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The values and virtues of remembering
And last, the rending pain of re-enactment

Of all that you have done, and been; the shame

Of motives late revealed, and the awareness

Of things ill done and done to others' harm

Which once you took for exercise of virtue.


-- from "Little Gidding," Eliot, T. S. (1971)  NY:  Harcourt Brace & Co., p. 55.

[W]ithout a theory of value, memory theory has limited significance.  -- Norman Anderson (1997)

*****

Memorializing and forgetting

Several years ago a new Holocaust Memorial was dedicated in Washington, D. C.  Earlier monuments to heroes of the Republic -- Washington, Jefferson, Lincoln, even martyrs of a misguided and unsuccessful war-- mark the landscape of that city and the national consciousness. What is the point of these obelisks, the reason for these rotundas?  What edification do we seek in these edifices?  Humans are the only species we know of that establish memorials.  Why?   Memorials mark significance and sacrifice.  They raise persons and places to prominence.  They mark ordinary persons and their actions as "events", sacred happenings that define the secular selves that construct them.  Remembering is an activity of self-definition.  Remembering is also an act of self-evaluation.  The purpose of this self-definition and self-evaluation is to provide tangible constraints on how we live in our present and construct our future.  The Holocaust Memorial intends to raise our consciousness, to hold a mirror to our complicity and complacency in the face of evil, to intrude into our fast track lives with a solemnity and sorrow that stuns us into vowing, "Never again!"  Such memorials are about keeping alive what is dead so that what is living will not die.  Memorials are as concerned for the future as for the past.  We take our children to stand in awed silence before an impassive and oversized Lincoln because we want them to believe in heroism and justice and perseverance.  In that sense we want them to grow up to be Lincolnesque whether or not they ever find themselves president of a nation, a company, or a school board.  


Traditional treatments of the activity of remembering by cognitive psychologists hardly hint of memorializing.  They are more likely to remind one of those other structures that populate Washington D.C., the vast departments filled with bureaucrats receiving, copying, sorting, filing, storing, and retrieving the rules, regulations, procedures, and other assorted machinations of government. Only occasionally have we noticed the magnificence and meaning of the memorials lying outside the windows of our bureaucracies.  It is as if we have been unconscious.


What is the value of remembering?  What is the value of consciousness?  These are the questions addressed in this chapter and the next.  These questions must be answered in the context of questions about the existence of cognition and consciousness: Why do we remember, imagine, or think?  Our survival does not depend on these activities except as they affect perception and action; so why have they come into being?  Many essays and texts on cognition fail to address these questions.  "Most research on human memory has mainly focused on the question of understanding what memory does and not on why memory does what it does" (Anderson & Schooler, 2000, p. 557).  In this chapter I will try to begin to pull these questions together.  


When I first got interested in this topic, I pulled off my shelf one of the best selling texts in cognitive psychology at the time (Best, 1992, p. 129), and turned to the section on memory.  Its opening sentence is, "All of us forget things."  Ironically, the first thing that draws the attention of the writer of this text, or the first one he wishes the reader to attend to first is the failure to remember.  (It is like psychologists' obsession with illusion when writing about perception, noted in Chapter 2.)  More interestingly, the author of this text goes on to note that not being able to remember is sometimes irritating to us, sometimes not.  "Forgetfulness is not what we mind so much," he says, "what we find frustrating is our occasional loss of control over our memories" (p. 129).  Even though he seems to have no sense that he has done so, he introduces notions of control, selfhood, consciousness, and emotion in the first few sentences of his discussion of remembering (forgetting).  If remembering were only some mechanical architectures and processes, why would we find ourselves "irritated"?  A being that experiences irritation and desires control, and who realizes that this desire and experience are causally related must be a substantial self, one that is conscious, one that cares what happens.   


I will suggest in this chapter and the next that control is the mark of consciousness, and remembering (and forgetting) is one of the main means by which selves attempt to define and direct their existence.  The definitions and directions may be judged sound and worthy, or flawed and corrupt.  Control is neither a good nor bad power intrinsically, but I will claim that the truism "too much power can be a dangerous thing" applies to consciousness.  Against the many voices calling for constant consciousness raising, as well as the memorialists who wish us to "never forget" our sins and sacrifices, I will argue that remembering functions best when it finds a balance.  

Remembering and perceiving, feeling, and doing



We remember prior events of which we are a part.  We remember how to get from our dorm room to the classroom in which our psychology class meets.  We remember our mother's maiden name, as well as the time we couldn't remember it when asked.  We remember the smell of cinnamon and pine at Christmas and the clammy cling of a wet bathing suit in summer.  Remembering is much like perceiving, or feeling, or doing something, but with one important difference: we believe it sufficiently far removed from us in space and/or time that the present tense is no longer applicable. It is as if a gap existed between "there and then" and "here and now" and something has to bridge the gap.  That bridge has been given the name “memory.”  In reality, there probably is no real gap; time and space are continuous and flowing.  Nevertheless, our experience of life is often of events of longer and shorter duration, chunks of continuity with gaps in between.


It is interesting, though, to notice that if we remember something really well, so much so that we seem to have no sense of a space-time gap to be bridged, then we have a feeling we refer to as "knowing."  One might even feel that some of the examples given above of remembering could be better described as knowing (e.g., I know how to get from my office to the classroom where my class meets).  So, perhaps, remembering refers to our attempts to know under conditions of discontinuity.


The words "memory" and "remembering" are often used interchangeably, but they should be differentiated.  Remembering is the act of awareness of something perceived, felt, or done, not "here and now" but "then and there."
  It as an act of consciousness, broadly conceived -- what is sometimes called explicit memory (e.g., I am looking for my glasses, trying to remember laying them down or what I was recently doing so I can reconstruct where I was; I look at a cross-stitch hanging on the wall of my house and am reminded of my deceased wife who made it, which leads to a reverie of remembrances about her).  Memory is used in two ways.  Most commonly memory is taken to be the result of learning.  Learning is a change in sensitivities, structures, and/or skills of an animal with respect to its environment due to perception-action experience.  A second way that "memory" is used is as a theoretical invention to explain remembering (Bransford, McCarrell, Franks, & Nitsch, 1977).  Memory is seen as the copying (representationally) and storing of experiences in a mental space and the ability to find, "look at," and use those copies in the future (unrealized space-time coordinates).  Thus, psychologists often talk of "encoding", "storing", and "retrieving" memories, memories being the copies. 


My central concern in this chapter is with remembering, not memory in the sense of an unconscious byproduct of learning (sometimes called "implicit memory", Jacoby, xxxx).  Studies of autobiographical remembering will be of particular interest.


While discussions of memory in cognitive psychology texts rarely if ever speak of memorials, they often speak of memory as it were a library, a warehouse, or a computer (Kihlstrom, 1998).  This model might be called a copy-store-retrieve (CSR) view of memory.   In his article, "What memory is for", Glenberg (1997) observes that much of our research seems to assume that "memory is for memorizing."  Bartlett (1932) and Mead (1932) long ago argued against this view, and the data that has accumulated in the past thirty years has shown definitively that this portrayal of remembering is grossly misleading (e.g., Bransford et al., 1977; Glenberg, 1997; Kihlstrom, 1998; Loftus, 1980; Neisser & Fivush, 1993).  Remembering is usually now described as constructive and/or reconstructive (e.g., Best, 2001; Reisberg, 2001; Schacter, 1998).  Not only do our remembrances omit or distort aspects of events, but there appear to be cases of creating "memories" whole cloth, usually on the basis of other people's descriptions and suggestions.  Their knowledge and beliefs are "confabulated" into our remembrances.


The findings on the constructive nature of remembering raise the question of how remembering is related to imagining.   

Remembering and imagining

Remembering and imagining are of a piece; they are both forms of thinking.  The difference is that one is directed toward the future and one toward the past.  What makes them different is the difference between the future and past.  Imagining considers multiple possible futures and then works to discern which of these would be best to try to make real.  Remembering turns to the one real past and considers multiple possible readings of it and tries to discern which of these is best.   The fact that imagining and remembering are values-realizing activities is signaled by the terms "discern" and "best"; they imply a search for goodness (i.e., a better understanding of past events).


On what basis is "best" or "better" decided?  The usual answer to that question has been accuracy.   This seems a sensible value by which to judge remembering if memory is for memorizing, for copying and storing experience.  However, if remembering is an imaginative (e.g., constructive) activity, accuracy seems a strange standard for judging its worth.  Most current accounts of memory feel disjointed; they push one toward understanding memory as a CSR mechanism (e.g., stored copies of perceptions, actions, or feelings), but they also pull one toward understanding remembering as an exercise in constructive creativity.  These descriptions imply that the job of memory is to keep accurate records, but they then proceed to catalog a succession of limitations, biases, distortions, and outright fabrications that make their way into the "files."  The picture that emerges is a psychological faculty that is, at best, a handy bucket with a number of significant leaks, or at worst, a sieve with little holding power.  Numerous authors (e.g., Albright, 1994) have followed the lead of Greenwald (1980) who suggested that memory functioned more like a totalitarian regime in its record keeping and revisionist renderings of history than it did like a photocopier or a positivist historian.  On this view, our remembrances are edited and re-edited to conform to the demands of a fragile and fallible ego.  Their function is not accuracy and completeness, but self-esteem and control.


It could be argued that memory research began by looking for laws (i.e., general, exceptionless principles of memory mechanics), but has shifted to explaining our memorial activities in terms of rules, goals, and the search for meaning (e.g., a faulty set of devices used in service of personal and political purposes).  What is the value of remembering?  Why does it exist and what functions does it serve?  The traditional storehouse and worktable metaphors of cognitive psychologists suggest that the function of remembering is copying and controlling.  Acquisition and protection of assets would be what memory is for, rather than the memorializing and consciousness raising I suggested at the beginning of this chapter.  Are there values that remembering serves beyond accuracy and self-esteem?  If so, what are they, and how do they relate to truth and the integrity of the self or society that remembers its past?  


The beginnings of an answer lies in Kihlstrom's (1996) observation that "recollection is an act of human consciousness. . . .  Explicitly or implicitly, our past exists in our present, and our awareness of the past helps us both to make sense of who we are and to shape our futures" (p. 168-169).  The real issue is more than mere accuracy or self-advancement.  It is the appropriation of the past:  how do we make appropriate use of history to comprehend the present and apprehend the future?   To explore how this occurs, it will be helpful to remember briefly how memory research has developed in the recent past.

Appropriateness and remembering

Remembering depends on perceiving and learning.  Put differently, remembering depends on attention and intention.  Unless we detect some difference, comprehend some pattern, or discern the directions and implications of these differences and patterns, we cannot remember.  One cannot remember what one never noticed, even under hypnosis (Loftus, 1980).  Perceiving starts with change and differentiation and discovers invariants that inform the perceiver's actions about possibilities that may be appropriated in the service of intentions.  The literature on memory suggests that the intention that is necessary to remember is the intention to attend-- to differentiate, comprehend, and discern.  What is not necessary is the intention to remember (Jenkins, 1974; Anderson & Schooler, 2000).  The literature reveals that if people participate in task orientations  (i.e., intentions) that actively engage them with an event (and objects are best remembered when they are embedded within events), they remember material as well and often better than if they are instructed to try to remember (intentionally) the material.  Telling subjects that their memory will be tested adds nothing to their skill in interacting with the material in a way that makes it memorable. Some intention seems necessary to remembrance, but we do not need to intend to remember per se.  


During the 1970s a large body of work on remembering compared various kinds of "orienting tasks" (i.e. instructions to interact with the material in a certain way) for their effect on recall or recognition.  A widely used approach called "levels of processing" tried to categorize the extent to which the orientation or perspective adopted by subject affected his remembering.  This is is like asking which of several vantage points presents the "best view" of some scene (e.g., a mountain) or some event (e.g., a crime).  Which perspectives are better or worse depends on who is doing the looking and what they will be asked to describe or represent later on.  Morris, Bransford, & Franks (1978), as well as Fisher and Craik (1977), showed that what matters in such tasks is the appropriateness relation between the our perceptual and learning intentions and the intentions of the persons of who later ask us to give some accounting of what we perceived and learned.  For example, they compared subjects told to "decide if the word you hear has a letter 'e' in it" with subjects to "think about whether the word is pleasant or unpleasant."  Prior research (e.g., Jenkins, 1974) had shown that the latter subjects outperformed the former subjects on recall and recognition.  The levels of processing explanation was that this was because the pleasant-unpleasant task was "deeper" than the "shallow" e-checking task; that is, the former task was "more meaningful" and thus produced a richer recall.  Morris and his colleagues showed that this result depended on the remembering task given the subjects.  If, for example, the recall task required persons to recount information about the spellings of the list of words presented in acquisition, subjects who had engaged in a spelling task during acquisition did better.  This result should have surprised no one who has ever done proofreading.  If one is checking for spelling errors, it is often better not to attend to the meaning of the words and phrases.  With practice we may be able to carry on our proofing activity at several levels in parallel (e.g., we can check for meaning errors and typing errors at the same time).


Several general conclusions are illustrated by this work.  First, perhaps the most overlooked aspect of such experimental studies is that they are social encounters.  Experimenters have intentions that are crucial to how subjects will do.  They ask subjects to engage in a specific strategy while interacting with a task or materials they have chosen or designed, and then they ask the subject to give an accounting of that interaction in a format and evaluated by criteria that the subject had no say in.  Remembering is a social activity (Middleton & Edwards, 1990).   We remember usually because we are asked to, and the kind of accounting of our prior experience may be in a format that is natural and skilled for us given our own intentions and activities, or it may be one that is alien and awkward.  Remembering is a social accounting.  Even when we remember for our own sake, what we might call self-accounting, it is always in some social context that implicitly places demands on us (e.g., we maybe amusing our relatives, comforting ourselves, presenting our competence to our colleagues) (Ross & Buehler, 1994).  Remembering is thus an intentional activity, but not one over which we have complete control; it depends centrally on perceiving and imagining.  As such remembering is directed: It depends on and is of a piece with perception and imagination (Rosenfield, 1988; Wheeler, 2000).

  
Second, the skill with which I remember depends on the skill with which I perceive, which depends on the fittingness of the relationships between my own past (my skill at evaluating, listening, spelling, etc.), the present demands on me  (experimenter-given materials and instructions about how to handle that material), and the future demands that will be placed on me by the experimenter (i.e., the nature of the memory task).   How the results of experiments that ignore these contextual relations can be generalized and put to good use is dubious at best.  But an even more fundamental worry that should lead us to rethink our methodology is whether persons under the variety of ordinary ecological conditions ever combine these four sets of variables in the way experimenters have in the laboratory (Jenkins, 1974, 1989; Neisser, 1982).  No doubt there is considerable overlap (which is why much memory research is of value), but more studies of what and how people ordinarily remember would reveal new questions and answers for us to ponder as psychologists.  For example, despite the enormous number of studies of memory that have used lists, evidence suggests people rarely need or want to remember lists in their everyday tasks (Glenberg, 1997).


Third, the levels of processing research was based on a fundamental insight about remembering but failed to develop it.  The insight was that if you want to remember something, make it meaningful.  If one meaningfully interacts with an event, person, or object they will remember more, better, for longer than if their interaction is "shallow."  The problem, of course, was that no theory of meaning was offered. (ref. to Jenkins, 1974, 1989, Bransford & Franks, 1976, Gillespie, 1993)

Meaning and values

How is meaning and understanding best attended?   In his discussion of Glenberg's article,  "What is memory for?", Anderson (1997) argues, "Without a theory of value, memory theory has limited significance."   Unfortunately, theories of remembering rarely pose the values question explicitly; nonetheless, the place of values often appears in unmistakable ways in the descriptions of how remembering works.  An elementary example is provided by Klein, Cosmides, Tooby, and Chance's (2002) recent theorizing about the evolution of memory systems.  They begin their article by quoting Tulving (1995, p. 751) that "owners of memory systems are capable of behaving more appropriately at a later time."  They then argue appropriateness is equivalent to biological adaptiveness, and that adaptiveness depends on "decision rules guiding behavior" that came into existence in response to "informational needs" (i.e., shaped by natural selection).  They separate cognition into memory (storage) systems, decision (action) systems, and search engines that find what the decision system needs from the memory systems.  Selection and organization occur in each of these systems-- selection of what is to be stored, of what is to be decided, of what information is relevant to the decision, and of what means of guidance the search engines will use.  They then conclude with this stunning sentence:  "Without engines that can search for and retrieve the right information, supplying it to the right decision rule at the right time, . . . a memory system -- would be a pointless appendage."  (306) The word "right" appears three times to modify all the active psychological functions.  Without this rightness, memory is useless.  Like perception, memory is about the search for rightness.  The question is what does remembering add to perception and learning?  I wll return to Klein et al.'s theory later in giving a possible answer to that question.
  


However, before endeavoring to answer the "why" question in its most daunting form, let me consider the role of values in remembering in a more elementary form, but one that will lead us back to the deeper puzzles of the form and function of remembering.  The hypothesis I begin with is that the meaning sought by memorial functions can be summarized in terms of realizing four values:  clarity, coherence, comprehensiveness, and complexity.  The contention of the hypothesis is that the existing "memory literature" can be reasonably summarized in terms of these four values; that is, we remember what is salient (clarity), what is organized (coherence), what is significant for prospective action (comprehensiveness), and what challenges and retrospectively changes our prior saliences, organizations, and significances, provoking growth of character (complexity).



The way in which the values are realized is through perceptual and imaginative activities. These activities literally and metaphorically transform the events in ways that fit the person’s skills and intentions.  Thus, the more we play with an object, work with a person, and participate in an event, the greater the likelihood that our playing, working, and participation will modify our character to suit the character of the event and vice versa.


 To the extent that persons and communities begin to realize these values in their encounters with reality, their perceiving and imagining will be directed in a way that yields not only learning, but appropriate remembering. This directedness of learning may be a matter over which the person has considerable control or only slight.  It is never the case that the person has total control or no control.
(1) Clarity:  Remembering what is salient

What is salient grabs our attention (McArthur, 1982) and is more likely to be figure in memory than the ground from which it "pops out."  A elegant example of salience affecting memory is the effect named for Helen von Restorff (1933).
   If we present the following list to subjects-- VOH, GIC, NEP, 267, HAQ, RIW, JOF, DUP -- which items will be best remembered? The fourth item, the odd one, is generally best remembered.  Ordinarily, as any first year psychology major can tell you, the fourth item in a list is not the best remembered.  The standard prediction would be the first and last items, the oft-cited primacy and recency effects (Glanzer & Cunitz, 1966).  But a moment's reflection suggests that it is nothing about time per se that affects memory but the distinctiveness of the item and first and last items are at the edges of the list (which is a temporal event), so to speak. Thus a single principle explains how any item could be best remembered but ordinarily first and last (or early and late) items are.  


What is surprising is that primacy and recency effects (and many similar phenomena) are treated by memory researchers as quite separate in terms of their explanation.  For example, primacy and recency effects are usually explained by a complex combination of rehearsal frequency and availability in a limited short term "store", an explanation which hides the relation of these phenomena to other ones such as the von Restorff effect.  (reference?)


But what of a list such as the following:  17, 101, 37, 5, 103, 19, 49, 11?  If mathematicians were the subjects of the experiment (so far as I know this experiment has never been done), then I would predict that the next to last item would be best remembered since it is the only one that is not a prime.  For those of us less experienced in math the oddness of 49 would not stand out.  Thus salience depends not only on the relation of an item to other items but to the prior knowledge of the rememberer; it depends on who as well as what.  The use of nomothetic analyses in our research methodology cancels out all such individually relevant saliences (e.g., 5 is the only single digit number, or 37 is my age, so I remember that number best) which reduces our findings to general saliences (e.g., first and last items). 


Another fine example of the principle of differentiation is the phenomenon known as “release from proactive interference,” investigated by Wickens (1970).  Similar items (usually described as "from the same category") lead to a decrement in recall over successive trials in a short term memory paradigm   If one "switches" to a new category on a given trial, for example from nouns to verbs, memory performance rebounds (it is "released" from confusing interference). Wickens has argued that the technique taps fundamental categorization processes.  The point is that we remember better what is new, what is different, even what is odd.  


What is most intriguing about Wickens's findings though, as Turvey (1974) notes, is that switching between some "obvious" categories like "concrete vs. abstract nouns" produce little release, while sizeable effects are found for non-obvious categories like words that are negatively polarized on the semantic differential (i.e., passive, weak, bad) vs. positively polarized (i.e., active, powerful, good). Turvey suggests that categories may be more tacit than conscious.  What seems new and different by conscious analysis may not really be usefully different, that is, may have few or no implications for how thought, feeling, and action should go. Conversely, things that consciousness cannot (or does not) distinguish may produce release from proactive interference, suggesting that the goodness and badness, or strength or weakness we discern may guide our actions even when no clear and compelling conscious rationale for our preferences "come to mind."  We will return to this intriguing result when we discuss consciousness and its role in the guidance of action, behavior, and cognition in the next chapter.


What is the reason for the improved remembrance of salient structures or activities?  The simplest answer is "attention and effort" (Kahneman, 1973).  Salience is a cardinal principle in studies of attention, but what is salience?  Salience is a relational term-- it describes no intrinsic property of some object, person, or event (Taylor & Thompson, 1982).  In a TV advertisement for Travelers’ Insurance one red umbrella appears among a sea of black ones.   Why did I remember it? It is not that redness that is salient, or even redness against blackness, but the uniqueness of the one red thing among so many not-red ones.  Recognizable minority status--one man in a discussion group otherwise composed of women, or one person with a leg brace conversing with another person without one (where the person with the leg-brace is "assigned" to minority status    because the group of persons wearing leg braces is relatively small in the population at large)-- leads to better memory for what the minority person said in the conversation (MacArthur, 1982).  Salience (i.e., novelty, oddness) can only be recognized against a background of continuity.
  Non-conformity requires some pattern or norm to exist.  This observation leads to a second kind of remembering that has garnered most of the attention of cognitive researchers.

(2)  Coherence:  Schematic remembering

We remember what is organized better than what is disorganized.  The power of organization is nicely illustrated in a well-known case study of a runner who used his knowledge of times run for various distances in track and field to organize the "random" digits presented to him by experimenters (Ericsson, Chase, & Faloon, 1980).  Using this organization strategy (schema) he was able to recall up to 80 digits after hearing them a single time.  When the experimenters switched from numbers to letters, his impressive memory ability dropped to a merely mortal seven items.  Why did this category switch not have the same effect as it does in the release from proactive interference phenomenon?  There are at least two important and related points to make.  First, the running times schema is not relevant to remembering letters.  Unlike the categories in release from PI experiments, the categories are not equivalent, given this particular subject's interests and skills.  It would be like switching from tools to vegetables for a craftsman, or vice versa for a gardener, a shift from expertise to non-expertise.  The schematic tool the runner-subject found in his mind's hand was useless for the task at hand; it was if he had a shovel when what he needed was a rake.  Remembering is not improved by some general all-purpose schema, or some trick-of-the-mnemonist's-trade, but by knowledge and skill.  It is specific, a matter of the fittingness of schematic tools (how), skill (who), and task (what).  Second, the runner-subject had practiced to develop his skill about 5 hours a week over almost two years to pull off his 80-item in one trial feat.  Practice does "make perfect" but not in any automatic or mindless sort of way. Sheer repetition does nothing. (ref. ?).  What practice does is allow us to learn to organize some particular type of task or materials more effectively and efficiently, to discover ways of integrating smaller units into larger units (gestalts) and differentiating one gestalt from another.  It is a bit like learning vocabulary.  New words always have to be related to previously known words so as to discern their differences and their similarities.


Remembering by using organizational schemes is ancient, some of which are usually described in cognitive texts under the heading of "mnemonics."  Bartlett (1932) in a classic study (that, incidentally, recognized the social nature of remembering far better than many current researchers) showed that people seemed to use "schemata" to comprehend the stories and images whose recall or reproduction he later tested.  In general his studies (and the hundreds done in the past three decades patterned on it) have shown that we remember better what fits the schema than what doesn't.   The data of experience are assimilated to the schema, even if this means some modification to make it fit.  Further, many aspects of experience just “slip through the mesh” of the schema.  Finally, schemas fill in missing pieces of information, leading to subjects “remembering” information that was not presented.


We try to organize events meaningfully.  Many, perhaps most ecological events are already ordered, coherent gestalts that have continuity with prior events and knowledge.  Thus, ordinarily we remember quite well without intending to remember.  However, we can generate artificial schemas if we expect to have to remember material which yields no natural organization, which lacks coherence and continuity relative to our prior experience and knowledge.   


A schematic strategy of remembering is metaphorical in nature.  Metaphor is using one event to illuminate to another.  We use something different but related (i.e, similar) to understand the task or material in focus.  This is also an example of the general pragmatic principle of contexting.  Putting material in a context, backgrounding what is in focus, makes it possible to see (experience) its meaningfulness in a new way.  This metaphorical way of remembering both hides and reveals (cf., Lakoff & Johnson, 1980).  This is precisely what the research literature -- without ever noticing the connection to metaphors -- on schematic remembering has shown.  If subjects read a sentence such as "Carrying the piano to the third floor apartment was difficult and dangerous," they have trouble recalling the word "piano" later in a different context (e.g., "The passage he played on the piano required dexterity and sensitivity.") that highlights not the weight of the piano but its musicality (ref.??).  This suggests that what is remembered are affordances, not objects or events per se.


What makes metaphors and mnemonics work is that they are similar enough and different enough.  For example, studies on the use of imagery to enhance remembering have found that imagery is most helpful if the image constructed of the two words, for example, to be recalled together is that they go together in some coherent way and that the image generated is unusual (McDaniel & Einstein, 1986; Wollen, Weber, & Lowry, 1972).  For example, if we want to remember that "hamburger and train" go together, then an image of a train "as a hamburger" on a giant bun would be more effective than separate images of a train and a hamburger or a conventional integrated image of, for example, a train carrying hamburgers.  


There are many problems with schema theory, at least as a general account of our ability to remember (e.g., McCabe, 1986; McArthur, 1990), but we would like to draw attention to just two things.  First, the use of schemas should be discussed as a form of attention, but these two literatures are rarely related.  Second, and related to the first, is that numerous studies, particularly in impression formation in psychology, have found that material about a person that is odd and atypical is often better remembered than more schematically appropriate material (ref--- Psy Bull article).  What cognitive and social psychologists were slow to discern is that the situation is like the situation in comprehending and using language, namely the necessity that any statement be in some sense "news" (novel, different)  and "old" related to prior patterns, continuities, and experiences.   What deserves exploration is that in some cases the salience principle and the schematic principle may be opposite sides of the same coin.  We remember what is coherent and patterned, but we also remember what is odd and unique.  In both cases we are differentiating, but at two different levels of analysis, or across different size chunks of the space-time matrix.  In both cases some underlying organizational principles are at work that produce a salient point or a salient pattern.  We can remember a few odd things, or a few patterns which organize previously odd things into their positions and places in a larger whole (a gestalt).


Memory research was dominated for much of the past few decades by various versions of the power of organization-- schemas, scripts, networks-- to make materials memorable.  What seems to have surprised and puzzled memory researchers more is the recognition that distinctiveness is equally crucial to remembrance.  Hunt and McDaniel (1993) considered their relation “enigmatic”.   In a review of distinctiveness findings Schmidt (1991) took it as a well-known fact that distinctiveness enhances memorability-- “The unusual, bizarre, or distinctive event seems inherently more memorable than common, everyday occurrences” (p. 523)-- but came to the conclusion no theory other than an incongruity theory, not unlike the one offered here, can account for the complicated set of findings across many studies.  If this is so, then it is the relation between invariance (organization) and variance (distinctiveness), between coherence and clarity that creates the conditions for memorability.  If a pattern exists but cannot be differentiated from other patterns it is not likely to be remembered well, any more than a bizarre occurrence will be remembered if it is one of many equally bizarre occurrences (McDaniel & Einstein, 1986).  Perfect order (i.e., everything has its place) and perfect chaos (i.e., everything is incomparably unique) provide no basis for remembering, or put another way, similarity and dissimilarity are required.   As Reed and Smith (1996) put it:  “the organizational processing . . . is necessary for the beneficial effects of distinctive processing to emerge. . . .  organizational encoding contributes to item memory through the necessary but indirect route of establishing the episodic context for the more specific distinctive information.....” (p. 224).  They add an interesting note.   If an individual is trying to recall his or her particular perspective on some prior event, it will help little for another person who experienced the same event but from a different perspective to provide a distinctive cue that is personally meaningful them.  Rather, what is more likely to help is providing a cue about the organization of the event that is likely to be consensually shared; the person can then use their organizational skill to differentiate what was salient for them.  Thus, working together to remember the basic structure of an event enables each person to reconstruct his or her particular perspective in it, and to make a more or less unique contribution to a proper, full-bodied account of the event.  The result of such remembering advances both social solidarity and social diversity.


Bransford, McCarell, et al.  (1977) argued that "a major role of past experience is to provide 'boundary constraints' that set the stage for articulating the uniqueness, as well as sameness of information"  (p. 434, my italics).  Given that there are many possible patterns that could be discerned in any event or set of events in which we participate, and a correspondingly large number of exceptions to those patterns (i.e., salient incongruities), how are some selected to memorialize while others are forgotten?  Finding an answer to this question requires consideration of the third principle of remembering.

(3) Comprehensivenes:  Remembering what is significant

We remember what is significant, what is meaningful, what matters, what has implications for what we should do, feel, or think .  An apparently obvious example of this is what is called "flashbulb memory" (Brown, 1977), where some event (e.g., our hearing of the death of a loved one or a famous person) generates an emotional flash that sears the moment into our consciousness.  Research (e.g., Neisser, 1991) has suggested that even these dramatic remembrances are not notably accurate.  Storing copies of the events of our lives, even the dramatic moments, is not apparently what we need.  Remembering is not about some literal, automatic, and mindless accuracy.  Our memorial accounts are not tape recordings of our history.  It is interesting in this regard that the dramatic abilities of persons like Patient S studied by Luria (1968) to recall events (e.g., a list of words presented by the experimenter some months before) are of little use to him.  His memorial abilities treated every event as unique, but he was unable to see patterns, not the patterns of coherence that allowed him to distinguish one event from another, but the patterns that establish the directions in which events were moving, the patterns that had implications for what needed to be done next.  It was as if Patient S had memory without intelligence, a kind of CD-ROM that would play back whatever selection his interlocutor would press, but for whom the event meant nothing.


As we have noted earlier, intentionality is a mark of intelligence.  Intelligence is discerning what goes with what and to what purpose.  Remembering too is about purpose.  Purpose is about going somewhere, achieving some goal.  Remembering is a cognitive and social skill that serves our intelligence, our ability to pursue goals (Anderson, 1997; Kihlstrom, 1996; Conway & Pleydell-Pearce, 2002).  Kurt Lewin, the great social psychologist, was once at a cafe with his graduate students discussing remembering when he noticed that his waiter never wrote down any of their orders.   At the end of the two hour discussion the waiter produced a "perfect" bill, but one half hour later when Lewin asked him to repeat "the feat" he could not.  He had forgotten because the bill had been paid and his task was complete.  This incident led to the discovery of the "Zeigarnik effect," (ref?  recent review) the greater memory for uncompleted as opposed to completed tasks, named for one of the graduate students involved in the coffee house discussion (Zeigarnik, 1938).


The significance of events is not a characteristic of an event independently of the person participating in the event who may be later called upon to remember something about the event. Pichert & Anderson (1977) found that what persons going through a house remember depends on whether the task that motivates their tour is redecorating it, burglarizing it, inspecting it for violations of building codes, or surveying its possibilities for playing "hide and seek."  I once talked to a Russian woman who had emigrated to the United States who told me she was losing her memory.  She said that because they had no paper or pencils to write down things they wished to remember, they had developed their skills of recollection and reproduction to a high level.  Now that she had easy alternatives to remembering, her skills were attenuated.  Remembering for them was largely a prospective activity (ref.), that is, consciously directing their future activities based on their past experiences.


The uniqueness of the components of a larger pattern are often lost to view once the larger pattern is perceived.   That is, if the uniqueness, the salience, of the parts is no longer significant, only the pattern is remembered with any great accuracy.  A fascinating example of this is research done by Jim Jenkins and his students (Chew et al., 1982) in which subjects heard sections of four melodies that together comprise a Bach chorale played either in isolation, or two, or three at a time.  In short all the parts in the chorale were heard, but decontextualized to a greater (a section of a single instrument's part) or lesser extent (a section of a trio of the four parts).  The surprising result was that subjects later recognized the full four-part chorale and remembered it as what they heard. When the bits and pieces they actually heard were re-presented, they judged them to be defective (i.e., not what they had experienced earlier) to the extent that they departed from the full chorale. These results, which are similar to those of Bransford & Franks (1971), show that subjects spontaneously integrate information that is meaningful into even larger units of meaning.  It is these larger units—meanings, which are in some sense constructed, but in another sense are discovered-- that are used as the basis for memory judgments. Remembering seeks comprehensive meaning.


Remembering what is meaningful and significant is to value comprehensiveness.  If clarity marks the contingencies of life, and coherence marks the rule-governed aspects of knowing and doing, then comprehensiveness is the level of ecological law.


What if it was meaningful and significant to listeners to be able to recognize the individual parts that make up the Bach chorale?  If listeners have developed their musical skill so they can differentiate and relate these parts, they can recall what less experienced listeners cannot differentiate.  One cannot remember what one cannot perceive.  Perception and attention are critical to remembering.  All are about meaning and significance.


One of my favorite studies that reveal the importance of meaning and significance for what is remembered, and why, is Ulric Neisser's study of John Dean's recollections about the events that we have come to call the Watergate scandal (Neisser, 1981). Neisser compared Dean's recollections presented to Congress during the investigation of the scandal with White House tapes that were later learned to be in existence.  The tapes recorded many of the same events about which Dean had testified, thus presenting one of those rare opportunities where we can compare a person's account of events "with the record."    


To summarize Neisser's findings, Dean did in fact remember many details quite accurately, but he confused who said what, at which meeting it was said, and his own motivations affected recall (e.g., he recalled Nixon praising him for a doing a good job when the tapes revealed no such comments).   Dean's specific and even "gist" memory was often inaccurate, but the overall the picture painted by his testimony was chillingly accurate.  Neisser suggested that the level at which Dean (and the implication is, people in general) remembered events should be called "repisodic," a thematic accuracy across repeated episodes none of which may necessarily be recalled with precision.  To summarize, we appear to remember what is significant more than just details (i.e., salience) or even the general truth (i.e., schematic) of the episodes of our lives.  Adaptive, not literal, accuracy seems to be what usually motivates us.   But is there anything beyond adaptation that moves us to remember?  Is there more to remembering than intelligence?  I have been arguing for values-realizing.  Where is values-realizing in our remembering?  As we have seen, it is in salience, schematics, and significance, but perhaps it appears most surprisingly, and movingly, in sapient remembering.

(4) Complexity:  Sapient remembering




Remembering intends not only clarity, coherence, and comprehensiveness, but complexity.  By complexity I mean the multi-dimensioned, multi-leveled nature of memory activities. The multiplicity of dimensions of remembering is illustrated by Pichert & Anderson's (1977) widely cited study, discussed earlier as an example of significant remembering.  They found that when participants were asked to switch perspectives after the fact (e.g., to recall the house from an interior decorator's perspective rather than the burglar's perspective they used while listening to the passage), their recall shifted as well in a direction appropriate to their new perspective.  Memory is not necessarily trapped by the angle of entry (or perspective) any more than perception is.  However single-minded we can train ourselves to be, noticing only what has been preordained to be relevant, our natural tendency in perceiving and remembering is multi-dimensional and multi-perspectival.


An example of the multi-leveled nature of memory activities is found in the puzzling dissociations that can occur between kinds of memories.  An amnesic adult who does not recall his parents having been killed, or his going to the funeral, may still remember that he has no parents living (Hirst, 1994); other examples will be mentioned shortly.  I will return to this form of complexity later in exploring the functional value(s) of remembering.


Perhaps the most common form of complexity of remembering is temporal changes in memory.  One of the most fundamental assumption laypersons and psychologists make about memory is that it becomes worse over time. There is truth in this assumption, but is also true that  remembering may become better over time.  We say we suffer the ravages of time, but we also say that wisdom comes with age.  How might time contribute to wise remembering?  How can remembering be sapient?


A nice example from the research literature is provided by Marigold Linton (1982), who tested herself on her ability to remember the daily events of her life over a six year period.  Each evening she would pick two distinctive events from the day and write a description of them, rating their surprisingness and importance.  For example, she might describe a trip she took to Chicago for a committee meeting that day, including her going through O'Hare airport, what hotel and room she stayed in, what she had for dinner, who was at the meeting, and what they did.  Once a month she would randomly pull out several of the cards describing her memories to see if she could still remember them.  What she learned about remembering fascinated and surprised her.


First, she began to realize that some of the most important events of her life were not included in her choice of events to be tested.  Linton discovered that the most significant commitments and concerns of her life-- her teaching, her family, her passion for racquetball-- were rarely salient enough to be included to be remembered.   They were not new, or different, or odd; they were quite ordinary.   One important limitation of many memory studies is that, like Linton's, they fail to involve the most significant long term events and meanings of our lives.


Second, Linton found that her rate of forgetting was about five-percent.  This is in marked contrast to the massive forgetting of lists of nonsense syllables noted by Ebbinghaus (1888) who studied his memory a hundred years before Linton.  Memory is about meaning and ironically Ebbinghaus, in his attempt to understand memory as a mechanism, systematically tried to keep meaning out of the picture.  In doing so he largely voided the phenomenon of interest.  Unfortunately, this is still far too true in cognitive studies (Glenberg, 1997).  


Third, most of Linton's forgetting was not of the sort that she could not remember experiencing some event like the one described on the card, but that she could not differentiate one such event from many other similar events. For example, because of many repeated experiences at O'Hare airport she came to know the airport in a way that was both highly accurate and not much like what we ordinarily call "remembering" at all.  We change when we learn.  We become new creatures (Michaels & Carello, 1981).


Fourth, and most significant, Linton found that the significance of events changed over time. She expected that the ratings of importance she made of each event would be correlated with how well she remembered it.  She was wrong.  An event that was distinctive enough to be chosen but seemed unimportant, for example, a game of racquetball with a new partner would later take on great significance as the partner became a close friend.  Some event that seemed monumental at the time (e.g., sending a book manuscript off to the publisher) became eminently forgettable as events unfolded (e.g., when the manuscript was returned for revisions).  To put it ecologically, what Linton discovered over time was the complexity of events.  Remembering was transformed as invariants that were invisible over short stretches of time became apparent, and what seemed like important threads of existence were cut short or unraveled.  The meaning of events and our lives changes.  As Linton (1982, p. 88)) describes it:  

Just as historians must interpret and rewrite history as time passes, so we all rewrite our own personal histories.  Few of us are wise enough to be able to predict at the time of their occurrence how significant events will prove to be. . . .  If [events] come to be less important than anticipated we may simply delete them from memory.  If they become more important we link them to the later crucial events-- we rewrite this chapter in our lives.

It is important to realize that this rewriting of history may be undertaken to improve accuracy, not to degrade it.  Klein and his colleagues (2002) argue that:  "New information may cause previous episodes to be reinterpreted, drastically changing one's judgments of a person or a situation.  Fred's friendly willingness to help you with household repairs may take on different significance if you learn that he is attracted to your wife. . ." (p. 314). 


Remembering is crucial to finding our identity, to discovering the truth about our lives, to revealing the vocations that define our place in the universe.  When we rewrite history we lose something, but we also gain something if we do it responsibly.  Psychologists have too often assumed that the task of remembering is to function as a copying machine and when we discover that we are not very good copiers, the implication is that we are not in very good working order.


Certainly, complexity (i.e., truthfulness through change) is not a theme in the research literature on memory.  A values-realizing approach would make it so. A few examples of claims that memory changes in ways that make the remembrance more realistic, useful, and accurate, not less so, are scattered throughout the memory literature.  Let me indicate several of these references, and then explore how an appreciation for the complexity of remembrance moves us toward a better understanding of the function of memorial systems.


In his book on memory Kotre (1996, p. 66ff) recounts his remembrance of his 15 year old stepdaughter running away at night, he and his wife frantically looking for her, and being very angry when they returned home to find she had slipped back inside while they were looking for her.  Later the remembrance shifted to become Adrienne's great escape; it was a humorous escapade rather than the frightening and infuriating event it had been originally.  He is not explicit about what occasioned the change, but one gets the impression he and his wife came to an increased appreciation for Adrienne's perspective on the events leading up to the "escape."  Perhaps, the egoism of the original perspective was corrected by further reflection on the episode, its precursors and consequences, so that it included his daughter's perspective as well as his own.  If so, the remembrance did not merely change, but changed to be more comprehensive, to be more just in its accounting of events.


Hirst (1994) and Eakin (2000) are two authors who have directly discussed the complexitiy of changes in remembering.  Both have done so in the context of autobiography, our attempts (mostly informal) to make sense of our lives, to select and order events into a narrative.  It is now widely acknowledged (e.g., Neisser, 1994; Salovey & Singer, 1993; Conway, 1996) that autobiographical remembering plays a crucial role in a sense of self.  Many authors think remembering is crucial not just for an awareness of self, but that it is one of the constitutive dimensions of selfhood (MacIntyre, 1994; Conway & Pleydell-Pearce, 2000).   

New experience may alter self by buttressing existing themes, but often one cannot easily weave a present experience into the ongoing narrative without disturbing a narrative theme.  A new experience might evoke new attitudes and beliefs, and these in turn may require new narrative themes. . . .  An entirely different narrative might result from the changed mnemonic landscape.  Instead of being married, one becomes a widow.  The theme of how to cope with the demands of marriage changes to the theme of how to cope with grief and loneliness.  Old memories are revived, others changed, others forgotten, in an attempt to deal with the new theme.  (Hirst, 1994, p. 253-254)


Hirst had persons with amnesia due to accidents provide autobiographical accounts of their lives.  In general, what he noted was that there accounts were detailed and well-ordered with various themes of significance up until the time of their head injury.  By contrast, their descriptions of their post-traumatic lives were sparse, vague, and lacking a clear sense of direction and significance.  In short, the identity of their lives was distorted.  For example, HM was a man who had been an executive in paper company, but had lost his ability to describe this aspect of his life.  Rather he described his work life in terms of being a lumberjack, which he had done earlier in his life before being shifted in a management role.  Despite his self-described lumberjack identity, Hirst observed that his demeanor and attitudes were those of an executive.  While his conscious self-descriptions told one truth, his actions revealed another truth.  What might be considered his implicit, procedural skills (the word "memories" seems inappropriate here) contradicted his explicit, semantic descriptions of his life.


More surprising, though, was Hirst's observations of amnesics who were able to maintain some sense of narrative and identity despite their poor skill in general tasks of remembering (e.g., recalling a pattern just seen, summarizing the plot of a simple story just told).  What seemed critical to the existence of "these islands" "in the midst of their ocean of forgetfulness"  (p. xxx) was the personal significance of the events as it related to their intentions and emotional involvement.  Thus, an amnesic who liked to gamble remembered quite well who owed him money and the scores of the games on which the bets were made. This observation seems similar to those mentioned in the chapter on perception and action in which brain-damaged patients could engage in skilled actions in a meaningful, normal context that they seemed unable to do when isolated as a simple goal-oriented action in a testing situation.


Two patients seemed to have engaged in revisions of their life narratives, taking into account the catastrophic changes occasioned by their accidents.  LK was a man whose life story was one of self-sacrifice in order to advance the fortunes of his son, his only child.  The son had gone onto medical school as the father had wished, making the father and mother proud parents.  On general memory tests (e.g., repeating three words after 30 seconds of distraction) LK was an abysmal failure.  Nonetheless, Hirst reports that on one visit to his lab, LK recalled the visit of his son two weeks earlier with startling clarity and accuracy.  The son had come home from his medical residency to tell his parents that he was abandoning his medical career.  LK was crushed by this turn of events and told Hirst that he blamed his amnesia for the son's decision.  His son, he explained, was giving up medicine because of its (and thus, his) impotence to cure the father's problem.  Hirst argues that LK not only shows a surprising ability to remember, but that this remembering entails "the rejection of old themes and the development of new ones," in this case a shift from a theme of sacrifice on behalf of the successful son to a theme of the power of amnesia to undermine not only his own powers and accomplishments, but those of his son as well.


A second, equally dramatic, example of changing identity is that of TF, a high-powered lawyer whose life had been marked by constant privilege and success.  Hirst reports that when he first met him, TF was confident that money and effort, both of which he had in abundance, would restore his lost memory.  Over time, though, Hirst noticed that the life theme of omnipotence was displaced in his recollections of his earlier life by themes of limitations and frustrated desires.  In a formal autobiographical accounting given during this later period, TF largely omitted describing the period of his power and success as a lawyer, spending the bulk of his recollection on his college years.  Hirst notes:  "His autobiographical narrative had a nostalgic feel, not of a man conquering the world, but of one remembering fondly an unthreatening period of his life" (p. 269).  In this case the sapience of remembering seemed to lie in shifting the focus of one's life from a disconfirmed world-view (i.e., self-omnipotence) to more romantic one.  One can ask, of course, whether there might have been even better ways of remembering one's life that construed it more realistically and responsibly.  That leads back to the fundamental question that a values-realizing psychology reminds us to ask of memory?  Why remember?  What functions and purposes are served by recalling the events of our life in narrative form, and of what value is it to change the story in response to events as they unfold?
Why remember?

Imagine that learning changed you, but that you had no awareness of the change, that you had no ability to register the relation of present experience to prior experience.  Studies by Goethals and Reckman (1983) and Ross and Buehler (1994), among others, suggest that this is partially true; that is, sometimes we change and are unaware of the changes.  We remember ourselves as being the way we are now.  However, if we were always unable to compare and differentiate “then” and “now”, what would be missing?  


Linton (1982) observed that we generally lack the wisdom to predict how our lives will unfold over time.  If remembering is to help us track our lives and live "more appropriately" as Tulving (1995) suggested it does, how might it best do so?  One possibility is that memory provides a stable reference standard by which to assess the changes in our lives.  Another possibility is that as our lives unfold, remembering needs to change along with it in order to better inform and support our current and future activities.   A values-realizing hypothesis suggests that both of these are somehow true.



Before offering my own reflections, I want to consider in some detail two recent examples of theorizing about the functional significance of remembering.  Both are excellent examples of the increasing sophistication of theories about remembering, and they will serve as a test of whether the values-realizing perspective presented in this chapter has something to offer.  They will also serve to introduce important elements and themes of what I will suggest is the more comprehensive answer offered by a values-realizing approach.


Remembering for advancing the self and its goals.  The first example is Conway and Pleydell-Pearce's (2000) exploration of the nature and functioning of autobiographical memory.  They propose that autobiographical memories are "transitory dynamic mental constructions" that arise from "endogenous patterns of activation" (p. 261) in a way that is modulated by and is relevant for defining and advancing "the self."   Remembering (1) specific events, (2) general patterns of activity, and (3) particular periods of one's life, they suggest, are activities that can be used "to sustain or change aspects of the self" (p. 264) and that can assist the self in realizing its goals and engaging in "effective ways of operating on the world" (p. 265).  Numerous other investigators, they note, have developed similar analyses (e.g., Howe & Courage, 1997; Robinson, 1986; Singer & Salovey, 1993) about the functions of autobiographical memories.  


This is all well and good-- anecdotally and experimentally there is much corroborating evidence-- but why is it "the self" that functions as the locus of value when considering autobiographical remembrance?    This is a hard question to be sure, and, not surprisingly, Conway and Pleydell-Pearce do not address it.  Nonetheless, they are quite sensitive to the larger context in which autobiographical memories emerge.  It is this larger context that I have argued that must be values-realizing if psychological activities are to be successful, that is, if they are to serve their "proper function" (Millikan, 1993; Plantinga, 1993).   What do Conway and Pleydell-Pearce say about this context?


What they make plain repeatedly is that a coordinative context is required if realistic and useful memories are to emerge, and that this context is provided by knowledge and goals.  What is the nature of this knowledge and what is the source of these goals?  They argue that knowledge (e.g., I tried college twice but dropped out because of poor grades) is combined interactively with goals (e.g., I would like to work as an advocate for the poor in the legal system) to form a "self-memory system."  This self-memory system works to "implement plans generated from the currently active goals of the working self," which entails inhibiting endogenous patterns that would disrupt goal sensitivity and plan execution, and integrating and incorporating other patterns that help to maintain and evaluate goal achievement.   Thus, the self-memory system functions as a "superordinate" memory system that synchronizes multiple activation patterns operative in lower order memory systems, selecting some for access to consciousness, and/or to be linked to control processes guiding ongoing cognition and action.  


The self-memory system is to some extent a product of autobiographical knowledge.  In fact, Conway and Pleydell-Pearce believe that "goals of the working self are constrained or grounded in autobiographical memory"; it "limits the range and types of goals that a healthy individual can realistically hold. . ." (p. 266, ital. add.).  A primary function of remembering facts and events of one's life is that it serves as a check on the excesses of being goal-oriented.  If I want to work in the legal system and I remember that I have not finished college, perhaps I should consider becoming a probation officer or a bailiff rather than pursuing my "dream" of being a lawyer.


On the other hand, "autobiographical memories are primarily records of success or failure in goal attainment" (p. 266), and their generation and selection-- what is sometimes called their "construction"-- in various retrieval contexts are determined primarily by their compatibility with working goals.  Much evidence from memory studies (e.g., Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1985; McAdams et al., 1997) points to the influence of goals, themes, and stories on the construction and expression of autobiographical accounts.  For example, Woike et al. (1999) found a tendency for persons whose goals were concerned with achievement, power, and independence to remember events in which these themes were central; by contrast, the memories of persons whose goals were social, communal, and integrative were more often about friendship and love.


Conway and Pleydell-Pearce observe that little is known of how goals are generated, selected, and coordinated.  They claim, following Carver and Scheier (1982) that goals become organized into a complex, hierarchical structure, whose function is, they hypothesize, to reduce self-discrepancies between what Higgins (1987, 1996) calls "actual", "ideal", and "ought" selves.  Thus, there are multiple domains that compose "the self," a self which has multiple, competing goals.  The emergence of a stable goal structure, hierarchically organized, increases the relevance of some memories, ones which, if they become conscious or influence action, may restrain and enable the execution of workable plans for achieving those very goals.


What shall we make of these claims?  How do they relate to the claims about values, laws, and rules I have been making?  At one level Conway and Pleydell-Pearce seem to understand the generation of autobiographical memories as being law-like.  They contrast their cognitive-motivation account of such memories with a social-interactionist account, which sees memories as being produced by specific social practices (e.g., mother-child talk) for the purpose of sharing.   "Memories," they protest, "are records of progress in attaining personal goals, and we have no choice but to form them no matter what our linguistic experience" (p. 279).  Primarily, their discussion is in terms of goals and hierarchical control structures, ones I have identified as being rule-following.  But they also show an admirable humility in acknowledging our lack of knowledge about the integration, selection, and generation of goals, that is, the means by which a system becomes a system.  In the present case the system is the self, and its memorial purpose.  They hint that this purpose is self-evaluative, marked by both aspiration and a concern for realism (achievability) and coherence (reducing self-discrepancies).


From a values-realizing perspective there is much to like in Conway and Pleydell-Pearce's theorizing.  At every level and juncture of the "self-memory system" their analysis and hypothesis reveals values-realizing activities, that is, intentional, evaluative processes whose functions are coordinative and directive.  People's memories for "lifetime periods" are usually self-evaluative (p. 262); their memories of "general events" are often of personal attainments and failures, or related to them (p. 263); the "working self" motivates and coordinates the generation of goals and the construction of event memories, including the "analysis of task demands," as well as forming "the criteria" against which accessed knowledge will be evaluated; and the self-memory system attenuates or inhibits patterns of activity judged incompatible with goal attainment, although these activities are themselves constrained by the "realism" of the goals, as adjudicated by autobiographical knowledge.  Finally, the themes of self-evaluation, aspiration, realism, and integrity (i.e., coherence) mentioned in the last sentence of the preceding paragraph are important ones, ones that will be elaborated in the values-realizing approach elaborated below.


On the other hand, their analysis does not highlight or seek to account for these values-realizing processes.  More particularly, their focus on goals, hierarchies, self, and consistency are problematic.  As argued in earlier chapters on perception, action, and development, goals, by themselves, are not sufficient to legitimate and direct psychological performances.  The hierarchical structuring of goal-seeking, rule-following regimes they posit is real enough, but the "real action" psychologically is in the shifting of those hierarchies over time, what earlier was referred to as the heterarchical dynamics of values-realization.  


Similarly, their locating all these "executive control" functions in "the self" is problematic.  The inflexibility of goal-oriented hierarchical structurings when applied to the self undermines its functioning as a living, developing, complexifying person which is always social, a person-in-relation-to-others (to be discussed further in Chapter 8).  If values are located in the self, the tendency is to treat the self as a fixed substance, as an "identity" that does not change, as an "end in itself."  Persons, it will be argued throughout this book, are obligated.  Our very existence is owed to environments-- physical and biological, social and historical, metaphysical and moral.  Memories have to answer to all of these environments.  Memories must answer to values that are bigger than the self.


Remembering to balance accuracy and speed.   I introduced Klein, Cosmides, Tooby, and Chance's (2002) theory about the evolution of memory systems earlier.   What I demonstrated was that their theory claims memory has adaptive value only if the selection and coordination of "rightness" occurred in every process and in the junctures between them.  In short, as remembering evolved, what was being selected for was values.  What values?  Klein et al. propose that accuracy and speed of recall are two values crucial to useful remembering, as well as the ability to revise memorial representations when more recent information suggests a different interpretation of earlier events.  The proposal that speed and accuracy are important is not so surprising.  What is more intriguing is the way in which these two functions are realized:  they claim memories are multiple, sometimes contradictory, and sometimes especially helpful because they are contradictory.


Klein and his colleagues proposed that there are multiple memory systems that have evolved that vary in their functions.  There is considerable evidence that these memory-decision systems function independently.   However, they hypothesize that under certain conditions, decision processes recruit results from multiple memory systems, then use the results of one system "to place boundary conditions on information retrieved from the other" (p. 309).  This they take to be a lawful process, functionally designed by natural selection, not an incidental byproduct of other features of memory and decision processes (e.g., spreading activation).  


There are "inceptive" memory systems and "derived" ones, the former being encoding specific representations, while the latter are derived from the former and are more economical, abstracted summations of the information.  Both kinds of memory are useful, the inceptive memories are more detailed and thus serve accuracy (e.g., has this person ever been dishonest?), while the economy of derived memories serves the speed with which certain global decisions can be made (e.g., is this person generally honest?).  Klein and his colleagues believe that under conditions of high personal relevance (e.g., I have to make a decision about myself or about another whose actions are important to what I am doing), decision processes concerned with assessing character (i.e., traits) are designed to retrieve information from both semantic (derived) and episodic (inceptive) memory systems and integrate them.


They propose the "scope hypothesis," according to which "an excellent package  of speed plus accuracy can be engineered into a decision system by jointly activating a derived memory and the inceptive memories that contradict it" (p. 310).


The appeal of their argument is that it explains what seems to be a counterintuitive finding that has long been known about in the literature, a finding their own research clarifies.  It is that people seem to have a general impression of a person (based on their memory of experiences with that person, or based on statements they have read about the person) that contradicts the most available episodic remembrance.
  For example, I once had a student ask me to write a letter of recommendation for her.  I quickly agreed.  As she left, the word that sprang to mind was "reliable."  Since I knew readers of letters of recommendation like to have specific supporting evidence for general, impressionistic claims of that sort, I tried to think of some specific event I could recall that embodied her reliability.  I was horrified when the first event that came to mind was of the time she was supposed to run a lab for me, but forgot to show up!  Was I wrong about my impression?  Klein et al. suggest that the evolution of decision systems has selected for using multiple memory systems that are likely to provide conflicting accounts of a person's traits when those traits are of high relevance to my own actions.


As an evolutionary account their proposal is speculative, at worst a "just so" adaptive account that conflates decision processes, memory processes, and recruitment processes in a way that makes it difficult to establish which processes evolved earlier and serve as background constraints, and which processes emerged later adapting as best they could to those prior conditions.  Nevertheless, what their analysis does provide is a plausible set of functions served by existing patterns of memory-guided decision making.  Furthermore, their theory offers a set of conditions under which the integration of otherwise independent memory systems will come be integrated, namely when the information is about my character or the character of another person implicated in my actions.  It was under the pressure of writing a letter of recommendation and justifying my claims that I became aware of the conflicting views of the person that coexisted.


How shall we evaluate the proposals of Klein and his colleagues in light of our claims about values?  Particularly intriguing is their proposal that memory serves multiple values and that these may be in tension on occasion, but still work together to mutually constrain decision processes.  This appears to be a paradigmatic exemplar of my claims about the heterarchical nature of values.  


It also serves as a validating example of the value of complexity for memorial function; what is true at one level (she has been reliable) is not true at another (she has been unreliable).  Why would natural selection favor such contradictions?  Klein et al. argue that there are three functional uses for episodic information that varies from semantic summaries.  The first two, "reevaluating conclusions" and "assessing creedal value" (p. 314) are variations of a single theme, namely reinterpreting earlier information in light of the later information with the result that implications for action change, sometimes markedly.  Recent "predatory" acts may change my representation of earlier "friendly" acts, or my discovery that a source of information is unreliable may lead to some adjustment of beliefs I recall being based on that source. The third function served by contradictions is "bounding the scope of generalizations," that is, noting the exceptions to general rules (e.g, he is a kind person).  Any trait characterizations are, then, revised to be more situation-specific.  These reinterpreting and bounding functions illustrate what I will argue is a central virtue of remembering, namely criticism (see below).


What criticisms of Klein et al. claims are suggested by a values-realizing approach?  One problem is with their apparent assumption that all social interactions are represented in episodic memory.  Many studies, such as Linton's (1982) discussed earlier, indicate that we have a great deal of trouble distinguishing episodes that are similar from each other.  Perhaps we do not store individual representations of each episode.  Furthermore, many other studies suggest it is the odd episodes, the ones that diverge from the patterns that would yield trait characterizations that are most memorable.  Incongruity is an attractor for memorial representation.  In short, one could explain Klein et al.'s non-intuitive finding that traits prime contradictory episodes in the way I did earlier, appealing to the interaction of clarity and coherence functions.  What this suggests is that distinguishing episodic and semantic systems may not be the best way of describing this duality.
 


However, Klein et al. might well reply that their hypothesis offers something omitted by the values-realizing approach.  Their theory indicates when the incongruity effect is most likely to occur.  Their proposal is that is only under conditions of self-description and high-relevance other description that incongruity priming will occur, and their data (Klein et al., 2001) supports this.  I will use this insight to suggest that the function of remembering is primarily self-evaluative.  Their emphasis seems to be on the value of rapid, accurate recognition of others and the recall of their past actions toward me (e.g., cheating), so I can decide whether to trust them in the present encounter, and if so, how far.  An alternative hypothesis is suggested by a values-realizing approach (and will be developed below):  the primary worth of remembering may be to protect me against myself, rather than to protect me against others who would mislead or harm me.  Klein et al.'s own findings indicate that self-relevance is paramount in the priming of counterexamples.  When I am quick to judge myself "kind," it might be quite useful to have a heightened sensitivity to those times when I have failed to be kind.


What about their claim that remembering values accuracy and speed?  What they seem to mean by accuracy is that episodic memory is a record of all episodes, so that it is most detailed.  But what that fails to address is an issue raised by Neisser (1981) in his study of John Dean's remembering in which he argues for a kind of directional memory, what earlier was referred to as "comprehensive" or "significant" remembering, and what Neisser calls "repisodic" memory.  That is, despite Dean's errors and inconsistencies at the level of detail and even gist, he accurately portrayed the situation, its characters and their commitments, and where it was going morally.  In short, he remembered the intentional and prospective rather than the episodic.  

As Koriat and Goldsmith (1996) note, "Psychology is unaccustomed to analyzing the truthfulness of memory at this level. . ." (p. xxx).


Regarding speed, Klein et al. claim it takes precedence under conditions of low personal relevance.  The functional irony of this proposal is that we will be slowest to remember what is most important to us.  Their references to semantic memory might be better understood simply as the phenomenon of learning, of our being changed by experience, rather than by keeping some record of the experiences which has attuned our skills and sensitivities (Bransford et al., 1977).  Other evidence, to be mentioned below, suggests that remembering, at least as a consciously intentional, autobiographically critical activity, is more personal than semantic, more emotional than dispassionate.  If remembering is to serve a critical function of helping us to revise earlier impressions so that they are more comprehensive and complex, as Klein et al. themselves suggest, it is not clear that speed is the crucial value differentiating high and low-relevance situations.  The values-realizing hypothesis suggests that a larger range of values-- clarity, coherence, comprehensiveness, and complexity-- speeds up or slows down our remembering.  Speed matters, of course, but it is not clear that speed functioned as a primary constraint on the evolution of remembering.  A primary function of remembering in earlier epochs (as well as now) may have been to slow us down before we acted precipitously or judged rashly.

Identity, criticism, and hope

Recall that we were considering the question:  What would be missing if we were unable to compare "then" and "now"?  We considered two thoughtful and intriguing theories, neither of which intends to present a comprehensive theory of memory.  One suggested that remembering is self-interested, concerned to advance current goals of the person.  The other suggested that remembering is for rapid, accurate recognition of characteristics of persons (including oneself) in social situations.  More interesting for my purposes is that there is a self-evaluative aspect that is central to both accounts, one that tries to establish the truth and worth of the current situation (e.g., traits of persons interacting), as well as the worth and realism of various prospects (e.g., coherence and achievability of goals).  Although one theory focuses on autobiography and the other on social encounters, both point toward the importance of the identity of the self, its character, aspirations, and the accuracy and realism with which those are assessed.

What establishes the identity of a self and how does remembering aid in this?  Conway & Pleydell-Pearce's model indicated that there had to be a larger coordinative context within which memories arose, a context they identified as knowledge and goals.
  MacIntyre (1993) sharpens their analysis, arguing that what is required to make sense out of our behavior is that it be intentional, and this depends on the social-historical context being accounted for in some way.  To see action as intentional-social-historical is to understand it narratively.  That is, my life must be seen as a story, embedded in larger histories of which it is a part (e.g., the history of a particular family, the history of marriage as an institution).  Without this story-in-history, a life cannot be seen as unified, as having an identity.  Memory seems crucial to telling a story that establishes the uniqueness (clarity) and integrity (coherence) of our life and gives it a narrative trajectory that points toward the future (comprehensiveness).   But narrative also entails complexity, the temptations and threats, the challenges and surprises that make it dramatic and uncertain-- a quest.  In short, the intentionality of narrative pulls us to reexamine our past to discern how we should go about writing the next chapter of our life.


Without remembrance there would be no history and no story; there would be no autobiographies to offer.  Why do we need stories and biographies?  This a profound question, but the answer, I think, lies in criticism and hope.  Without a conscious past we cannot be self-critical.  We would be affected by our history, but the effect would be automatic and unavoidable.  We would be unable to change our past.  As strange it sounds, one of memory's functions is to change the past.  Through conscious reflection on our past in light of our present we can alter the effect of that past in the future.  Put differently, we can keep learning (new things) about our past.  Not always, of course, but often enough.


Eakin (2000) moves some way toward the hypothesis I wish to advance here by linking identity with change.

If the self is continuously evolving, becoming "different," then memory's task is to allow for the possibility of identity, of being the "same," that would otherwise be lacking.  Thus, memory's fallibility, its proclivity for revisionist history, may prove, paradoxically, to be redemptive.  In this view, memory would be not only literally essential to the constitution of identity, but also crucial in the sense that it is constantly revising and editing the remembered past to square with the needs and requirements of the self we have become in the present"  (p. 293-4, emphases added).

The primary caveat to Eakin's claim is that if remembering is to be "redemptive," it must be future oriented, not just oriented to meeting present needs.  It will need to answer to what might be called one's vocation (in the sense of "calling", Schwartz, 1986, Ch. 1, or "telos", MacIntyre, 1993), not just one's current tasks.  If remembrance answers to the present alone, it is too easy to engage in acts of self-justification or esteem-enhancement rather than honest story telling.


There is considerable circumstantial evidence that there is a link between future-oriented cognitive functions and remembering, and between those functions and the ability to be self-critical.  Wheeler (2000), for example, describes clinical evidence that observes that:  "Patients with frontal lobe damage seem to have an impoverished ability to consciously recollect their past, even when they know about their past" (p. 599).  He notes that clinicians reported that "patients with frontal damage seemed unable to self-reflect, and lacked the ability to daydream or engage in introspection."  Alexander Luria reported that all his frontal patients exhibited difficulty in taking a "critical attitude" toward the challenges facing them.  According to Luria,  "they seemed unwilling to evaluate themselves and address their cognitive and behavioral deficits appropriately" (reported in Wheeler, p. 601).   Freeman and Watts (1950) concluded that their prefrontal leucotomy patients were missing a sense of continuity and identity, of being the same person over time.  "Such self-continuity," they went on to note, makes "possible a feeling of responsibility for one's past and future behavior" (cited in Wheeler, p. 602).



Much more speculatively Dennett (1994) proposes that the "advent of language" was a crucial turning point in the possibility of "self-improvement-- all one had to do was to learn to savor one's own mistakes" (Dennett, 1994, p. 177).  Symbolic systems, language being the most familiar, provide a way of accounting between persons.  What is fascinating about Dennett's claim though, is that he presumes the ability of humans to identity "one's own mistakes", and even more amazing, he suggests that we learned "to savor" them.  The meaning he intends for savoring is not entirely clear, but it hints of remembering.  But why remember mistakes?


Do animals other than humans remember mistakes?   If mistakes are simply unrewarded acts, then animals register such contingencies, but it is not clear that animals attribute to themselves mistakes of a sort implying responsibility (i.e., that they would have any grounds for behaving differently if faced with the same situation).   The only point of "savouring" mistakes, that is, recalling failed or unachieved intentions, is to use the information as a constraint on simply computing current reinforcement value (or some other "automatic" evaluation of the situation) and acting on it.  Thus, attributing a mistake oneself and reflecting on it over time is to assume moral responsibility.  What exactly does remembering contribute to this assumption of responsibility?                                    


Remembering is an act of identification, of matching ourselves against the past.  Think, for example, of the biblical story of "the prodigal son" (Ref.).  The story is one of a youth "feeling his oats," cashing out his share of the family inheritance early, and then foolishly wasting it in "riotous living."  Down on his luck, he finds himself out of money, sharing corn husks with pigs in their pen.  In this dejected state, he remembers.  What does he remember?  He remembers his identity, that he is a son of a good father.  Through remembrance he also realizes that his father's servants eat better than he is now eating.  He returns to beg mercy of his father and to become his servant.  The overjoyed father welcomes him home, not as a servant but as a son, honoring him with a feast.


The matching may yield self-criticism; the prodigal son remembers and observes how far he has fallen. The matching may yield hope; the prodigal son remembers the wealth and generosity of his father.  In remembering we are reminded that we are imperfect, but we also discover that we are going somewhere and in that discovery we have the possibility of turning around, of retelling our story, of redefining our existence. What was a tragedy may come to be seen as a means of growth; what was a “triumph” may come to be redefined as “succumbing to temptation.”  Eliot's quote at the beginning of the chapter is an example of rethinking one's goodness.  Without the ability to remember, humans would be like the author of a novel who tried to write the next chapter in her life without knowing what was in the prior chapters.  Our life is always continuous and discontinuous; it yields identity and it can yield rebirth.  Remembering is a virtue that makes identity and change possible.


On the old view of memory, its function was accuracy.  On the newer view of memory its function is self-esteem.  Its function is neither.  Both views shortchange the future.  The former focuses my rightness now about the past; the latter focuses my rightness then, supporting my present actions and goals.  Memory's functions are truth and identity, self-criticism and hope.   Real remembering is not about rightness then or now, but ongoing self-critical reflection to keep oneself on a proper trajectory.  As a consequence:

The 'truth' of the past is always, at least potentially at issue.  It is not to be found unambiguously deposited in some objective social record or archive, nor yet as infinitely malleable in the service of the present.  It obtains neither as 'fact' nor 'invention', but as an epistemological enterprise . . . (Middleton & Edwards, 1990)


Albright (1993) indicates that remembering may be more than "an epistemological enterprise"; it may also be ethical.

In some ways, the remembered self, though it offers us pleasure and sustenance, is always a liability to our pride, our egotism.  We want the self to be absolute, inviolable, its own law; and the remembered self can never be absolute-- it has suffered too many humiliations, it is crammed too full of examples of its own impotence.  (p. 24)    . . .the remembered self consists chiefly of the record of our estrangement from the good-- in a sense, our estrangement from ourselves" (p. 27-28,  emphasis added)


If memory is a "record of our estrangement," this works against the claims that are frequently made that memory functions primarily to bolster our self-esteem and advance our current goals.  But is memory negative?  Do we remember mostly bad things, good things, or something else? Wagenaar (1994) studied his own memory and found that what he remembered best were self-related events (vs. other-related) that were negative (vs. pleasant).  Thus, for example, he vividly remembered complaining to a lady about parking on the sidewalk in front of his house, only to learn she was a disabled friend of his neighbor with a special permit.  This finding of especially good memory for events that provided the basis for self-criticism was against the backdrop of most of his memories being pleasant.           


Even the novelist Proust, famed for his exultation in remembrance, believed that memory had "a power to disrupt and problematize identity" (Sherringham, 1993, , p. 292; cited in Eakin, 2000).  The simple fact is that remembering often produces inconvenient, bothersome, painful reminders. We may try dissociating those remembrances from our responsibility, shifting from an agentic, morally responsible "I" to an observant, disinterested "she" or "he", but even these dissociated recollections will haunt us.  Why do I keep thinking of her?  What is our connection? Eakin (2000) considers these matters in reflecting on Wolf's (1980) recollection of her youth in Nazi Germany, a narrative she struggled to write and which is written in the second and third person.


How does the ability to take responsibility for one's prior actions (i.e., to maintain a clear continuity between the person one is now and the person one was earlier), contribute to hope? Memory as an act of criticism works against our depressive excesses as well as against our egoistic fantasies.  Remembering may encourage, as well as reprove us.  

Memories can cut both ways-- they can depress us or elevate our spirit: they can bind us or set us free.  When the power to recall is properly channeled, reminiscence can help maintain a sense of integrity and mastery.  (Wong, 1995)   

However, since we are more likely to suffer from a self-serving egoism than from depressive realism, there is likely to be negative bias to our sapient remembrances.  Why might it be particularly helpful to recall one's mistakes?  Won't this just be depressing?  Won't this just serve to constrict and contract?  Or is it possible that it could help us "broaden and build" (Frederickson, 2001)?


Self-criticism might work to broaden and build by generating hope in two ways.  First, even if what we remember of ourselves is not pretty, the self-critical function may remind us that sometimes we have also been kind, brave, or caring, and that we can be again.  Remembering our being good in the past may inspire our being good in the future, as much or more so than learning about others who have been good (Haidt, 2000).  Second, if I am able to acknowledge that I (here and now) am the same person who had some earlier time did something that I now take to be despicable, there is hope I can change in the future to be better than I now am. That is, remembering allows me to discern some progress (i.e., I now can see more clearly than I could earlier) and encourages me that I might be able to change my behavioral tendencies as well.  In this sense hope is a kind of "retrospective prophecy," (Butler, xxxx ).


What seems apparent in the case studies reported by Hirst and others of those whose autobiographical memories have been undermined by injury is that they have difficulty having a sense of themselves that looks forward.  The tendency is either to return to some idyllic period in their lives as a refuge against their current difficulties, or to see all events in their life through the lens of their present frustration.  Without the ability to narrate the details of their life, its triumphs and tragedies, its virtues and its vices, they are left with no means of self-criticism and no basis for hoping for an improvement in their fortunes.  Without hope they seem they are without an identity.


In summary, remembering is a values-realizing activity that serves the function of self-critical evaluation.  It holds us accountable for past actions.  Such reflection leads to changes in orientation toward the future, redirecting us toward what might improve our prospects.  Without remembrance we would still have skill, but we would be frustrated, unable to engage in the self-criticism necessary to improve ourselves, or to hope that we can change for the better.  

Good, evil, and wayfinding

What is good and evil in remembering?  Overall, I have argued remembering is a good.  It has functional value in locating and reorienting us in our autobiographical journeys.  Without remembrance we could not function as social-moral creatures.  Apart from an ability to recall the episodes of our life, we would have skill and learning, but no ability to make vows or keep promises.  We could not even engage in reciprocal exchanges.


So remembering as a skill is a virtue.  But is our remembering always virtuous?  The answer, I think, is "no."  Remembering is not virtuous if we use it selectively to bolster self-esteem, suppressing our recollections of failures, injustices, or omissions.  It is not virtuous if it is used only in service of current goals.  If we do not use our memories to challenge and rethink our goals, from time to time, then we will fail to serve the future and the values that will make it worth living.  Remembering is not virtuous if it is only used for adapting to current social environments, or only for pleasing others who call us to account.  Remembrance put to use only in terms of social solidarity is defective remembering.


Perhaps the most shocking shortcoming of remembering is when it only achieves accuracy.  If our remembering is of the sort that obsesses about representational (or factual) accuracy, but senses no obligation to contribute to the improvement of our own behavior, or that of others, it is "like the person who looks in the mirror, sees himself, and goes away unchanged." (Bible, ref?).  Remembering is necessary to wayfinding (Neisser, 1988), to reorienting, to improving.
  Without this moral agenda, it becomes as useless a "circus trick" as the ability of Luria's Patient S to repeat reams of meaningless material without being able to carry out useful tasks. Remembering, if it is faithful, should encourage us by reminding us of my own failures and of the acts of graciousness by others that have allowed our survival; it should also remind us of those times when with effort, skill, and perseverance we succeeded despite dire circumstances.


Anderson & Schooler (2000) noted that one problem with adaptive theories of remembering is that it is not possible to control the quality of remembering; that is, the intention to remember does not necessarily improve remembering.  None of the fundamental psychological skills (e.g., language, perceiving) is intentional in a way that guarantees our control of it.  Being historically situated beings, called to make consequential judgments about what is good for ourselves, for others, and for the environment that we share, requires that we be creative, not just reproductive.   Remembering, the ability to rethink our past, to orient us more properly in our present for the future, demands that remembering have a freedom that puts it beyond our control.  Memory calls us to account; it helps keep us honest and humble and hopeful. 


Although we do not control our memories, remembering is an activity for which we are responsible.  It is intentional.  Remembering is an activity, not only of reflecting on unbidden thoughts that put present and prospective action in perspective, but of establishing memorials-- rituals, monuments, liturgies, holidays, etc., at both macro- and micro-levels of one's life to serve as reminders of who we are, where have come from, and where we ought to be going (see Connerton, 1989, for a discussion of the role of routines and rituals in communal memory).  We do have choices about what events to mark with memorials, or how the memorial should be shaped, polished, or tended.  For women and men who survive a holocaust or who contributed by action or inaction to its occurrence, it is important to find appropriate ways to remember.  Should we tell the story, or bury it respectfully?  If we tell the story, how should we tell it?  For the husband who has lost his wife, how should he remember her?  Should he turn some room in the house into a shrine, or should he focus on living in the future with the same grace, wit, and wisdom he remembers her exhibiting during her life?  We engage in intentional activities that make it either easier or harder for us to be reminded of the goods that make life both possible and fulfilling.


Remembering should guide us toward goodness.  It should help us establish memorials both individual and collective that remind us of our identity and enable self-criticism, encouraging us to hope for goods not yet realized.
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Footnotes

�1 Thanks to Anne Geyer for bringing this quote to my attention.





� A woman may stand at Niagara Falls with her husband years after their honeymoon and remember the days of their youth.  There is a paradox here not unlike the paradox of remembering itself.  In one sense the place is the same but the time isn't, but in another and equally real sense neither the woman, nor her husband, nor the place is the same it was years earlier.  Neither time or space are empty containers, as we often think.  It is more obvious that if I move spatially from one room to another or one city to another, that time must transpire as well.  While it is obvious that space "takes time", it is also true that time “takes space” (i.e., over time the shape and configuration of things change).  Space-time is a way we have of apprehending some of the continuity and change of events.  Events are primary: Events give space-time its meaning, not the other way around.





� Of course the myth was that the nature of material being learned did not matter to the mechanics of how memory processes worked.  Thus, research on lists of nonsense syllables, for example, would generalize to how people recalled oral narratives, the names of their acquaintances, or the events of their years spent in college.





� Klein et al. see memory, decision rules, and search engines as all "designed" (which they seem to define as an architecture not produced "by chance").  They assume that functions have been selected for because they were adaptive, not as a byproduct of chance (i.e., random) processes.   Memory, they believe, is a system or set of systems whose design features are what Millikan (1993) calls "proper functions" (e.g., a hole punch could be treated as a paperweight or a confetti maker, but that is not its proper function, according to Klein et al.).





� See Dunloskey et al., 2000, for another view.  I think their view still fits an incongruity explanation.  They treat salience as if it were an independent property of an item, obvious at the time of its presentation. The whole argument I make about complexity argues otherwise.





� Examples of salience or differentiation (what some have called the distinctiveness hypothesis, see N. Walker and P. Jones, "Encoding Processes and the Recall of Text," Memory & Cognition 11 (1983):  275-282) in memory studies include the von Restorff effect (Helen von Restorff, "Über die Virkung von Bereichsbildungen im Spurenfeld," Psychologisch Forschung (1933:  18) 299-342); the release from proactive interference effect (Delos Wickens, "Characteristics of word encoding," in Coding Processes in Human Memory , ed. A. W. Melton and E. Martin, (Washington, D.C.:  Winston)); the improved memory for "solos" in group discussions (Shelley Taylor and Susan Fiske, Social Cognition (New York:  Random) 185);  and primacy and recency effects in memory of lists (e.g.,  L. Postman and L. Phillips, "Short-term Temporal Changes in Free Recall," Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology (1965:  17) 132-138). What is surprising to me is that these and many similar phenomena are treated by memory researchers and textbook authors as quite separate in terms of their explanation.  For example, primacy and recency effects are usually explained by a complex combination of rehearsal frequency and availability in a limited short term "store", an explanation which hides the relation of these phenomena to other ones such as the von Restorff effect.





� Remembering that is salient/schematic is perspectival.  Significant remembering is prospective.  Sapient remembering is retrospective.





� It is not that we merely plug in another schematic (e.g.,  new “circuit board,” following the hardware analogy, or a new “program,” following the software analogy), or fill in the blanks of an existing schema.  If we are to use the schema analogy, schemas are to be understood as "ways of being" that are distributed throughout the nervous system, and the body, and even across the ecosystem.  Schemas are dynamic patterns, not static frameworks.


   


�  Klein et al. do not acknowledge and cite the many studies that show this inconsistency between a general trait impression and specific information that is inconsistent with it.  The earliest I know of is Anderson (1963).  To hear them tell it, this is a phenomenon of their discovery.  On the other hand, a real contribution of Klein and his colleagues has been their use of priming paradigms to study this phenomenon.  They predicted and found that under conditions of high personal relevance trait words prime episodic memories inconsistent with the trait.  Under conditions of "moderate" personal relevance trait words prime episodic memories consistent with the trait.





� Klein et al. do not seem to give a reason why the inconsistent episodes should be the ones activated from episodic memory---- why not just a weighted average of all episodes, with recency and negativity, for example, getting added weight?





�  What  seems missing in the Klein et al. account is a sense of remembering as history.  Their model seems to be a combination of what Koriat & Goldsmith (1996) called accuracy and storehouse models of memory.  The storehouse version aspect is their view of episodic memory as the storage of representations of each "separate" experience one person has had with another.  The quantity of information (storage metaphor) is assumed to insure greater quality of information (accuracy).  K & G suggest that usually these two work against each other.  Another concern is that their model seems not to attend to the order of the events, their direction (see above).  That is, there is no sense of history that is relevant for judging character.  Their descriptions seem more like sheer frequencies -- 32 incidents of friendliness, 2 incidents of predatory activity.  The narrative relationship among events is absent.





� Hunter (1990) describes the crucial role of motivation in persons with exceptional memories and states that "values are important for motivation" (p. 134).





� Perhaps, our most important remembrances are not memories at all.  Our hero remembers that he is a Ninja, or a Massai, or a servant of the queen.  Our heroine remembers that she is a senator, or a Jew, or a Marine.   It is remembering that we are husbands and fathers, or teachers and researchers, or friends and co-workers.  Our most important remembering is not forgetting our identity; it is recalling our vocation.  The change in significance, salience, or organization of events reflects what is increasingly becoming true of the person and his or her history.  It is as much a sense of anticipation as retrospection.





�  Baddeley (1994) reported that: 


There is considerable evidence from Swann (1990) that people are very sensitive about feedback that appears to mismatch their perception of themselves.  This preference for self-consistency is sufficiently powerful to outweigh the desire for praise, with the result that subject who are low in self-esteem will prefer negative evaluations of themselves to positive evaluations....... subjects who are low in self-esteem will report their matrimonial bond as stronger with a spouse who is self-critical; conversely, subjects with high self-esteem show a stronger affiliation to partners who praise them (Swann, Hixon, & De La Ronde, 1993).  These effects do not occur immediately; if the subject is required to respond rapidly, then all subjects tend to prefer praise.  It is only on reflection that subjects with low self-esteem opt for criticism. (p. 239, emphasis added)


Wagenaar (1994) makes a similar proposal.  He suggests that memory systems function better if the consequence of learning is a general rule plus a list of exceptions.  This is a more efficient way of keeping tabs on a complex reality than just learning general rules, or keeping track of each individual event.  It allows for conceptual economy, but prepares us "to deal with the singularities of everyday life" (p. 203) as well.





� Now, the tendency for those of us raised during the positivist era of psychology is to respond to claims like those just made as follows:  you are just talking about the interpretation, use, or application of remembering not remembering itself.  The actual action of remembering is unchanged.  Alas, remembering is not, as research has shown, some mechanical process that happens for which we are unaccountable.  Remembering is an activity, social and personal, practiced and developed, for which we are accountable.  We regularly admonish each other (in our best New York accents): "Fuh-ged-a-bough-dit!"  or "Don't forget."  Like emotion, which we will discuss later, remembrances sometimes seem to be and are unbidden.  As we have seen, this is sometimes because of their moral relevance, other times because they are byproducts of sensible evolutionary strategies for detecting the "news" (signposts) and "webs" (repetitions) of events in which the person is embedded. 





� Olton (1987; reported in Neisser, 1988) reports that rats with hippocampal lesions are unable to find their way through a maze, despite being able to learn individual responses.  This suggests "wayfinding" might be a fundamental metaphor for the function of remembering.  We do not remember so we can learn, but so our learning can be put to good use in finding our way through the moral, social, and physical "mazes" in which we find ourselves.






