘Laura remembers that we should take a left at the stop sign, but she doesn't believe that we should take a left at the stop sign.’

‘Paula remembers that there was a big, bald man at the street corner, but she doesn't believe that there was one.’

‘Jordan remembered that Kristina’s birthday was on Monday, but he didn't believe that it was on Monday.’

Third-person sentences of the form, ‘S remembers that p, but S doesn’t believe that p’ also seem inconsistent. And if I claim, say, that Laura remembers that p, perhaps I represent myself as believing that p.  But this does not contradict Laura’s not believing that p.  The seeming inconsistency of third-person sentences is best explained by the truth of RB, not by anything the speaker represents herself as being.
 Hence, a revision of the Seeming Inconsistency Argument for RB is immune to Bernecker’s objection.


We can see that a similar argument works equally in favor of RK and RJ.  Consider,
‘Laura remembers that we should take a left at the stop sign, but she doesn't know that we should take a left at the stop sign.’

‘Paula remembers that there was a big, bald man at the street corner, but she doesn't know that there was one.’

‘Jordan remembered that Kristina’s birthday was on Monday, but he didn't know that it was on Monday.’

Sentences of the form of ‘S remembers that p, but S doesn’t know that p’ also seem inconsistent.  Since these are third-person sentences, they are also immune to Bernecker’s earlier criticism.  So, we have here a new argument for RK.  And it is obvious that these same sentences – with ‘justifiedly believe’ replacing ‘know’ – would produce a similar argument for RJ.
Note another way in which these third-person sentences I am using to argue for RB, RJ, and RK are not like Moorean sentences such as ‘It’s raining, but I don’t know that it is.’  It is clearly crazy to infer the denial of the antecedent (‘It’s raining’) from the truth of its consequent (‘I don’t know that it is’).  It is not clearly crazy to make inferences such as ‘If Laura doesn’t believe that we should take a left at the stop sign, then she doesn’t remember that we should’ and ‘If Paula doesn’t know that there was a big, bald man at the street corner, then she doesn’t remember that there was.’ Far from seeming crazy, in ordinary conversation, they seem to be plausible inferences.

Someone might object that these sentences only seem inconsistent because, in ordinary cases, whenever someone remembers that p, that person also knows (or believes) that p; the correlation, however, is only a contingent one.
 I grant that this might explain some of the oddity of such sentences.  However, it does not explain their felt inconsistency.  Suppose that Jordan and Kristina are, in ordinary cases, always together.  One day, I tell a friend, ‘Jordan was at the party, but Kristina was not.’ I might think this to be odd and doubt that the statement is true; I might think that something is out of the ordinary.  But there is no feeling of clash or inconsistency in that sentence.  A mere contingent correlation of truth does not generate the feeling of inconsistency that is present in the sentences listed above.  That is best explained by genuine entailment.
In sum, I have provided an argument for RB that resists Bernecker’s criticism of the older argument for RB, and I have provided new arguments for RJ and RK.
4. Original Arguments for RB, RJ, and RK
The arguments of the previous section depended on an argument for RB formulated by Bernecker.  In this section, I present completely original arguments for RB, RJ, and RK.  Here is a skeleton of my argument for RB; the details will be fleshed out below.  If S remembers that p, then S can use p in inferential reasoning.  S can use p in inferential reasoning only if S believes that p.  Therefore, S remembers that p only if S believes that p.  That is the rough, imprecise sketch.
Consider that we say things such as, ‘If you remembered that the door was unlocked, then you should have known that a robber could get in’ or ‘If I had only remembered that that was his last biscuit; then I could have concluded that I shouldn’t eat it.’ The first utterance presupposes that you could come to know (or justifiably believe) that a robber could get in by reasoning from the premises that the door was unlocked and if the door was unlocked, then a robber could get in.  The second utterance presupposes that I could justifiably conclude (or justifiably believe) that I shouldn’t eat the biscuit by reasoning from the premises that that was the last biscuit and if that was the last biscuit, then I shouldn’t eat it.  Our ordinary discourse reveals a pre-theoretic understanding of propositional memory as something that can be used in proper reasoning to produce inferentially justified belief.  And there is nothing special about the fact that modus ponens was the method of reasoning in the above examples.  Suppose Smith remembers that Jones owns a Ford; then he can come to justifiably believe that either Jones owns a Ford or Brown is in Barcelona.  That we can use what we remember in our inferential reasoning can be represented by the following principle:
RI: If S remembers that p, then S can use p as a premise in inferential reasoning to come to have a justified belief that p or q.
RI is not only supported by our ordinary discourse but is intuitively plausible on its own.

Consider the following objection.  In the same way that telling someone who is out of petrol that ‘There’s a garage around the corner’ conversationally implicates, but does not entail, that the person can purchase petrol there, ascriptions of remembering that p only conversationally implicate, but do not entail, that the person is in a position to use p in inferential reasoning.  The problem with this objection is that it does not explain the attractiveness of the general principle RI.  As Jeremy Fantl and Matthew McGrath (2007: 570) point out:

When one implicates that x is G by saying that x is F, generally the conditional ‘whenever something is F it is G’ does not seem true.  Thus, ‘whenever there is a garage around the corner, one can buy petrol there’ seems clearly false.
On the other hand, RI certainly does not seem clearly false; it seems true.

The plausibility of RI supports my intuition about Bernecker’s earlier kidnapping counterexample against RB.  Suppose S came to believe that either I was kidnapped or my friend Brown is in Barcelona by reasoning from the premise that I was kidnapped; however, suppose S had the mere flashbulb thought (but no belief) that I was kidnapped.  It seems that S’s belief that either I was kidnapped or my friend Brown is in Barcelona would not be justified.  By RI, this is reason to think that S did not remember that he was kidnapped.  We see, then, how propositional memory can be distinguished from mere flashbulb thoughts: if one remembers that p, then one can use p in inferential reasoning to produce justified beliefs.  Furthermore, we can also see why any case like Bernecker’s will fail as a counterexample to RB.  Any such character S would not be able to use p in the appropriate inferential reasoning if S had merely the flashbulb thought that p; we would then have reason to think that S did not remember that p.

The next premise states,

1) S can use p as a premise in inferential reasoning to come to have a justified belief that p or q only if S believes that p.
How might we defend (1)?  Returning to Bernecker’s example, one is not justified in making inferences on the basis of mere flashbulb thoughts.  In fact, anything less than belief will not ensure that S can come to have a justified belief that either I was kidnapped or my friend Brown is in Barcelona.  In reflecting on this example, (1) seems plausible.  We now have our argument: by hypothetical syllogism, RI and (1) entail RB.
A little reflection will show that a similar argument will work in favor of RJ as well.  Unjustified beliefs cannot be used in inferential reasoning to produce justified beliefs; the initial beliefs must themselves be justified.  These considerations support the following:
2) S can use p as a premise in inferential reasoning to come to have a justified belief that p or q only if S justifiedly believes that p.
By hypothetical syllogism, RI and (2) entail RJ.


Will a similar argument work in favor of RK?  Consider the following principle:

3) S can use p as a premise in inferential reasoning to come to have a justified belief that p or q only if S knows that p.
 (3) is true only if one could have an inferentially justified belief that q only on the basis of reasoning from known premises.  This controversial view has been defended by Timothy Williamson (2000: 184–207), and I do not plan to defend it.  However, those who do accept Williamson’s view have a new argument for RK.
5. Conclusion
In this paper, I have defended RK from many potential counterexamples by Bernecker.  I conclude that we have no strong reason to reject RK.  I have also advanced three new arguments for RK.  Although they may rest on premises and intuitions that not everyone will accept, there will be many philosophers who do accept those premises and intuitions.   Hence, I will have given many philosophers new arguments for accepting RK.
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� See chapter 5 of Locke (1971) for a discussion of and references to some of the literature at the time.


� A referee for Synthese raises the interesting point that one can remember 4’s being the square root of 16 without having been in contact with either number.  Taking a definite stand on how to deal with this point is not necessary for my defense of RK.  However, here are a few responses I could make.  I could restrict the point about contact to only events occurring in space and time.  I could deny that I remember 4’s being the square root of 16; it does sound a little odd to say.  I could also say that I am in contact with these numbers in virtue of grasping them.  Unfortunately, I am not entirely satisfied with any of these responses; fortunately, it does not matter for the purposes of this paper.


� See Moon (forthcoming) for further discussion of these two ways of using ‘memory’, as well as other uses of the word.


� Furthermore, entering into that discussion would require presenting Bernecker’s original counterexamples; discussing Adams’ criticisms and my evaluation of his criticisms; and discussing Bernecker’s replies to Adams and my evaluation of those replies.  After that, I could finally get to my own responses to Bernecker’s counterexamples.  All this would make for a longer paper than would be worthwhile.


� As Bernecker notes, Norman Malcolm (1963: 213–214) uses a very similar example but for a different purpose.  See Locke (1971: 55–56) for critical and illuminating discussion of Malcolm’s example.  Since the differences between Malcolm and Bernecker’s examples are subtle and nuanced, I will just focus on Bernecker’s example.


� In this example, Bernecker seems not to be using the term ‘S’ as a variable (as it is more conventionally used) but as a proper name.  I will follow Bernecker in using it as a proper name.  When I use the italicized ‘S’ in other places in the paper, I will follow convention in using it as a variable.


� It is telling that, in reaction to Malcolm’s version of this story (which is almost identical), there were a number of philosophers who did not seem to share the intuition that the relevant person remembers that he was kidnapped.  See Locke (1971: 56).  I will also report that no one in my undergraduate class on philosophy and memory had the intuition that S remembered that he was kidnapped.


� This intuition is even more clear to me if it is specified that Jones was one of the kidnappers.  However, I did not make this specification in the main text because one might object that it is appropriate for a kidnapper to say this only for pragmatic reasons.  Although I don’t think this objection is correct, I thought it easier to just use neutral observers and avoid the whole issue.  Thanks to Matthew McGrath for helpful discussion.


� I do not mean to imply here that believing that p, having a flashbulb thought that p, and p’s being true are sufficient for remembering that p.  Rather, in this situation, Jones is justified in ascribing propositional memory because he is allowed to take for granted that the other conditions for propositional memory are met (e.g., there are no odd factors rendering the belief accidentally true).  Furthermore, as I understand this case, since the other conditions are met, S does count as remembering that he was kidnapped.  Thanks for Lynn Chiu for help on this point.


� Bernecker gives two other examples on pp. 73–74 in addition to the ones I discuss here, and I would make similar remarks in response to them.


� One might object that such statements represent the speaker as believing that p.  It is this implication, rather than RB, which explains the seeming inconsistency.  But the main justification for thinking that statements of ‘p’ conversionally implicate that the speaker believes that p is because of Grice’s maxim: ‘State only what you believe.’ Similarly, statements of ‘I remember that p’ conversationally implicate that the speaker believes that he remembers that p, and thereby, that he believes that p.  There does not seem to be any similar justification for thinking that third person statements of the form, ‘S remembers that p’, merely conversationally implicate that S believes that p.  Hence, the truth of RB is a better explanation than mere conversational implication.  Thanks to Lynn Chiu for helpful discussion.


� See Keith DeRose (1991: pp. 596–599) for discussion of how the ability to make a plausible inference is evidence that there is a genuine contradiction.


� I thank a referee of Synthese for this objection.


� On the other hand, one might flip my point here and object that Bernecker’s original kidnapping-counterexample to RB actually works as a counterexample to RI.  According to Bernecker, S remembers that he was kidnapped.  However, S is not in a position to use the proposition that I was kidnapped in inferential reasoning.  Therefore, RI is false.  At this point, readers will have to assess for themselves whether they think the intuitive plausibility of RI is stronger or weaker than the intuitive plausibility of the proposition that S remembers that he was kidnapped.  Thanks to two referees of Synthese for helpful discussion.
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