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Abstract
Agentialism about self-knowledge (hereafter simply “agentialism”) is the view that key to understanding our
capacity for self-knowledge is appreciating the connection between that capacity and our identities as
rational agents—as creatures for whom believing, intending, desiring, and so on are manifestations of a
capacity to be responsive to reasons. This connection, agentialists maintain, consists in the fact that coming
to know our ownminds involves an exercise of our rational capacities in the service of answering the relevant
first-order question. Agentialists face the task of accounting for the connection between our identities as
rational agents and our capacity to know our stored beliefs. It’s plausible that one comes to know that one
believes that p by exercising one’s rational capacities in those cases where the belief that p is formed on the
basis of present consideration of the reasons for and against p. But what exactly is the relevance of our
rational capacities in the case where one has already formed the belief in question? In this paper I provide an
answer to this question. That answer involves an appeal to a particular model of memory. According to the
model I favor,memory preserves, in addition to the content of one’s beliefs, one’s commitment to their truth.
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1. Introduction
Agentialism about self-knowledge (hereafter simply “agentialism”) is the view that key to under-
standing our capacity for self-knowledge is appreciating the connection between that capacity and
our identities as rational agents—as creatures for whombelieving, intending, desiring, and so on are
manifestations of a capacity to be responsive to reasons. This connection, agentialists maintain,
consists in the fact that coming to know our own minds involves an exercise of our rational
capacities in the service of answering the relevant first-order question.1 (A rational capacity is a
capacity which is governed by rational norms—norms relevant to the appraisal of an attitude or
agent as rational or irrational. Inference is an example of a rational capacity; digestion is an example
of a nonrational capacity.) Agentialists are typically impressed by the fact that often, I can answer
the question whether I believe that p (for instance, whether I believe that it will rain tomorrow)
simply by answering the question whether p (the question whether it will rain tomorrow). Let us say
that when one answers the question whether one believes that p simply by answering the question
whether p, one employs the transparency procedure.This procedure is significant, agentialists claim,
because in the paradigmatic case, at least, it involves deploying one’s rational capacities in the
service of answering a question about what one believes: in the paradigmatic case, I answer the
question whether I believe that p by considering the reasons for and against p.2

© The Author(s) 2020. Published by Canadian Journal of Philosophy.

1Proponents of agentialism thus understood include Moran (2001, 2004, 2012) and Boyle (2009, 2011, 2017, 2019).
2Not all philosophers who emphasise the significance of the transparency procedure take it to reveal something important

about the connection between our capacity to know our ownminds and our identities as rational agents. See, for instance, Byrne
(2011). Byrne’s account emphasises our identities as rational, but not as rational agents.
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It seems, however, that not every instance in which one employs the transparency procedure is
one in which onemust consider the reasons that bear on the relevant first-order question. Consider,
for instance, one’s stored beliefs—those beliefs which are in noway before one’smind (Frise 2017). I
can come to know that I believe that p, say, where my belief that p is stored, by employing the
transparency procedure—by answering the first-order question whether p. But it’s not the case that
my answering that question necessarily involves me considering the reasons for and against p. In
cases where I have a stored belief that p, I can answer the question whether p simply by remembering
that p. And I can remember that p without rehearsing the considerations which speak in favor of p
or that initially convinced me that p. It’s plausible that exercising one’s capacity for deliberating on
the first-order considerations is the way one comes to know that one believes that p,where the belief
that p is formed on the basis of the present exercise of that very capacity—on the basis of present
consideration of the reasons for and against p. But it’s not at all clear that one must exercise that
capacity in order to know that one believes that p, where the belief that p is stored. But then, if this
capacity is not necessarily exercised in coming to know one’s stored beliefs, what exactly is the
relevance for self-knowledge of our rational capacities in these cases?

Call this “the stored belief question.” As long as the stored belief question goes unanswered,
agentialism is radically incomplete. According to agentialists, key to understanding our capacity for
self-knowledge is understanding the way in which self-knowledge involves an exercise of our rational
capacities in the service of answering the relevant first-order question. But if it is not clear how the
exercise of those capacities is involved in our coming to know our stored beliefs, then we have no
reason to think that it is key to an account of how we know what we believe. After all, stored beliefs
make up the vastmajority of those of our beliefs which we are in a position to know at any given time.

In this paper, I provide an answer to the stored belief question. In section 2, I consider Richard
Moran’s response to the question as pressed by Nishi Shah and David Velleman. I suggest that
Moran’s response—specifically, his reminder that in order for an utterance to count as the expression
of a belief of mine, it must bear some relation to the exercise of my rational capacities for determining
what is true and false—should reassure the agentialist. But Moran’s response raises a question: How
couldmyutterance “p” bear a relation of the appropriate sort tomy rational capacities for determining
what is true and false if it’s not the upshot of deliberation in the present moment about whether p? In
sections 3 and 4, I argue that it can be in virtue ofmy remembering that p that my utterance bears this
relation. I sketch two models of remembering in the semantic mode: the judgment model and the
testimonymodel. I go on to argue that we have good reason to prefer the judgmentmodel. Unlike the
testimonymodel, it characterizes instances of remembering in awaywhich is not at oddswith rational
norms governing change in the rational bases of our beliefs over time. In section 5, I argue that this
reason for preferring the judgment model grounds an answer to the stored belief question.

2. The stored belief question: Moran’s response to Shah and Velleman
Nishi Shah and David Velleman are among those philosophers who have pressed the question of
stored beliefs against agentialism. They begin by pointing out that the question “Do I believe that p?”
is ambiguous. It can mean either “Do I already believe that p (that is, antecedently to considering
this question)?” or “Do I now believe that p (that is, now that I am answering the question)?” (2005,
506). One is in a position to answer the latter question precisely by forming the belief that p. But not
so, according to Shah and Velleman, in the case of the former question: “[O]ne cannot answer the
questionwhether I already believe that p in away that begins with forming the belief” (506; emphasis
in original). Shah and Velleman go on to acknowledge that asking whether p can indeed be a means
of determining whether one already believes that p. But it’s important, they claim, that one refrains
from any reasoning as to whether p:

If the question is whether I already believe that p, one can assay the relevant state of mind
by posing the question whether p and seeing what one is spontaneously inclined to answer.
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In this procedure, the question whether p serves as a stimulus applied to oneself for the
empirical purpose of eliciting a response … But the procedure requires one to refrain from
any reasoning as to whether p, since that reasoning might alter the state of mind that one is
trying to assay. Hence, asking oneself whether p must be a brute stimulus in this case rather
than an invitation to reasoning. (506; emphasis in original)

Compare the case in which I’m seeking to answer the question whether I now believe that p. I can
settle this question by reasoning to a conscious judgment whether p, because “the question whether
I now believe that p naturally leads to the question whether to judge that p, which gives way to the
question whether p, now posed as an invitation to reasoning” (507).

I take it that by “reasoning,” Shah and Velleman do not mean explicit reasoning—the sort of
reasoning involved in deliberation, for example. Instead, “reasoning” should be understood broadly to
encompass any case inwhich onemakes up one’smind that p on the basis of reasons for and against p.
One does not need to explicitly consider those reasons. (Indeed, proponents of agentialism are clear
that the rational capacity they are interested in is not exhausted by our capacity for deliberation or
explicit reasoning. See, for instance, Moran [2004, 458].) If Shah and Vellman are right, then
reasoning—whether implicit or explicit—cannot be a way of coming to know whether one believes
that p, where the belief that p is stored, for such reasoning runs the risk of altering the target belief.

Richard Moran—a prominent proponent of agentialism—has defended the view against Shah
and Velleman’s line of objection in the following way. Not just any response to a question about
what I believe will count as an expression ofmy belief, Moran notes, even in the case where the belief
in question is stored. If someone asks me, “What do you believe is the capital of Spain?” and I utter,
“Madrid,”my utterance will count as an expression of my belief that Madrid is the capital of Spain
only if certain conditions aremet. Paramount among these is the requirement that I hold it true that
Madrid is the capital of Spain. But, Moran goes on:

[I]f I relate to my “stored” belief as something I take to be true, it will be hard to see how I can
see my relation to it, however spontaneous, as insulated from the engagement of my rational
capacities for determining what is true or false. It cannot, for instance, be seen by me (or my
auditors, if they are the ones applying the stimulus) as simply some name that is produced
upon receiving the stimulus, for it has to represent what I take to be true, as an answer to the
question asked. Hence, there is considerable background involving my rational agency that
has to be assumed for my response to the stimulus to count as my spontaneous answer to the
question. (2012, 221)

Moran’s point is surely right: in order for an utterance to count as the expression of a belief of
mine, itmust bear some relation to the exercise ofmy rational capacities for determiningwhat is true
and false. After all, my utterance will only count as the expression of my belief if the proposition it
expresses is one which I hold to be true. But by itself this point is insufficient to satisfactorily answer
the question of stored beliefs. To satisfactorily answer that question, the agentialist needs to offer
some account of what exactly the relation is between the exercise of my rational capacities and my
ability to know that I believe that p, where the belief that p is stored; it is not enough simply to note
that some such relation must obtain.3

Now,Moran surely realizes this. Indeed, certain things which he goes on to say suggest a broader
point—namely, that even in the case of stored beliefs, one comes to know that one believes that p by
reflecting on the reasons for and against p:

For any mental content, word association, or exclamation that may be produced by the
stimulus, it will count as relevant to the question of my belief only if I am relating to that

3See Cassam (2014, 114ff.) on this point.
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content or word as representing my belief about that matter. That, however, will mean
engaging with my rational capacities in a way that involves my reflecting on the facts of the
matter, which was supposed to be excluded from the process because it was thought to
“contaminate” it. But if that were so, then it is hard to see how a person could ever perform the
ordinary task of telling us what they already believe about something. (2012, 222; emphasis
added)

Again, Moran is surely right that I must relate appropriately to the content or utterance which is
produced by a stimulus in order for that content or utterance to bear on the question of what I
believe. But it is questionable whether it somehow follows from this that in order for an utterance,
say, to bear on this question, it must be the upshot of my reflecting on the “facts of the matter,” by
which Moran presumably means those facts which bear on the relevant first-order question.
Leaving aside Shah and Velleman’s concerns about the risk of “contamination” which such
reflection allegedly introduces, it just seems empirically false that we know what we think about
some issue only by reflecting in the present moment on the relevant first-order considerations.
Suppose I’m asked, “What do you believe is the capital of Spain?” and I respond, “Madrid.” It’s true
that in order for this response to count as the expression ofmy belief, I must hold it true thatMadrid
is the capital of Spain. But it’s not necessary that I first consider the reasons for and againstMadrid’s
being the capital of Spain. I can simply recall that Madrid is the capital of Spain.

In fairness toMoran, he acknowledges that the sort of rational activity he has inmind need not be
explicit (2012, 222). But my point is that there need be no consideration of the reasons for and
against at all. Indeed, one may have forgotten the considerations that initially convinced one—and
which might now convince one—that, for example, Madrid is the capital of Spain. Still, one’s
utterance may count as the expression of one’s belief.4

For these reasons, I don’t think Moran’s suggestion—the suggestion that in order for an
utterance to count as the expression of a belief it must be the result of present (implicit or explicit)
reflection on the first-order question—can be quite right. Still, I think that what is right about
Moran’s response should reassure the agentialist. What is right about Moran’s response is that in
order for an utterance to count as the expression of a belief ofmine, it must bear some relation to the
exercise of my rational capacities for determining what is true and false. But now we want to know:
how could my utterance “p” bear a relation of the appropriate sort to my rational capacities for
determining what is true and false, if it’s not the upshot of deliberation in the present about whether
p? In sections 3, 4, and 5, I’ll offer an answer to this question. My answer will appeal to the
functioning of memory. I want to say that it can be in virtue of your remembering that p that your
utterance bears the relation in question. I begin by detailing the sort of memory that I’m
interested in.

3. Models of remembering in the semantic mode
3.a The episodic/semantic distinction

“Memory,” in themost general sense, is that capacity, whatever it is, which allows for the retrieval of
information learned at some earlier time. “Memories” are those contentful mental items which are
retrieved in instances of remembering. I distinguish, then, between memory as a capacity, token
memories, and acts of remembering.

There are various ways of discriminating memory capacities.5 One popular taxonomy is
hierarchical in structure. At the top of the hierarchy is the distinction between “declarative” and
“nondeclarative”memory. The distinction is meant to mark the difference between those capacities

4I discuss Moran’s response to the stored belief question, and the differences between his response andmy own, in section 4.
5See Werning and Cheng (2017) for an overview.
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which allow, respectively, for the retrieval of memories a subject can express (for example,
remembering that your rental inspection is tomorrow) and for the retrieval of memories
which the subject can only demonstrate (for example, remembering how to ride a bike)
(Bernecker 2009, 12; Squire and Zola-Morgan, 1988; Squire 2009).

Following Tulving (1972), it’s standard to distinguish, within the category of declarative memory,
between “episodic” and “semantic memory.” The question of how exactly to draw the distinction
between these twomemory capacities is contested. One popular proposal is that remembering in the
episodic mode has a distinctive phenomenology; specifically, in instances of episodic recall, past
events are presented by way of past experiences, which are undergone at themoment of recall.6 Let us
say that episodic memory is that capacity, whatever it is, which allows one to recall information by
re-experiencing certain of one’s past experiences (or, more exactly, experiences which are presented
to one as one’s past experiences7). Let us say that semantic memory is that capacity, whatever it is,
which allows us to recall information without reexperiencing such experiences. If, for instance, I
remember that I once visited a beach in New Zealand by reexperiencing the feeling of the sand
between my toes, then the capacity involved is episodic memory. If, however, I do not reexperience
this feeling or any other past experience, then the capacity involved is semanticmemory.8 (Of course,
inmost cases the exercise of semanticmemory results in one’s calling tomind, not information about
one’s past, but generic information about the world—for example, that geese can be territorial, that
exercise is good for you, and so on and so forth.)

We can extend the semantic/episodic distinction to bothmemories and acts of remembering. Let
us say that a memory is semantic if it is poised for retrieval through the exercise of semantic
memory. And let us say that one remembers that p in the semantic mode if one remembers that p
without reexperiencing certain of one’s past experiences. Episodic memories and remembering in
the episodic mode can be characterized similarly.

My concern in this paper is first and foremost with remembering in the semantic mode—and, to
a lesser extent, with semanticmemory and semanticmemories. I will have nothing to say about their
episodic analogues. This is not because there is any privileged connection between recalling our
stored beliefs and remembering in the semantic mode. Plausibly, we recall many of our stored
beliefs in the episodic mode—by reliving certain experiences. My reasons for focusing on semantic
memory have, rather, to do with issues of manageability. The nature of episodic memory is hotly
disputed. Philosophers disagree, for instance, about how to understand the content of episodic
memories.9 I wish to steer a path around these debates. Some of what I say will, I expect, apply with
equal force to episodic memory, some may not.

3.b Models of remembering in the semantic mode: Testimony vs. judgment

There are at least two competing models of remembering in the semantic mode, which I call the
“testimony” and “judgment” models, respectively.10 According to the testimony model, remem-
bering that p involves calling to mind that p. But this calling to mind does not amount to believing

6See, for example, Rowlands (2009, 318).
7This qualification is important so that we do not rule out the possibility of quasimemory by definition. See Parfit (1984). For

an argument against the notion of quasimemory, see Schechtman (1990).
8Some philosophers have suggested that even this drawing of the distinction is not fit for purpose. See, for instance, Bernecker

(2009, 13ff.). Bernecker prefers what he calls a grammatical taxonomy—a classification in terms of memory’s grammatical
objects. Nothing about my argument depends on our using the semantic/episodic distinction as opposed to Bernecker’s
classificatory scheme.

9For competing views, see Searle (1983, chap. 3), Fernandez (2006) and Recanati (2007, chap. 18).
10I introduce both models against the backdrop of a broadly representational theory of belief—a theory according to which

believing that p consists in being appropriately related to a representation that p. (Neither assumes a particular view about what
representations are.) But it seems to me one might endorse similarly spirited models even if one rejects the representational
theory of belief.
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that p. One must first endorse the content one has called to mind as true. On this sort of view,
remembering is, in an important sense, like receiving testimony: in both cases content is presented
to one as true, and in both cases one may endorse or reject (or adopt somemore nuanced epistemic
attitude towards) what is presented to one. Even in the case in which one does endorse it, the act of
endorsing it is distinct from the act of remembering, just as being told that p is distinct from
endorsing that p on that basis.11 According to the testimony model, remembering that p in the
semantic mode never amounts to believing that p.

According to the judgment model, what occurs when one remembers that p does amount to
believing that p. Remembering is not like receiving testimony. Rather, it is akin to judgment: just as
judging that p is not accompanied by some further act—the act of endorsing that judgment—nor is
remembering that p accompanied by some further act—the act of endorsing the deliverances of
memory as true. To judge that p just is to endorse that p. So too, to remember that p just is to endorse
that p. Note that a proponent of the judgment model does not want to say that to remember that p
just is to judge that p. Indeed, the act of remembering that p does not even involve the act of judging
that p, on her view. The claim is simply that consciously judging that p provides a useful model on
which to think of remembering that p.12

I devote the remainder of this subsection to clarifying the testimony and judgment models,
respectively.

Proponents of the testimony model think of remembering that p in the semantic mode on the
model of receiving testimony that p. However, a proponent of the testimony model can (and
should) accept that there are important differences between memory and testimony. One apparent
difference is that remembering that p is factive, while being told that p is not. One can testify that p
whether p is true or false. But, plausibly, one can remember that p only if p is true.13 For this reason,
it isn’t quite right to say that remembering that p is like being told that p, on the testimonymodel. It
is more exact to say that remembering that p is like being informed or made aware that p.

Proponents of the judgment model, too, will want to qualify their view, in their case by
acknowledging apparent differences between remembering that p and consciously judging that
p, differences which I won’t domore thanmerely list here. First, memory is factive while judgment
clearly is not. (I can judge that p even when p is false.) Second, plausibly, one counts as
remembering that p only if the content’s coming before one’s mind is appropriately causally
connected to the occasion of one’s learning that p.14 There does not seem to be any analogous
condition in the case of judgment. A third apparent difference concerns the way in which the
contents of memory and judgment are, respectively, presented to one. In paradigmatic instances
of remembering, one might think the relevant propositional content is presented as content the
truth of which one has a standing commitment to. Not so, one might think, in the case of
judgment. Clearly, each of these points stands in need of elaboration. But suffice it to say that they
are points which a proponent of the judgment model can happily accept. In spite of these
differences, she can insist, judging that p provides a useful model on which to think of remem-
bering that p in the semantic mode.

11Some of the things which Dummett (1993) says suggest this view.
12For an explicit defence of this model, see Owens (2000, chap. 10). See also Barnett (2015); Note that the testimony and

judgment models are first and foremost views concerning the structure of, as opposed to the warrant(s) involved in,
remembering that p. The models may conduce towards particular views about the nature of our warrant for memorial beliefs.
But it seems that one can endorse eithermodel without thereby committing oneself to any particular view. For example, one can
endorse the testimonymodel and yet think that one has a standing entitlement to believe that one’smemory is a reliable guide to
the truth. Similarly, one can endorse the testimony model and consistently claim that the relevant warrant is a posteriori—a
warrant which depends on one’s having evidence that, for instance, one’s memory is functioning reliably, that the target
proposition is in fact true, and so on. The analogous point holds true for proponents of the judgment model.

13Although, see Hazlett (2010).
14For discussion of what it is for this causal connection to be appropriate, see Bernecker (2009, chap. 5).
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Indeed, there is a further qualification which a proponent of the judgment model ought to make
to her view. Many philosophers are convinced that one might remember that p and yet, at the time
of remembering, fail to believe that p. (See, for instance, Bernecker [2009] and Martin and
Deutscher [1966].) When asked which is the largest ocean in the world, she may correctly recall
that it is the Pacific Ocean. But shemay doubt the reliability of her memory to such an extent that in
spite of her recalling the answer correctly, she does not believe that the largest ocean in the world is
the Pacific Ocean. Still, it seems right to say that she has remembered that it is. If such cases are
indeed genuine cases of remembering, then they seem to pose a problem for the judgment model.15

In my view, such cases give us good reason to think that believing that p is not necessary for
remembering that p. But this does not pose a problem for the judgment model as long as we
understand it as a model of paradigmatic instances of remembering that p. Thus understood, a
proponent of the judgment model is someone who thinks that paradigmatic cases of remember-
ing that p involve believing that p. This qualification allows that there might be nonparadigmatic
cases—cases of remembering which don’t involve believing that p. Such cases might nevertheless
count as instances of remembering insofar as they resemble paradigmatic cases in certain key
respects (for example, the content remembered is appropriately causally related to the occasion of
one’s having learned that p). Of course, this qualification will be unsatisfactory if it is a condition
of adequacy for an account of memory that it provides a necessary condition (or a set of such
conditions) for remembering. But we should only accept that this is a condition of adequacy if we
have reason to think that there is one thing (or set of things) common to everything which we
want to call remembering in the semantic mode. And it’s not obvious that this is the case.
Consequently, it’s not obvious that we should favor an analysis of memory over an account that
seeks to offer a characterization of paradigmatic (and/or nonparadigmatic) instances of remem-
bering. (Hereafter, when I talk about the judgment model, I take for granted the qualification
outlined in this paragraph.)

4. Remembering in the semantic mode and motivating epistemic reasons
Both the testimony and judgment models of remembering in the semantic mode ground an
explanation of how my uttering “p” in response to the question “Do you believe that p?” might
count as an expression of my belief—an expression of my commitment to the truth of p—without
that utterance being the upshot of present implicit or explicit reasoning about the question whether
p. In the case of the judgment model, the explanation is simply that, in response to the question, I
remember that p. Since to remember that p is just to believe that p, we have all we need to explain
how my uttering “p” could count as an expression of my belief. In the case of the testimony model,
the explanation is that my utterance is the upshot of my accepting the deliverances of my memory.
Unlike the judgment model, the explanation involves an appeal to two distinct acts: the act of
remembering and the act of affirming or accepting that which one remembers.

Are there grounds for preferring onemodel to the other? In this section, I argue that there is good
reason to prefer the judgment model. The reason has to do with the rational bases for belief and the
norms which govern changes in those rational bases over time.

On closer inspection, the picture of remembering in the semantic mode which the testimony
model supplies may well strike us as odd. It seems to be a picture according to which we have to
“remake” our beliefs at each successive moment of remembering. The model seems to exclude
outright the possibility that semantic memory might preserve our beliefs across time.16 And yet we

15See Debus (2010) for an argument as to why such cases are not correctly described as cases of remembering.
16Onemight wonderwhether this is really so. Perhaps a proponent of the testimonymodel could insist that to have a standing

belief that p is simply to be disposed to assent to the proposition that pwhenever one remembers it. If this is a plausible account
of standing beliefs, then when I affirm that p on the basis of having remembered that p, I am not “remaking”my belief that p.
Rather, I’mmanifesting the disposition which is constitutive of my having a standing belief that p. In fact, I don’t think that this
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might well think that one of the principal functions of memory is to allow us to rely on past
judgments in order to free us from the responsibility of having to repeat those judgments in the
present. Of course, we are always at liberty to reaffirm, adjust, or relinquish a stored belief at the
moment of recall, but the picture supplied by the testimonymodel seems tomake this a requirement
of remembering. The concern is that the picture does not do justice to the sense in which
remembering is, intuitively, recalling something to which one is committed.

Now stated so plainly, it is open to the proponent of the testimony model simply to deny the
intuition. What is needed is some argument for thinking that remembering in the semantic mode
can consist in recalling something towhich one is committed. I think that there is such an argument.
It involvesmotivating epistemic reasons, where amotivating epistemic reason for believing that p is a
reasonwhich convinces one that it is true that p—a reason that underwrites a rational explanation of
why one believes that p (Barnett 2015; Turri 2009). (Hereafter, I refer to motivating epistemic
reasons simply as “motivating reasons.”) Four clarifications are in order. First, motivating reasons
are not necessarily good reasons—reasons which count in favor of, justify, or make reasonable the
target belief. One may be convinced that p on the basis of considerations which are in fact bad
reasons for believing that p. As long as the considerations convince one, they are among one’s
motivating reasons. Second, not every reason which enters into an explanation of why one believes
that p is among one’smotivating reasons. Perhaps the play of light on a hot day is among the reasons
why I believe that there is water on the road ahead. But it is not amongmy reasons for believing—it is
not a consideration which convinces me that there is water on the road ahead. Third, I take no
particular view about what motivating reasons are. I leave it open whether they are, for instance,
propositions (Scanlon 1999), nonmental facts (Dancy 2000), or mental states (Turri 2009). Fourth,
it is consistent with the way I am thinking of them that onemight have multiple motivating reasons
for a target belief.

The argument in support of the intuition that semantic memory can consist in recalling
something to which one is committed involves cases like the following. Suppose that mymotivating
reason for believing that the speed of sound is 343m/s ismy physics teacher’s tellingme that it is; my
teacher’s testimony is the consideration that convinces me that the speed of sound is
343 m/s. Suppose that at some time subsequent to my having formed the belief, I remember that
the speed of sound is 343 m/s, but do not call to mind my reasons for thinking that it is. I haven’t
forgottenmy teacher’s testimony, I simply do not bring it to mind. Finally, suppose that in the time
betweenmy first learning that the speed of sound is 343m/s andmy recalling it, I neither forget nor
learn anything. I take it that the natural thing to say about the case as described is thatmymotivating
reason for believing that the speed of sound is 343 m/s is, at the moment of recalling this
information, my teacher’s testimony.

And yet, it seems that a proponent of the testimony model cannot say this. According to the
testimony model, my recalling that the speed of sound is 343 m/s involves calling to mind the
proposition that the speed of sound is 343 m/s, where my calling it to mind does not amount to my
believing that the speed of sound is 343m/s. It is only once I endorse the content that I have called to

account of standing beliefs is plausible. For the account to succeed, one’s remembering that pmust be conceived in such a way
that it does not presuppose one’s having a standing belief that p, otherwise the account would be circular. Remembering that p
cannot be calling to mind the belief that p; it must instead be something like calling to mind the proposition that p.

But now, suppose that I have been considering the proposition that p, but am unsure whether to affirm or deny it. Suppose
that I now learn some new information fromwhich it follows obviously that p, but that I do not return to question whether p. If I
did, I would affirm that pwithout hesitation. I seem to have the requisite disposition for a standing belief that p—the disposition
to assent to p upon remembering it. But do I have a standing belief that p? Plausibly not. The inference frommynew information
to that pmay be obvious, but I have not drawn it. Moreover, it may be that I continue to act in a way which suggests agnosticism
about whether p. If I do believe that p, it does not play the role in regulatingmy thought and actionwhich a belief that p normally
does. (See Audi [1994] for this line of argument against the model of belief under consideration.)

I thank an anonymous referee for pressing me to say more on this issue.
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mind that I form the belief. In cases like the one at hand—cases in which one endorses the content
without first calling to mind considerations which earlier convinced one—the consideration which
presently convinces one, it seems, is just the calling to mind of the content (coupled, perhaps, with
beliefs about the reliability of one’s memory, one’s general consciousnesses as an epistemic agent,
and so on and so forth). In the case at hand, my teacher’s testimony, though not forgotten, seems
irrelevant to a rational explanation of why it is that I now believe that the speed of sound is
343m/s.17 Unlike the calling tomind of the content, my teacher’s testimony seems to play no role in
convincing me that the speed of sound is 343 m/s.18

This is not the case on the judgment model. On the judgment model, memory preserves belief.
When I remember that the speed of sound is 343m/s, I call tomindmy belief that the speed of sound
is 343m/s. The question whether the speed of sound is 343m/s is not open for me at the moment of
recall in the way that it is on the testimony model. Consequently, in cases like the case at hand—in
which one does not call to mind those considerations which earlier convinced one—there is no
pressure to identify considerations presently before one’s mind as those which rationally explain
one’s belief at the moment of recall. Those considerations which rationally explain one’s belief can
be precisely those considerations which initially convinced one.

Indeed, it seems that we can onlymake room for this possibility if the judgment model is correct.
Any account according to which remembering that p consists in calling to mind something which
falls short of belief will have to offer some account of the rational basis for your believing that p on
the basis of recalling that p in cases like the one at hand—cases in which you recall that p without
recalling the considerations which initially convinced you that p. And it is difficult to see how any
such account could avoid the conclusion to which the proponent of the testimony model seems
committed—namely, that the rational bases for your belief that p are the deliverances of memory,
not those considerations which initially persuaded you. To this extent, we have reason to prefer the
judgment model to the testimony model.

Unlike the judgment model, the testimony model seems committed to describing cases like the
one at hand in a way which is deeply counterintuitive. Specifically, the testimony model seems
committed to the view that, at the moment of recall, one’s motivating reason for believing that p
differs from one’s original motivating reason for believing that p. But intuitively, one’s motivating
reason at the moment of recall for believing that p is just the consideration(s) which initially
convinced one that p.

Aproponent of the testimonymodelmight challenge the claim that this result is counterintuitive. It
cannot be counterintuitive, they might point out, simply in virtue of the fact that it amounts to
supposing that one’s motivating reasons may change over time. After all, the rational bases for our
beliefs often do change over time, even in caseswherewe have not forgotten the evidence that originally
convinced us. But then, what is so objectionable about the notion that one’s calling content to mind
might take the place of one’s original motivating reason in the sorts of cases we’re considering?

Clearly, the rational bases for one’s beliefs can change, even in cases where one has not forgotten
the considerations that originally persuaded one. But insofar as one is rational, such change will
conform to certain norms.We are not simply creatures who respond to reasons at a particular time;
our responses have duration.We do not simply form beliefs; wemaintain them. Andmany of those
rational norms which govern the formation of beliefs at a particular time also govern their
maintenance. Here is an example of such a norm:

(Strongest Evidence): One’s (primary) motivating reason(s) for believing that p ought to be
what one reasonably takes to be one’s strongest evidence that p.

17Of course, my teacher’s testimony is not irrelevant to a purely causal explanation of why it is that I now believe that the
speed of sound is 343m/s. After all, if I hadn’t received that testimony, I wouldn’t have formed the belief. And if I hadn’t formed
the belief, I wouldn’t now be in a position to call to mind the proposition that the speed of sound is 343 m/s.

18Barnett (2015, 379, 388) reaches similar conclusions about similar cases.
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(Strongest Evidence), or something like it, governs belief formation. But plausibly, it also has
implications for the way in which we ought to update our motivating reason(s) for believing that
pwhere the belief that p is stored. According with the norm, it seems, requires that one update one’s
motivating reason(s) only under certain conditions—specifically, only if either: (i) one is persuaded
reasonably that certain (but not all) of the considerations which initially convinced one are not, in
fact, sufficient evidence for believing that p;19 or (ii) one encounters what one reasonably takes to be
better evidence that p.

In cases where (i) is satisfied, it is not that one ought to acquire a new motivating reason for
believing that p, one ought simply to cease to be motivated by those considerations which one has
reasonably lost confidence in. Initially, my smelling wood smoke and hearing fire trucks are the
considerations which convince me that there is a fire in the valley. I come to learn that the wood
smoke is emanating from my neighbor’s barbecue. If I’m to accord with (Strongest Evidence), my
motivating reason for believing that there is a fire in the valley now ought simply to be my hearing
fire trucks. In cases in which (ii) is satisfied, one does necessarily acquire a new motivating reason.
Initially, my hearing fire trucks is the consideration which convinces me that there is a fire in the
valley. Upon approaching the valley, I see plumes of smoke rising above the treeline. Again, if I’m to
accord with (Strongest Evidence), my motivating reasons for believing that there is a fire in the
valley ought to include the plumes of smoke.

In the case involving my belief that the speed of sound is 343 m/s, neither (i) nor (ii) is satisfied.
Indeed, in the case as described, it is trivially true that (i) is unsatisfied, for I have only one
motivating reason for the target belief. But even if wewere to adjust the case so that this consequence
was avoided, (i) would remain unsatisfied. The change in the rational basis of my belief is not
prompted by my being persuaded that my physics teacher’s testimony is not sufficient evidence for
believing that the speed of sound is 343 m/s. Nor is it a consequence of my encountering what I
reasonably take to be better evidence for believing that the speed of sound is 343 m/s. In the case as
described, I do not takemy calling tomind the content that the speed of sound is 343m/s to be better
evidence than my teacher’s testimony for believing that the speed of sound is 343 m/s. But even if I
were to think it better evidence, I would not be reasonable in doing so. Arguably, there are cases in
which themere fact that I remember that p constitutes some evidence that p. (Imight remember that
Madrid is the capital of Spain but have forgotten all my original evidence for thinking that it is. Still,
If I’m justified in believing that my memory is generally reliable, that I’m a responsible epistemic
agent, and so on, the mere fact that I remember it might constitute some evidence for Madrid’s
being the capital of Spain.) But in cases where I still have my original evidence available, my
remembering that p cannot constitute better evidence that p. If it did, I could improve my epistemic
situation simply by remembering what I have learned. But this is absurd. Consequently, (ii) is not
satisfied either.

We have, then, something to say in response to the proponent of the testimony model who
presses us to saymore about why exactly it is counterintuitive to suppose that in cases like the one at
hand, one’s motivating reason at the moment of recall is one’s calling to mind the relevant content,
not those considerations which initially convinced one. Such change in the rational bases for one’s
beliefs violates a norm which governs change in the rational bases of one’s beliefs over time—
namely, (Strongest Evidence).

In section 2, I considered Moran’s response to the stored belief question. I suggested that
contrary to what Moran seems to suggest, it’s not the case that in order for an utterance to count as
the expression of a belief ofmine, the utterancemust be the consequence of present reflection on the
reasons for and against the relevant first-order question. And yet it may now seem unclear howmy

19If one is persuaded reasonably that all of the considerations which initially convinced one that p are not in fact sufficient
evidence for believing that p, then what one ought to do is not, properly speaking, update one’s motivating reasons for believing
that p, one ought to cease believing that p.
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own proposed response to the stored belief question avoids this conclusion.20 I have defended the
judgment model of memory on the grounds that it respects a norm which governs the updating of
one’s motivating reasons for believing that p—namely, (Strongest Evidence). But it might seem that
according with this norm itself requires reflection on the first-order evidence, perhaps on the basis
of something like the following chain of reasoning. (Strongest Evidence) requires updating one’s
motivating reasons for believing that p only if one’s evidence that p has changed—specifically, only
if one now has in hand stronger evidence that p than is constituted by one’s existing motivating
reasons. But in order to know whether one has such evidence in hand one must reflect, however
cursorily, on one’s evidence. But then, conforming with (Strongest Evidence) requires reflection on
the evidence after all, for conforming with this norm requires knowing whether one’s evidence has
changed in a way which warrants updating one’s motivating reasons.

In fact, this chain of reasoning rests on a subtle misreading of (Strongest Evidence). I also think it
rests on a faulty premise. Let me first identify the faulty premise and then explain why it rests on a
misreading.

It’s not true that I can know at the moment of recall whether I have acquired stronger evidence
that p only if I reflect at the moment of recall on the evidence that p. Earlier, I discussed a case in
whichmymotivating reason for believing that the speed of sound is 343m/s is my physics teacher’s
tellingme that it is. Later, I remember that the speed of sound is 343m/s. In order for this belief to be
justifiably based at the moment of recall and on my teacher’s testimony, do I first need to review all
available evidence that the speed of sound is 343 m/s? No. I am entitled to rely on memory.
Specifically, I am entitled to rely on memory’s presenting my teacher’s testimony as the reason to
believe that the speed of sound is 343 m/s. I don’t first need to check that I do not have any
stronger evidence at hand for its being so. Granted, in the case where there is available higher-order
evidence—evidence that there is, indeed, stronger available evidence that the speed of sound is
343 m/s—I’ll need to do some reflection on the first-order evidence. But in the absence of such
evidence, I am entitled to rely on the deliverances of mymemory. Let us assume that it is true that at
the moment of recall my strongest evidence for my belief is my teacher’s testimony. In this case, I
know that this is my strongest evidence—crucially, I know this without having to reflect on the
first-order evidence.

I said that the chain of reasoning sketched above rests on a subtle misreading of (Strongest
Evidence). (Strongest Evidence) does not require that one’smotivating reasons for believing that p
be one’s strongest evidence to hand that p—simply that one’s motivating reasons be those
considerations which one reasonably takes to be one’s strongest evidence that p. It may be that
my motivating reason for believing that p is that q. Suppose that I also believe that r. Further,
suppose that r is in fact stronger evidence than q that p. Still, if I reasonably believe that q is
stronger evidence for p, then I am not violating (Strongest Evidence) in believing that p on the
basis that q.

Does conforming to (Strongest Evidence) thus understood require reflection on the evidence?
Do I need to reflect on the evidence in order to determine what I reasonably take to be my strongest
evidence? Again, not in the sort of case I considered earlier. In that sort of case, I am in a position to
“determine” what I take to be my strongest evidence simply by recalling my belief along with the
associated motivating reason.21 I do not need to consider all the available evidence that the speed of
sound is 343 m/s. Do I need to reflect on the evidence in order to determine that I am being
reasonable in taking my teacher’s testimony to be my strongest evidence? I don’t think so. Again, in
the absence of evidence to the contrary, I am entitled to assume that it ismy strongest evidence if my

20I thank an anonymous referee for pressing me to say more on this point.
21This is not, properly speaking, a way of determiningwhat I take to bemy strongest evidence for the target belief, for recalling

that belief along with the associated motivating reason is not evidence that I take that reason to be the strongest evidence for the
belief. Rather, my recalling it as my motivating reason just is, in the standard case at least, my taking it to be my strongest
evidence.
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memory presents it as such. In such a case, my judgment that I am being reasonable in taking this to
bemy strongest evidence is itself reasonable in the absence of reflection on the evidence. Given that I
am indeed being reasonable in taking it to be my strongest evidence, I can know that I reasonably
take it to be my strongest evidence—again, crucially, I can know this in the absence of reflection on
the first-order evidence.

There remains, then, a crucial difference between my response to the stored belief question and
the response sketched by Moran.

5. Conclusion
I began this paper by raising a question for agentialists—those who think that it is key to self-
knowledge that it involves an exercise of our rational capacities in the service of answering the
relevant first-order question. I called this the “stored belief question”: if one’s capacity to deliberate
on the relevant first-order considerations is not necessarily exercised in coming to know one’s
stored beliefs, what exactly is the relevance for self-knowledge of our rational capacities in cases
where the target beliefs are stored? In section 2, I suggested that Moran’s response to Shah and
Velleman should reassure the agentialist: in order for an utterance to count as the expression of a
belief of mine, it must bear some relation to the exercise of my rational capacities for determining
what is true and false. But it’s not the case—contrary to whatMoran seems to suggest—that in order
to bear this relation, the utterance must be the consequence of present reflection on the reasons for
and against the relevant first-order question.

How could my utterance “p” bear a relation of the appropriate sort to my rational capacities for
determining what is true and false if it’s not the upshot of deliberation in the present moment about
whether p? In sections 3 and 4, I argued that it can be in virtue of my remembering that p that my
utterance bears this relation. I sketched two models of remembering in the semantic mode—the
judgment model and the testimony model—both of which are in a position to explain how it is that
my response “p” could count as the expression of my belief. I went on to argue that we have good
reason to prefer the judgment model. Unlike the testimony model, it respects constraints that
govern the updating of motivating reasons for believing that p. These constraints follow from
(Strongest Evidence)—the norm that one’s (primary) motivating reason(s) for believing that p
ought to bewhat one reasonably takes to be one’s strongest evidence that p. (Strongest Evidence) has
implications not only for those capacities involved in the formation of a belief at a time, its remit
extends to those capacities involved in the preservation of a belief, together with its motivating
reasons, through time.

But (Strongest Evidence) is a normof rationality, somemory itself is a capacity which is governed
by rational norms—and, hence, a rational capacity. We are now in a position to give the following
answer to the stored belief question. Suppose that I am asked whether I believe that p in a case where
my belief that p is stored. I am in a position to answer this question by employing the transparency
procedure—by answering the first-order question whether p. But I answer this question not by
forming a belief on the basis of consideration of the reasons for and against p, but by recalling that p.
But the capacity which facilitates the recall of a belief formed at some earlier time—namely,
semantic memory—is itself a rational capacity, for it is a capacity governed by rational norms.
So the guiding agentialist thought is vindicated: even in the case of stored beliefs, I answer the
question whether I believe that p by exercising my rational capacities in the service of answering the
first-order question whether p. I do not, contra Moran, necessarily engage those capacities which
agentialists emphasise in the case where I form the belief in the present moment—namely, those
capacities involved in deliberation on the reasons for and against p.Nevertheless, my answering the
question necessarily involves the exercise of certain of my rational capacities. The capacities
involved are those which facilitate the preservation of our reason-responsive doxastic states,
together with their motivating reasons, through time.
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