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Abstract This paper proposes a novel account of the contents of memory. By draw-
ing on insights from the philosophy of perception, I propose a hybrid account of
the contents of memory designed to preserve important aspects of representationalist
and relationalist views. The hybrid view I propose also contributes to two ongoing
debates in philosophy of memory. First, I argue that, in opposition to eternalist views,
the hybrid view offers a less metaphysically-charged solution to the co-temporality
problem. Second, I show how the hybrid view conceives of the relationship between
episodic memory and other forms of episodic thinking. I conclude by considering
some disanalogies between perception and memory and by replying to objections. I
argue that, despite there being important differences between memory and perception,
those differences do not harm my project.

Keywords Memory · Representationalism · Relationalism · Relational content ·
Memorial content · Particularity

1 Introduction

In this paper, I propose a hybrid view of memory that reconciles insights from repre-
sentationalist and relationalist views about the objects ofmemory. Section 2 introduces
the problem of the objects of memory and analyzes the representationalist and the rela-
tionalist answers to it. Section 3 develops a hybrid view of memory, called hybridism,
by relying on insights drawn from the philosophy of perception. In particular, I intro-
duce Susanna Schellenberg’s recent attempts to formulate a hybrid view of perception
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and extend it to memory. I argue that, by adopting a hybrid view of memory inspired
by hybrid views of perception, we can consistently preserve good elements from rep-
resentationalism and relationalism about memory without inheriting their problematic
aspects. Section 4 expands hybridism and applies it to two ongoing disputes in philos-
ophy of memory. These are the co-temporality problem and the relationship between
episodic memory and other forms of episodic thinking. In bringing hybridism to these
debates, I expect to show that not only it sheds light on an old dispute in philosophy
of memory, but also offers prospects for advancing ongoing discussions in the area.
Finally, Sect. 5 considers some objections to my project. In particular, I consider some
disanalogies between perception and memory that could motivate such objections and
a separate objection which states that hybridism fails to avoid disjunctivism. With
respect to the first, I argue that although there are, indeed, some important disanalo-
gies between memory and perception, those do not harm my proposal. In relation to
the second, I argue that taking hybridism to be committed to disjunctivism overlooks
two important aspects of the view developed here.

2 The objects of episodic memory

When we remember events from our personal past, our memories seem to refer, or to
be about, things that long ceased to exist. For example, when I remember my tenth
birthday party, it seems to me that I stand in a relation to an event, my tenth birthday
party, that occurred in the past, but that no longer exists. Recently, the psychologist
Endel Tulving (1972, 1985a) called episodic memories the memories that refer to or
are about events. Despite there being different kinds of memories (see, e.g., Squire
2009; Michaelian and Sutton 2017; Werning and Cheng 2017), I will be concerned
exclusively with episodic memories, or what philosophers sometimes call “recollec-
tion”.

Although I said that episodic memories are memories about events, this characteri-
zation can be misleading. Because other kinds of memory, such as semantic memory,
can also be about events—e.g., remembering that Uruguay won the 1930 Football
World Cup—a more precise characterization would be that episodic memories are
about events that subjects experienced previously in their lives.1 So, remembering
my tenth birthday party is an episodic memory because I was perceptually related to
that event previously in my life. In contrast, remembering that Uruguay won the 1930
Football World Cup is not an episodic memory, for despite being about an event, I did
not experience it.

One important question relating to episodic memories refers to the nature of their
objects. Traditionally, two opposing accounts have been proposed. Representational
theories, or simply representationalism, hold that when I remember a past event, I am
directly related to amental representation of the event, but only indirectly related to the
event itself (Locke 1975; Hume 2011; Russell 1921). In contrast, relational theories,
or simply relationalism, claim that, when I remember a past event, I stand in a direct

1 In fact, even this characterization is problematic, as I can semantically remember events that I experienced
previously in my life. For my purposes, however, these problems can be put aside.
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relation to the event itself (Reid 2000; Russell 2001; Laird 2014; Debus 2008). In
opposition to representationalism, relationalism denies the presence of any intermedi-
aries betweenmemories and the events remembered. Despite its historical prominence
and importance, the question about the objects of memory has been largely neglected
in the contemporary debate. It is not entirely clear why this is the case, though. As I
will argue below, how one conceives of the objects of memory will change how one
understands different aspects of the metaphysics and the epistemology of episodic
memory. In this context, despite my main goal here being to provide a framework in
which representationalism and relationalism can be reconciled, I also expect to make
clear the importance that this question has for contemporary philosophers of memory.

The opposition between representationalism and relationalism can be better visu-
alized by looking at how they answer three different questions about memory. The
first question, which I will call the problem of error, is how memory errors are pos-
sible. The second question, which I will call the problem of indistinguishability, is
how and why successful and unsuccessful occurrences of remembering can be indis-
tinguishable from the point of view subjects. Finally, the third question, which I will
call problem of epistemic particularity, is the question of how memory grounds our
knowledge of particular past events.

Representationalism offers simple and intuitive answers to the two first questions.
Because memory is said to represent past events, error can be explained by appeal-
ing to the notion of content. Content, as Rowlands (2017) points out, is normative,
which makes it possible to assess memory representations for accuracy. In relation
to indistinguishability, representationalism explains it by saying that successful and
unsuccessful occurrences of remembering share a “common factor”, i.e., they all have
representations as their objects. So, because their objects are of the same kind, suc-
cessful and unsuccessful remembering can be phenomenologically indistinguishable.
However, representationalism faces trouble to explain the problem of epistemic par-
ticularity. When I remember a past event, such as my tenth birthday party, it seems
to me that I remember an event that actually happened (see Debus 2008, 2014; Per-
rin 2016). But, since qualitatively identical representations can be the objects of both
successful and unsuccessful remembering, or even of other forms of episodic thinking
(see De Brigard 2014a; Michaelian 2016b), the relation that the objects of successful
remembering establish to the actual past events seems to be entirely contingent, which
makes it hard to see how those mental states can ground our knowledge of the past.

In contrast to representationalism, relationalism gives the question of epistemic
particularity a central place. By denying that there are intermediaries between remem-
bering and the past events, subjects are now placed in direct contact with those events.
Debus (2008), for example, argues that, due to the presence of an “experiential rela-
tion”,where such relation is understood as supervening on causal, spatial, and temporal
relations holding between subjects and the relevant events, remembering is capable of
putting us in direct contact with the past events themselves. However, the attempt to
explain epistemic particularity comes at a price, which is that of providing a counter-
intuitive and excessively complex account of error and indistinguishability. Because
the objects of remembering are the past events, and because those events do not exist
in cases of unsuccessful remembering, relationalism has to provide an account of the
nature of the objects of unsuccessful remembering. While it is relatively easy to see
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how there can be a direct relation between a mental state and an event that exists or
that existed at some point, it is unclear whether the same can be said of non-existing
objects or events. Although some philosophers, most notoriously Brentano (2014)
and Meinong (1960),2 believe that such relation is possible, contemporary relational-
ists, such as Debus (2008), have favored a different strategy. This strategy consists in
adopting a disjunctivist account of memory along the lines of disjunctivist accounts
of perception (see Martin 2004; Fish 2009). The main claim of disjunctivism is that
successful and unsuccessful remembering are only similar with respect to their phe-
nomenology. Based on this, it is further claimed that phenomenological similarity is
not enough to group those mental states under the same metaphysical kind.

Disjunctivism becomes appealing to relationalists because it helps them to explain
the problems of error and indistinguishability. With respect to error, unsuccessful
occurrences of remembering can be simply regarded as being different in kind from
successful ones. This allows relationalists to consistently hold that, while successful
remembering is essentially relational, unsuccessful remembering is not. As to the
problem of indistinguishability, relationalists can simply deny that indistinguishability
alone is sufficient to group mental states under the same kind (see Debus 2008, pp.
414–415; Martin 2004, p. 37).

Although disjunctivism offers an alternative to relationalists in accounting for error
and indistinguishability, it faces a number of problems that make it unappealing.
Besides offering a counterintuitive account by underplaying the importance of phe-
nomenology to understand the nature of memory, disjunctivism is also problematic
when considered in relation to the neurocognitive mechanisms underlying episodic
memory. Empirical work suggests that episodic memory is an instance of a more gen-
eral capacity to imagine events (Suddendorf and Corballis 1997, 2007; Schacter et al.
2012; Michaelian 2016b), or more generally to think counterfactually (De Brigard
2014a), which suggests that memory is, indeed, similar in important respects to those
mental states. Moreover, disjunctivism leads to an extreme and unmotivated view of
memory, in which successful occurrences of remembering become rare occurrences,
for given the constructive character of episodicmemory (see Bartlett 1995;Michaelian
2011), most of the memories occurring in ecological contexts should allow for some
degree of inaccuracy (Conway and Loveday 2015; see also De Brigard 2014a).

In summary, a large part of the disagreement between representationalism and rela-
tionalism is due to different conceptions of what elements should be central in an
account of memory. On the one hand, representationalism provides a simple and uni-
fied account of error and indistinguishability, but faces problems to explain epistemic
particularity. On the other hand, relationalism provides an account of epistemic partic-
ularity, but commits to an implausible view, i.e., disjunctivism, to deal with error and
indistinguishability. Despite the apparent incompatibility between them, the question
of whether a reconciliatory view is possible has received little attention in the phi-
losophy of memory. As Michaelian and Sutton (2017) have noted in a recent survey
of the area, “the prospects for hybrid views of memory remain unexplored”. In con-
trast, hybrid views incorporating elements from relationalism and representationalism

2 Although see Crane (2001, 2013) for a contemporary discussion on the topic.
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are becoming popular in the philosophy of perception (see Schellenberg 2010, 2014;
Siegel 2010; McDowell 2013; Logue 2014; Sant’Anna 2017) and, I shall argue, they
provide insightful resources to think about the possibility of hybrid views of memory.
In the remaining sections, I will focus on one prominent hybrid view of perception
developed by Susanna Schellenberg (2010, 2011, 2016) and I will propose a similar
hybrid view of memory based on it.

3 Towards a hybrid view of memory

In recent works, Schellenberg (2010, 2016) has suggested that the disagreement
between representationalism and relationalism about perception is due to, at least
in part, their focus on different elements of perception. According to her, represen-
tationalists are more concerned with explaining the phenomenological particularity
of perception, where “a mental state manifests phenomenological particularity if and
only if it seems to the subject that there is a particular present”, that is, “[...] if and only
if the particularity is in the scope of how things seem to the subject” (2016, p. 28),
while relationalists give more emphasis to its relational particularity, where “a mental
state instantiates relational particularity if and only if the mental state is constituted
by the particular perceived” (2016, p. 28).

The focus on different aspects of perception, Schellenberg adds, has motivated
different strategies to individuate perceptual states. Representationalists, according to
her, adopt the mental state view, where “experiences are individuated solely by the
phenomenology that the subject experiences” (2010, p. 20).Alternatively, relationalists
rely on the environment-encompassing view, where “experiences are individuated by
the phenomenology and the material, mind-independent objects, properties, scenes,
or events to which the subject is perceptually related” (2010, p. 21).

I think that drawing similar distinctions can be helpful to understand the dis-
agreements between representationalism and relationalism about memory. To avoid
confusion, let me start by defining the memory equivalents of those notions. I will say
that a memorial state instantiates phenomenological particularity iff it seems to the
subject that hismental state is about a past event thatwas previously experienced. Thus,
remembering, misremembering, and confabulating alike can instantiate phenomeno-
logical particularity. Similarly, I will say that a memorial state instantiates relational
particularity iff the memory is constituted by an event that took place in the subject’s
personal past, which refers to the collection of events that the subject experienced in
his life prior to the memory. Thus, successful occurrences of remembering instantiate
relational particularity, but unsuccessful occurrences do not, for only the former are
constituted by events of the subject’s personal past.Moreover, similar to the perception
case, the attempts to explain phenomenological particularity and relational particu-
larity motivate different strategies to individuate memorial states. The first strategy,
adopted by representationalists, is the mental state view described by Schellenberg
(2010), according to which memories are individuated by their phenomenological
character. The second strategy is what I will refer to as the past-encompassing view,
according to which memories are individuated by their phenomenology and the events
of the subject’s personal past.
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One clarification here refers to what I mean when I say that a memory is constituted
by an event that took place in the past. I am using the term ‘constitution’ in a very
general way, such that there are multiple ways in which a past event may constitute
a present memory. One such way would be by means of a memory trace (Martin and
Deutscher 1966; De Brigard 2014b; Robins 2016a). On this view, a past event is a
constitutive part of a present memory because the latter preserves a causal connection
to the former. The notion of constitution used in this case, however, is not that of
material constitution. As I will discuss in more detail later (see Sect. 4.1), an event can
constitute the content ofmemory evenwhen that event has ceased to exist. Anotherway
would be to say, alongwith eternalists (e.g., Bernecker 2008), that the event itself is part
of the memory because it never ceases to exist. In Sect. 4.1, I suggest that favoring the
first alternative can alleviate some metaphysical worries about the objects of memory,
but for the purposes of my discussion of the reconciliation of representationalism and
relationalism, I do not need to commit to any of these alternatives.

Let me now discuss how the distinctions introduced above relate to the discussion
in Sect. 2. Consider representationalism first. The claim that successful and unsuc-
cessful occurrences of remembering share a “common factor” is supported by the
mental state view because it seems to subjects that their memories relate to particular
events, which explains why memory instantiates phenomenological particularity. On
the representationalist account, successful and unsuccessful remembering both have
representations as objects, thus it is not surprising that their phenomenologies might
be indistinguishable. However, representationalism fails to explain relational particu-
larity. Because representations are decouplable (see Rowlands 2017), they can occur
whether or not the things that are represented exist. So, the occurrence of a past event
does not seem necessary for the occurrence of memory. This makes it hard to see how,
on the representationalist view, memory can ground our knowledge of the past.

Consider now relationalism. By adopting the past-encompassing view, relational-
ists can explain epistemic particularity. Since successful remembering requires being
directly related to past events themselves, it is easy to see how memory grounds
our knowledge of the past. Moreover, because subjects are directly related to events,
relationalism also explains why successful remembering has phenomenological par-
ticularity. However, because unsuccessful occurrences of remembering do not have
objects, the past-encompassing view faces trouble to explain how they instantiate phe-
nomenological particularity. That is why disjunctivism becomes appealing: because
phenomenological particularity is arguably the only thing shared between successful
and unsuccessful remembering, and because successful remembering is constituted
by events, relationalists can postulate a fundamental separation between them based
on the past-encompassing view. So, while it allows for a simple account of epistemic
particularity, the past-encompassing view makes things complicated for relationalists
in relation to error and indistinguishability.

The distinctions introduced here help us not only to understand the opposition
between representationalism and relationalism, but also provide an initial framework
to conceive of a possible reconciliation. The suggestion I want to put forward is that
a hybrid or reconciliatory view needs to explain both the phenomenological partic-
ularity and the relational particularity of memory. However, this raises an important
question, which is how this can be done without resulting in any inconsistencies. In
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the case of perception, Schellenberg argues that we need to preserve the idea that
perception has content and adopt the environment-encompassing view as a general
strategy to individuate perceptual states. I will follow her suggestion here and propose
that, in the case of memory, preserving the idea that memory has content and adopting
the past-encompassing view provides the path to reconcile representationalism and
relationalism. But, before we move on, a few words on why it is important to pre-
serve those things. On the one hand, the idea that memory has content is important
because it provides a way to distinguish between successful and unsuccessful remem-
bering by allowing us to assess those mental states for accuracy. In doing this, we
can explain, moreover, the nature of the “common factor” that those mental states
share—i.e., both have contents—thus providing an account of indistinguishability. On
the other hand, preserving the past-encompassing view is important because it allows
us to distinguish successful remembering from unsuccessful remembering in terms of
its relationship to past events. That is, in the same way that, according to Schellen-
berg’s environment-encompassing view, the particulars that are perceived constitute
the contents of perception, the past-encompassing view requires that the particulars
that are remembered—i.e., events, objects, etc.—constitute the contents of memory.3

This allows us to build into our theory the relational aspect that explains how mem-
ory grounds our knowledge of the past. More importantly, because we can now say
that successful remembering and unsuccessful remembering have a common factor,
the relational aspect introduced by the past-encompassing view need not lead us to
disjunctivism. The differences between those mental states can be properly accounted
for without positing a fundamental separation between them.

The claims made above will be developed in more detail in the next sections.
However, before we enter this discussion, I shall mention one important assumption
that I will be making. In order to reconcile content and the past-encompassing view,
I will be assuming an unconventional way to understand the relationship between
the content and the phenomenology of mental states, which I refer to as separatism,
and then explore how it allows us to coherently incorporate content and the past-
encompassing view into a unified view. Separatism opposes intentionalism, which is
the view that the phenomenology of our mental states can be adequately explained by
their representational or intentional content (see, e.g., Dretske 1997; Tye 2002; Byrne
2001, 2009). So, as Fernández (2017) points out, separatism says that “the phenomenal
and intentional [or representational] features of mental states are independent from
each other” (97). Therefore, my claim is that if we take for granted that a form of
separatism is true, we can have a proper hybrid view of memory. I do not expect the
reader to get on board with separatism at this point; in fact, a proper argument for a
hybrid view of memory will require a proper argument for separatism. However, since
my goal here is to explore whether a hybrid view of memory is possible, I shall set
this question aside for the moment.

Another important thing to note here is that the hybrid view of perception offered
by Schellenberg is not uncontroversial. One issue is that it leans too much on represen-
tationalism, which will make the view unappealing for those inclined to relationalism

3 See Sect. 4.1 for a more detailed discussion of what it means to say that events constitute the contents of
memory.
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(see Sant’Anna 2017 for discussion). In particular, one central point of disagreement
between representationalists and relationalists is about how to account for the phe-
nomenology of perception. Relationalists, such asMartin (2004) and Fish (2009), tend
to explain it in terms of particulars being constitutive parts of experiences.However, for
the hybrid view, the phenomenology is explained by the modes of presentation, which
are elements composing the representational content of experience (see 3.1). Another
complaint, but now coming from representationalists, is that hybrid contents, or rela-
tional contents, build non-conceptual elements into the content of perception. This is
problematic because it undermines an important additional motivation for represen-
tationalism, which is that it provides a neat account of how the content of perception
can inform the content of other mental states, especially beliefs (see McDowell 1996).

Thus, it is not entirely clear whether hybridism has been successful in fully rec-
onciling representationalism and relationalism. Whether there can be such a full
reconciliaton or what elements from each view should figure into a reconciliatory
view are still open questions in the perception literature (see Locatelli and Wilson
2017, p. 209). The same challenges, I think, should be expected to arise in relation
to memory. However, these challenges do not diminish the importance of developing
hybrid views. Even if hybrid views fail to satisfy the demands of “pure” representation-
alists and “pure” relationalists, they still offer a promising alternative for those who
are not convinced by either of the “pure” theories. Moreover, in historical terms, this
is an important development, as hybrid views show that two apparently incompatible
views are not incompatible after all.

3.1 Hybrid contents

Separatism allows for the formulation of a hybrid notion of content. Hybrid con-
tents, as I will call them, refer to the satisfaction conditions of memory that are partly
determined by its phenomenology and its relation to past events. Hybrid contents are,
therefore, an alternative notion of content designed to preserve both the phenomeno-
logical particularity and the relational particularity of memory. I will now explore this
notion in detail.

In line withmy previous discussion, I will rely on Schellenberg’s account of content
here.4 In a recent paper, she has characterized hybrid contents as two-place relations
holding between a mode of presentation of an object and a mode of presentation of
a property (Schellenberg 2010). A mode of presentation here refers to how an object
or a property appears or becomes cognitively available to the subject. So, on the clas-
sic example discussed by Frege (1980), the same object (“Venus”) can have different
modes of presentation (“morning star” and “evening star”) in different thoughts. Sim-
ilarly, the idea here is that, in the case of perception, objects and properties can be
presented in different ways in perceptual experiences. In terms of their ontological
status, modes of presentation can be viewed as parts of the representational content of
mental states responsible for determining their phenomenology. Because they estab-

4 I should note that the term “hybrid contents” is my own terminology. Despite not using the same term, I
ascribe the core idea behind this notion to Schellenberg’s (2010, 2011, 2016) account of perceptual content.
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lish what it is like for subjects to undergo different mental states, it is possible for
those mental states to refer to the same thing while not necessarily sharing the same
phenomenology. With this in mind, Schellenberg suggests that the following charac-
terization of the contents of perception can be given, where MOP refers to modes of
presentation, o is an object, and p is a property:

Perception = [MOP1(o); MOP2(p)]
I will adopt the same characterization to define the hybrid contents of memory,

but instead of objects and properties of objects, I will replace these with events and
properties of events. So, the hybrid contents of memory are characterized by the
following, where MOP refers to modes of presentation, e is an event, and p is a
property of e:

Memory = [MOP1(e); MOP2(p)]
Let me clarify what these termsmean. I will not commit to any particular account of

events here; the term is used straightforwardly to refer to situations such as visiting the
Cologne cathedral or drinking beer at the pub. Properties of events are, accordingly,
the particular constituents of those events. For example, when I remember visiting
the Cologne cathedral on a cloudy day, being a “cloudy day” is a property of that
event. Similarly, remembering “having pilsner” is a property of the event “drinking
beer at the pub”. The semi-colon separating the two modes of presentation indicates
that properties are presented as being instantiated by events despite the fact that, in
the analysis of the content, they are related to different modes of presentation.

Another thing that needs to be clarified is what it means to say, in the case of
memory, that modes of presentation present events and properties as being a certain
way to subjects. Consider the case of visiting the Cologne cathedral again. When I
remember this event, the mode of presentation presents it as being located in the past
and as having occurred. In otherwords,modes of presentation of events are responsible
for presenting events as being in a certain temporal location and as being actual, in the
sense that they happened before, or as being possible.5 Contrast this with imagining
visiting the Cologne cathedral. On such cases, the mode of presentation of the event
places it in the future and identifies it as something that can possibly happen. Similarly,
the modes of presentation of properties are responsible for presenting properties as
being instantiated or not by a particular event.6 For example, when I remember visiting
the Cologne cathedral on a cloudy day, that property is presented to me as being
instantiated by the event in question. Likewise, when I think about how it would be to

5 See Sect. 4.2 for a more detailed account. I should note here that the temporal location specified by the
modes of presentation is coarse-grained in the sense that it does not specify a particular day or time, but
only whether the event is located in the past or in the future.
6 While I distinguish between modes of presentation of instantiated and non-instantiated properties here,
most occurrences of remembering and also of episodic thinking discussed in Sect. 4.2 will contain only
modes of presentation of instantiated properties. This is because, in most occurrences of those mental
states, the properties are presented to subjects as being instantiated, even though they might not be in
reality. Thus, while it might be possible for a subject to remember non-instantiated properties of events,
such as remembering a cathedral and a sunny day, but not ascribing these to any particular event, I will
focus, from now on, exclusively on cases where the properties are instantiated.
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visit the cathedral on a sunny day, the mode of presentation presents the property of
the event as being instantiated by the event too. The important thing to note here is that
modes of presentation are the parts of the content responsible for the phenomenology
of memory, so it is possible for modes of presentation to present events as being
the case and properties as being instantiated without implying that memory refers to
events that actually happened or to actual instantiated properties. Reference, as I will
argue below, is established by another part of the content of memory, which does not
necessarily influence what it is like for subjects to undergo memorial states.

Another important thing to note is that we do not need to restrict ourselves to only
one of the properties of events. It is possible, in principle, to have a memory whose
content has two or more modes of presentation referring to different properties of an
event. For example, I can remember visiting the Cologne cathedral on a cloudy and
hot day. In this case, the content of my memory has a mode of presentation relating to
an event and two different modes of presentation relating to two different properties:

Memory = [MOP1(e); MOP2(p1); MOP3(p2)]
It might be argued that this account of the content of memory does not provide

a clear way to distinguish between events and properties. Suppose that I remember
visiting a building identical to the Cologne cathedral on a cloudy day, but for some
reason I remember this event as taking place in Hamburg. There are two possible
ways to characterize the constituents of the content of this memory. We can, on the
one hand, say that it is composed by a mode of presentation of the event “Visiting a
building identical to the Cologne cathedral in Hamburg” and a mode of presentation
of the property “cloudy day”, or we can, on the other hand, say that it is composed
by a mode of presentation of the event “Visiting a building identical to the Cologne
cathedral” and two modes of presentation of the properties “in Hamburg” and “cloudy
day”. If this is right, however, we will have different assessments of the accuracy of
the same memory. In the first case, the memory might be said to be confabulatory
because the event clearly did not occur. In the second case, it might be argued that the
memory is an occurrence of misremembering because the event in question occurred,
but one of the properties represented failed to be instantiated.7

As I mentioned initially, I am not committing to any particular metaphysical view
of events, so there is no principled way to say that one of the characterizations above
is better. However, we can choose between them in the context of our analysis of
the content of remembering. In other words, whether a property will be characterized
alongside an event, as in the first case, or whether it will be assigned a separate mode
of presentation, as in the second case, depends on the questions that we are trying to
answer with our analysis of the content of remembering. If the relevant question is
“Does the subject remember the event of visiting a building identical to the Cologne
cathedral in Hamburg?”, then his mental state is clearly confabulatory. But, if the
question is “Does the subject remember the event of visiting a building identical to
the Cologne cathedral?”, then it would make more sense to say that he does remember
such event, although he gets some of the details wrong.

7 For more details on confabulation and misremembering, see Sect. 3.2.
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While some might find this pragmatic answer unconvincing, it is does not look
completely absurd when we consider the fact that a large fraction of the memories
that we usually consider “true” involve inaccurate elements. That is, because, as De
Brigard (2014a) notes, “remembering is a particular operation of a cognitive system
that permits the flexible recombination of different components of encoded traces
into representations of possible past events [...] in the service of constructing mental
simulations of possible future events” (158), it is not uncommon for the so-called
“true” memories to have some inaccurate elements. Thus, if we want an account of the
content of memory that avoids the conclusion that most of our memories are not true,
a pragmatic strategy that focus on some but not all elements of the content according
to the purposes of the analysis starts to make more sense.

Now, given this characterization of hybrid contents, it is possible to address the
problems raised in Sect. 2 in a reconciliatory framework. For the sake of simplicity, I
will focus on cases that involve only one event and one property.

3.2 Error revisited

Let us start with the problem of error, which refers to the possibility of memory errors.
For hybridism, because all occurrences of remembering have content, it is possible to
assess them for accuracy. To clarify, consider successful occurrences of remembering
first. Hybridism says that the content of remembering consists in a two-place relation
between a mode of presentation of a particular event e1, which took place in the past,
and a mode of presentation of a property p1, which happens to be a property of e1:

Remembering = [MOP1(e1); MOP2(p1)]
This characterization explains why remembering instantiates phenomenological par-
ticularity. The modes of presentation of events and properties, which are responsible
for making them cognitively available to the subject, make it seem to the subject that
he is remembering a particular event with a certain property. Moreover, because both
modes of presentation are successful in establishing reference, the relevant event e1
and the property p1 instantiated by it become constitutive parts of remembering. This
explains how remembering establishes a relation to past events, and consequently, how
it instantiates relational particularity.

Consider now unsuccessful occurrences of remembering, which can be divided into
two different kinds. The first kind is misremembering (see Robins 2016b; Michaelian
2016a), which refers the cases where we mistakenly remember some feature of a
past event. For example, when I remember having chocolate cake at my tenth birthday
party, Imistakenly remember a feature—that I had chocolate cake instead of strawberry
cake—of an event that happened, that is, my tenth birthday party. The second kind is
confabulating, which refers to cases where we remember events that did not happen,
such as remembering that I went to the beach on my tenth birthday.

Hybridism says that the content of misremembering consists in a two-place relation
between a mode of presentation of a particular event e1, which took place in the past,
and a mode of presentation of a property.

Misremembering = [MOP1(e1); MOP2(__)]
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However, because the property presented was not instantiated by e1, its mode of
presentation fails to establish reference. In Schellenberg’s (2010) account, when the
modes of presentation fail to refer, the content becomes “gappy”. Since, in the case
of misremembering, only the second mode of presentation fails to refer, I shall say
that its content is partially gappy. To further clarify this point, I should say a little
bit more about what it means for a content to be “gappy”. Although the most natural
interpretation is to understand it as meaning that the content is somehow empty, in the
sense that subjects will experience their memories as having “missing” parts, that is
not what I have in mind here. Gappinness is a theoretical notion here and its meaning
is simply that the mode of presentation failed to establish reference. As I discuss
below in 3.3, because of separatism, the gappinness or non-gappinness of modes of
presentation do not change the phenomenology of memory. For this reason, I should
emphasize, again, that the memories whose contents are gappy will not be presented
to subjects as being empty or as missing some part.

Now, turning back to the characterization ofmisremembering given above, note that
it explains why misremembering instantiates phenomenological particularity. Despite
one of the modes of presentation being gappy, it still seems to the subject that he is
remembering an event with a property. Because of separatism, the presence or the
absence of reference by the modes of presentation only needs to make a difference to
content, but not to phenomenology. In contrast to remembering, however, misremem-
bering only establishes partial relational particularity because only one of its modes
of presentation is successful in establishing reference.

Finally, consider the case of confabulating. The content of confabulating consists in
a two-place relation between a mode of presentation of a particular event and a mode
of presentation of a property, but both fail to establish reference.

Confabulating = [MOP1(__); MOP2(__)]
That is, because the event that is made cognitively available to the subject did not
happen, the first mode of presentation fails to refer to something. Consequently, the
second mode of presentation also fails to refer, for there are no properties instantiated
by events that did not happen. In contrast to remembering and misremembering, then,
the content of confabulating is fully gappy.

Analogously to remembering and misremembering, this characterization of the
content of confabulating explains why it instantiates phenomenological particularity.
The gappiness of the modes of presentation, as I noted above, makes a difference to
the representational content of the memory, but not to its phenomenology. However,
unlike remembering and misremembering, because neither the mode of presentation
of the event nor the mode of presentation of the property are successful in establishing
reference, confabulating does not instantiate relational particularity.

One question that might be asked here is whether it is possible to have a memory
whose content contains a gappy mode of presentation of an event and a non-gappy
mode of presentation of a property.8 In the terminology used here, the content would
look like the following

8 I’m grateful to Kirk Michaelian for pressing me on this point.
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M = [MOP1(__); MOP2(p)]
One example would be remembering visiting the Coliseum on a cloudy day. Since I
have never visited the Coliseum, themode of presentation of the event would be gappy,
but the mode of presentation of the property would not, for the property of being a
cloudy day was instantiated by other events that I can remember—e.g., my visit to the
Cologne cathedral. However, on the framework developed here, it is not possible to
have amemory with such content.Whether or not a property is instantiated by an event
is an objective fact about the event, so it cannot be the case that the property “cloudy
day” was instantiated by the event “My visit to the Coliseum” because this event
did not happen. Despite the fact that “cloudy day” is a property that was instantiated
by another event that I can remember, the sense in which instantiation is used here
does not imply that the property in the content above was instantiated by the relevant
event. Because of this, the memory in question would have a fully gappy content and,
therefore, it would be a confabulation.

To conclude the discussion of memory errors, I should point out that I have been
concernedwith only some forms ofmemory errors, namely, misremembering and con-
fabulating. There are, however, other forms of errors that are of concern to philosophers
of memory. In a recent discussion about how to provide a taxonomy of memory errors,
cases of relearning and veridical confabulation have, in addition to misremembering
and confabulating, played an important role in shaping the current theories (see Robins
2016b; Michaelian 2016a; Bernecker 2017).

Cases of relearning refer to situations where we experience an event, forget about
it, and then re-acquire information about the event from sources other than our own
episodic memories. For example, I experienced my first day at school many years
ago, and for some reason or another, I forgot about what happened that day. However,
due to talking to my parents, I re-acquired or re-learned some relevant information
about the event of my first day at school. Relearning is said to be a form of memory
error because, despite the information that is re-acquired being accurate, it is acquired
second-hand (e.g., from testimony), as opposed to the first-hand information that is
acquired through remembering (from the past experience). Veridical confabulations
are, in contrast, cases where subjects represent past events accurately, but the accuracy
obtains accidentally (see Michaelian 2016a; Bernecker 2017). For example, a subject
might describe accurately what he had for dinner yesterday and take himself to be
remembering this event, but because the underlying processes producing his puta-
tive memory are not the usual processes that produce episodic memories, or perhaps
because he is just guessing, he is said to be undergoing a veridical confabulation. Like
cases of relearning, the information conveyed to the subject in veridical confabulations
is not appropriately derived from his past experiences. While there might be room to
dispute whether relearning and veridical confabulations are genuine forms of memory
error (see, e.g., Bernecker 2017), both cases seem to be intuitively plausible. So, it
seems reasonable to expect that a complete taxonomy of memory errors will need to
account for them. The question is, however, whether the hybrid view can accommodate
such errors.

I share the underlying motivation in the current literature that a complete taxon-
omy of memory errors needs to include relearning and veridical confabulations. It
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was not my task, however, to provide such a taxonomy in this paper. My discussion
of the hybrid view focused instead on central cases of memory errors which have
been discussed more extensively by philosophers of memory. Thus, the hybrid view
should not be viewed, at least in this stage, as a complete account of memory errors.
The discussion of relearning and veridical confabulation will, indeed, require further
work from hybridists, but such work is complementary to the main task of this paper
concerning memory errors, which was to discuss them in the context of the dispute
about the objects of memory.

3.3 Indistinguishability revisited

Let us consider the problem of indistinguishability now. This problem refers to the
fact that remembering, misremembering, and confabulating can be indistinguishable
from the point of view subjects. Hybridism shares with representationalism the idea
that there is a “common factor” between remembering, misremembering, and confab-
ulating, which explains why they can be indistinguishable. However, unlike traditional
representationalist accounts, it claims that only parts of the contents of those mental
states are shared. Those parts correspond to themodes of presentation. Because, again,
modes of presentation are responsible for making events and properties cognitively
available to subjects, they might be unable to distinguish, from their own points of
view, between remembering, misremembering, and confabulating. But, the fact that
modes of presentation are shared need not conflict with the fact that only remember-
ing is relational. For separatism, representational content can be different even if the
phenomenology is the same. This allows hybridism to incorporate the relationalist
idea that, in remembering, the past event and its properties are constitutive parts of
the content, which explains why remembering differs from misremembering and con-
fabulating with respect to its relational particularity. On the hybrid framework, then,
indistinguishability and relational particularity are properly integrated.

3.4 Epistemic particularity revisited

Finally, let us consider the problem of epistemic particularity, which refers to the ques-
tion of how memory can ground our knowledge of particular past events. Hybridism
explains the epistemic particularity of remembering in terms of the distinctive nature
of its content; more specifically, in terms of the nature of its relational particularity. The
content of remembering is the only one that is non-gappy, meaning that it is the only
one that instantiates full relational particularity. It is because of the non-gappinness of
its content that remembering, as opposed to misremembering and confabulating, can
ground our knowledge of particular past events.

The hybrid account thus accepts that there is something distinctive about remember-
ing, but it does not, like relational accounts, interpret this distinctiveness as a reason to
postulate a fundamental separation in relation to misremembering and confabulating.
In this respect, it integrates this idea with the representationalist idea that remember-
ing, misremembering, and confabulating share a “common factor”. This provides an
account of memory that respects its phenomenology, which is central to represen-
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tationalist accounts, and its epistemic particularity, which is central to relationalist
accounts.

One important thing to note in the context of the discussion of epistemic particularity
is that the hybrid view is not saying that successful occurrences of remembering are
forms of knowing the past (see, e.g., James 2017). That is, despite providing us with
true or accurate information about past events, it does not necessarily follow that we
know anything about those events by simply remembering them. Instead, by saying
that memory instantiates epistemic particularity, I want to say that the hybrid view
explains how memory makes it possible for us to know anything about the past. This
is a very important distinction in the context of the philosophy of memory. The reason
is that whether memory is factive, i.e., whether memory implies knowledge, is a topic
of controversy among philosophers. Since I do not want to take part in this debate, I
shall say that instantiating relational particularity, and hence epistemic particularity,
is a necessary but not sufficient condition to say that our memories allow us to form
knowledge of the past.

4 Hybridism and the philosophy of memory

Hybridism provides an alternative solution to the longstanding dispute between repre-
sentationalism and relationalism. However, it can also be insightful for contemporary
debates in philosophy of memory. I will focus on two different topics here: the co-
temporality problem and the dispute between continuists and discontinuists about the
relationship between episodic memory and other forms of episodic thinking.

4.1 The co-temporality problem

The co-temporality problem, as Bernecker puts it, refers to the question of “[h]ow [...]
can we be in direct touch with events which occurred and ended a long time ago?”
or “[h]ow can the direct object of my present state of remembering be something that
has ceased to exist?” (Bernecker 2008, p. 69). This problem is particularly pertinent
for relationalism, for as Norman Malcolm (1975) notes, the claim that we are directly
acquaintedwith past events implies that the past events exist now.But, as theBernecker
quote makes explicit, there is a tension, if not a contradiction, in saying that things
that are past exist in the present. So, relationalists have to explain how events can be
constitutive parts of remembering when they are not co-temporal with it.

One solution, proposed by Bernecker (2008), is to adopt eternalism about events.
On this view, “[e]vents do not cease to exist when they cease to be present or when
there ceases to be evidence for them. Once an event has happened, it exists eternally;
the only thing that still happens to it is that it retreats into the more and more distant
past.” (2008, p. 71). Essentially, eternalism goes against presentism, which is the view
that only the present—and therefore only present events—exist. The co-temporality
problem relies on presentism to make its case against relationalism, for it assumes,
as a starting point, that past events are the kind of things that do not exist. So, in
adopting eternalism, it is possible to say that past events can be constitutive parts of
remembering and thus avoid the co-temporality problem.
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It is not my goal to criticize eternalism here, but since some might see it as a
high metaphysical price to pay in order to deal with the co-temporality problem (e.g.,
Michaelian 2016b, p. 63), hybridism might offer an alternative route for them. For
hybridism, what must exist at the time of remembering are the hybrid contents of
memory, and not the events themselves. To clarify why this provides a distinctive
answer to the co-temporality problem, we should go back to the discussion of consti-
tution earlier. In the beginning of Sect. 3, I suggested that there are multiple ways in
which an event can constitute the contents of memory. One such way is by means of
the presence of a memory trace. A memory trace, as I understand it, is a referential
index of the original event that figures into the representational content of a mem-
ory.9 It is because memory traces work as referential indexes that we can say that
events constitute the content of our memories. However, in order to make this clear,
I should say more about what a referential index is. A referential index is a thing A
that is responsible for pointing to the existence of another thing B. A can point to the
existence of B because A is existentially dependent on B, that is, A would not have
been the case if B had not been the case. For example, smoke is a referential index for
fire because it points to the existence of fire and smoke is existentially dependent on
fire—i.e., assuming that there is smoke iff there is fire. What is important to note about
referential indexes is that they can exist even in the absence of the things that they
existentially depend on. That is, even in the absence of fire, smoke can still function as
a referential index for fire, in the sense that it points to the existence of fire at a prior
moment. Similarly, a particular memory trace T is a referential index for a particular
past event E because it points to the existence of the event E. Like the case of smoke
and fire, T can exist in the absence of E, upon which it is existentially dependent on.
Thus, in the absence of E, T can still function as a referential index for E, in the sense
that it points to the existence of E at a prior moment.

Now, the question is how does this help with the co-temporality problem? If one
wants to avoid the problem, one needs to provide an account of how an event e can
constitute the content of memory without requiring that e exists at each particular time
that it is remembered. However, if e is to be a constitutive part of the content, this
does not seem to be possible without appealing to eternalism. In logical terms, if a is
a constitutive part of B, then, whenever B is the case, a is also the case. To avoid this
worry, I will distinguish here between two senses of constituency. On the one hand, we
can say that a materially constitutes B iff a is a material part of B. On the other hand,
we can say that a metaphysically constitutes B iff the occurrence of B existentially
depends on and is explained by the occurrence of a. Otherwise put, if a had not been
the case, B would not have been the case.

For the hybrid view, events constitute contents in the second, but not the first, sense
of constituency. That is, an event e is a (metaphysical) constitutive part of a content C
iff the occurrence of C existentially depends on and is explained by the occurrence of
e. So, when one successfully remembers an event e, it is not required that e materially
exists at the time of remembering. What makes a given content C metaphysically
constituted by e is the fact that, at the time of remembering, C is materially constituted

9 The notion of a referential index is an adapted version of Charles Peirce’s notion of an index, which plays
a central role in his theory of representations.
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by amemory trace. This is possible becausememory traces are referential indexes, and
as such, they establish the relationship of metaphysical constituency between contents
and events by being material constituents of the contents. So, the hybrid view avoids
the co-temporality problembecause it allows for the claim that events (metaphysically)
constitute the content of memories without requiring their material existence.

I do not expect the reader to get on board with this solution straightaway. One
particular worry is that it relies heavily on a particular understanding of memory
traces, so more is needed to motivate it properly. Another worry might be that this
solution relies too much on the idea that there are memory traces, which might put
off some readers. I have not argued for the existence of memory traces here, but since
they are important in discussions about the neurobiology ofmemory (Thompson 2005;
Poo et al. 2016), further exploring their implications for philosophical theorizing about
memory can be potentially fruitful.

A third worry might be that more needs to be said in order to make explicit what it
means for a thing A to be a metaphysical constituent of another thing B and whether
referential indexes can be used to describe this relationship appropriately. One might
argue, for example, that the relationship between hybrid contents and events estab-
lished by memory traces is better understood in terms of dependence or entailment,
rather than in terms of constitution. I want to acknowledge all these worries and say
that they are worth developing in exploring the prospects of the hybrid view. How-
ever, due to the limitations of scope and space, I hope that the considerations above
are sufficient to give at least an idea of how the hybrid answer to the co-temporality
problem is supposed to work.

To conclude this discussion, Iwould like to address an objection that is likely to arise
in the context of this discussion of constitution. This objection says that understanding
constitution as metaphysical constitution undermines the main motivation for taking
the hybrid view to be a form of hybrid-relationalist view. Relational particularity,
one might argue, requires material constitution and not metaphysical constitution. In
response, I do not think this is right. The main motivation to account for relational
particularity is that it grounds epistemic particularity, which is aptly explained by
metaphysical constitution. Due to the referential indexical nature of memory traces,
one will have a memory whose content C is about a particular event e iff e was the
case. Thus, C necessarily and existentially depends on and is explained by e having
been the case, which is what is required to account for epistemic particularity. This
might not, of course, satisfy a “pure” relationalist, but since the hybrid view does not
aim at being a combination of pure representationalism and pure relationalism, but
rather a compromised reconciliation, this is not necessarily a problem for the view.

4.2 Continuism vs. discontinuism

As I discussed in Sect. 2, the idea that episodicmemory is closely related to other forms
of episodic thinking, such as episodic future thinking (Michaelian 2016b; Szpunar
2010) and episodic counterfactual thought (De Brigard 2014a), is receiving increasing
support from empirical research on memory (see Suddendorf and Corballis 1997,
2007; Schacter et al. 2007, 2012). This has raised the question of whether episodic
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memory differs from other forms of episodic thinking only in degree, or whether the
difference is one of kind. While people involved in the debate often focus on different
aspects of the relationship between memory and episodic thinking (see Perrin and
Michaelian 2017 for discussion), I will focus here on the metaphysical question of
whether episodic memory and other forms of episodic thinking belong to the same
metaphysical kind.

Continuists hold that the similarities between episodic memory and episodic think-
ing found by empirical research suggest that they are instances of the same kind (see,
e.g., DeBrigard 2014a;Michaelian 2016b).While continuists are not necessarily com-
mitted to the view that episodic memory and episodic thinking are the same thing, they
do not think that the dissimilarities among them support a fundamental separation. In
contrast, discontinuists hold that, while there might be striking similarities between
episodic memory and episodic thinking, episodic memory possesses some features
that makes it fundamentally distinct from other forms of episodic thinking. One com-
mon reason offered in favor of discontinuism is that episodic memory holds a causal
relationship (Perrin 2016) or an “experiential” relationship (Debus 2008, 2014) to past
events, while other forms of episodic thinking do not.

If a hybrid account of memory turns out to be correct, hybridism would support
a broad continuist view according to which episodic memory and episodic thinking
belong to the same metaphysical kind. A hybrid account would require one to take
episodic thinking to possess hybrid contents too. Assuming that this is the case, we
can explain the fact that episodic memory and episodic thinking belong to the same
metaphysical kind by pointing out to the fact that they possess hybrid contents. While
hybridism sits on the continuist side, it can still incorporate the discontinuist idea that
episodic memory is inherently relational. On this account, while (successful) episodic
memory would be non-gappy because it is successful in referring to events and their
properties, episodic thinking would be gappy, because it fails to do so.

Episodic thinking is considered to be gappy because it does not refer to existing
events and to instantiated properties. In different forms of episodic thinking, whether
we are thinking about events that can possibly happen or events that can no longer hap-
pen, our thoughts do not refer to particular events. Thus, theirmodes of presentation are
gappy like themodes of presentation of confabulating.But, despite establishing that the
contents of episodic thinking are gappy, hybridism can explain the phenomenological
similarities between episodicmemory and episodic thinking. Due to possessingmodes
of presentation in their contents, the phenomenological particularity of episodic think-
ing, or the fact that it seems to subjects that they are thinking about particular events
is explained by hybridism. Moreover, it also explains why episodic memory is unique
with respect to its relational particularity. Because of the gappiness of episodic think-
ing, episodic memory is the only one capable of instantiating relational particularity.
So, hybridismwould grant continuists that episodic memory and episodic thinking are
continuous with respect to their phenomenological particularity, but would concede
to discontinuists by saying that they are discontinuous in relation to their relational
particularity.

Onenaturalworry herewould be in relation to the relationship betweenunsuccessful
occurrences of remembering, more specifically confabulating, and episodic thinking.
If hybridism is right, then it might be argued that there is no difference between
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episodic thinking and confabulating because both have fully gappy contents, which is
an odd result. One strategy to address this worry would be to say that confabulating
is a misnomer for what are actually forms of episodic thinking directed to the past.
While this is a possible answer to the problem, I think this strategy should be avoided
if other alternatives are available. The main reason is that hybridism would need to
provide independent reasons to think that confabulating is simply a form of episodic
thinking directed to the past, but it is not clear whether there are such reasons.

As an alternative, I think that a more detailed account of the modes of presentation
present in the contents of remembering, misremembering, confabulating, and different
forms of episodic thinking, can potentially provide a framework to distinguish between
them. To clarify this point, let me first distinguish between different forms of episodic
thinking. I will follow De Brigard (2014a) and distinguish not only between forms
of thinking about possible past and future events, but also between forms of thinking
about counterfactual past and future events. Consider, first, episodic future thinking.
These refer to cases wherewe think about events that can possibly happen in the future.
For example,when I think aboutmyholidays at the end of the year,my thought presents
me with an event instantiating certain properties. However, despite seeming so at the
phenomenological level, the thought fails to refer to existing things, for the event in
question does not exist and the properties are, consequently, non-instantiated.

Consider, second, future-oriented counterfactual thinking. These refer to cases
where we think about events that could have been the case in the future, but are
no longer possible. For example, when I think about how my holidays would be if I
had saved money to pay for them, I am thinking about an event that would happen
in the future if I had done something differently in the past. However, at the present,
it is no longer possible for me to save money to pay for the holidays, which makes
this an impossible event. In such cases, the events in question also do not exist and
their properties are non-instantiated. Thus, despite presenting me with a particular
event and some seemingly instantiated properties, the thought fails to refer to existing
things.

Consider, now, thoughts that are directed at the past. Assuming that episodic mem-
ory is a form of episodic thinking, as De Brigard (2014a) does, we have, on the one
hand, successful and unsuccessful occurrences of remembering, which we have dis-
cussed already, and, on the other hand, past-oriented counterfactual thinking. The
latter refers to cases where we think about events that could have been the case in
the past. For example, when I think about how my holidays would have been in 2010
had I saved money that year, I am entertaining a thought about an event that could
have happened in the past if I had done something differently. Similarly to episodic
future thinking and future-oriented counterfactual thinking, the event in question does
not exist and the properties are non-instantiated. Thus, despite presenting me with a
particular event and some seemingly instantiated properties, the thought fails to refer
to existing things.

Now, to see howwe can distinguish between those occurrences of episodic thinking,
including successful and unsuccessful occurrences of remembering, remember that,
for hybridism, the content of a given thought is partly determinedby its phenomenology
and partly determined by how it relates to the things it is about. These are, respectively,
the phenomenological particularity and the relational particularity of mental states.
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The claim hybridism puts forward with respect to the relationship between episodic
memory and different forms of episodic thinking is that they are continuous in terms
of their phenomenological particularity, but discontinuous in terms of their relational
particularity. So, we need an account of the relationship between episodic memory
and episodic thinking that explains (1) how all those forms of thinking instantiate
phenomenological particularity; (2) how occurrences of remembering instantiate full
or partial relational particularity; and (3) how forms of episodic thinking differ from
each other in terms of content.

While the difference of content of successful and unsuccessful occurrences of
remembering is due to their relational particularity, or whether and how the modes
of presentation refer, the difference of content of different forms of episodic thinking
is to be found in how phenomenological particularity is instantiated, or in the kinds
of modes of presentation that compose their contents. The motivation for this is quite
simple: because different forms of episodic thinking are considered to be fully gappy
on the hybrid account, the differences in their contents should come from the parts
responsible for their phenomenologies. To make sense of these differences, however,
we need an account of what kinds of modes of presentation there are and which ones
are present in different occurrences of episodic thinking.

When we look at the phenomenology of the various forms of episodic thinking
described above, it is possible to identify two important differences among them.
First, they differ with respect to whether the events are presented as being about the
past or the future and whether they are presented as being actual, possible, or not
possible. And second, they differ in relation to whether the properties are presented
as instantiated or not. This allows us to distinguish between four kinds of modes of
presentation for events and two kinds ofmodes of presentation for properties to explain
the differences in the phenomenology of those thoughts.

Events

Kinds of MOPs Temporal location/actuality or possibility

MOPpast/actual Past/actual
MOPpast/n−possible Past/not-possible
MOP f uture/possible Future/possible
MOP f uture/n−possible Future/not-possible

Properties

Kinds of MOPs Instantiation

MOPinstantiated Instantiated
MOPn−instantiated Non-instantiated

Let us now consider this in relation to the content of episodic thinking. To start,
consider remembering, misremembering, and confabulating. In all of them, the modes
of presentation present subjects with events that seem to be past and actual and with
properties that seem to be instantiated by those events. While only remembering is
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successful in referring to actual past events and to instantiated properties, it is still
the case that it seems to subjects that, in remembering, misremembering, and confab-
ulating, their mental states are about such things. So, we can say that the modes of
presentation composing the content of remembering, misremembering, and confabu-
lating are modes of presentation presenting events as being past and actual and modes
of presentation presenting properties as being instantiated. This leads us to a more
fine-grained characterization of the content of those mental states:

Remembering: [MOPpast/actual (e);MOPinstantiated (p)]

Misremembering: [MOPpast/actual (e);MOPinstantiated (__)]

Confabulating: [MOPpast/actual (__);MOPinstantiated (__)]

Note that this characterization is compatible with the account given in Sect. 3. Remem-
bering, misremembering, and confabulating still differ with respect to their contents,
but they have the same phenomenology because their contents are composed by the
same kinds of modes of presentation.10

In comparison, consider now episodic future thinking, future-oriented counterfac-
tual thinking, and past-oriented counterfactual thinking. In cases of episodic future
thinking (EFT), the modes of presentation present subjects with events that seem to be
future and possible and with properties that seem to be instantiated by those events.
In cases of future-oriented counterfactual thinking (FOCT), the modes of presentation
present subjectswith events that seem to be future and non-possible andwith properties
that seem to be instantiated by those events. In cases of past-oriented counterfactual
thinking (POCT), the modes of presentation present subjects with events that seem
to be past and non-possible and with properties that seem to be instantiated by those
events. In all those cases, because the events do not exist, the contents are fully gappy.
Thus, we have the following characterization of the contents of those mental states:

EFT: [MOP f uture/possible(__);MOPinstantiated (__)]

FOCT: [MOP f uture/n−possible(__);MOPinstantiated (__)]

POCT: [MOPpast/n−possible(__);MOPinstantiated (__)]

Now that we have a characterization of the content of different forms of episodic
thinking, we can see whether hybridism satisfies (1)–(3) above. (1) establishes that a
hybrid account of the relationship between episodic memory and episodic thinking

10 It might be argued here that the non-gappy modes of presentation in remembering and misremembering
are different from the gappy modes of presentation in confabulating. In response, I want to clarify that
when I say that the modes of presentation in remembering, misremembering, and confabulating are of the
same kind, I mean that how they present events to the subject is the same, regardless of whether or not they
are successful in referring. Thus, because modes of presentation are responsible for the phenomenology
of memory and because the phenomenology does not necessarily change when modes of presentation are
fulfilled, it is not incoherent to say that remembering, misremembering, and confabulating can have the
same kind of modes of presentation.
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must explain how they instantiate phenomenological particularity. In the characteri-
zation of the content of episodic thinking given above, this requirement is satisfied.
Because the contents of different forms of episodic thinking contain modes of presen-
tation, we can explain why, like in occurrences of remembering, it seems to subjects
that their thoughts are about particular events with particular properties. Condition (2)
requires, in contrast, an account of why some occurrences of remembering instanti-
ate full or partial relational particularity, while other forms of episodic thinking do
not. The hybrid account provided also satisfies (2): remembering instantiates full rela-
tional particularity because both modes of presentation are successful in referring;
misremembering instantiates partial relational particularity because only the mode of
presentation of events establishes reference; and confabulating and other forms of
episodic thinking are fully gappy because none of their modes of presentation are
successful in referring. Finally, (3) requires an explanation of how different forms of
episodic thinking and confabulating differ in terms of content, given that they are all
fully gappy. This is also accommodated in the framework above, for despite being
fully gappy, the content of confabulating and other forms of episodic thinking differ
because they are constituted by different modes of presentation. This, again, is fully
consistent with the notion of hybrid content developed in Sect. 3, for phenomenology
partly determines the content of mental states. Thus, taking different forms of episodic
thinking to have hybrid contents preserves important continuist and discontinuist intu-
itions.

5 Objections

One assumption that underlies the proposal of this paper is that the dispute between
representationalism and relationalism in perception and memory have sufficiently
similar elements, such that the enterprise to analyze hybrid views of perception to
start thinking of hybrid views of memory is justified. In this section, I will briefly
consider some differences between memory and perception that could serve as bases
for objections against my proposal. I also consider one objection which says that
hybridism does not succeed in avoiding disjunctivism.

5.1 The character of memory vs. the objects of memory

It might be argued that there is an important difference between the contemporary
dispute between representationalism and relationalism about perception and the same
dispute in memory. Unlike in the philosophy of memory, contemporary philosophers
of perception are concerned with the character of perception, as opposed to the nature
of its objects. Although how exactly to characterize the objects of perception across
different modalities is a matter of dispute (see, e.g., O’Callaghan 2011, 2016), it is
widely agreed that they are mind-independent things or events in the environment.
What representationalists and relationalists ultimately disagree about is whether per-
ception is, fundamentally, a matter of representing the world or of being directly
related to it. Representationalists, as Tim Crane (2006) points out, hold that “a per-
ceptual representation need not essentially involve a relation to what it represents”

123



Synthese (2020) 197:1263–1290 1285

(133), meaning that there can be instances of perceptual experiences that do not relate
to anything, such as hallucinating seeing a unicorn (see, e.g., Tye 2002; Byrne 2001;
Dretske 2003). In contrast, relationalists insist that there cannot be perception without
a relation (see, e.g., Martin 2004; Brewer 2007; Fish 2009), which motivates, in part,
their appeal to disjunctivism to deal with the occurrence of hallucinations.

While it is true that discussions about the character and the objects of perception
and memory are two different things, it is also true that they are closely related. It
is not possible to give a proper account of what the objects of memory are if we
do not have a proper understanding of the character of memory. Hybridism is, in
this perspective, an attempt to show that the dispute between representationalism and
relationalism about the nature of the objects of memory can be resolved by adopting
an appropriate (i.e., a hybrid) view of the character of memory. In other words, if
the character of memory is hybrid, as hybridism suggests, the objects of memory
are indeed the past events themselves, but we only become aware of those events by
undergoing representational states whose contents are inherently relational. Recently,
Bernecker (2008) seems to hint at a similar view when he says that

Though remembering something may require the having of memory-data, there
is no reason to suppose we are aware of these memory-data themselves. I am
aware of a past event by internally representing the event, not by being aware
of the internal representation of the event. Memory-data do not function as the
primary objects of awareness, but are merely the vehicles of the remembered
information. Memory is indirect in the sense that it involves a series of causal
intermediaries between the past event and the memory experience (memory-
datum). But from this it does not follow that memory is indirect in the sense of
involving a prior awareness of something other than the past event. (75)

Memory-data, or, as I have been using the term, representations, are the vehicles by
means ofwhichwe become aware of past events. Despite his account being compatible
with hybridism, Bernecker does not say much about what those memory-data should
be in order to make it possible for one to be aware of past events themselves by
means of representing them. Hybridism, in contrast, deals with this question directly.
In doing so, it provides an account of what the character of memory should be in
order to reconcile representationalist and relationalist intuitions, such that a common
ground about what the objects of memory are can be found.

5.2 The temporality of the objects of perception and memory

Another disanology between perception andmemory relates to the temporality of their
objects. The objects of perception are co-temporal with perceptual experiences, which
makes it easy to see how they can be constitutive parts of their contents. However, the
objects of memory are not co-temporal with memorial states. Past events no longer
exist when we remember them, so it is hard to see how they can be constitutive parts of
the content of remembering. Thus, perhaps it is simply misleading to say that memory
has hybrid contents in the same way that perception does.
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As I pointed out in Sect. 4.1, even if it is true that this disanalogy is genuine, it does
not threaten hybridism. Alternatively, it is possible to question whether the disanalogy
is actually the case. As Bernecker (2008) notes, “also in the case of perception we have
to allow that what is directly perceived is not contemporary with the act of perceiving
it”, for “perceiving a physical object is a causal process that takes time” (69, see also
Russell 2001, pp. 17–18). Thus, strictly speaking, the objects of perception are not co-
temporal with perceptual experiences, for the causal processes leading up to perceptual
experiences require time to happen. Although the time separating remembering and
past events is significantly longer than the time separating perceiving and its objects,
the difference here is one of degree and not one of kind. So, if there is a disanology
between perception and memory, it is not as dramatic as it initially appeared.

5.3 Autonoetic consciousness

A third difference between perception and memory is that the latter seems to involve a
unique kind of consciousness, namely, what Tulving (1985b, 2002) called autonoetic
consciousness, or simply autonoesis (see also Klein 2015). Broadly speaking, one
might understand autonoesis in twoways. On the first understanding, autonoesis refers
towhat philosophers usually call the “feeling of pastness” (Russell 1921, pp. 161–162)
associated with episodic memories. On the second understanding, it refers to the sense
of self or “ownership” that episodic memories carry with them (see Klein and Nichols
2012). Although Tulving distinguished these two understandings later in his works,
the initial characterization provided by him, according to which autonoesis refers to
the sense of self in subjective time, seems to suggest that autonoesis involves both the
elements above. Since this is perhaps the most common definition of the term, I will
stick to it here.

By relying on a characterization of content inspired by perceptual experiences, it
might be argued that hybrid contents fail to account for this essential feature ofmemory.
Although some, such as Fernández (2016), argue for a characterizarion of autonoesis
in terms of content, it is commonly accepted that autonoesis belongs to the phe-
nomenological dimension of memory. Thus, when we take into account hybridism’s
commitment to separatism, it is not required that autonoesis be an essential element
of the content of memory. It is consistent with hybridism that differences in the phe-
nomenology of amental state need not imply differences in its content, as long as those
differences are explained by something external to the content. Another alternative
would be to suggest that autonoesis is not a feature of episodic memories themselves,
but of doxastic states accompanying them, which are “recruited” by particular ele-
ments of their contents (Sant’Anna and Michaelian forthcoming). For example, we
can say that your memory of your tenth birthday party has the feelings of pastness and
of ownership not because they are built into the content or into the phenomenology
of memory, but rather because you hold certain beliefs that accompany your memory,
such as that the child represented in the thought is you, that events in which you are
a child are in the past, and so on. Another alternative would be to explain autonoesis
as arising out of the functioning of metacognitive processes responsible for detecting
specific cues present in the content of memory (see, e.g., Dokic 2014).
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Given that there is no agreement as to what autonoetic consciousness is, and given
that this is still a controversial topic in the literature, I do not want to commit to
any particular alternative here. A full hybrid account of episodic memory will, of
course, be required to provide an account of autonoesis, and some of the alternatives
described above are potentially compatible with the hybrid view. However, showing
that hybridism can in fact rely on them, or whether a new alternative is needed to
explain autonoesis, is the task of a future project.

5.4 Disjunctivism again?

To conclude the paper, I would like to reply to one objection that can be raised to
hybridism. This objection says that hybridism fails to avoid disjunctivism, for the
framework I provided is logically compatible with the disjunctivist claim that suc-
cessful and unsuccessful occurrences of remembering are only similar in relation to
their phenomenology.11

This objection overlooks two important points of hybridism. The first point refers
to the fact that hybridism is not committed to the claim that the only thing shared by
successful and unsuccessful occurrences of remembering is the phenomenology. As
it became clear in the discussion of the content of episodic thinking, phenomenology
is only a part of the content of remembering and episodic thinking. So, successful
and unsuccessful occurrences of remembering are similar with respect to their phe-
nomenology because they share a more basic “common factor”, which is that they
are mental states with representational content. So, those mental states are similar in a
more fundamental way, which actually explainswhy they share the same phenomenol-
ogy, thus making hybridism incompatible with the kind of metaphysical conclusions
advanced by disjunctivists.

The second point is that the objection overlooks the fact that hybridism is not
concerned with the logical coherence of disjunctivism, but with the metaphysical
conclusions drawn from the claim that the only thing shared by successful and unsuc-
cessful occurrences of remembering is the phenomenology. Even if, for the sake of
the argument, we grant that hybridism is compatible with this claim, it does not follow
that it is committed to disjunctivism, or at least to disjunctivism in the way described
in Sect. 2. The problematic aspect of disjunctivism, from the hybridist’s point of view,
is that the disjunctive claim supports the conclusion that successful and unsuccessful
occurrences of remembering belong to two different metaphysical kinds. Since this
claim is not implied by hybridism, it is not the case that it is committed to disjunc-
tivism even if we accept that the only thing shared by successful and unsuccessful
occurrences of remembering is the phenomenology.
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