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ABSTRACT

Martin and Deutscher’s remarkable 1966 paper ‘Remembering’ still offers great riches to
memory researchers across distinctive traditions, both in its methodological ambition
(successfully marrying phenomenological and causal discourses) and in its content. In
this short discussion, after briefly setting the paper in its context, we hone in on two live
and under-explored issues which have gained attention recently under new labels - the
extended mind hypothesis, and the constructive nature of memory. We suggest that
Martin and Deutscher’s causal analysis of memory is compatible with the idea that
activities of remembering may be distributed across heterogeneous social and external
resources, focussing in on their neglected example of creatures who ‘remember as we do’
as long as they carry round metal boxes which are given to them at birth. We then argue
that the causal analysis is in some tension with the extent to which remembering is a
constructive activity, because there may be no clear way to determine the appropriate
‘limits of accuracy’ within which a past event or experience must be represented.
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EXTENDED AND CONSTRUCTIVE REMEMBERING : TWO NOTES ON M ARTIN AND DEUTSCHER
1.INTRODUCTION

Philosophers who don't retain personal memorigh@®fdebates and theoretical developments of th@sl8fst
construct a sense of the period’s problems andigressdrom semantic knowledge, testimony, and direct
engagement with key surviving traces, such as ®18&tin and Max Deutscher's paper ‘Rememberin
doing so, of course, we filter our understandingtigh the kind of interest-ridden schemas describdel C.
Bartlett’s brilliant integrative study of remembagl: sets of idiosyncratic, neurally-grounded yet oratly-
embedded salience machines. Martin and Deutsctiregilaembering’ remains, as we intend to show, adind
significantly under-utilized resource for contemguyrtheories of memory: we don’t here undertakeftingner
task of demonstrating just how rich a glimpse &oabffers of some intriguing historical trajectaridriving
Anglophone philosophy of mind, and of Max Deuts¢hawn intellectual journey. Despite Max’s shifts i
philosophical attention and his tendency alwaybddooking onwards, he has revisited ‘Rememberorga
number of occasions, in direct work on the saméc#pand enthusiastically in classes, discussion groapd,
conversation with those lucky enough to be there.

Remembering is a central topic across quite distphidlosophical traditions, related as it is to sfiens about
perception, emotion, representation, truth, skite, self, responsibility, ethics, mourning, redtign, and so
on.!” Yet strangely, notwithstanding the recent explosid interdisciplinary work in ‘memory studies’, eh
philosophy of memory has remained relatively maagimvith much research in the Anglophone traditians
least springing from unrelated and fairly technioahcerns in epistemolodyin part, perhaps, this is because of
philosophers’ uncertainties about engaging closéth the psychological and social sciences. Butuhér
contributing factor may be a widespread sense Mwtin and Deutscher's 1966 paper, one of the Viesy
thoroughgoing causal analyses of any topic in gbidy of mind, solved (or at least pointed a definvay
towards solving) certain central problems. Thisnslas not refuted by the existence of some vociicst”
Bermudez’s passing reference to Martin and Deut&xtiefluential and widely accepted accoufty' is more
typical™: and in the most systematic treatments of memorgecent analytic philosophy, Sven Bernefker
builds his own causal analysis directly and vensely on theirs, even though his explicit referesncetheir
work primarily concern minor points of disagreement

While we fully uphold this positive consensus abthg 1966 account, we think that analytic philosaph
default agreement has remained at some level ¢faatisn from the richer and stranger details ofrtitaand
Deutscher’s paper. We aim instead in this briefepagt something closer in spirit to Max Deutschenen
critical reimagining in ‘Remembering “Rememberin§"We focus on just two topics which might not seem
clearly implicated in Martin and Deutscher’s papeecause they have gained attention more recentlgru
distinctive names — the extended mind hypothesid, the constructive nature of memory. In suggestivag
Martin and Deutscher did in fact include recognieatiscussions of these issues under other lalvelfiappily
run the risk of present-centredness in offering own selective rereading. Many other topics worth
resuscitating in their paper don’t get a look imehe@nd we can only encourage others to take thermwur era

of ‘embodied cognition’, we'd especially single adartin and Deutscher’s suggestive remarks about &o
swimmer’s ‘actually doing’ a particular sequencaraivements in the water might (in certain circumsés) be
not a typical case of ‘remembering how’, but thetber even the only way of remembering particulastp
events!. There are also intriguing lines of enquiry to ée¥ on the continuities and points of development
between this work on memory and Max’s more recemtkwnotably his various engagements with Derrida’s
writings on mourning and memory, and in his disars®f Arendt on recalfl! But instead here, after a brief
section which sets ‘Remembering’ in some furthertext, we forge ahead with two specific sets of ownts

on central parts of the original analysis which agmboth live and under-explored.

2.‘REMEMBERING ’

In ‘Remembering’, Martin and Deutscher forged aerent synthesis of commitments which many othens sa
as incompatible. Deutscher noted this wrlly:

This close fusion of an attention to concept andeernce, with a readiness to use examples and
metaphors of cause and effect disconcerted sormden®aThe writing was too experiential for the
extreme physicalists and, for the pure conceptsaliso ‘causal’ in its imagination of those pheroma.

Martin and Deutscher united Wittgenstein's and Rylstress on the life of the mind as taking shape i
characteristic activities, certain things that aspa does, with acknowledgement of the causal aaténal
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bases of these activities. They merged respecthéodiversity and richness of our language andtipecwith a
refusal to treat the subject’s perspective as it fiuthority. And they combined the creative o$¢hought
experiments and puzzle cases — which Deutscherrigtgly characterized as ‘imaginative, sometirnege™" —
with careful attention to the subtlety and detaithvm ordinary experience. Although Max’s own sutpsent
work would take him into close engagement with gimanology rather than with the sciences of mindhis
original analysis of memory the two projects artured allies rather than glaring antagonists.

In thus creating rather than following a philosa@himethod and style, Martin and Deutscher weréstieg
what they saw as an over-reaction, in the philogagtthe 1950s and 1960s, to empiricist or meritétisories

of mind. ‘As practiced by Wittgenstein, Ryle andl.JAustin’, Deutscher later noted, ‘philosophy beciway
from an entrancement with memory as a present invefégn which one must discern pastness and valid
indications of the past” Martin and Deutscher wholeheartedly embraced thttgevistein/ Ryle vision of
remembering as embodied, embedded action, paheofveave of a life rather than essentially privateey
chose ‘remembering’ rather than ‘memory’ as thergét phenomenon, and consistently treated the
‘representing’ involved as a personal-level adfivivhich often though by no means always occurgtiyve
Painting and swimming can, in the right circumsemqgust as much be cases or ways of representidg a
remembering as saying something, thinking it, ovitgs a mental imag®&. Whereas many tired critiques of
‘representation’ in philosophy of mind oppose itgerformance or process, Martin and Deutscher lyigiatw
representing as one kind of performance.

Some philosophers influenced by Wittgenstein ande Ryt less energy into the development of positive
accounts of mind or memory than into mocking Hume his 28-century followers for seeing memory as a
two-step process, in which | first inspect a préseantal item and then infer what happened in & from
certain of its features. For Martin and Deutsclie, consequent retreat from the inner went too Téin
accounts of memory as (for example) retained kndgd€" failed to capture what's happening (for example)
when ‘someone is remembering an event rather t@embering what he has been told about"it/n search

of a richer account, Martin and Deutscher lookeddansal connections between experience and rememgber
my past experience must have produced ‘a statet@f states’ which somehow drive my current remeiinig.
This is the motivation for their causal analysisd an particular for their claim that our ordinaugderstanding

of memory assumes some kind of ‘memory traces’ ipideing these causal links between past and presen

Gloomy critics of ‘the fiasco of the theory of tes®™ and of causal theories of memory in general coetito
complain that these approaches exemplify a medi@ngsd reductionist attitude, treating humans like
computers (in addition to the diverse earlier sesrcritically discussed in Sutth,see alsowatkins;™
Braude?" Gauld" and Randalfy"). This is a particularly bewildering misunderstamyin relation to Martin
and Deutscher. Not only does the computer metaplagrno part at all in their analysis, but the entast of
their project addresses the affective, embodied, satially embedded way in which human beings emdgag
re-entering the pa$t’ It is characteristic of the way in which | rememlmxperiences (in contrast to my
memory for general facts) that there are often tamithl details potentially available to me, beyadhe first
point of access, so that | can ‘begin to searchvaaid for more to return™' Only theorists who had already
decided that causal concepts are in some way ®idruman experience could fail to appreciate Maatil
Deutscher’s argument that, in relation to memoryeast, experience is already shot through withsatian,
where the kind of causation in question is more likedimentation’ than the collision of isolatedlibid

XXvii

balls’

3. THE CAUSAL ANALYSIS , DISTRIBUTED COGNITION , SOCIAL MEMORY , AND EXTERNAL LOOPS

Martin and Deutscher argue that one cannot be deresil to be remembering unless a causal relatipiisiis

between the (mental) states resulting from an éspee, and the states that represent that experina later
time, namely the time at which one is rememberirigey arrive at this position on the basis of tligifence of
three statements which they consider ‘separatetgssary and jointly sufficient, if an event is ®4dn instance
of remembering*":

If someone remembers something, whether it be igulslich as a car accident, or

‘private’, such as an itch, then the followingteria must be fulfilled:
1. Within certain limits of accuracy he represehtt past thing.
2. If the thing was ‘public’, then he observed whatnow represents. If the thing was ‘private’ ntlite
was his.
3. His past experience of the thing was operativeroducing a state or successive states in hiailyin
operative in producing his representation.
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In the longest and most original parts of theirlgsia, Martin and Deutscher go on to add furthausks to the
third condition in an attempt to rule out possibleviant causal chains between experience and sudrsieq
remembering. The first additional clause emphadisesoperative’ relation, the second pinpoints lihgts of
‘prompting’ which are compatible with rememberirapd the third the need for the states producedhby t
original experience to ‘constitute a structurallagae of the thing rememberet® They introduce the term
‘operative’ for ‘a causal condition which may becassary or sufficient, but need be neitf&rAs they put it,

A condition may be operative in producing anotteen though the result would have been obtained at
the same time by another method, had the opereivdition not been present.

This idea has its own trajectory in the subseqbestory of metaphysical theories of causation, Wwhie don’t
pursue here. Its introduction in this original eotitwas meant to rule out the possibility of caudadhins
beginning with memory prompts or cues that contdirof the information remembered, rather than wita
remembered experience itself. Such cases incluggetim which one is able to report a previouslyegigmced
event as a result of having been informed thatl@seexperienced it, in the absence of any recaledbr the
event itself.

The second clause, regarding prompting, is intredun order to cover cases like the first thatetiffi that the
memory cue itself is also caused by the origingleeience, but in some sense indirectly. In ondefexamples
provided by Martin and Deutscher, a person namett kls a person named Gray about an accidentiohw
he was involved. Later Kent has another accideattwlipes out his memory of the first. Later s@lray relates
the details of the first accident back to Kent when is able to represent it despite not rememgeridirectly.
The problem with this case, according to Martin &sditscher, is that even though the original otesénis a
primary factor in bringing about Kent's final acewuof it, the original experience fails to be ‘oatve in
producing (through a successive set of statesh&i®unt of the accidernh the circumstance of his being
prompted ™

Such deviant causal chains exercised philosopherstly in the years after ‘Remembering’ in an ardcdy
contexts,™" notably including debates in the theory of persadantity about whether memories could in
principle be transmitted across two people as a®lithin one person’s biograpfiy.' Here we discuss only
one twist in Martin and Deutscher’s analysis whieds a new resonance in recent interdisciplinarykvoor
situated, distributed, and extended cognition.

In the 1990s, independent lines of research inastiogory, cognitive anthropology, and science isgitf"” and

in philosophy of cognitive scien®’ converged on the anti-individualist view that prsses of thinking,
remembering, believing and so on often spread betrogeneous resources across brain, body, and. Woe
environment — physical, social, technological, anttural — is on this view a constituent of somgitive
states and processes, rather than a mere triggeleoHuman mentality is uniquely geared to hookvith and
incorporate such external resources or ‘exogrdifis.The traces on which | draw when | reliably coopera
with other people or with particular cognitive &tits to perform complex cognitive tasks are noated in my
brain alone. Instead, argue proponents of situatet! distributed cognition, we typically form more less
enduring coupled systems in which disparate neuradlily, social, and material resources combine for
particular interactive purpose¥™"

Philosophical discussions of the extended mind Hiagessed almost exclusively on the role of techggland
artifacts, and as we’ll see Martin and Deutschet hlieady addressed such cases. But human pracfices
remembering are arguably more reliant swocially distributed or ‘transactive’ memory resour¢gs! In
socially extended memory systems, such as certaiples or families or enduring small groups ofrfde and
colleagues, specialized information is often dsttéd across the members of the group. Such tréwesac
memory systems operate more or less successfullyngsas the members roughly share an understamding
this distribution and can each access informatemeeded™”™ Sometimes this information might be factual,
but these transactive processes also operate finrlye domain of personal and shared experienoaesi@er
this example from a recent study of how older cespélk collaboratively about their past: the cehteere is a
discussion of the couple’s honeymoon some 50 yego¥:

F: And we went to two shows, can you remember et were called?

M: We did. One was a musical, or were they botti@r't... no...one...

F: John Hanson was in it.

M: Desert Song.

F: Desert Song, that's it, | couldn’t remember wihatas called, but yes, | knew
John Hanson was in it.
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M: Yes.

What's striking about this kind of collaborativeciitation, brought about by interactive cross-@jiis that the
couple together can recall information that botfividuals had forgotten.

We want to discuss not the intrinsic merits oridiffties of these contested ideas about distribatetiextended
cognition, but the question of how they relate tendard causal analyses of mind and memory: wheather
commitments of such a causal theory with regardhtlocation of the states and processes involved in
remembering? Martin and Deutscher’s suggestive qealg deserve revisiting in the current debate. firke
and ‘most simple rule’ which they consider is that

the causal chain between the past observationhengresent representation of it
should continue without interruption within the lyoof the person concerned.

This simple rule would just forbid cases in whichother person carried the relevant information rice.
However, Martin and Deutscher do not accept it, tmir reasons are worth examining (both their edam
and their conclusions on these points are followery directly by."_'. Firstly, they argue that the simple rule is
too weak in that it fails to rule out ‘other spuricases of memory/”

Suppose that a student could not remember whag¢dmt in a chemistry book for an examination, and
inscribed what he read into his palm with a hotdfeeln the examination he writes down the correct
formulae by feeling the marks on his palm. Heredhesal chain does not extend beyond the bodyeof th
person and yet he does not remember what he rahd themistry book, but only what he inscribed on
his palm.

Secondly, they argue that the simple rule is toonsf, in that it makes too much of what are corgitgeatures
of memory in human beings:

We do not want to say that we can conceive onlguwhans remembering. Surely it is imaginable that
we might find creatures who could represent the aaefficiently as we do, in the various ways we d
but who differ from us in the following respectshéely carry a metal box around with them and, if they
are separated from it, then they can remembermgpthio matter how recent. They are not born wiéh th
boxes. The boxes are made in a factory, and giwemtat birth, after which the creatures gradually
develop the ability to remember. They do not asklibx questions about the past, but when they are
connected with the box they remember as we do. ddse shows that the suggested criterion [that the
causal chain should be entirely within the bodyjas strictly necessary.

These extraordinary examples, not revisited in ‘Berbering “Remembering™, gain new resonance indfre
of embodied cognition and the extended mind, inclwliome theorists are suggesting that in some cesspe
are already like these creatures with their boiese understand Martin and Deutscher correcthyehéne key
point about the creatures is that when connectéld tive box, ‘they remember as we do’: the box isfirst
inspectedbeforethey remember, but is rather just the means oriune@f remembering the past. Likewise,
Andy Clark has argued that a person with incipi&izheimer’'s might reliably and successfully rememiséth
a notebook as the means or medium of remembefingeiof the notebook is fully proceduralized oroawatic
rather than a two-step process in which it is fissulted and then its deliverances interpréteds | do not
ask my brain questions about the past, no more adifMand Deutscher’s creatures nor Clark’s Otteriogate
their external devices. Just as the creatures easeparated from their boxes, so the notebook aafubdurse
be stolen or tampered with: but as Clark repeatesiyinds us, a whole range of mishaps and disnptfaith
many different causes) can also befall our brains.

As we noted, Martin and Deutscher use these examplenotivate both their subtle treatment of pranmgpbr
cuing, which we won't discuss in detail, and thewocation of memory traces. The sequence of argtiise
telling: the location of traces is not intendedbi® their essential feature, for we are to rely lo& tausal
continuity provided by traces to ‘deal correctlyitivthe two cases just mention®4.The cheating student’s
memory is completely prompted by his tattoo, wetarénagine, in that he can give back no more ‘thdmat
was supplied’ by what he inscrib8.In contrast, the creatures who ‘remember as weaile’ no more
completelypromptedby their boxes than we are by our own brains. \edrito see how this example should be
interpreted in light of the full account of tracghich Martin and Deutscher go on to develop. Tedpwe first
resume our selective exposition: the idea of a nmgrirace, they sugge¥f!

is an indispensable part of our idea of memory.eéne accept the causal model for memory we must
also accept the existence of some sort of tracgtractural analogue of what was experienced.
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For experience to be operative in subsequent eipisethembering, it must give rise to enduring (tlouwnot
complete) mental records. In other words, any actobiexperiential remembering that distinguishesmory
for personally experienced events, as opposed toanefor events that one has only heard about,iregjthat
traces of conscious experience be laid down omseutied in memory either at the time of experiencsoon
after. In the absence of such an account, theme reason why we should not be able to remembegrenres
outside our own personal histories, such as thusteotccurred ‘years before we were bdtfl. But with such an
account in hand, the right kind of continuity fargine remembering can be specifi¥y:

The state or set of states produced by the pagriexge must constitute a structural analogue ef th
thing remembered, to the extent to which [I] cacusately represent that thing.

We return below to further consideration of theunatof traces, and of this notion of a ‘structaahlogue’. But
immediately we can see how we must be intendeddd the case of the creatures with their boxegngikat
Martin and Deutscher argue that they ‘remember adw: the boxes somehow carry sets of traces,uas o
brains somehow do, which constitute structural @nas of whatever the creatures can accuratelymbere
The location of these traces is inessential: whaiters is instead their relation to the past expee, and the
role they play in driving the current activitiesreimembering.

Given this point, an extended mind theorist mighttto challenge Martin and Deutscher’s interpretadf the
case of Kent. If they are happy to accept thatcteatures who rely on their boxes remember, whylshitney
not accept that Kent can still remember the actidbout which he told Gray, when Gray relates tbeysback
to the now-amnesic Kent? After all, there is irstbase still ‘a successive set of states’ causaliyecting the
original experience to the current rememberingneteugh this sequence of states loops out extgrabugh
another person.

But this is not the right deployment of the exteshaieind hypothesis: indeed, understanding why Maatid
Deutscher correctly resist this interpretation loé tase of Kent can now help us to a clearer viewhat
hypothesis. The extended mind theorist too shoekist the idea that Kent remembers, because Kent is
analogous in relevant respects neitteethe creatures with their boxes, nor to the morendane forms of
socially-shared remembering illustrated by our DeSeng example (in which the couple together reced
the experiences of their honeymoon). The traced bglGray may be appropriately related to the pasnts,
but they do not play the right role in driving Kenturrent activities of remembering. Even if Kexan now
relate accurate details about the accident, higepoesenting that event now is restricted entitelythe
information currently provided by his external smrAs Deutscher shows in discussing a differeriam of
the story of Kent™ there is a clear difference between this situaiiorvhich Kent does not now ‘grapple with
some past reality’, and a situation in which thetgectually does begin to return as Kent relatestwWdray has
told him. In the latter case, in which Kaastremembering, there is a bodily involvement, a sehathe is ‘on
the verge of a great deal beyond that ‘full’ antti¢c§ prompting [by Gray]’, and an entirely newalen of
significance is in play, because this access te fast experiencenatters These conditions, Martin and
Deutscher admit, can be met by the creatures \wighr boxes. Although they do not consider cases dilr
Desert Song example, we suggest that such caseatomeet Martin and Deutscher’s conditions: theigla
and fragmentary traces which are combined in thid kf collaborative recollection do together cdaypthe
right roles in driving the current emergent actést of remembering for such a couple. The pointhef
extended mind hypothesis is not that external nessu(notebooks, boxes, or other people) do themdrering
all on their own, no more than it entails that tack tie | wear at a funeral is doing my grievify me'
Rather, the point is that in appropriate circumstésn a complementary system involving disparateriramd
outer resources can give rise to emergent memdriesn and shaped partly by the nature, contert,aativity
of traces that happen to have sedimented outsidertin or body.

We briefly make two further tentative points onsttiefore continuing our discussion of memory camston
and the nature of traces. Firstly, Martin and Deluts's treatment of the case of the creatures igosfihat their
analysis of memory operates at an appropriateljratisevel. What we mean here is that they dowentt it
constrained by accidental features of the way hui@ings happen to remember: we would still rightly
recognize clear cases of remembering which difiemerely inessential respects. This is a live idseeause
Robert Rupeft has argued that the extended mind hypothesis \iasohn unhelpfully generic notion of
memory. In contrast, for Rupert, cognitive psyclggiohas discovered highly specific characteristiés o
biological memory systems which are unlikely tocholf extended systems such as ‘Otto-plus-notebook’
‘creatures-plus-boxes’. Martin and Deutscher’s safuto identify remembering with what they think ‘fits the
facts in our world" aligns them on this point with extended mind tieer even though they don’t happen to
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consider that there are cases of extended but memamembering in this world, they do leave roomifo
Neither is theirs an overly abstract functionahdternative: the point that the sequence of stétdwerever
located) that is causally connected to the pasemapce must play the right kind of role in theidty of
remembering is a fine-grained middle ground.

Secondly, both Martin and Deutscher’'s examples thiedextended mind hypothesis raise and fail toesolv
difficult issues about the relation between differesorts of memory™ in particular the relation between my
direct memory of experiences and my merely factrasemantic knowledge of my own past. There can be
autobiographical knowledge disconnected to persor@hory. Some beliefs about my own past may be both
true and justified, and yet be the result solelyestimony (such as family tradition) with no rasdl link to
experience. | may truly say, for example, thamheenber that | was stung by a bee when 18 monthdatahis

is factual rather than personal memory, because nad remembebeing stung, and as Martin and Deutscher
might say, | ‘cannot bring it back.'Such autobiographical knowledge in the form ofdat memories does not
involve the same sensory-perceptual-affective msiog as does personal memory.

This much is fairly uncontroversial, and pretty munatched by Martin and Deutscher’s taxonomy ofssof
memory"' But beyond this there is little agreement aboatrédations between personal and factual memory at
different phases of the processes involved in rebegimg, from encoding to retrieval. It is at lepstssible that
factual memory about autobiographical events — rgereerally, beliefs about one’s personal past —eauesally
involved in producing and shaping the content anenpmenology even of cases of personal rememb¥ting.
This possibility suggests a further twist to Kenitde, which also takes us on to the topic of awasibn in
memory. Take the initial case in which Kent doesauwzess any original traces which have endureddartsm
since the accident, but now imagine that he megelyes tdelievethat he had once been in the accident which
his trusted friend Gray now describes. On the aivéew, such a belief on its own could plausibhivd (what
would at least seem to be) an episode of pers@mkmbering: it might recruit appropriate affectiaed
imagistic materials from elsewhere in the web ofiefein service of creating appropriate content and
phenomenology to fit this specific belief, and Kenight well find himself accessing further plausildetail
about highly significant past events, whether drthey are arising out of the usual kind of endgriraces. In
some cases, these might be obviously false memdrigsthis need not be the case, for judicious aed-
grounded imaginings and beliefs do arguably eveartinary cases colour, shape, and fill in what @ften
highly fragmentary and partial sensory and evertiie details'" But given this, can Martin and Deutscher
really retain such a sharp dichotomy between tlse @a which all Kent can relate is what he’s besid,tand

the case in which he actually starts to rememben@ihe really is remembering, after all, thereadr&inds of
causal influences from semantic memory and gersaaémas. The possibility here, which requires a new
section, is that veridical recall too is constrdcte

4. MEMORY TRACES AND CONSTRUCTIVE REMEMBERING

With regard to the nature of memory traces, Maatid Deutscher note the ordinary and ‘inevitabl@uese to
metaphors about the storage of our past experiemoed,that ‘our idioms and thought about memoryy ren
analogies such as the imprint left by a coin in wax the relation between music and the grooves in
gramophone recortl. They do not, however, explicitly endorse such agials, as suggested ByFor
Bernecker, Martin and Deutscher’s idea that a tis@e'structural analogue of what was experiencadhmits
them to the view that both the mind and the wohlave a single, natural, non-arbitrary structurelefents’
for this reason, Bernecker argues, the notion ticsural isomorphism is wholly implausibl&.’But this
complaint, which Bernecker revives from Malcéfhand Heil™™ has no bite against Martin and Deutscher. For
them, the relevant notion of an analogue is mesabh that the trace ‘contains at least as manurfess there
are details which a given person can relate abmmething he has experiencétl.’In other words, the claim is
that for every specific detail one can recall frarapecific experience, there must be a trace ofdisail. They
specifically suggest both that there is no sengbdddea of a ‘perfect structural analogue’ thatrons, one to
one, all of the features of the original, and ttthére may be no sense in the notion of all theufies of

anything’ anyway.

We want to probe in a different way at Martin andullscher's view that the trace which is operative i
remembering must be ‘a structural analogue of hiregtremembered, to the extent to which [I] canusately
represent that thing™ But before making some critical comments, it's thonoting that their claim is
consistent with all of the major theories of memeqbsequently developed in the psychological liteea
including Tulving’'s General Abstract Processing t8ys*' Tulving and Markowitsch’s Serial Parallel
Independent accouff! Moscovitch's Component Process Mol#l, Conway and Pleydell-Pearce’s Self
Memory Systetf{*, and Schacter, Norman and Koutstaal's Construckitemory Framework. So our
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concerns about this view, we realize, put us enigdiat in the minority” They arise from a worry that this
form of causal theory of memory is too strong todoenpatible with the view, which is in principlesjuas
widely accepted, that remembering is a construgiieeess rather than a simple replay of past espeet™

This concern about Martin and Deutscher’s viewnihs about whether it can handle instances in lwbige’s

recollection of the past is different to the expade it is meant, or thought, to represent. Inbigrd memory
can either deviate from the past in its entiretyjust in part, as in cases in which rememberingnistivated’.

In this regard there is now a growing consensus ttie content of personal memories is motivatedhg's

current beliefs, goals, and desif&8. Deutscher himself provides a neat description ro§ taspect of
remembering, as he notes ‘how much what we catlqras present owe each oth&”

The past does not so innocently create memorieshwtiien we deem to be valid. Perhaps half-
consciously, we make nothing of aspects of our pastder to make something of other aspects. We
might create a favourable past or, alternativetig which embodies a harsh vision of our lives. Wit
remember is not entirely accidental.

This picture of remembering is very much in linghwiesearch conducted by Michael Ross and colledftie
They demonstrate that when consistency with ona& i3 at stake individuals tend to distort thet pasuch a
way that it confirms their current self-concept,esdas when improvement over time is at stake iddals
have a tendency to exaggerate the difference batpast and present states. Moreover work by Ladus
colleague¥"' has demonstrated that individuals can have theresqre of remembering for events that never
occurred. The implications of this work on constive aspects of remembering are sometimes ovedstate
false memory research, and (along with Sue Campimell Dorothea Debus) we strongly resist the ide& th
construction inevitably leads to distortion andoef*" Our concern arises instead from seeking to apgpy t
constructivist picture consistently across the Bpao that we treat the same processes and megtmas
operating whether or not their output happens ttcimthe way things actually were. Veridical memsyi@ our
view, are no less constructed than false mem&ttés.

We see this consistent constructivism as puttingiesgressure on Martin and Deutscher’'s account. If a
necessary condition of remembering is that whatremgembers ‘did in fact happen, exist, and so fottien
what are we to say about cases in which one reagbartially different past to that which actuatigcurred?
The idea of ‘certain limits of accuracy’ crops wgide in Martin and Deutscher’s analysis, both a®adition

on how | represent the past event or tHfffgand as a condition on how close must be the siricanalogy
between the thing remembered and the memory {#%da/e therefore want to know what limits of accuracy
and what kinds of similarity should be permittethe$e are matters of degree, and thus Martin antsEreer’s
analysis allows for borderline cases.

The old empiricist hope that there would turn @ubé internal markers to distinguish true froméatsemories

is still alive in false memory researtR but we think it's a fair bet that, in general, bateridical and false
remembering involve the same psychological prosease the same detailed phenomenol8yThe concern
about this is not just that restricting an analyfisnemory to instances in which memory maintaircegain
degree of accuracy will then impose unhelpful mddtogical limits. Rather, we think that for persbm@emory

at least it is plausibly the norm that some detaitgp up in remembering an experience which hawebaen
encoded in the same trace as that experience: dndkat the idea of one trace per experience i bot
conceptually and empirically highly dubioff&"

Stressing, with Martin and Deutscher, that remeimbeis an activity, we suggest that it is often aativity
more like collage than realist photography: evemngtthere are causal connections between eventsaaeds,
and between traces and remembering, these conmeetie multiple, indirect, and context-dependeimcesthis

is arguably the normal situation, we need both deoanotions of accura§™ and an awareness of the other
adaptive roles of remembering besides represetitiagpast, relating especially to social, motivadiprand
action-oriented function$ But we also need greater sensitivity to the diegssagmatic contexts in which
remembering occurs. The kind of similarity in megnevhich matters in legal contexts, for examplegoft
differs dramatically from the relevant notion ofndliarity in the context of ordinary social exchange therapy,
or reminiscence about shared experie i85,

There is a further way in which the constructivissearch puts pressure on Martin and Deutschecsuat. If
memory traces are defined as (at least partialrttral analogues of past events, then how can metraces
come to misrepresent the past? Given that memacgdrare thought to be the basis for the contemeofiory
experiences, how can false memories arise whennéinaous causal chain of traces exists between an
experience and remembering?
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The answer of course again refers to deviant catehs, namely memory traces from other experieiticat
either corrupt or displace existing memory tracasis time between experience and recall. But if ihisue,
there is no principled reason why such deviatianddnot increase the accuracy of ref&ilf" Say for example
that one witnesses a car crash in poor lightind,@mes to remember one of the cars in the crabluaswhen
in fact it was green. Upon being informed that oh¢he cars was green, one can later come to remrethat
the car was in fact green: notably and understdpdale tend to yield more often to such suggestiwhen
they are offered by people we trust. In such irtantraces that do not extend back to the easif kiut rather
are acquired after the event can coméntoeasethe accuracy of one’s recollection. According tortiteand
Deutscher’s criteria, such cases would not coumeagembering, since the content of one’s memorycahe
connected by a continuous causal chain to the rdraerd experience itself. So here we end up in te o
position that the ‘memory’ with the right causabtoiry is less accurate than the memory resultiogfthe
deviant causal chain. To accommodate such caseginMend Deutscher’s definition of remembering ntigh
have to give up either one of its necessary camti namely either accuracy, or memory traces with
continuous causal chain.

Both these considerations about construction in amgpand our earlier notes on external loops withitausal
analysis, raise extremely difficult questions whielmain unresolved in contemporary theory. In patir, we
suspect that further clarification of the differekinds of ‘prompting’ within Martin and Deutscher’s
analysi&" might assuage our concerns. But we close on ardiff note. In contrast to some work on causal
theories in other areas of analytic philosophy @fidnMartin and Deutscher’s analysis of memory \wasve
noted clearly driven in part by their awarenesthefrich role of causal thinking and experiencéhgweave of
our lives. As in Wollheim’s subsequent extensiohMartin and Deutscher’s causal thed#/* attention to the
affective force and affective tendency of our dtié of remembering is never far below the surfat¢he
analysis. The particular sort of remembering inakhive re-engage with specific events and expergircéhe
personal past has live significance for us in thesent and future: it is not simply there to previdare
informational access to generic past events, betigely to access irrevocable actions and expergeticat
cannot now be repeated. As Wollheim puts it, thet pffects people in such a way that they becoreateres
with a past® So in Martin and Deutscher’'s work, at the very dasf what would come to be called the
‘cognitive revolution’, there is never a tendenoy tognition and emotion to be divided. So, in age of
affective neuroscience and cultural cognition, tiee across the broad fields of memory studies tbas
fruitfully look back at their work to help go bettrward.
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